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The Relationships Between Teachers' Control Orientations, Perceived Teacher Control
Behaviour and Students' Motivation

Students motivation to perform adequately in the academic domain of classrooms has been
identified as one of the primary goasto achieve at school. The models of achievement motivation most
often attribute students academic motivation to cognitive processes (Bandura, 1986; Nicholls,
1984;Weiner, 1992) which regulate students learning behaviour. There is a growing body of evidence
(Wentzel, 1991, 1994, 1996), however, that a consideration of social motivation of classrooms should not
be excluded from the model of achievement motivation. Success at school requires students to achieve
two outcomes of education: learning and socia adjustment. It is argued that to achieve these outcomes,
students need to pursue both academic and social goals within classroom. Investigations exploring this
issue suggest that students' efforts to develop motivation in academic areas and efforts to behave in
socidly responsible ways in classrooms are complementary and support the learning process.

Although many factors within classrooms can affect students academic and social motivation, the
role of classroom climate is significant. In particular, the authority structure of classrooms that encourages
students to be autonomous in their learning is related to their intrinsic motivation. Similarly, the
interpersonal relationship domain that fosters care and relatedness have a positive affect on students
motivationa outcomes (Conell and Wellborn, 1991; Deci & Ryan, 1994). One important factor linked to
the climate is teachers control orientation. Teachers' orientations whether they believe that children
should be controlled or be given freedom to make decision determines the structure of classrooms which
in turn affect students' motive to learn (Deci, Schwartz, Sheinman, & Ryan, 1981). Moreover, it isaso
argued that teachers' orientations trandate into teachers' behaviour which students can readily perceive
(Deci, Schwartz, et d., 1981. When they perceive that their teachers care about them or listen to them,
their motive to learn and efforts to behave in socialy appropriate ways is enhanced. In addressing this
issue, the present study examines the relationships between teachers controlling orientations, teachers
controlling behaviour as perceived by students and students academic and social motivation. In
particular, the research examines theserdationships in the context of Bangladesh where students of poor
socio-economic background are required to achieve both academic and social competence goals of
curriculum within alimited classroom facilities.

Student Motivation

Two aspects of students motivation were the focus of the present study: academic motivation and
socia goal. The processes of academic motivation are most often described with respect to severa
congtructs (Bandura, 1986; Nicholls, 1984; Weiner, 1985). However, interest of the present study is
Harter's (1981) intrinsic-extrinsic motivational orientation construct which is based on White' s (1959)
work on ‘effectance motivation’ focusing students mastery and competence. Harter’ s intrinsic motivation
congtruct was chosen because in Bangladeshi primary schools, students intrinsic motivation has been
congdered as necessary to pursue amagtery learning god of curriculum (Ali & Begum, 1993).

Harter (1981) defines intringc motivation “ as an orientation toward learning and mastery in the
classroom, pitting it againgt an extringc stance” (p. 312). In particular, intrinsic motivation refersto a
moativationa gtate of achild which is determined by her or hisintrinsc interest in learning, curiosity and
preference for challenge. In contragt, extrinsic motivation refers to a child’s motivationd state which focuses
on obtaining teachers approvd, rewards, and dependence on teachers for guidance. Harter seesintringic -
extrinsic motivation as amultidimentiona construct and identifies five dimensons of classroom learning
each of which is characterized as having both intrinsic and extrinsic motivationa poles. The dimensions are
(1) learning motiveted by curiosity (intrinsic) versus learning in order to please the teacher (extringic); (2)
incentive to work for one's own satisfaction (intrinsic) versus working to please the teacher and get good
grades (extringic); (3) preference for challenging works (intrinsic) versus preference for easy work (extrinsic);



(4) desire to work independently (intrinsic) versus dependence on the teacher for help (extringc); and (5)
interna criteriafor success and failure (intringic) versus externd criteria (e.g. grades, teacher feedback to
determine success or failure (extringc). Thefirst three dimensions have been used in the present study as they
are suitable for primary level students.

Socid goals have been defined in a variety of waysin the literature (Dowson & Mclnerney, 1997;
Dodge, Asher & Parkhurst, 1989; Urdan & Maehr, 1995). However, interest of the present study isthe
social responsibility goal construct as defined by Wentzel (Wentzel, 1994) because her conceptualisation
mirrors the curriculum goals of Bangladesh where social responsibility in terms of consideration and
respect for others,interpersonal competence and moral development has been chosen as acritica
outcome of students. According to Wentzel (1994), within the classroom context students can pursue
socia responsibility goals by conforming to classroom rules and by being prosocial. The conformity god
refers to students' efforts to conform classroom rules and role expectations for behaviour. The
expectations may exist as aresult of personal commitments or as a function of more general social rules
and norms. The prosocial gods refer to students’ efforts to share and to help peers with social and
academic problems

Teachers Control Orientations

In the present study teachers control orientation was defined by two constructs--autonomy versus
control and humanistic versus authoritarian. The concept of teachers' autonomy versus control orientation
grew from cognitive evaluation theory (Deci & Ryan, 1985) which argues that adults tend to have a general
orientation towards dealing with children that can be viewed as ranging from supporting the children’s
autonomy to controlling the children’s behaviour. Teachers who tend to motivate behaviour through the
use of external controls as rewards and comparisons are considered controlling, whereas those who
sought to minimise salient external controls and instead attempt to take the student’s internal frame of
reference with respect to problems, ideas and initiatives are considered as autonomy supportive. There are
four categories of the teachers control versus autonomy construct: highly control, moderate control,
moderate autonomous and highly autonomous. The highly controlling teacher identifies a solution and
uses tangible extrinsic motivators or sanctions to ensure that his or her solutions are implemented. The
moderate controlling teacher identifies a solution and encourage its implementation by appealing to the
child's internalised sense of obligation or invoking guilt (“do what you should”) to what othersthink is
right (“it’s for your own good”). The moderately autonomy teacher encourages the child to use socia
comparison information which emphasizes understanding how his or her peers diagnose and solve the
same problem. The highly autonomy supportive teacher encourages the child to diagnose his or her own
problem, generate asolution, and try it out for himself or herself.

The second aspect of teacher orientation to be considered is the pupil control orientation whether it is
humanistic or authoritarian. In this regard Willower, Edell and Hoy (1973) developed a model on the
basis of field studies regarding the socia system of schools. It is one of the most thoroughly studied
models in the area (see for review Gaffney, 1997; Packard, 1988). From a humanistic orientation, the

school is viewed as an educationa community in which the students learn through cooperdive interaction
and experience. In thismodd learning and behaviour are viewed in psychologica and sociologica terms, not
moraligtic terms. This orientation stresses the importance of the individuaity of each student and the
creation of an atmosphere to meet wide range of students' needs (Agne, Greenwood, & Millar, 1994).
Educators classified ashumanigtic are patient, congenial, and easily approached by students. They are
responsive to students suggestions and ideas and encourage pupil self discipline and independence. In
contrast to the humanistic orientation, “the modd of [authoritarian] orientation depicts a classroom
atmosphere with arigid and highly controlling setting concerned primarily with the maintenance of order”
(Willower et d., 1973, p. 5). Inthismodel mishehaviour is viewed as a persond affront and students are
perceived as persons who must be controlled through the application of punitive sanctions. Authoritarian
educators manifest suspicion and distrust of pupils, often addressing them in an unpleasant and angry



manner. They react personally and judgmentally toward students who misbehave (Lunenburg &
Mankowsky, 2000). The present study examines perceived teacher behaviour by the construct ‘teachers
pupil control behaviour' (Helsal & Willower, 1974) which was conceptualised based on the same
theoretical framework of teacher pupil control orientation aong a continuum ranging from “humanistic” at
one extreme to “authoritarian " at the other as discussed above.

Teachers Orientations, Teachers Controlling Behaviour and Students Motivation
Relationship between teachers' orientations and students' motivation was examined within the elementary
classrooms using teachers control versus autonomy measure developed by Deci , Schwartz et a. (1981).
It was found that studentsin classrooms with autonomy supportive teachers displayed more intrinsic
motivation, perceived competence, salf esteem, self regulation than did students in the classrooms with
controlling teachers (Deci, Schwartz, et d., 1981; Green & Foster, 1986; Grolnick & Ryan, 1992 as cited
by Ryan, Connel and Grolnick, 1996; Green, 1983 in Deci & Ryan 1985). From the perspective of
teachers' orientation towards caring relationships, studies reveded that the classroom with humanistic
teachers orientations as compared with classroom with authoritarian teachers' orientations had students who
had higher satisfaction with school, higher commitment to class work, more positive attitude towards teachers
(Lunenburg & Schmidt, 1989), higher salf concept aslearner and greater perceived sdf actualisation
(Lunenburg, 1983).

Deci, Nezlek, Sheinman (1981) found a positive correlation between teachers autonomy orientation and
perceived teacher autonomy support behaviour characterised asfacilitator of students personal responsibility
and internal control (deCharms, 1976). Similarly, authoritarian teachers orientation was positively linked
with the perceived authoritarian behaviour of teachers (Lunenburg & Schmidt, 1989); lessrobust classes as
perceived by students (L unenburg, 1990); and perceived less satisfaction of students with the qudity of
school life (Schmidt, 1992). Moreover, students' perception of their teachers autonomy support behaviour
was correlated positively with their perceived chalenge and curiosity (Deci et d, 1981), intrinsic motivation
(Harter, Whitesdll, & Kowalski, 1992 in Harter, 1996), perceived competence, self esteem (Ryan &
Grolnick,1986) and sdlf regulation (Vallerand, 1991. For example, Harter, Whitesdll, and Kowaski (1992) as
cited by Harter (1996) found that students who were low in their intrinsic motivation perceived their teachers
as more controlling focusing on externa eva uation, grades, competition and socia comparison in the
classroom. From the perspective of socid relaionship, Wentzel (1996, 1997) documented positive
relationships between students’ pursuit of socia responsibility goas and caring behaviour of teachers as
perceived by students. Moreover, perceived humanistic teacher behaviour was positively correlated with
students' perceptions of the qudity of school life, motivation to classwork and students' level of self
control (Lunenburg & Mankowsky, 2000; Lunenburg & Schmidt, 1989).

Research Hypotheses

Research studies discussed so far suggest that teachers controlling orientations and teachers
controlling behaviour as perceived by students have a significant influence on students' academic and
socia motivational outcomes. However, most of the previous studies have examined the effects of
autonomy support and social relationship domain of classroom on students' outcomes separately. The
teachers autonomy versus control orientation was linked to students' academic motivation, and teachers
humanistic orientation and humanistic or caring behaviour as perceived by students were linked to the
socia outcomes of the students. However, theorists argue that both autonomy support and socia
relationship or relatedness structure of the classroom are intertwined and interrelated and have a
combined influence on motivational outcomes (Conell and Wellborn, 1991; Deci & Ryan, 1994; Ryan &
Powelson, 1991). The present study examines these interrelationships of teachers autonomy support and
teachers' humanism and how these affect students’ intrinsic motivation and socia goals. In broad terms, it
hypotheses that teachers' autonomy versus control orientation and humanistic versus authoritarian
orientations are interrelated and have an effect on teachers’ humanistic versus authoritarian behaviour as
perceived by students and on students' intrinsic motivation and socia goals. It further hypothesises that



perceived teacher humanistic behaviour has an effect on students' intrinsic motivation and social
responsibility goals

Method

The sample comprised 50 year-five classes and their 145 (50% male) teachers and 1400 (35.7%
boys) students chosen from 50 schools selected at random from the Dhaka district of Bangladesh. Dhaka
is one of the biggest digtricts (administrative units) of the country. Of the 50 schools 25 from rural and 25
from urban areas were chosen. As there were more than one year-five classes (final year of primary
school) in each selected school one was chosen at random. Students comprising the sample belong to
middle and lower socio economic classes. Culturally al students are homogenous representing the norms
and values of collectivist culture (Maoney, 1988; Triandis, 1990). Asin the classrooms, there were more
than one teacher, students were not asked to respond with specific teachers in mind rather students were
told to rate their teachers' behaviour on the degree that describes most of their teachers behaviour style.
The questionnaires were trandated into Bangla and were checked by back trandation. The trandated
guestionnaires were trialed in a Bangladeshi school in Sydney, Austrdia, and in a primary school in
Dhaka to assess their suitability in a Bangladeshi context. Some modifications were made to the scales
after testing the instruments.

Instrumentation

Teacher orientation construct was measured by Willower’s Pupil Control I1deology (PCI) Form
(Willower et d., 1973) and the Problems in School Inventory (PSI) developed by Deci, Schwartz, et al.
(1981). The 20 item PCI (Likert type) assesses teachers control orientation on a continuum from
humanistic to authoritarian ideology. One item (item 12) was deleted because of its unsuitability for
primary level teachersin Bangladesh. A sample item is "it is often necessary to remind pupils that their
status in school differs from that of teachers'. The range of scoresis from 20 t0100 with a high score
indicating a more authoritarian orientation while alower score isindicative of a more humanistic pupil
control ideology. The 32-item Problems in Schools Inventory measure assesses teachers’ orientations
towards encouraging student autonomy versus controlling students behaviour. There are eight vignettes
in the scale. One vignette was del eted because of its unsuitability in the context of Bangladesh. The final
scale comprises twenty eight items from the seven remaining vignettes. Following each vignette are four
subscal es representing possible ways of dealing with the problems. For each subscale the minimum is
score + 1 and the maximum is + 7. The higher the score on a subscale indicates more of the attribution
described by the particular subscale.

Students motivation construct was operationalised by Harter’s Intrinsic-extrinsic motivation
orientation scale (Harter, 1981) and Wentzel's social responsibility goal scale (Wentzel, 1993). The 12-

item intrinsic motivation orientation scale was organised in a two-part statement format. Student were
asked to choose which part of the statement best described them, then rank the extent to which it
describes them on athree point scale (from rarely to very true for me). A sample item is “ some students
like to go on the new work that is harder work” but “some students like to keeping doing easy work”. The
14 item salf report measure of social responsibility goals was operationalised in terms of how often
students try to achieve social responsibility goals in the classroom on a 5-point Likert type scale from
“rarely” to “amost always’. An example of itemsis" How often do you try to share what you' ve learned
with your classmates?'. High score on the scale indicates students' efforts to pursue more often socia
responsibility goalsin the classroom.

The Pupil Control Behaviour (PCB) scaleisa 20-item 5 point Likert type scale, developed by Helsdl
and Willower (1974) used to identify teachers pupil control behaviour along an authoritarian-humanistic
continuum as perceived by students. Two items, 14 and 15, were deleted due to their unsuitability at
primary context of Bangladesh and also threeitems (3, 10, & 20) were deleted because of their low



loading on the factor revealed by confirmatory factor analysis results. A reduced scale of 15 items was
used in the present study. An example of items; My teacher "is cheerful and pleasant with students

Results
Descriptive Statistics of Student and Teacher Variables
Means, standard deviations and intercorrelations of teachers and students variables are shown in
Table 1. Intraclass correlations of student variables were also obtained. The intraclass correlations range
from alow of 20% to a high of 27%, indicating the existence of differences in class means on the
students' measures. The findings provide a baseline to proceed with a multilevel model. The apha
reliability coefficients of teachers variables ranged from .55 to .66 while students' variables .68 to .76.

Table 1
Correlation Matrix, Means and Standard Deviations of the Variables
Variables 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
*Classroom level (N=50)
1.HC A7 A7 -.09 A7 A5 .09 -.25
2.MC H55** AQ** 37+ -06 -04 .16
3.MA B50x* 33* -.20 .05 A5
4 HA -.04 A7 .07 -.05
5.PCI 10 14 -.05
6.PCB .23 -.B9x**
7.TOTMOT -12
8.SOCRESP
M 362 539 5.80 5.46 3.20 265 641 384
SD 094 082 0.70 0.74 0.38 0.25 5.66 0.30
Variable 1 2 3
Student level (N=1400)
1.PCB -.03 12
2.TOTMOT 04
3.SOCRESP
M 322 562 384
sD 043 1198 0.58

Note. * Classroom level correlations between teachers' variables were derived from path model.

The ranges of possible scores are 1-7 for HC, MC, MA, HA; 1-5for PCI, PCB and SOCRESP and -30 to
30 for TOTMOT. HC= teachers highly controlling orientation, MC= teachers' moderate controlling
orientation; MA= teachers moderate autonomy orientation; HA= teachers highly autonomy orientation;
PCB= perceived teacher behaviour; TOTMOT= student intrinsic motivation; SOCRESP= students social
responsibility goals. *p <. 05. **p < .01. ***p <.001.

Rel ationshi ps Between Teachers Orientations and Students Mativation

The major aim of the study was to assess relationships between teachers orientations, perceived
teacher behaviour and students' intrinsic motivation and social responsibility goals. Asthe datain the
current study are student level and teacher level, amultilevel regression model was formulated to identify
the relationships between teacher and student variables. However, the full multilevel model was not able
to produce parameter estimates because of non-convergence of the estimation procedures (Goldstein,
1995). Consequently the data were initially analysed a one levd, that is, classroom level using a path
model. A multilevel analysis was then attempted using a ssimplified model derived from the path analysis.




Pah Analyss

In the path model (Figure 1) total scale scores were used for al scales with the exception of teachers
control versus autonomy scale. The aphareliability of tota scale of teachers’ control versus autonomy
scale was very low. Therefore the four subscales scoresinstead of total scale score were used separately
in the analysis. The observed variables (Figure 1) HC, MC, MA, HA and PCl were chosen to assess
teachers highly control, moderate control, moderate autonomy, highly autonomy and authoritarian versus
humanistic orientations, respectively. The observed variables TOTMOT, SOCRESP and PCB were
chosen to assess students' intrinsic motivation, social responsibility goals and perceived teacher
behaviour respectively. As there were multiple -teacher classroomsteachers scores were averaged at
classroom level. Before averaging teachers' scores, means of their responses on each measure within
classroom were obtained. The means showed a homogenous response pattern of teachers within 50
classrooms with standard deviations ranging from .08 to 1.63 for MC, .08 to 1.8 for HA, .21 to .22 for
HC, .08 to 1.3 for MA and .01 to 1.2 for PCI. Path analysis was run using the AMOS program (Arbuckle,
1994). To assess the path model three indices of fit were used: a) the chi-square test, b) goodness of fit
index (GFI) and c) the root mean square error approximation (RMSEA) (Joreskog & Sorbom, 1993).

Figurel
The Reduced Path Model

HC TOTMOT
( y
.17l
e2
MC
23| | socRESP
,55(
-.09
-.69,
MA
17 NG
41 PCB

37 51
37
\3
e4

The finding of path analysis of the full model indicates an excellent fit of the model??” = 141, df =
1, N=50; p=0.71, GFl =.999, RMSEA=.000). However, al paths from teachers orientationsto
students’ intrinsic motivation and social responsibility goals were dtatistically non-significant. These were
deleted in a stepwise formation and a reduced model was specified. The reduced modd was adequate
with respect to all fit indices ?° = 4.97, df = 13, N=50; p = 0.98, GFI = .976, RSMEA=.000). Figure 1
shows the standardised path coefficients of the reduced modd.



Multilevel Analysis

A multilevel regression analysis was carried out using the reduced model. However two teachers
variables HC and MC of the reduced model were not included in the multilevel model as these variables
had no effect on students variables. The multilevel analysis takes both the classroom random variation
and individua student random variation into account. There are two parts of the analysis: the fixed part
and the random part. The fixed part is known as regression anaysis while the random part is variance-
covariance analysis. In the current model, for the regression part, teachers' variables MA, HA and PCI
were used as explanatory variables of PCB; and the PCB was used as an explanatory varigble of
TOTMOT and SOCRESP (students' outcome). The results revealed significant relationships among the
variables and the pattern of the relationships was in line with that of path analysis. The only difference
between the path analysis and the multilevel analysisis in the magnitude of the coefficients and their
significance level. Specifically the relationships between PCl and PCB and PCB and TOTMOT were
marginally significant in the path analysis while they were significant at 0.05 in the multilevel regression
analysis (Table 2). The random part of the model shows that there is a significant variability in the
students' variables within classrooms but these variables do not significantly covary between classrooms.
The significant relationships are interpreted below.

As indicated by two way arrows in the path model (Figure 1) about relationships between teachers
orientations, it was found that teachers’ authoritarian orientation (PCl) was positively correlated with
teachers moderate controlling (MC) orientation indicating teachers who were highly authoritarian in their
pupil control orientation were moderately controlling in their motivational orientation. On the other hand,
the relationship between moderate autonomy (MA) orientation and PCIl was also positive which was not
expected. That is, teachers who were moderately autonomous in supporting students' autonomy were
authoritarian in their pupil control orientation. No significant correlation emerged between HA, MA and
PCI athough the pattern of the correlation was in hypothesised direction.

Ascan be seenin Table 2, for the relationship between teachers' orientation and perceived teacher
behaviour, the negative path MA-PCB identified that teachers who saw themselves as more moderately
autonomous were perceived by students as less authoritarian. The path HA-PCB was positive: teachers
who perceived themselves as highly autonomous were perceived by students as highly authoritarian.
Moreover, the positive path between PCl and PCB indicated that authoritarian orientation of teachers
encouraged students to perceive their teachers as more authoritarian or less caring in their behaviour. The
negative path from PCB to SOCRESP pointed out that in classes where students perceived their teachers
as more authoritarian, they perceived themselves as pursuing less often socia responsibility goals. The
positive path between PCB and TOTMOT showed that if students perceived their teachers as more
authoritarian, their intrinsic motivation was higher.

Table 2
Standardised Path Coefficients and Multilevel Regression Coefficients of Teacher and Student Variables

Standardised Unstandardised Standard

Paths path Multilevel error
coefficients regression
coefficients
MA-PCB - 43* -0.165* 0.058
HA-PCB 37* 0.139* 0.052
PCI-PCB 24 0.091* 0.019
PCB-SOCRESP -.69** -0.648** 0.033
PCB-TOTMOT 23 12.23** 0.701

Note. For multilevel coefficients, if estimates are more than twice of standard errors, the coefficients are
significant at<.05. * p=<.05 ** p<.01 MA= moderate autonomy orientation of teacher; HA= highly



autonomy orientation of teacher, PCB= perceived teacher behaviour; PCl= pupil control orientation of
teacher, TOTMOT= intrinsic motivation of student; SOCRESP= socia responsibility goals of student.

Discussion
The present motivation model was constructed on the basis of theories developed in the Western
context. The intention was to ascertain whether the model was suitable in a non Western context, namely,
Bangladesh. Severa relationships were hypothesised among the variables. The study partially established
these relationships, with some, but not al, of the established relationships in the expected directions. The
significant findings are discussed below.

With regard to relationships between teachers orientation variables, it was hypothesised that
teachers PCI would be positively related to teachers MC and negatively to the teachers MA. As
expected, PCl was related positively to MC suggesting that teachers' who are authoritarian in disciplining
students perceived themselves as moderately controlling in motivating. However, PCl was related to MA
positively which represented that teachers who perceived themselves as more authoritarian also percelved
themsalves as moderately autonomous. This is contradictory to the theory suggesting inverse relationship
between the two orientations of teachers (Woolfolk & Hoy, 1990). The finding implies that it is possible
for teachersin the study to hold two contradictory and mutually exclusive bdiefs. The possible
explanation of this finding might be that although the moderate autonomy orientation scale measures the
degree of autonomy supportiveness on the part of teachers, to some extent it is controlling (Deci et 4.,
1981). Thet is, theoretically, the teachers with moderate autonomy orientation encourage social
comparison method to solve students motivation problems. The social comparison method increases
tension and competition which is one of the important characteristics of the classroom structured by
authoritarian teachers. In the context of Bangladesh, the competition and social comparison is highly
preferred by school authority. Therefore, it is not unlikely that in the present study teachers who were
highly authoritarian perceived themselves as supportive for social comparison as well.

Further, about the link between teachers orientation and student perception (PCB), as expected,
teachers MA was linked negatively to PCB and teachers PCI was linked positively to PCB which
indicated consistency between teachers orientations and behaviour as perceived by students. That is, if
teachers were more moderately autonomy supporting, their behaviour was less authoritarian as perceived
by students. Also teachers who perceived themselves as highly authoritarian were perceived by students
as highly authoritarian. However, the link of teachers HA and PCB was positive, that isteachers who
saw themselves as highly autonomy supportive were perceived by students as more authoritarian which
did not show consistency between beliefs and behaviour of teachers. Thisimplies that teachers
subjective orientations, that is believing highly in supporting students' autonomy were not trandated into
their classroom behaviour as perceived by students. One possible explanation of this result may be that
due to severa unavoidable factors of classroom or school culture teachers might not be able to behave the
way they believed (Lunenburg & Scmidt, 1989).

With regard to relationships between PCB and students' outcome, the results revealed a strong
negative influence of PCB on students social responsibility goals (SOCRESP) and positive impact of
PCB onintrinsic motivation (TOTMOT). For socia responsibility goals, students who perceived
themselves as pursuing significantly more social responsibility goals perceived their teachers as less
authoritarian. The finding is consistent with the theory. However, for intrinsic motivation, the positive
impact indicated that if students perceived their teachers as more authoritarian, their intrinsic motivation
was higher which was inconsistent with the current theory suggesting students who perceive their teachers
as less authoritarian perceive themselves as more intrinsically motivated. This can be discussed from a
cultural perspective. Bangladeshi society is characterized by a collectivist culture where generally
individua’s values are determined by group goals--pleasing teachers or parents, obedience, compliance or
conformity (Arnett & Tauber, 1994). High authoritarian classroom structure is generally regarded as the



optimal environment for academic achievement in Bangladesh. This is contradictory to the West.
Therefore, it is likely that students in classrooms of such an authoritarian society may interpret teachers
authoritarian behaviour as conducive for learning. Consistent with this, Hamilton, Blumenfeld, Alcoh and
Muira (1989) viewed that conformity to external pressure can be complementary rather than contradictory
for intrinsically motivated actions of students of collectivist cultureif identification of authority is viewed
as akind of motivational glue.

Conclusion

The significant relationships between authoritarian behaviour of teachers and students' intrinsic
motivation and socia responsibility goals raise an important issue concerning the role of social climate of
the classroom in explaining motivation of students. In particular, the findings support the theory that
caring and humanistic classroom climate enhances students' social mativation, in other words, it connotes
that when teachers care about students, students' motivation to be prosocia and socially responsible
enhances. However, for academic motivation, what emerged from the study, asin other cross cultural
research, is that amodel which supports the hypothesis that humanistic behaviour of teachersis positively
related to students academic motivation might not be suitable for a Bangladeshi school context. Dueto
differential cultural values and contextua dissimilarities, a different model that hypothesises that more
authoritarian and controlling behaviour on the part of the teachers would be conducive for academic
motivation of classes, might be more appropriate. Moreover, the interrel atedness of teachers moderate
autonomy supportive orientation and less authoritarian behaviour supports the notion of Connel and
Welborn (1990) and Ryan and Powelson’s (1991) modd suggesting that in the classroom the autonomy
support and caring or relatedness are intertwined and satisfy students' needs for autonomy and belonging
which are necessary for optimal learning environment.

References

Agne, K. J, L. Greenwood, G. E., & Millar, L. D. (1994). Relationships between teachers bdlief system
and teachers effectiveness. The Journd of Research and Development in Education, 27, 142-151.

Ali, M.A., & Begum, H. (1993). Prathomic Shiksha. Dhaka: Bangla Academy.

Arbuckle, J. L. (1994). AMOS Users Mannual Chicago: Smallwater Corporation.

Arnett, J.J,, & tauber, S. (1994). Adolescence terminable and interminable: When does adol escence
end? Journal of Y outh and Adolescence, 23.517-537.

Bandura, A. (1986). Socia foundations of thought and action: A socia cognitive theory. Englewood
Cliffs, NJ; Prentice Hall.

Conndl, J. P. & Wellborn, J. G. (1991). Campetence, autonomy and relatedness: A motivationa analysis
of sdf-system process. In M. Gunnar & L. A. Sroufe (Ed.), Minnesota Symposium on Child Psychology
(vol-22). Hillsdade, IN: Album

deCharms, R. (1976). Enhancing Motivation Change in the Classroom. New Y ork: Irvington.

Deci, E. L., Nezlek, J., & Sheinman, L. (1981). Characteristics of the rewarder and intrinsic motivation of
the rewardee. Journal of Persondity and Social Psychology, 1, 1-10.

Deci, E. L., & Ryan, R. M. (1985). Intrinsgc Mativation and S&lf Determination in Human Behaviour.
New Y ork, London:; Plenum Press.

Deci, E. L., & Ryan, R. M. (1994). Promoting sdlf determined educetion. Scandinavian Journa of
Educationd Research, 38, 1, 314.

Dedi, E. L., Schwartz, A. J,, Sheinman, L., & Ryan, R. M. (1981). An instrument to assess adult's
orientation toward control versus autonomy with children: Reflections on intrinsic motivation and perceived
competence, Journa of Educationd Psychology, 73, 642-650.

Dodge, K. A., Asher, S. R., & Parkhurst, J. T. ( 1989). Socid life asagod coordination task, In C, Ames
& R, Ames (Ed.), Research on Mativation in Education. Goas and Cognition (Vol. 3, pp.107- 135). New
Y ork, Academic Press.




Dowson, M., & Mclnernery, D. M. (1997). Psychological parameters of students' social and academic
gods. A gquditative investigation. A paper presented at the annua mesting of the American educationa

research association. New Y ork. (ERIC Document Reproduction Service No ED 409344).

Gaffney, P. V. (1997). A test religbility analys's of an abbreviated version of the Pupil Control Ideology
Form. St. Thomas University Florida. (ERIC Document Reproduction Service No. ED 407422).

Goldgtein, H. (1995). Multilevel Statigtical Models. London: Edward Arnold.

Green, L., & Foger, D. (1986). Classroom intrinsic motivation: Effects of shcoladtic leve, teacher
orientation and gender. Journd of Educationa Research, 80, 34-39.

Hamilton, V. L., Blumenfeld, P. C., Alcoh, H., & Muira, K. (1989). Japanese and American children’s
reasons for the things they do in school. American Educational Research Journal, 26 545-571.

Harter, S. (1981). A new sdf report scale of intrindc versus extringc orientation in the classroom:
Motivationa and Informational components. Developmerta Psychology, 17, 300-312.

Harter, S. (1996) Teacher and classmate influence on scholastic motivation, self-esteem, and level of
voice in adolescents. In J. Juvonen & K. R. Wentzdl, (Ed.). Socia motivation: understanding children’s
school adjustment. New Y ork: Cambridge University Press.

Hdsd, A. R, & Willower, D. J. (1974). Toward definition and measurement of pupil control behaviour,
Journd of Educational Administration, 12, 114-120.

Joreskog, K. G., & Sorbom, D. (1993). LISREL 8: User’'s Reference Guide. Hillsdde. NJ: Eribaum.

Lunenburg, F. C. (1983). Pupil control ideology and self concept as a learner. Educationd Research
Quarterly, 8, 33-39.

Lunenburg, F. C. (1990). Teacher pupil control ideology and behaviour as predictors of classroom
environment: Public and Catholic School compared Paper presented at the annual meeting of American
educational research association (ERIC Document Reproduction Service No ED. 322115.

Lunenburg, F. C., & Mankowsky, S. A.(2000). Bureaucracy and pupil control orientation and behaviour
in urban secondary schools. Paper presented at the Annual Meseting of the American Educational Research
Association (New Orleans, LA). ED No 445 154.

Lunenburg, F. C., & Schmidt, L. J. (1989). Pupil control ideology, pupil control behaviour and the quality
of school life Journal of Research and Development in Education, 22, 36-44.

Maloney, C. (1988). Behaviour and Poverty in Bangladesh (3rd. Ed). Dhaka: University Press Limited.

Packard, J. S. (1988). The pupil control studes. In N. J. Boyan (Ed.), Handbook of Research on
Educationd Adminigration, (p. 185-207). New Y ork.

Ryan, R. M., Connéll, J. P., & Grolnick, W. S. (1996). When achievement is not intrinsically motivated. A
theory of internaisation and self regulation in schoal. In A. K. Boggiano & T. S. Pittman (Ed.), Achievement
and Motivation: A Socid Developmental Perspective. (pp. 167-188). New Y ork: Cambridge University Press

Ryan, R. M, & Gralnick, W. S. (1986). Origines and Pawnsin the Classroom: Sdlf report and projective
assignment of individua differencesin children’s perceptions. Journd of Persondity and Socid Psychology,
50, 550-558.

Ryan, R. M., & Powelson, C. L. (1991). Autonomy and relatedness as fundamenta to motivation in
education. Journal of Experimental Education, 60, 49-66.

Schmidt, L. J. (1992). Relationship between pupil control ideology and the quality of school life. Journa
of Invitational Theory and Practice, 1, 103-111.

Triandis, H. C. (1990). Cross-Cultural studies of individudism and collectivism. In J. J. Bermun (Ed.).
Cross-Culturd perspectives: Nebraska Symposium on Motivation. 1989

(pp. 41-133). Lincoln: University of Nebraska Press.

UNESCO (1987). Universal primary education for girls. Bangkok: Regiona office for education in Asia
and Pecific (ERIC Document Reproduction Service No. ED 325 435.

Urdan, T. C.,, & Maehr, M. L. (1995). Beyond atwo goa theory of motivation and achievement: A case
for socia gods. Review of Educational Research, 65, 215-243.

Valerand, R. J. ( 1991). A motivationa anaysis of high school dropout Unpublished Manuscript,
University of Quebec, Montreal, Canada.

Weiner, B. (1986). An attributional theory of motivation and emotion New Y ork: Springer-verlag.




Wentzd, K. R. (1991). Relations between socia competence and academic achievement in early
adolescence. Child Development, 62, 1066-1078.

Wentzd, K. R. (1993). Motivation and achievement in early adolescence: Therole of multiple classroom
goals. Journd of Early Adolescence, 13 (1), 4-20.

Wentzd, K. R. (1994). Relations of socid god pursuit to socid acceptance, classroom behaviour and
perceived socia support. Journa of Educationa Psychology, 86, 173-182.

Wentzdl, K. R. (1996). Socid gods and socia relationships as motivators of school adjustment. In J.
Juvonen, & K. R. Wentzd (Eds.), Socia mativation: understanding children’s school adjustment (pp. 226-
247). New Y ork: Cambridge University Press.

Wentzedl, K. R. (1997). Student motivation in middle school: The role of perceived Pedagogical caring
Journal of Educational Psychology. 89, 411- 419.

White, R. W. (1959). Motivation reconsidered: the concept of competence. Psychological Review, 66,
297-333.

Weiner, B. (1992). Human motivation: Metaphors, theories and research. Newbury Park, CA: Sage.

Willower, D. J. (1975). Some comments on inquiries on schools and pupil control. Teachers College
Record, 77, 219-230.

Willower, D. J, Eiddl, T. L, & Hoy, W. K. (1973). The School and Pupil Contral Ideology (Penn State
Studies Monograph No. 24). University Park, Pennsylvania State University.







