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Abstract: The purpose of the present longitudinal study was to test the influence of the teacher’s
classroom management style on students’ self-regulative behavior in a naturalistic setting and in
nonselected population. The focus was on those patterns of the teacher’s behavior that refer to the
transfer of control from the teacher to students, which includes the facilitation of autonomy, offer-
ing choice, considering the process and not just product variables of educational process, etc.
Regarding the degree of expression of that dimension the teachers were divided into two groups:
behaviorally and cognitive-behaviorally oriented teachers. 54 fourth-grade elementary school
classrooms participated in the present study. In the further analysis, 24 of the 54 school class-
rooms were included. Teacher’s approach to classroom management proved to be a significant
factor of pupils’ intrinsic motivation on some dimensions of intrinsic motivation. The pupils of
cognitive-behaviorally oriented teachers reached a higher degree of independent mastery during
the school year compared to the pupils of behaviorally oriented teachers. The boys of cognitive-
behaviorally oriented teachers reached a higher progress in the degree of internal criteria in the
evaluation of their own success and in intrinsic motivation as a sum of all dimensions, compared

to the boys of behaviorally-oriented teachers, whereas the same is not true for girls.
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INTRODUCTION

Different Conceptions of Classroom
Management

The definitions of classroom manage-
ment, behavior management and classroom
discipline differ according to different di-
mensions. From the content point of view
it seems that the classification regarding
the function of the classroom management
- whether the function of the classroom
management is instructional or managerial
- is basic. This distinction is emphasized
by Porter (2000), who distinguishes the
definitions and approaches to classroom
management basically in two groups:

1) some approaches comprehend class-
room management as instrumental for
establishing and maintaining the learning
environment which enables an effective
learning process; the goal of classroom
management is to establish order and pu-
pils’ compliance (managerial function);

2) some other approaches complement
this by adding the instructional function of
classroom management; with different
classroom management procedures teacher
not only establishes the appropriate learn-
ing environment but also socializes pupils;
in this case, the goal of classroom manage-
ment is also the achievement of certain
learning goals as for example self-
discipline, emotional regulation, coopera-
tion skills and integrity.
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The second dimension that distinguishes
different classroom management defini-
tions refers to the kind of activities that
are included in the concept of classroom
management. From this point of view, the
definitions of classroom management
can be divided into (2) definitions,
which comprehend classroom manage-
ment as a reactive activity, and (2) defini-
tions, which also stress the proactive
aspect of classroom management. Some
authors (e.g., Porter, 2000; Savage, 1999)
also use the terms intervention and pre-
vention strategies for these activities. Most
contemporary  classroom  management
definitions include reactive and proactive
activities. Kaplan (1995) distinguishes
these two activities by using the term
behavior management for any practice
or a group of practices used in inter-
vention into behavior problems, while

the term classroom management is re-
served for proactive, preventive practic-
es.

The concept of classroom management as
comprehended in the present article in-
cludes both proactive and reactive practic-
es and has not only managerial but also
instructional function. Figure 1 represents
the dimensions included in the concept of
classroom management as used in the
present article.

In the present study two approaches to
classroom management are presented and
compared: a behavioral and a cognitive-
behavioral approach. These two ap-
proaches represent the theoretical basis for
most studies that investigated different
aspects of classroom management. This is
especially true for the behavioral approach
and in the last decades also for the
cognitive-behavioral approach.

Relationship to similar

FUNCTION concepts. ..
+  managerid: CLASSROOM MANAGEMENT
lishing th
Tfaraﬁihm'"g- 0 CLASSROOM BEHAVIOR MANAGEMENT
genwronment
. MANAGEMENT
where dfective

learningis possble

CLASSROOM DISCIPLINE

e instructional:
acquisition of
educationa gods

PROACTIVE PROCEDURES: designing
efficient learning environment by
appropriate teaching, detecting pupil s
behavior patterns that could lea to
misbehavior and reacting to it before
misbehavior occurs

N

... depends onthe breadth of the
definiti ons of these concepts:
clasgoom management as
hypernym or synonym

REACTIVE PROCEDURES:
reacting to pupls misbehavior

Figure 1. Definition of classroom management regarding its function, the relationship to
similar concepts and activities that are included in this concept
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Behavioral and Cognitive-Behavioral
Approach to Classroom Management

Behavioral and behavioristic approach to
classroom management respectively (also
called behavior modification and applied
behavior analysis) was prevalent in the
sixties of the previous century; later on, it
was supplemented with some elements
of other approaches but its role in the
field of learning and teaching is still
important. Historically, behaviorism and
behavioral approach to classroom manage-
ment proved to be a systematic and effi-
cient way of behavior analysis. The results
of numerous studies (e.g., Becker, Madsen,
Arnold, Thomas, 1967; Costenbader,
Reading-Brown, 1995; Drabman, Lahey,
1974; Madsen, Becker, Thomas, 1968)
indicate the effectiveness of the behavioral
approach in different fields of classroom
management. However, this gives rise to
the problem of generalization over time
and in other settings (Kaplan, 1995; Porter,
2000). Strategies within this approach
proved to be efficient in short-term, but
their generalization value is questionable
(Hughes, 1988; Kendall, Zupan, 1981;
Porter, 2000). Different studies also indi-
cate that behavior changes as a result of
behavior training are usually limited to
certain behaviors and do not spontaneously
generalize in situations where behavior is
not reinforced (Hughes, 1988). Limited
effectiveness of behavioral strategies in
maintaining durable and generalizable
behavior changes stimulated researchers
and practitioners to transfer from the
strategies that are based on external control
to such as modify pupils’ cognition.

Cognitive-behavioral approach expands
the behavioral paradigm by emphasizing
the internal sources of behavior and recip-
rocal determinism between cognition,

emotion and behavior (Ayers, Clarke,
Murray, 2000). Like behavioral approach,
cognitive-behavioral approach is behavior-
oriented, however, it comprehends behav-
ior as a function of cognitive processes.
This approach is not a unified theory, but
rather a set of models and strategies tied
together by the concern for pupils’ think-
ing processes. Approaches within cogni-
tive behaviorism can be represented on a
continuum: some are in higher extent
based upon behavioristic principles and
stress the importance of external control
while others include more elements of
cognitive psychology (Porter, 2000). The
focus of cognitive interventions is on
changing or modifying pupils’ cognition
that in turn leads to behavioral changes
(Ayers et al., 2000; Bandura, 1977). These
interventions are usually combined with
some behavioral interventions.

The educational implication of this shift
in emphasis from behavior to cognition
is that teachers should be more con-
cerned with influencing the conceptions
and thinking processes that pupils use to
guide their behavior than with influenc-
ing their behavior directly. Cognitive-
behavioral approach emphasizes instruc-
tional methods that help pupils to become
their own teachers - to solve their own
problems and control their own social and
academic behavior in a responsible fashion
(Martin, Sugarman, McNamara, 2000).
Pupils should actively participate in the
process of setting behavior goals and
should take the responsibility for their
own behavior (Ashman, Conway, 1993).
Therefore, it is important that pupils be
allowed to choose certain behaviors. How-
ever, the choice of behavior means also
taking the responsibility for the conse-
quences of the chosen behavior (Rogers,
1994). For this reason, promoting pupils’
autonomous and mature decision-making
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is necessary. The teacher’s information
about his own procedures and motives for
these procedures is very valuable in the
process of efficient learning and classroom
management.

Cognitive-behavioral perspective devel-
oped in response to the limitations of the
purely behavioral approach, especially to
its ineffectiveness in maintaining lasting
and generalizable effects of behavioral
strategies. Nevertheless, the problem of
generalization remains also in the frame of
cognitive-behavioral approach; the re-
search shows that cognitive-behavioral
strategies are somewhat more efficient in
generalizing behavior changes over time
and different settings, but empirical data
are not unambiguous at all (Hughes, 1988;
Kendall, Braswell, 1982; Meyers, Cohen,
Schleser, 1989).

In addition to ambiguous conclusions
regarding the effectiveness of cognitive-
behavioral interventions, the limitation of
the studies that examined the effectiveness
of these interventions is also their execu-
tion mostly on clinical populations with
small samples. Cognitive-behavioral inter-
ventions were usually used with aggres-
sive, anxious, depressive and hyperactive
pupils (Hughes, 1988; Kendall, 1993). The
executors of the trainings were in most
cases external experts and not teachers,
which means that such trainings were
not integrated in the regular instruction.
Teacher’s role was minimized also in dif-
ferent self-management trainings. Howev-
er, as far back as Kounin at the end of the
sixties of the previous century and later on,
numerous other researchers (e.g., Brophy,
Evertson, 1980; Emmer, Stough, 2001;
Evertson, Emmer, 1982; Patrick, Ander-
man, Ryan, Edelin, Midgley, 2001; Pres-
sley, Roehrig, Raphael, Dolezal, Bohn,
Mohan, Wharton-McDonald, Bogner,
Hogan, 2003) pointed out that successful

teachers do not differ from those less
successful in reactive procedures to stu-
dents’ misbehavior. Proactive procedures,
i.e. these teachers’ behaviors that prevent
the appearance of misbehavior are essen-
tial for successful classroom management.
Teachers exert a powerful influence on the
development of pupils’ cognitive skills
through modelling, direct instruction, and
a follow-up of pupils’ behavior. This influ-
ence can also be indirect through motiva-
tional variables (Meyers et al., 1989). This
important teacher-role is often neglected in
cognitive-behavioral programs in school
settings (Meyers et al., 1989).

The main purpose of the present study
was to examine the relationship between
the teacher’s classroom management style
and the pupils’ self-regulative behavior in
elementary school pupils. The main focus
of interest was whether the pupils of those
teachers who predominately use behavioral
classroom management procedures and the
pupils of teachers who predominately use
cognitive-behavioral procedures differ in
their self-regulative behavior in the clas-
sroom. Self-control and intrinsic motiva-
tion were used as a measure of self-
regulative behavior; higher self-control
and intrinsic motivation indicate higher
levels of self-regulative behavior in the
classroom.

In relation to the findings of our previous
research, the present study has some ad-
vantages in the following aspects:

* the study examines the effects on pu-
pils’ behavior in a naturalistic setting; this
minimizes the problem of the questionable
generalization of these effects;

* the effects of teacher’s behavior are
examined in nonselected population;

* because of the reasons mentioned
above the findings of the present study can
represent a basis for the formation of an
appropriate proactive approach, i.e., the
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assessment of those classroom manage-
ment procedures that have the most posi-
tive effects on pupils’ self-regulative
behavior and defining ways to educate
teachers for the appropriate functioning in
the classroom.

METHOD
Participants

54 fourth-grade elementary school clas-
srooms participated in the present study;
these included 54 female teachers and 944
pupils (52.3% girls, 47.7% boys, mean age
approximately 10 years). Only those pupils
whose parents gave written consent for the
procedure participated in this study (80%
of all pupils).

In a further analysis, 24 of the original 54
classrooms were included, i.e. 24 teachers
and 414 pupils (52.4% girls, 47.6% boys).
The percentage of pupils who did not par-
ticipate because of the lack of their par-
ents’ consent remained the same.

Instruments

For the measurement of teachers’ vari-
ables two instruments were used:

Questionnaire about Teacher’s Behavior
in the Classroom

The Questionnaire about Teacher’s Be-
havior in the Classroom was designed to
measure teacher’s behavioral vs. cognitive-
behavioral orientation to classroom man-
agement. The theoretical basis for the
development of the questionnaire is behav-
ioral and cognitive-behavioral paradigm to
classroom management. It was designed on
the basis of preliminary observations of
teachers’ behavior in classrooms. Experts’
ratings were congruent with the original

questionnaire design, which confirms the
expert validity of the questionnaire. 24
pairs of items were included in the first
version of the questionnaire. In each item,
the participant is asked to choose between
two behaviors that differentiate between
behavioral (e.g., Some teachers want to
know if the pupils solved the task correct-
ly) and cognitive-behavioral orientation to
classroom management (e.g., Some teach-
ers are interested in the way the pupils
solved the tasks). After that, the teacher
has to decide whether the chosen alterna-
tive is "sort of true for her" or "really true
for her". Thus, altogether each item is
rated on a four-point scale. A higher score
indicates predominately cognitive-behav-
ioral orientation to classroom management.
The items were counterbalanced so that
half of them began with a statement re-
flecting cognitive-behavioral orientation
and half with a behavioral orientation. The
questionnaire was preliminarily applied on
the sample of 56 third- and fourth-grade
teachers. The alpha coefficient of internal
consistency is .70 (calculated on the sam-
ple of 110 teachers).

Teacher’s Behavior
in the Classroom System

Like the questionnaire described above,
the Teacher’s Behavior in the Classroom
System was designed to measure teacher’s
behavioral vs. cognitive-behavioral orien-
tation to classroom management. The basis
for the construction of the observational
system was given by the behavioral and
cognitive-behavioral paradigm to class-
room management and preliminary ob-
servations of teachers’ behavior in the
classroom. Teacher’s Behavior in the
Classroom System has two parts: a check-
list and rating scales. The checklist con-
sists of 29 descriptions of teacher’s
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behavior in the classroom which can be
classified in the following broader catego-
ries of teacher’s behavior: 1) presentation
of teacher’s own activities: in what way
the teacher presents to pupils, what her
further procedures in the classroom will be
(does she clarify the way of performance?,
does she explain the reasons for her proce-
dures?); 2) reactions to pupils’ answers
(does the teacher ask for explanation of the
answer?, how she gives feedback); 3) eval-
uation and assessment of pupils’ achieve-
ment (does the teacher include the pupils
in the process of evaluation?); 4) giving
instructions (does the teacher clarify and
explain her demands?); 5) reacting to
misbehavior (does the teacher explain her
disciplinary procedures?); 6) promoting
pupils’ autonomy (allowing for pupils’
initiative; enabling pupils’ choice). Eleven
categories describe the behavior that pre-
dominately indicates behavioral orientation
to classroom management and 17 catego-
ries the behavior predominately indicating
cognitive-behavioral orientation to class-
room management. The observer records
the behavior when it occurs.

In addition to behavioral categories,
Teacher’s Behavior in the Classroom Sys-
tem also includes three rating scales. When
the observation is finished, the observer
rates the teacher’s behavior on the follow-
ing dimensions: 1) the way of presenting
the learning contents (transmissional vs.
constructivistic); 2) promoting pupils’
autonomy and 3) orientation to product vs.
orientation to process. Teacher’s behavior
is rated on a five-point scale ranging from
1 - not true at all to 5 - always/almost
always true. A higher rating indicates a
more cognitive-behavioral orientation to
classroom management. The observer
should explain his/her ratings.

For the measurement of pupils’ variables
the following instruments were used:

Scale of Intrinsic vs. Extrinsic Orientation
in the Classroom (Harter, 1980)

The Scale of Intrinsic vs. Extrinsic
Orientation in the Classroom is based on
Harter’s (1978) model of intrinsic motiva-
tion. The scale consists of 30 pairs of
items, which are classified in five sub-
scales, each defined by an intrinsic and an
extrinsic pole (Harter, 1980): 1) preference
for challenge vs. preference for easy work;
2) curiosity/interest vs. pleasing the tea-
cher/getting grades; 3) independent mas-
tery vs. dependence on the teacher; 4) in-
dependent judgment vs. reliance on teach-
er’s judgment and 5) internal criteria vs.
external criteria of success and failure.
Self-report measures in school children are
especially influenced by social desirability,
which led the author to the development of
a special question format that is purported
to minimize the tendency for socially de-
sirable responses. Each item consists of
two statements that describe children with
intrinsic and extrinsic motivational orienta-
tion. The child is first asked to decide
which kind of kid is most like him or her
and then asked whether this is only a sort
of true or really true for him or her. Such a
question format is a combination of forced
choice questions and a four-point scale. A
higher score indicates a higher level of
intrinsic motivation.

Child Self-Control Rating Scale
(Rohrbeck, 1991)

The Child Self-Control Rating Scale
consists of 33 pairs of items and measures
self-control as an unidimensional con-
struct. The scale was modelled after the
teacher and parent Self-Control Rating
Scale (Kendal, Willcox, 1979) and ad-
justed for children to report about their
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own self-controlled behavior. The question
format is the same as for the Scale of In-
trinsic vs. Extrinsic Orientation in the
Classroom described above. A higher
score indicates a higher level of self-
control.

Procedure

The research went on during the whole
school year in three waves:

At the beginning of the school year the
Scale of Intrinsic vs. Extrinsic Orientation
in the Classroom and the Child Self-
Control Rating Scale were administered to
pupils of 54 fourth-grade classrooms. At
the same time, the Questionnaire about
Teacher’s Behavior in the Classroom was
distributed to the teachers of these class-
rooms. On the basis of their results from
the questionnaire two extreme groups of
teachers were formed in virtue of two
criteria:

* the results of hierarchical cluster analy-
sis (see chapter Preliminary analysis)

* total score: teachers with the total score
lower than 35 percentile and teachers
with the total score higher than 74 percen-
tile.

The participants were classified in one
of both extreme groups on the basis of
cluster analysis results, hereby partici-
pants with the most extreme total score
within the specific cluster were selected
(lower than 35 percentile within the first
cluster, higher than 74 percentile within
the second cluster). Thus, for the classifi-
cation in one of the extreme groups two
conditions had to be satisfied: classifica-
tion in the specific cluster and the total
score value in the specific percentile range.
It was hypothesized that the first group
represents teachers with predominately
behavioral orientation to classroom man-
agement, whereas the second group in-

cludes teachers who are predominately
cognitive-behaviorally oriented in their
classroom management practices. Each
group consisted of 12 teachers. The class-
rooms of teachers who were classified in
one of the extreme groups were included
in the further research process. Thus, 24
classrooms were included in further analy-
sis.

In the middle of the school year teachers’
behavior in the selected classrooms was
observed. The purpose of the observations
was to test and eventually confirm the
classification of teachers in one of the
extreme groups with regard to their class-
room management practices. The time lag
between the teachers’ questionnaire assess-
ment and the observation was approxi-
mately three months. Teachers were ob-
served for one school period each, namely
at Slovene language where new learning
contents were taught. Two observers were
present in the classroom, the author of the
article and one postgraduate psycholo-
gy student, who received the training be-
fore observations. The second observer
was not informed about the results of the
observed teachers on the Questionnaire
about Teacher’s Behavior in the Class-
room. The teachers were not acquainted
with the purpose of the observation. They
were informed that pupils’ behavior and
classroom interactions were the object of
the observation. During the school period
the observers recorded certain teacher’s
behaviors as they occurred using the
Teacher’s Behavior in the Classroom Sys-
tem. At the end of the observation they
assessed the teacher’s behavior on three
rating scales.

At the end of the school year pupils from
the selected classrooms repeatedly com-
pleted the Scale of Intrinsic vs. Extrinsic
Orientation in the Classroom and the Child
Self-Control Rating Scale. The time period
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between the two assessments of internal
motivation and self-control was approxi-
mately 7 months.

The teachers worked with the classes
only in the school year in which the re-
search was going on, which means that in
the first wave of the research they just
started to teach in the respective class.
Their managing style was not influenced
by any intervention on the part of the re-
searcher.

PRELIMINARY ANALYSIS
Formation of Extreme Groups

On the basis of teachers’ results from the
Questionnaire about Teacher’s Behavior in
the Classroom two extreme groups of
teachers were formed: 1) teachers with
predominately behavioral classroom man-
agement style and 2) teachers with pre-
dominately cognitive-behavioral classroom
management style. The combination of
two criteria was used for the classifica-
tion in extreme groups: percentile score
lower or higher than certain value and
results of hierarchical cluster analysis.
Cluster analysis was used to classify
teachers in a certain number of stable
groups with regard to their results on the
Questionnaire about Teacher’s Behavior
in the Classroom. Hierarchical cluster
analysis was performed on the sample of
104 teachers (54 participants of the
present study and 50 participants of the
preliminary study). Ward’s cluster method
and Euclidean distance for specifying
the distance or similarity measure were
used. The final solution was a classifica-
tion of teachers in two clusters. 31.7%
of teachers were classified into the first
cluster and 68.3% of teachers were classi-
fied into the second cluster. There are
significant differences between these two

groups in their responses to the Question-
naire about Teacher’s Behavior on 16 of
the 24 items. On the basis of an analy-
sis of the responses by teachers from dif-
ferent clusters, it was concluded that the
first cluster corresponds to behavioral
classroom management style and the se-
cond cluster corresponds to cognitive-
behavioral classroom management style.
Those teachers from both clusters who had
the most extreme percentile score on the
questionnaire were assigned to extreme
groups. Thus, the group of teachers with
predominately behavioral classroom man-
agement style consists of 12 teachers from
the first cluster with their percentile score
on the questionnaire lower than 35 percen-
tile. The group of teachers with pre-
dominately cognitive-behavioral classroom
management style includes 12 teachers
from the second cluster with the percentile
score on the questionnaire higher than 74
percentile.

Interobserver Agreement

Interobserver agreement in recording
the frequency of specific behaviors was
determined using the following formula:

agreement
agreement+disagreement

x 100

and amounts to 85% for behavioral
categories that represent behavioral class-
room management practices and 86%
for behavioral categories that represent
cognitive-behavioral classroom manage-
ment practices. The correlation between
both observers’ scores on rating scales is
.86.

The disagreement cases were discussed
afterwards to come to a final decision.
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Congruence between the Results on the
Questionnaire about Teacher’s Behavior
and the Findings Based on Observations of
Teachers’ Behavior

Two values are indicators of results of
the observation:
* The quotient between frequencies for

behaviors that represent cognitive-
behavioral orientation, and frequencies
that  represent behavioral orientation

Q.. = /). A quotient higher than 1
indicates predominately cognitive-behav-
ioral orientation to classroom management,
whereas a quotient lower than 1 is an indi-
cator of predominately behavioral orienta-
tion to classroom management.

* Mean score on the rating scales.

On the basis of results of the observation
teachers were once again classified into
two groups: teachers with predominately
behavioral and teachers with predominate-
ly cognitive-behavioral classroom manage-
ment style. The criteria for the classi-
fication were the value of Q, , and the
mean score on the rating scales. Conse-
quently, the teachers with Q,, , higher than
1 or with mean score higher than 4 were
assigned to the group with predominately
cognitive-behavioral classroom manage-
ment orientation. The teachers with Q,,
lower or the same as 1 or with mean score
lower than 4 were regarded as being pre-
dominately behaviorally oriented in their
classroom management practices. The
correlation between the result on the Ques-
tionnaire about Teacher’s Behavior in the
Classroom and the number of recorded
behaviors that indicate behavioral ap-
proach to classroom management is -.20
(N = 24; p < .05 for all three reported cor-
relations). The correlation between the
results on the questionnaire and the num-
ber of recorded behaviors that indicate

cognitive-behavioral approach to class-
room management is .15. The correlation
between the result on the questionnaire and
mean score on the rating scales is .27.
Although the correlations are low, their
directions confirm the validity of the Ques-
tionnaire about Teacher’s Behavior in the
Classroom.

The classification of teachers on the basis
of the results of this observation is not
completely congruent with the classifica-
tion based on the results of the Question-
naire about Teacher’s Behavior in the
Classroom. Grounded on the combination
of the questionnaire and observation re-
sults the teachers were assigned to four
groups:

* a group of teachers where self-report
and the observation indicate behavioral
orientation to classroom management
(Group 1);

* a group of teachers who report to be
behaviorally oriented, whereas the ob-

servation indicates cognitive-behavioral
orientation to classroom management
(Group 2);

* a group of teachers that report to be
cognitive-behaviorally oriented, but the
observation indicates behavioral orienta-
tion to classroom management (Group 3);

* a group of teachers where self-report
and observation indicate cognitive-behav-
ioral orientation to classroom management
(Group 4).

From the four groups mentioned above
the results of self-report and observation
are congruent only in Group 1 and Group
4, which means that only these two groups
can be unambiguously regarded as groups
of teachers with predominately behavioral
and cognitive-behavioral orientation to
classroom management, respectively. For
that reason the classification into four
groups was used in the statistical analy-
sis.
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Three-way analysis of variance was per-
formed on the so formulated data, and the
following variables were regarded as fac-
tors:

* teacher’s classroom management style
(behavioral group, cognitive-behavioral
group, two groups where it is impossible to
determine predominant orientation);

* pupils’ sex;

* repeated measures (the application of
the instruments for pupils at the beginning
and at the end of the school year).

The dimensions of intrinsic motivation
and self-control were defined as dependent
variables. Thus, the research is designed as
quasi-experiment with 4x2x2 experimental
design.

RESULTS

Differences between Groups of Pupils in
Intrinsic Motivation

As shown in Table 2 the effect of mea-
surement on intrinsic motivation is sig-
nificant. Thus, at the end of the school
year pupils reported to be more intrin-
sically motivated than at the beginning
of the school year. During the school
year the differences between classrooms
in regard to teacher’s classroom manage-
ment style were bigger for boys than
for girls. While girls of cognitive-
behaviorally oriented teachers reported to

Table 1. Descriptive statistics for the measure of intrinsic motivation in pupils in re-
gard to teachers’ group and pupils’ sex at the beginning and at the end of the school

year
Teacher Sex M SD
Intrinsic motivation B-B Boys 2.68 0.35 52
(beginning of the Girls 2.65 0.38 48
school year)
Together 2.67 0.36 100
B-CB Boys 2.63 0.32 26
Girls 2.61 0.37 42
Together 2.62 0.35 68
CB-B Boys 2.62 0.41 39
Girls 2.68 0.44 56
Together 2.66 0.43 96
CB-CB Boys 2.64 0.32 49
Girls 2.76 0.38 41
Together 2.70 0.35 90
Together | Boys 2.65 0.35 166
Girls 2.68 0.40 187
Together 2.66 0.38 353

Table continues
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Table 1 (continued)

Teacher Sex M SD N
Intrinsic motivation B-B Boys 2.69 0.38 52
(end of the school Girls 2.20 0.43 48
yean) Together 2.75 0.40 100
B-CB Boys 2.69 0.26 26
Girls 2.83 0.39 42
Together 2.78 0.35 68
CB-B Boys 2.83 0.42 49
Girls 2.86 0.37 56
Together 2.85 0.39 95
CB-CB Boys 2.85 0.41 49
Girls 2.88 0.42 41
Together 2.86 0.42 90
Together | Boys 2.77 0.39 166
Girls 2.85 0.40 187
Together 2.81 0.40 353
Together | Boys 3.16 0.42 166
Girls 3.23 0.43 187
Together 3.19 0.42 353

Note: B-B - teachers with behavioral orientation to classroom management; B-CB -
teachers who report being behaviorally oriented, but the observation indicates
cognitive-behavioral orientation, CB-B - teachers who report being cognitive-
behaviorally oriented, but the observation indicates behavioral orientation; CB-CB -

teachers with cognitive-behavioral orientation to classroom management

be more intrinsically motivated com-
pared to girls of behaviorally oriented
teachers at the beginning and at the end
of the school year, in boys differences
between both groups in regard to teacher’s
classroom management style appeared
during the school year. At the begin-
ning of the school year boys of behav-
iorally oriented teachers reported to be
somewhat more intrinsically motivated
compared to boys of cognitive-behav-
iorally oriented teachers. At the end of the

school year the opposite was true: intrinsic
motivation of the boys of cognitive-
behaviorally oriented teachers increased,
whereas in the boys of behaviorally ori-
ented teachers it remained nearly the same
as at the beginning of the school year (see
Figures 2 and 3).

In the following section the results of
analysis of variance are presented for those
dimensions of intrinsic motivation where
the effects of teachers’ classroom manage-
ment style proved to be significant.
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Table 2. Three-way analysis of variance results for testing the effects of repeated
measures, teacher’s classroom management style and pupils’ sex on intrinsic motiva-
tion

Source of variability | SS ‘ df ‘ MS | F | P
Between groups
sex 0.496 1 0.496 2.044 0.15
teacher 0.826 3 0.275 1.135 0.34
sex X teacher 0.054 3 0.018 0.075 0.97
error 85.883 354 0.243
Within groups
measurement 3.674 1 3.674 | 66.196 0.00*
measurement X sex 0.078 1 0.078 1.406 0.23
measurement X teacher 0.290 3 0.097 1.741 0.16
measurement X sex X teacher 0.488 3 0.163 2.930 0.03*
error 19.649 354 0.055
*p < .05
Beginning of the school year End of the school year

29

sex sex

o boys

o boys

Intrinsic motivation
Intrinsic motivation

girls 26 girls
B-B B-CB CB-B CB-CB B-B B-CB CB-B CB-CB

teacher teacher

Note: See notes to Table 1

Figures 2 and 3. Results of pupils of teachers from different groups in regard to sex -
intrinsic motivation at the beginning (Figure 2) and at the end of the school year (Figure
3)
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Differences between Groups of Pupils in
Independent Mastery vs. Dependence on
the Teacher

The dimension of independent mastery
vs. dependence on the teacher refers to
whether pupils prefer to do their work and
figure out problems on their own or they
rely on the teacher for help and guidance.

Pupils reached higher levels of indepen-
dent mastery at the end of the year com-
pared to the beginning of the school year.
The changes in the pupils’ level of inde-
pendent mastery depend also on the teach-
ers’ classroom management orientation.
Namely, pupils of behaviorally and pupils
of cognitive-behaviorally oriented teachers
do not differ in their level of independent

mastery at the beginning at the school
year, but at the end of the school year
pupils of cognitive-behaviorally oriented
teachers reached a higher level of indepen-
dent problem solving (see Figure 4).

Differences between Groups of Pupils in
Internal vs. External Criteria

Tables 5 and 6 and Figures 5 and 6 show
the differences between groups of pupils in
internal vs. external criteria for evaluating
their own success and failure. This dimen-
sion of intrinsic motivation refers to
whether the pupils know when they have
succeeded or failed on school assignments
or they depend upon external sources of
evaluation such as teacher’s feedback,
grades, or marks.

Table 3. Descriptive statistics for dimension independent mastery in pupils in regard
to teachers’ group and pupils’ sex at the beginning and at the end of the school year

Teacher Sex M SD N

Independent mastery B-B Boys 3.03 0.48 53
{(beginning of the school Girls 795 0.55 48
year) Together 2.99 0.52 101
B-CB Boys 2.82 0.56 29

Girls 3.01 0.49 46

Together 2.94 0.52 75

CB-B Boys 2.83 0.53 41

Girls 2.90 0.59 56

Together 2.87 0.56 97

CB-CB Boys 3.01 0.48 49

Girls 2.94 0.48 41

Together 2.97 0.48 90

Together | Boys 2.94 0.51 172

Girls 2.95 0.53 191

Together 2.94 0.52 363

Table continues
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Table 3 (continued)

Teacher Sex M SD N
Independent mastery B-B Boys 3.00 0.47 53
(end of the school year) Girls 296 0.58 48
Together 2.98 0.52 101
B-CB Boys 2.88 0.44 29
Girls 3.05 0.50 46
Together 2.98 0.48 75
CB-B Boys 3.04 0.58 41
Girls 3.12 0.58 56
Together 3.08 0.58 97
CB-CB Boys 3.20 0.55 49
Girls 3.11 0.54 41
Together 3.16 0.54 90
Together | Boys 3.05 0.53 172
Girls 3.06 0.55 191
Together 3.05 0.54 363

Note: See notes to Table 1

Table 4. Three-way analysis of variance results for testing the effects of repeated mea-
sures, teacher’s classroom management style and pupils’ sex on independent mastery

Source of variability ‘ SS ‘ df | MS ‘ F | p
Between groups
sex 0.165 1 0.165 0.445 0.50
teacher 1.376 3 0.459 1.236 0.30
sex X teacher 1.881 3 0.627 1.690 0.17
error 131.171 355 0.371
Within groups
measurement 2.130 1 2.130 | 11.266 0.00%*
measurement X sex 0.002 1 0.002 0.001 0.97
measurement X teacher 1.551 3 0.517 2.735 0.04*
measurement X sex X teacher 0.031 3 0.010 0.055 0.98
error 67.109 355 0.189

*p <.05
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measurment

Independent mastery

28 2
B-B B-CB CB-B CB-CB

teacher

Note: See notes to Table 1

Figure 4. Results of pupils of teachers from different groups at the beginning and at the
end of the school year - independent mastery

Table 5. Descriptive statistics for dimension internal vs. external criteria in pupils in
regard to teachers’ group and pupils’ sex at the beginning and at the end of the school
year

Teacher Sex M SD N
Internal criteria B-B Boys 2.66 0.63 53
(beginning of the school Girls 252 071 48
year) Together 2.59 0.67 101
B-CB Boys 2.59 0.48 29
Girls 2.53 0.70 46
Together 2.55 0.62 75
CB-B Boys 2.59 0.58 41
Girls 2.73 0.73 56
Together 2.67 0.67 97
CB-CB | Boys 2.58 0.54 52
Girls 2.73 0.59 42
Together 2.64 0.56 94
Together | Boys 2.61 0.57 175
Girls 2.63 0.69 192
Together 2.62 0.63 367

Table continues
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Table 5 (continued)

Teacher Sex M SD N
Internal criteria B-B Boys 2.65 0.65 53
(end of the school year) Girls 279 0.64 48
Together 2.72 0.64 101
B-CB Boys 2.65 0.38 29
Girls 2.85 0.46 46
Together 2.78 0.44 75
CB-B Boys 291 0.62 41
Girls 2.92 0.60 56
Together 291 0.61 97
CB-CB Boys 2.83 0.64 52
Girls 2.80 0.70 42
Together 2.82 0.67 94
Together | Boys 2.76 0.61 175
Girls 2.84 0.60 192
Together 2.81 0.61 367

Note: See notes to Table 1

Table 6. Three-way analysis of variance results for testing the effects of repeated
measures, teacher’s classroom management style and pupils’ sex on internal criteria

Source of variability ‘ SS | df ‘ MS | F ‘ p
Between groups
sex 0.463 1 0.463 0.809 0.37
teacher 2.199 3 0.733 1.282 0.28
sex X teacher 0.170 3 0.057 0.099 0.96
error 205.333 | 359 0.572
Within groups
measurement 6.095 1 6.095 30.923 0.00*
measurement X sex 0.167 1 0.167 0.849 0.36
measurement X teacher 0.389 3 0.130 0.657 0.58
measurement X sex X teacher 2.129 3 0.710 3.601 0.01*
error 70.759 | 359 0.197

*p <.05
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Beginning of the school year
30

29

28

27

g /’

= ,’

) / sex

o 26 /

T /| h o

g S/ ““boys

s |

€ 25F--77 girls
B-B B-CB CB-B CB-CB

teacher

Note: See notes to Table 1

End of the school year
3,0

Internal criteria

25 girls

B-B B-CB CB-B

teacher

Figures 5 and 6. Results of pupils of teachers from different groups in regard to
sex - internal criteria at the beginning (Figure 5) and at the end of the school

year (Figure 6)

During the school year a significant shift
from external to internal criteria occurred
in pupils. The difference between pupils of
behaviorally and pupils with cognitive-
behaviorally oriented teachers changed
during the year and is also dependent on
the pupils’ sex. At the beginning of the
school year the boys of teachers from dif-
ferent groups did not differ in their criteria
for evaluating their success or failure,
whereas at the end of the school year the
boys of cognitive-behaviorally oriented
teachers reported to have more internal
criteria compared to the boys of behavior-
ally oriented teachers. The differences
between girls in regard to their teachers’

classroom management style decreased
during the school year. These sex-
dependent changes are shown in Figures 5
and 6.

Differences between Groups of Pupils in
Self-Control

Pupils do not differ significantly in self-
control in regard to their teacher’s clas-
sroom management style. Likewise, pu-
pils’ self-control did not change during the
school year. Nevertheless, there are signifi-
cant differences between boys and girls:
girls report to be more self-controlled than
boys.
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Table 7. Descriptive statistics for the measure of self-control in pupils in regard to
teachers’ group and pupils’ sex at the beginning and at the end of the school year

Teacher Sex M SD N

Self-control B-B Boys 3.12 0.44 52

(beginning of the school Girls 393 0.37 48
year)

Together 3.17 0.41 100

B-CB Boys 3.13 0.29 26

Girls 3.27 0.31 42

Together 3.22 0.30 68

CB-B Boys 3.13 0.46 39

Girls 3.30 0.38 56

Together 3.23 0.42 95

CB-CB Boys 3.18 0.33 49

Girls 3.22 0.38 41

Together 3.19 0.35 90

Together | Boys 3.14 0.39 166

Girls 3.26 0.36 187

Together 3.20 0.38 353

Self-control B-B Boys 3.13 0.46 52

(end of the school year) Girls 392 0.45 48

Together 3.18 0.46 100

B-CB Boys 3.04 0.33 26

Girls 3.22 0.39 42

Together 3.15 0.38 68

CB-B Boys 3.15 0.42 39

Girls 3.27 0.37 56

Together 3.22 0.39 95

CB-CB Boys 3.25 0.40 49

Girls 3.17 0.51 41

Together 3.21 0.46 90

Together | Boys 3.16 0.42 166

Girls 3.23 0.43 187

Together 3.19 0.42 353

Note: See notes to Table 1
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Table 8. Three-way analysis of variance results for testing the effects of repeated mea-
sures, teacher’s classroom management style and pupils’ sex on self-control

Source of variability SS ‘ df | MS ‘ F | P

Between groups
sex 2.389 1 2.389 9.404 0.00*
teacher 0.151 3 0.050 0.198 0.89
sex X teacher 0.685 0.228 0.899 0.44
error 94.251 371 0.254

Within groups
measurement 0.006 1 0.006 0.075 0.78
measurement X sex 0.037 1 0.037 0.469 0.49
measurement X teacher 0.234 3 0.078 0.984 0.40
measurement X sex X teacher 0.133 3 0.044 0.560 0.64
error 29.455 371 0.079

*p <.05

DISCUSSION

This study was an attempt to examine the
influence of teacher’s classroom manage-
ment style on pupils’ self-regulative be-
havior in natural setting in non-clinical
population. The goal was to identify teach-
er’s classroom management practices that
are most efficient for the development of
pupils’ self-regulative behavior. The focus
was on those teacher’s behaviors that refer
to the transfer of control from teacher to
pupils. This includes the promotion of
pupils’ autonomy, giving them the oppor-
tunities to choose certain activities, regard-
ing the process and not only the product
variables in educational process, etc. In
regard to the level of expression of that
dimension the teachers were assigned to
groups of predominately behaviorally and
cognitive-behaviorally oriented, respec-
tively. Nevertheless, this dimension repre-

sents a continuous category and the point
of distinction between both extremes is not
clear. On the basis of the results of the
procedures used an unambiguous classifi-
cation of teachers into two groups was not
possible. For that reason teachers were
classified into four groups, but only two
groups represent "pure” groups where the
results of self-report and observation were
congruent. Consequently, in the discussion
I focus on differences between these two
groups.

The differences in the change in intrinsic
motivation during the school year between
the pupils of behaviorally and cognitive
behaviorally oriented teachers are bigger
for boys than for girls. In the group of
pupils of cognitive-behaviorally oriented
teachers girls reported to be more intrin-
sically motivated than boys at the begin-
ning of the school year, whereas there
were almost no differences in the intrinsic
motivation of boys and girls at the end of
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the school year. Namely, intrinsic motiva-
tion of boys from that group increased
exceedingly during the school year. On the
contrary, in the pupils of behaviorally
oriented teachers girls reached a higher
level of intrinsic motivation and boys did
not. Nevertheless, in absolute terms intrin-
sic motivation is highest in pupils of
cognitive-behaviorally oriented teachers,
which is true for boys and girls.

Teacher’s classroom management style
proved a significant predictor of pupils’
independent mastery vs. their dependence
on the teacher. At the beginning of the
school year the pupils of teachers with
different classroom management orienta-
tion did not differ in their level of indepen-
dent mastery. However, at the end of the
school year the pupils of cognitive-
behaviorally oriented teachers reached a
higher level of independent mastery,
whereas it remained the same in the pupils
of behaviorally oriented teachers. Teach-
er’s classroom management practices thus
influence the way pupils cope with learn-
ing tasks; the pupils of teachers who allow
them more opportunities for being in con-
trol of and take the responsibility for their
own behavior, report to prefer independent
problem-solving to seeking assistance and
guidance from the teacher. This finding is
congruent with the assumptions of differ-
ent theoretical orientations that presume
that the transfer of control from teacher to
pupils is crucial for promoting pupils’
independent coping with learning prob-
lems (e.g., Freiberg, 1999; Kaplan, 1995;
Savage, 1999). Nevertheless, there is a
lack of empirical research that would ex-
amine this assumption.

During the school year pupils’ criteria for
evaluating their own success and failure
changed from external to more internal.
This indicates lower dependence on exter-
nal sources of evaluation, such as teacher’s

feedback and grades. These changes also
interacted with pupils’ sex and their teach-
ers’ classroom management style. At the
beginning of the school year, the boys of
teachers with different classroom manage-
ment practices did not differ in their crite-
ria for evaluating their success and failure.
At the end of the school year the boys of
cognitive-behaviorally oriented teachers
reported to use more internal criteria com-
pared to boys of behaviorally oriented
teachers. In girls the differences between
both groups in regard to teacher’s class-
room management style decreased. Thus,
cognitive-behavioral approach to class-
room management proved to be more effi-
cient for boys than for girls. The bigger
change from external to internal criteria in
boys indicates that boys accept the oppor-
tunities for self-regulation offered by the
teacher in a higher extent.

There are no differences in groups of
pupils in self-control, neither in regard to
their teacher’s classroom management
style nor did it change during the school
year. Girls report to be more self-con-
trolled than boys both at the beginning and
at the end of the school year and indepen-
dently of their teacher’s classroom man-
agement practices (an exception is the
group of pupils of cognitive-behaviorally
oriented teachers where there are almost
no differences in the self-control between
boys and girls). A higher level of self-
control was reported also by Humphrey
(1982) and Kendall and Wilcox (1979).
These authors used teacher’s report as a
measure of self-control, which implies that
a higher level of self-control established in
this study should not be interpreted by a
tendency for socially desirable responses
in girls.

The finding that teacher’s classroom
management practices do not influence
pupils’ self-control is contrary to what
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could be expected from the theory. This
can be the result of the actual unrelated-
ness between the variables - it is possible
that pupils’ self-control is more influenced
by other variables not included in this
study - but it can also be the result of the
way of assessment of the variables. In fact,
a deeper look at the items included in the
Child Self-Control Rating Scale shows that
the items relate to self-controlled behavior
in different settings - not only in the class-
room but also in the family setting and in
relationships with friends. It is possible
that in these settings other socialization
influences, e.g. parents’ influence, are
more important than teacher’s classroom
management style. In previous studies,
parents’ influence proved to be a signifi-
cant factor of pupils’ self-regulative be-
havior also in the classroom setting
(Dopkins Stright, Neitzel, Garza Sears,
Hoke-Sonex, 2001; Grolnick, Kurowski,
Gurland, 1999; Grolnick, Ryan, 1989).
This factor that probably accounts for a
considerable part of variance in explaining
the differences in pupils’ self-controlled
behavior was not controlled and tested in
the present study, respectively.

In accordance with the purpose of the
study the following conclusions about
teacher’s influence on pupils’ self-regu-
lative behavior can be made:

1. Teacher’s classroom management style
proved to be a significant factor of pupils’
intrinsic motivation in some dimensions of
intrinsic motivation, whereas other dimen-
sions are independent of teacher’s class-
room management style.

2. The pupils of cognitive-behaviorally
and behaviorally oriented teachers, respec-
tively, do not differ in their self-reported
level of self-control.

The findings of this study are of limited
validity because of some methodological
limitations, especially the validity of the

self-assessment of pupils’ variables and the
discriminability of the instruments for the
assessment of teachers’ behavior and con-
sequently the classification of teachers into
groups. The use of self-assessment in chil-
dren is questionable because of their insuf-
ficiently developed meta-cognition and
social cognition. Children tend to present
themselves in the best possible light and
have difficulty distinguishing their effort
and intentions from their actual behavior,
which can result in a positive response bias
(Perry, VandeKamp, 2000). Nevertheless,
some authors also stress the advantages of
this method of pupils’ behavioral assess-
ment (see e.g., Rohrbeck et al., 1991).
Besides, the results of different studies
(Harter, 1981; Humphrey, 1982; Rohrbeck
et al., 1991; for a review see Assor, Con-
nell, 1992) show that when appropriate
items and questions are used, self-reports
can be a valid and reliable measure of
pupils’ behavior. These conditions were
satisfied in the present study. Therefore,
self-reports can be regarded as a valid
measure of pupils’ self-control and motiva-
tional orientation.

The second possible problem for the
validity of results is the validity of proce-
dures used to assess teachers’ behavior.
Simply the design of extreme groups on
the basis of the Questionnaire about
Teacher’s Behavior in the Classroom can
be problematic. Although the results of the
observation confirm the validity of the
questionnaire in some extent, the correla-
tions between both results are low. In both
methods of assessment it is possible that
the instruments were not sensitive enough
to distinguish teachers in regard to their
classroom management style. In class-
room, autonomy-supportive and control-
ling teachers engage in many of the same
instructional behaviors - gaining pupils’
attention, asking questions, giving feed-
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back, setting and enforcing limits, encour-
aging persistence, demonstrating proce-
dures and skills and so on (Reeve, Bolt,
Cai, 1999). The difference is that autono-
my-supportive teachers seek pupils’ initia-
tive in these endeavors by supporting in-
trinsic motivation and internalization,
whereas controlling teachers seek pupils’
compliance in these endeavors by intro-
ducing consequences and verbal directives.
It is possible that the discriminability of
the questionnaire was not appropriately
high. Because of the small sample of the
observed behaviors (a single classroom
observation for every teacher) the same
can be true for the observation.

CONCLUSIONS

The pupils of cognitive-behaviorally
oriented teachers reached a higher increase
in some dimensions of intrinsic motiva-
tion during the school year than the
pupils of behaviorally oriented teachers.
This is especially true for boys and less for
girls. The offered opportunities to take
over the higher level of control and re-
sponsibility for their own behavior have
more positive effects for intrinsic motiva-
tion in boys. Therefore, a research to ex-
amine which teachers’ behaviors are more
efficient for girls is needed. However, such
results are not alarming in the sense of
girls’ deprivation; in absolute terms girls
reached a higher increase in intrinsic mo-
tivation than boys. Thus, teachers’
autonomy-supportive behavior is not cru-
cial for girls’ intrinsic motivation, whereas
it has positive effects for boys’ intrinsic
motivation.

Using the quasi-experimental design it is
reasonable to assume that the established
relationship between teacher’s behavior
and pupils’ intrinsic motivation can be
causally interpreted. Nevertheless, the na-

ture of that relationship is most likely re-
ciprocal and is likely to adopt the self-
fulfilling prophecy dynamics. The results
of some studies (Flowerday, Schraw, 2000;
Pelletier, Vallerand, 1989, as cited in Deci
et al., 1991; Skinner, Belmont, 1993) show
that teachers are most likely to give
choices and support autonomy in pupils
who are more self-regulated in their behav-
ior initially. Teachers’ behavior toward
less self-regulated, more extrinsically mo-
tivated pupils is usually more controlling
which in turn reinforces their extrinsic
motivational orientation. Thus, it is possi-
ble that teachers’ behavior as assessed in
this study was in some extent the result
of classroom characteristics (i.e., pupils’
initial input) and would be different in
other circumstances.

The reason why some dimensions of
pupils’ self-regulated behavior seem to be
quite independent of teachers’ classroom
management style can be that these dimen-
sions are influenced by some other forms
of teacher behavior that were not included
in the study. It is also possible that other
sources in pupils’ social environment have
larger influence on their self-control and
academic motivation. In some studies (e.g.,
Dopkins Stright et al., 2001; Grolnick et
al., 1999; Grolnick, Ryan, 1989), parents’
influence was established as a significant
factor of children’s self-regulative behav-
ior. QGottfried, Fleming, and Gottfried
(2001) found that with advancement in
age, academic intrinsic motivation be-
comes increasingly stable. Consequently, it
is not easy to influence academic intrinsic
motivation in the later years of schooling.
Thus it is possible that behavior of teachers
in the first three years of schooling was
more influential for pupils’ intrinsic mo-
tivation in the present study.

Although the results of this study indicate
the influence of teachers’ classroom man-



STUDIA PSYCHOLOGICA, 47, 2005, 2

141

agement style only in some fields of pu-
pils’ self-regulation, it is meaningful to
raise teachers’ awareness and instill in
them the importance of a gradual control
and responsibility transfer for pupils’ be-
havior from teacher to pupils, the support
of pupils’ autonomy and giving choices.
The results of this study show that such
teacher’s behavior has positive effects on
some aspects of pupils’ self-regulative
behavior, but it is possible that it exerts a
positive influence also on some other pu-
pils’ characteristics, e.g. their well-being at
school, their academic emotions (see e.g.,
Assor, Kaplan, Kanat-Maymon, Roth,
2003) and attitudes towards school and
teachers. Teacher’s promotion of pupils’
taking control and responsibility for their
own behavior can represent an efficient
proactive approach to classroom manage-
ment.

Received September 2, 2004
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VPLYV VYUCOVACIEHO STYLU UCITELA
NA SEBAREGULACNE SPRAVANIE ZIAKOV

K.KoSir

Siihrn: V longitudindlnej $tidii analyzujeme Styl sprdvania ucitela, ktory sa prejavuje kontrolo-
vanim Studentov, faciliticiou autonémie, ddvanim moZnosti vyberu, posudzovanim nielen vysled-
ku, ale aj postupu v procese vyucovania, a pod. Podla stupiia takéhoto spravania boli ulitelia
zaradeni do dvoch skupin: do skupiny behaviordlne orientovanych ucitelov a skupiny kognitivno-
behaviordlne orientovanych ucitelov. Vyskum bol realizovany v 54 triedach Stvrtych ro¢nikov
zdkladnej $koly. Do dalSej analyzy bolo zahrnutych 24 z 54 tried. Potvrdilo sa, Ze ucitelov Styl
vyucovania je signifikantnym faktorom zvnitornenej motivicie Ziakov v niektorych jej dimen-
zidch. Ziaci kognitivno-behaviordlne orientovanych ugitefov v porovnani so Ziakmi behavioralne
orientovanych ucitelov dosahovali vy$§iu droveti nezdvislosti v priebehu §kolského roku. Chlapcei
kognitivno-behaviordlne orientovanych ucitefov vykazovali v porovnani s chlapcami beha-
viordlne orientovanych ucitelov vacsi pokrok v drovni zvndtornenych kritérii hodnotenia vlastnej
dspesnosti a v zvnitornenej motivdcii ako celkovej sumy vSetkych dimenzii. Toto zistenie sa
v§ak nepotvrdilo u dievcat.



