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Abstract

This study aims 1) to investigate the motivating style that is commonly used among Thai EFL
teacher towards students in secondary school levels and 2) to examine rationales behind teachers’
instructional behaviors associated with controlling and autonomy-supportive motivating styles. The
participants of this study were 30 Thai EFL teachers in secondary schools levels in Bangkok and vicinity.
The data collection was based on the information obtained from questionnaires and semi-structured
interviews. The quantitative data was analyzed using descriptive statistics and t-test. The qualitative data
from the semi-structured interviews was analyzed using content analysis. The results showed that the
participants had a high rate of autonomy-supportive motivational usage, while the controlling motivating
style was used moderately. This can be interpreted that the teachers commonly used autonomy-
supportive motivating style in their classes more than controlling motivating style. The results from the
interview provided a wide range of teachers’ personal rationales behind their instructional behaviors;
however, time limitation was considered a major cause that enforced teachers to adopt controlling

motivating style.
AEAy: JULUUNTaTusela/ asaeuniwdingulugiugniwdassme/ seaudseudnm
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Introduction

English, an international means of communication, is an important subject matter in
schools in many countries where English is not the native language, including Thailand.
Regarding factors affecting students’ achievement in English language learning, motivation
has been considered one of the most influential factors that affect outcomes of language
learning of the students. Gardner (1985) defined motivation as the extent that people are
eager to learn the language due to the desire or the satisfaction from learning. Spolsky
(1990, p. 157) also stated that students with higher motivation are likely to learn a second
language more completely and learn more quickly than students with less motivation. By
this, students’ motivation about English learning can certainly affect their learning outcomes.
Teachers, therefore, are responsible for increasing students’ motivation in language learning
in order that students can be successful language learners. However, the way teachers
motivate students in their classes can be varied; each teacher may have different styles to
motivate students to learn in their class.

According to Reeve (2009), what teachers enact in class in order to motivate students
to learn can be divided into two categorical styles: a controlling style and an autonomy-

supportive style. Reeve (2009) explained that a controlling motivational style is composed of
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three conditions. They include enforcing only the teacher’s points of view; invading into
students’ thoughts, feelings, or actions; and pressuring students to think, feel, or act in
particular ways. In contrast, an autonomy-supportive motivating style refers to conditions
that include accommodating students’ perspectives; accepting students’ thoughts, feelings,
and behaviors; and promoting students’ motivational development and ability for
autonomous self-regulation (Reeve, 2009). Reeve also provided lists of instructional
behaviors associated with controlling and autonomy-supportive motivating styles. When
teachers act in a controlling way, they tend to rely on these five instructional behaviors,
including 1) relying on external sources of motivation, 2) neglecting explanatory rationales, 3)
relying on pressure-inducing language, 4) displaying impatience for students to produce the
right answer, and 5) asserting power to overcome students’ complaints and expressions of
negative affect. In contrast, when teachers instruct in an autonomy-supportive way, their
instructional behaviors are opposite to ones associating with controlling styles. They include
1) nurturing inner motivational resources, 2) providing explanatory rationales, 3) relying on
non-controlling and informational language, 4) displaying patience to allow time for self-
paced learning, and 5) acknowledging and accepting expressions of negative affect.

Each motivating style influences students’ success in learning; students who are
taught by different teachers who adopt different motivating styles will display different
learning outcomes. The style that teachers employ is crucial since it has been shown that
students taught by teachers who adopt an autonomy-supportive style display particularly
more positive classroom functioning and educational outcomes than do students taught by
teachers who adopt a controlling motivating style (Deci & Ryan, 1985; Reeve & Jang, 2006;
Ryan & Deci, 2000 as cited in Reeve 2009). Along this line of thought, it is obvious that
teachers should rely on an autonomy-supportive motivating style to motivate their students
since such a style positively affect their students’ learning outcomes. However, studies such
as Hansen (2010), Assor et al., (2002) and Newby (1991) showed that a controlling motivating
style is more commonly used during instruction. Hansen (2010) investigated the motivating
styles of teachers by comparing elementary, middle, and high school teachers’ orientation
toward motivating students. The study showed that that high school teachers used more
controlling motivational style when compared to middle and elementary school teachers.
Newby (1981) observed first-year teachers’ instruction and found that new teachers

commonly used controlling strategies such as offering rewards, but seldom used autonomy-
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supportive strategies such as explaining reasons why students had to do particular activities.
Assor et al., (2002) found that teachers usually used a combination of both autonomy-
supportive and controlling behaviors during instruction; however, controlling behaviors were
more commonly used. The conclusion indicates that teachers often adopt a controlling
motivating style during their instruction. And this might be one of the influential factors that
cause failure in English language learning.

In Thailand there is a study related to this issue. The study, conducted by Loima and
Vibulphol (2014), examined the external and internal motivation in leaming of students in
basic education in Thailand. The results from the study that is related to this issue indicated
that teachers’ motivational approach was commonly controlling. Therefore, it seems that
researches related to the topic in question in Thai context have just started. This present
study, therefore, will help confirm or oppose the results from related previous studies
especially in Thai context whether Thai EFL teachers prefer using controlling or autonomy-
supportive motivating style in their class. In addition, this study attempts to find the reasons
why teachers choose to adopt particular instructional behaviors associated with controlling

and with autonomy support, which have not been investigated yet in Thai context.

Research Objectives

1. To investigate the motivating style that is commonly used among Thai EFL teacher
towards students in secondary school levels.

2. To examine rationales behind teachers’ instructional behaviors associated with

controlling and autonomy-supportive motivating styles.

Methodology

Participants

The study employed both quantitative and qualitative research methods to examine
the motivating styles adopted by Thai EFL teachers towards students in secondary school
levels. The population of this study was Thai EFL teachers in secondary school levels in
Bangkok and the surrounding vicinity. The samples of this study were 30 Thai EFL teachers in
secondary schools levels in Bangkok and vicinity. The samples were from both public and

private schools and were selected using snowball sampling technique.
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Research Instruments

1. Questionnaire

The questionnaire format consists of two main parts.

Part 1: General demographic information of participants.
Part 2: Teachers’ instructional behaviors associated with controlling and
autonomy-supportive styles.

To investigate the motivating style that Thai teachers use in their classrooms, a 5
point Likert Scale checklist was used. There were 20 items in the second part of the
questionnaire; the items were in form of statements reflecting teachers’ instructional
behaviors associated with controlling and autonomy-supportive styles. The statements in
the questionnaire were developed based upon other researchers’ (Assor et al., 2005; Reeve,
2009; Reeve & Jang, 2006; Reeve et al., 2004; Reeve, Deci, & Ryan, 2004; Ryan, 1982; Schraw
& Lehman, 2001) 10 items (items 3, 4, 7, 8, 14, 16 — 20) stated instructional behaviors
reflecting autonomy-supportive styles while another 10 (items 1, 2, 5, 6, 9 — 13, 15) reflected
behaviors associated with controlling styles. As Reeve (2009) provided lists of instructional
behaviors; 5 of them were most closely associated with controlling styles and 5 were most
closely associated with autonomy-supportive styles, every two of the questionnaire items
were also constructed to reflect each instructional behavior. The participants were asked to
rate each item based on their own teaching experience on how often they had done each
particular behavior in their class. The scale ranged from almost always (5) to never (1).

2. Semi-structured interviews

The purpose of the interviews was to obtain deeper understanding of the reasons
why teachers used particular instructional behaviors that associated with a controlling
motivating style and an autonomy-supportive motivating style in their classes. There were
two sets of questions and each set was composed of 5 questions. One was used to
interview the controlling teachers, and another set was used to interview the autonomy-
supportive teachers. The target interviewees were those who had the highest degree of use
of each instructional behavior.

The questionnaire and semi-structured interview questions were validated by three

experts in the English-as-a-foreign-language field.
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Research Procedure

Data collection was divided into two main phases. In the first phase, the
questionnaires were distributed to 30 participants using the snowball sampling technique.
The participants were given clear instructions and explanations as to complete the
questionnaire. In the second phase, the data collection was carried out through semi-
structured interviews. The interviews were conducted with the target participants after the
information derived from the questionnaire was analyzed. To investigate the rationale
behind the usage of each instructional behavior, the participants who had the highest mean
score of each instructional behavior, meaning that they most frequently used that particular
instructional behavior, were interviewed.

Data analysis

The data obtained from the questionnaires were computed using the SPSS program.
A five-point Likert scale was used to measure the level of frequency of instructional
behaviors associated with controlling and autonomy-supportive styles that the teachers had
used in their classes. The scale was interpreted using the criteria adapted from Best (1981) as

cited in Akkawibul (2015) as follows:

Mean Range Level Interpretation
1.00 - 1.49 Lowest The lowest usage
1.50 - 2.49 Low Low usage

250 -3.49 Moderate Moderate usage
3.50 - 4.49 High High usage

4.50 - 5.00 Highest The highest usage

Descriptive statistics were used to show the mean score and standard deviation of
the overall usage of motivating styles that the teachers rely on. Information from the
questionnaire was divided into two parts: information obtained from 10 items (1, 2, 5, 6, 9 —
13 and 15) which corresponded to instructional behaviors associated with controlling style,
whilst information obtained from the other 10 items (3, 4, 7, 8, 14, and 16 - 20)
corresponded to instructional behaviors associated with autonomy-supportive style.

T-test analysis was then conducted to compare the mean scores between the usage

of controlling motivating style and the usage of autonomy-supportive motivating style.
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After the overall usage of the teachers’ motivating styles was analyzed, the data
obtained from the questionnaire were also used to specify the degree of frequency of the
usage of each instructional behavior, using the same criteria as the overall usage of
motivating styles. Finally, information obtained from the interview was analyzed using

content analysis method.

Results

The findings of this study derived from two research questions: (1) what is the
motivating style—controlling versus autonomy-supportive—that is most commonly used
among Thai EFL teachers in secondary school levels? And (2) what are the reasons that
teachers choose to adopt their motivating styles? Therefore, the findings were summarized
into four main parts including the motivating styles used by research samples, the
comparison between the overall usage of controlling motivating style and the overall usage
of autonomy-supportive motivating style, usage of each instructional behavior, and the
results of semi-structure interview.
Motivating styles used by research samples

This result was meant to identify the usage level of motivating styles—controlling
and autonomy-supportive—in the research samples’ classes.
Table 1

Descriptive statistics for overall usage of motivating styles used by research samples

Mean S.D. Interpretation
Overall usage of 3.34 551 Moderate usage of
controlling motivating controlling motivating
style style.
Overall usage of 4.03 334 High usage of autonomy-
autonomy-supportive supportive motivating
motivating style style.

339 OJED, Vol. 12, No. 4, 2017, pp. 333 - 347



Table 1 shows the overall usage of controlling teaching style and the overall usage of
autonomy-supportive teaching style used by research samples. The findings reveal that
research samples had a moderate usage of controlling teaching style (mean = 3.34), but had
a high usage of autonomy-supportive teaching style (mean = 4.03).

Comparison between the overall usage of controlling teaching style and the
overall usage of autonomy-supportive teaching style

This result compares the usage levels between controlling teaching style and
autonomy-supportive teaching style of the samples.
Table 2

Descriptive statistics for comparison of motivating styles used by research samples

Variable Motivating style N Mean S.D. T Sig.
Motivating  Controlling 10 3.34 551 -3.378  .003
Style Autonomy-supportive 10 4.03 334

Table 2 shows the comparison between the overall usage of controlling teaching style and
the overall usage of autonomy-supportive teaching style. The results reveal that the use of
autonomy-supportive teaching styles adopted by the samples was statistically different from
the use of controlling teaching style at 0.05 significant level, meaning that the research
samples preferred using an autonomy-supportive teaching style rather than a controlling
teaching style in their classes.

Instructional behaviors used by research samples

The findings are divided into two sections: instructional behaviors associated with
controlling teaching style and instructional behaviors associated with autonomy-supportive

teaching style.
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Table 3

Descriptive statistics for the usage of instructional behaviors associated with controlling

teaching style
Motivating Instructional Behaviors Mean S.D. Interpretation
Style
Controlling 1. Rely on outer sources of 3.47 1.016 Moderate
motivation. usage
2. Neglect explanatory 3.10 0.933 Moderate
rationales. usage
3. Rely on pressure-inducing 3.47 1.033 Moderate
language. usage
4. Display impatience for 392 0.829 High usage
students to produce the right
answer.
5. Assert power to overcome 2.77 1.047 Moderate
students’ complaints and usage

expressions of negative affect.

Table 3 shows that displaying impatience for students to produce the right answer was used

at a high level (mean = 3.92) while the rest of the behaviors—relying on external sources of

motivation, neglecting explanatory rationales, relying on pressure-inducing language, and

asserting power to overcome students’ complaints and expressions of negative affect—were

used at a moderate level.

Table 4

Descriptive statistics for the usage of instructional behaviors associated with autonomy-

supportive teaching style

Motivating Instructional Behaviors Mean SD Interpretation
Style
Autonomy- 1. Nurture inner motivational 3.68 .833 High usage
supportive resources.
2. Provide explanatory 4.47 724 High usage
rationales.
3. Rely on non-controlling and 4.07 .660 High usage
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Motivating Instructional Behaviors Mean SD Interpretation

Style

informational language.

4. Display patience to allow 3.98 125 High usage

time for self-paced learning.

5. Acknowledge and accept 3.95 811 High usage

expressions of negative affect.

Table 4 reveals that all instructional behaviors associated with autonomy-supportive
motivating style were used at a high level.
Rationale behind the use of each instructional behavior

Instructional behaviors associated with controlling motivating style

1. Rely on external sources of motivation.

The interviewee claimed that using external motivational resources such as rewards,
punishment and discipline could help teachers to manage the class well and could apply to
motivate all students. The interviewee indicated that the lesson could not be designed to
match interests of all students and that made some students who did not have interest in
the lesson likely to interrupt the class. Therefore, outer motivation resources were more
effective for all students to be obliged to obey rules.

2. Neglect explanatory rationales.

The interviewee said that the interviewee rarely explained the reasons before the
lessons because it spent a lot of time and some students might not perceive the provided
reason as valuable as the teacher thought. The interviewee always let student learn first and
thought that students would understand the reason through the lesson by themselves.

3. Rely on pressure-inducing language.

The interviewee preferred to use phrases such as "let’s do it this way" or "quickly" to
let students do their tasks more enthusiastic. The interviewee thought these kind of
pressure-inducing words seemed to have power in themselves and could gain more student
attention during class. They (he/she?) especially believed, this could prevent students from
becoming drowsy during lessons. Sometimes the interviewee used ‘forceful' language with
misbehaving students or when students got off of the topic too far. The main reason for this

was that the interviewee didn't want to waste time on topics not related to the subject.
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Moreover, the interviewee thought that such forceful language could make students respect
the teacher while teaching.

4. Display impatience for students to produce the right answer.

The interviewee explained that since the number of students per class was around
40-50, it was impossible to allow time for every single student to learn to get the right
answer by themselves. The interviewee also indicated that the amount of time per period
was limited; therefore, the time limit for doing tasks and activities was important when the
interviewee wanted to complete the lesson in time.

5. Assert power to overcome students’ complaints and expressions of negative
affect.

The interviewees said that if all negative student feedback was accepted, it would
seem like the interviewee was fostering the laziness of the students. The interviewee
claimed that Thai students naturally tend to complain about things since they are often
treated with comforts and amenities. Once there is something difficult to do or something
that requires students to put in some effort, they will complain first. The interviewee,
therefore, thought that students needed to experience hardships in study, so they will
gradually learn and grow in their exact knowledge and experience.

Instructional behaviors associated with autonomy-supportive motivating style

1. Nurture intrinsic motivational resources.

The reason for the interviewee to use intrinsic motivational resources was that the
interviewee wanted the lesson to be fun and memorable. The interviewee claimed that
without students’ interest or challenging activities, students would find nothing worth doing
or remembering.

2. Provide explanatory rationales.

The interviewee claimed that it is necessary to let students know the objectives
before running an activity because students would realize the benefits that they were going
to derive. Without telling them, students will not have any clue and overlook the
importance of having activity. Providing rationales can also prompt students with readiness

so that students could prepare themselves for what they will learn.
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3. Rely on non-controlling and informational language.

The interviewee said that the reason for not using controlling language was that the
interviewee didn’t want to make students feel pressured during the class. If students are
pressured, they might get so anxious that they cannot work fully by their minds. Also, the
interviewee claimed that that the interviewee tries to give hints or clues instead of
immediately explaining when students seem troubled, because the interviewee wants to
encourage students to express their ideas and think critically by themselves.

4. Display patience to allow time for self-paced learning.

The reason for allowing more time for students was that the interviewee wants to
allow each student to notice their own gap in learning. The interviewee said that the gap of
each student is not the same and the students themselves are the best ones to know the
gap or things to be learned than the teacher tell them what to learn. The interviewee gives
feedback to students to ensure their correct understanding. The interviewee thought that to
allow time for self-learning makes students take charge of their own learning making them
pay more attention to what they are learning.

5. Acknowledge and accept expressions of negative affect.

The interviewee accepted students’ negative feedback because the interviewee
thought that each student would have different ideas and there might be something
substantive behind their negative feedback. The interviewee allows chances for students to
give feedback and asks for reasons why students complained since the interviewee thought
students’ perspectives might reveal something that the teachers couldn’t realize by

themselves.

Discussion

According to the first research question, what is the teaching style—controlling
versus autonomy-supportive—that is more commonly used among Thai EFL teachers in
secondary school levels?, the results of this study revealed that Thai EFL teachers in
secondary school levels in Bangkok and vicinity had a high usage of the autonomy-
supportive motivating style while the controlling motivating style was used moderately. This
can be interpreted that the teachers commonly used autonomy-supportive motivating style
in their classes more than controlling motivating style. The result from this study was

opposed to some previous studies such as Assor et al., (2002), Newby (1991) and Loima and
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Vibulphol (2014) who concluded that a controlling motivating style was more commonly
used during instruction. One plausible explanation for this circumstance might be that this
study investigated solely from the teachers’ perspectives, therefore, there might be some
bias from the teachers themselves. Another possible explanation is that about a half of the
research samples who participated in this study were new generation teachers who had
experience in teaching less than 5 years, so they might not value the Thai traditional ways of
teaching, featuring teachers that expect the class to be well-managed, expect students to
keep quiet and listen to the lecture, and pressure students to think, feel, or behave in
particular ways, reflecting the controlling style. Instead, the new generation of teachers
might realize the importance of autonomy support, so they might try to take and integrate
students’ perspective into the flow of the instruction.

According to the second research question, what are the reasons behind teachers’
particular instructional behaviors associated with controlling and autonomy-supportive
motivating styles?, the results provided a wide range of personal reasons why the teachers
used particular instructional behaviors in their classes. The reasons for adopting an
autonomy-supportive teaching style revealed that teachers were likely to realize the
benefits of the autonomy-supportive classrooms and taught in line with autonomy-
supportive methods, such as building the lessons upon students’ interests, allowing time for
students to learn by themselves, accepting negative feedback from students and etc. As for
the reasons why teachers used controlling motivating style, the results showed personal
reasons of each teacher. All reasons showed that that teachers behaved in controlling ways
because they thought what they did was good for students. The teachers had good will
towards students but it seemed they didn’t realize that what they did might prevent
students from being as successful as they could be if the teachers relied on autonomy-
supportive techniques. However, there was an explicit condition that forced teachers to act
in a controlling way. According to the interview, time limitation was mentioned as a reason
why teachers had to enact particular instructional behaviors. Such behaviors—neglecting
explanatory rationales, relying on pressure-inducing language, and displaying impatience for
students to produce the right answer—were used during instruction due to time limitation.
Therefore, to reduce the condition that might cause teachers to use controlling instructional

behaviors, time allowance should be appropriate for the content that a teacher is
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responsible to teach or the assigned tasks and activities. Otherwise, teachers have to rush,
which pushes them to employee controlling instructional behaviors.
Recommendation for further research

Regarding the findings discussed in this study, there are some suggestions for further
studies. First, the number of research samples should be bigger so that it can generalize the
validity of the data. Second, investigation of teachers’ teaching styles should include other
people’s perspectives such as student feedback or the researcher’s observation in order to

prevent the bias of the results.
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