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Abstract: 

 
Academic engagement of students, as an important point in the learning process because of the  students  
attachment  to  their  learning  environment,  have  been  documented  in  various studies  to  be  guided  by  
emotions,  which  is  subsequently  grounded  in  Self-Determination Theory (SDT). SDT and further 
studies emanating from the theory emphasize that students can  achieve  academic  engagement  from  a  
learning  environment  that  puts  premium  on learners’  emotional  needs  through  psychological  

relatedness.  Using  survey  data  gathered from  177  Filipino  university  students  enrolled  in  an  Oral  
Communication  subject,  the present study investigated whether academic engagement differs significantly 
as a function of  their  classroom  learning  environment  when   they  perceive  their  classroom  as  either 
autonomy-supportive    or    teacher-controlled.    Findings    from    MANOVA    test,    revealed significant  
differences  in  academic  engagement  between  types  of  learning  environment. Students  who  perceived  
their  learning  environment  to   be  autonomy-supportive  showed significantly  higher  academic  
engagement in  their  oral  communication  classes  compared  to their  teacher-controlling  counterparts.  
Positive  outcomes  in  a  learning  environment  are stimulated and negativities are prevented when 
teachers support their  students and engage them in  decision-making  activities  and  setting  of  class  rules.  
Teachers  may  introduce more autonomy-supportive learning environments as an alternative to improve 
their instructional practices and improve students’ engagement. 
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1. INTRODUCTION 

 
Over a decade, studies have come together on the   

scope   of   Academic   engagement   as   the   main predictor     
on     learners’     academic     achievement (Fredricks,  

Blumenfield,  &  Paris,  2004).  Individuals have  changing  
emotional,  cognitive  and  social needs and   personal   goals   
as   they   mature.   Educational institutions have to change to 
bring its learners on a societal  context  that   will   inspire   
and  make   them involved  as  they  grow.  This  growth  
mostly  happens in  the  smallest  unit  in  school,  classroom.  
It  is  the place     where     various     levels     of     contexts     
like  

organizational,     social,     instructional     relationship 
among   learners   and   the   educator   as   well   as  the 
learners' academic engagement can be solved (Eccles et al., 
1993). 
 
Learning Environment and Academic Engagement 
 

In an Asian study, it was found that learners who  
experience  high levels  of  classroom  engagement and  peer  
support  are  likely  to  take  on  engagement and     support-
seeking     coping     when     faced     with academic   
difficulties   (Shih,   2015).   The   effects   of
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perceived learning environment on learners’ practice of  

engagement  approaches  were  positive.  Learners who    
have    obtained    higher    levels   of    supportive learning  
environment  displayed  higher  engagement than those in the 
other classes which reported lower levels  supportive  learning 
environment  (Shih,  2015). Highly  autonomous  students  are  
more  engaged  in school,   achieve   higher   academic   
performance   and stay  in  school  until  graduation  
(Grolnick,  Gurland, DeCourcey,  &  Jacob,  2002;  Hardre  &  
Reeve,  2003). Some   research   says   that   teachers   can   
make   the students     feel     autonomous     in     their     
learning environment (e.g., Johnson, Crosnoe, & Elder, 
2001). Learners’  sense  of  belongingness  can  be  supported 

through having educators  who  give  prompt feedback to   
their   students   and   by   pushing   their   limits. Educators   
can   make   the   students   self-directed   or autonomous    
when    they    have    achieved    positive internalization  
(APA,  1997),  which  can  be  achieved through  designing  
their  learning  environments  in  a more   encouraging   and   
inspiring   atmosphere   that enriches  this  type  of  learning  
involvement.  It  has been  drawn  in  the  academic  
adaptation  of  students regardless  of  where  they come  
from,  and  has  a  vital part    in    advocating    competent    
behavior    in    the classroom  in  general  such  as  lessening  
the  effect  of classroom-related   distraction   and   giving   
care   and breaking away in any form of unease (Suarez-
Orozco, Pimentel, & Martin, 2009). 

 
Academic  engagement  is  an  essential  factor for 

learners’ perseverance in a learning environment (Kuh,    

Cruce,    Shoup,    Kinzie,    &   Gonyea,    2008). Through      
an      autonomy      supportive      learning environment,    
that    is    grounded    from    an    SDT Perspective,    the    
learners    will    have    an    active participation  (Lane,  &  
Beebe-Frankenberger,  2004), climate   of   respect,   voices   
will   be   heard   such   as cooperatively  developed  rules,  
logical  consequences and   a   focus   on  the   rights   and   
wellbeing   of  both educators  and  learners  (Shaughnessy,  
et  al,  2012; Manning, & Bucher, 2013). 

 
There   are   certain   cultures   or   subgroups where  

context  has  significant  consequences  in  terms of   
cognitive,   affective   and   motivational   outcomes. Studies  
in  different  countries  showed  varied  results about       the       
relationship       between       Academic engagement     and     
students’     perceived     learning autonomy. In a study 
conducted with 1,906 students in   seven   universities   in   
South   America   that   the supportive   learning   climate   
emerged   as   the   most 

 
significant predictor of behavioral engagement which includes   
attending   school,   participating   in   classes and completing 
homework (Pineda-Baez, et al. 2014). In another North 
American study on the importance of  school  attachment  in  
Academic  engagement  and achievement    of    newcomer    
immigrants    from    51 schools   of   high   concentration   of   
immigrants,   it revealed  that  out  of  several  variables  (i.e.,  
school- based     supportive     relationships,     academic     
self- efficacy,        cognitive        engagement,        behavioral 
engagement, school violence, demographic data) that were   
tested   emotional   school-based   relationships from  
teachers,  school  personnel,  peers  and  from  the family  
obtained  a  positive  correlation.  It  was  also supported  by  
its  qualitative  narratives  that  school- based  relationship  is  
a  major  influence  on  students’ Academic  engagement  

(Orozco,  Pimentel,  &  Martin, 2009).  In  another  American  
research  among  10,586 students  in  middle  school  and  
high  school,  Hispanic Americans  and  African  Americans  
were  seen  to  be more     attached     and     engaged     in     
school     than Caucasians      which      presents      no      
relationship. Similarly,   it   was  reflected  within  the   high  
school level.  Students  from  the  West  in  reference  to  the 
Southern US were the groups who were significantly 
engaged,     whereby    there     were     more     Hispanic 
Americans,  compared  to  the  other  locations  such  as the  
Midwest  and  Northeast  (Johnson,  Crosnoe,  & Elder, 
2001). 
 

What were recognized in the previous studies are   
relationships   between   the   students’   perceived learning  

environment  and  Academic  engagement  in different  
international  contexts.  The  literature  also includes  the  
inseparable  relatedness  of  affective and behavioral   
engagement.   Although   several   studies cited  the   
correlation  of  learning  environment   and Academic  
engagement,  the  literature  still  needs  to explain   the   
diverse   scope.   Experimental   studies which are generally 
focus on collective dimensions of engagement on a single 
construct (Marks, 2000). The practices   of   combining   
items   onto   broader   scales prevent   the   possibility  of  
classifying  the   different types   of   engagement   and   other   
learning-related outcomes  (Jimerson,  Campos,  &  Greif,  
2003).  Also, the  context  of  having  different  learners  may 
require some explanation. If there are diverse perspectives of 
Academic  engagement,  there  must  be  also  different sets     
of     learners     to     examine     how     learning environment 
contexts work differently not just on the general  average  but  
something  that  could  work  to  a single individual (Richters, 
1997; Bergman, von Eye, & Magnusson, 2006). 
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In     Asian     contexts,     there     are     several 
instances  that  a  controlling  learning  environment  is 
working  and  is  not  bad  as  it  was  perceived  in  the 
Western countries (e.g. Ku,  2012; Shih, 2015). These 
instances  include  influential  family  support,  respect for  
the  power  and  wisdom  of  parents  and  teachers and  the  
belief  that education does  not  necessarily to be  entertaining  
nor  engaging  (Ku,  2012),  in  which the students are seen to 
persist and to succeed. 

 
Conceptual Framework 

 
It     is     clear     that     students’     academic 

engagement   is   influenced   by   their   perceptions   of their  
learning environment.  But  in a  country that  is highly 
influenced  by  the  Western colonization but  is still  
grounded  on  its  Oriental  culture,  it  is  vague  in the  
Philippine  context  if  college  students'  Academic 
engagement  differs  as  a  function  of  their  perceived 
learning   environment.   The   phenomenon   could   be 
explained  from  the  two   SDT  mini  theories:  Basic Needs   
Theory   and   Causality   Orientations   Theory (COT). The 
Basic Needs Theory (Deci, & Ryan, 2002) says that 
regardless of orientation, all humans  must meet     their      
emotional     needs      of      relatedness (Baumeister,  &  
Leary,  1995;  Deci,  &  Ryan,  2002; Chirkov,  Ryan,  Kim,  
&  Kaplan,  2003),  competence (White, 1963; Harter, 1978; 
Deci & Ryan, 2002), and autonomy  (deCharms,1968;  Deci,  
1975).  Individuals are born with the need to experience to be 
competent (Grolnick  &  Ryan,  1987;  Skinner,  &  Connell,  
1993; Hardre  &  Reeve,  2003),  self-directed  and  related  in 
making   decisions   with   the   setting   they   are   into which  
they  will  feel  the  sense  of  mastery  (Elliot,  & Dweck,     
2005).     Teachers     may     provide     some opportunities  
where  students  can  experience  these elements by giving 
them involvement, considerations and/or  choices  in  house  
rules  and  classroom-related activities. Teachers can share  a  
considerable level of power    that    can    be    handled    by    
their    students (Weimer,  2002).  When  students  perceive  
that  their teachers   provided   these   elements   in   the   
learning environment they are in, learners will feel trusted by 
their  teachers,  giving  them  the  ability of  handling  a 
certain decision. Thus, learners will have perceptions of 
believing in oneself, competence and control which are    
positive    predictors   of   academic   engagement (Eccles  &  
Midgley,  1989;  Anderman,  1999).  This  is how   students’   

perception   of   learning   environment could revitalize their 
motivation and be academically engaged. Another would      
be the Causality Orientations  Theory  that  focuses  on  the  
personality differences   in   global   motivational   
orientation. 

 
It states that  people  distinguish on how  they  generally 
perceive their  basis  of  their  motivational orientation either    
autonomous    or    controlled    (Vansteenkiste, Zhou,   Lens,   
&   Soenens,   2005).   Before   students perceive   their   
learning   climate   to   be   autonomy- supportive    or    
teacher-controlled,    their    teachers design  the  instructional  
activities  cautiously  for  the learners  to  be  involved  in  the  
class  (Weimer,  2002). During   the   instructional   planning,   
teachers   can provide  academic  engagement  by  
considering  their learners’      background      to      become      

motivated intrinsically or use their subject teaching mastery to 
ensure  that  the  lessons  will  be  obtained  optimally using 
effective extrinsic motivational programs. 
 

Learners  perceive  their  learning  climate  to be     
autonomy-supportive     when     learners’     prior knowledge,   
beliefs   and   interest   are   considered   to develop  the  
learners’  untiring  psychological  need  for motivation  and  

development  (Deci,  &  Ryan,  1985). When  learners  feel  
their  teachers  understand  their background   such   as   
upbringings,   talent,   delight, potential,  and  desires,  
students  agree  on  their  self- endorsed   values.   They   
perceive   it   as   autonomy supportive.  They become  
intrinsically motivated and capable  of  communicating  their  
circumstances  and desires  encouragingly  (SDT;   McCombs  
&   Whisler, 1997;  Wohlfarth,  et.al  2008);  their  motivation  
levels improve intrinsically. 
 

In  contrast,  learners  perceive  their  learning 
environment to be teacher-controlled when they have less   
independence   and   are   likely   to   agree   with extrinsic or 
intrinsic directives. Hence, this regulates the  learners’  

behavior  through  using  force,  demand or   order   
(Vansteenkiste,   Zhou,   Lens,   &   Soenens, 2005).   The   
teachers’   supervisory   acts   (pressure; intimidation;    

passing    the    exams    not    to    fail; comparison;  
instructors’  wisdom  and  expertise,  etc.) manages  the  class  

to  run  seamlessly,  less-chaotic, well-behaved.   In   time,   
these   forms   of   extrinsic motivation    become    intrinsic    
through    consistent repetition  and  relevant  engagement.  
When  learners perform  it  habitually  in  their  learning  
environment, the classes get busy and very productive. Hence, 
they get involved to accomplish academic-related goals for 
their own sake (Markus, & Kitayama, 1991). Thus, in time, 
this will also lead to a relatively high Academic engagement.
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Despite     the     formidable     relationship     of 

autonomy-supportive     learning     environment     on 
academic  engagement  in  several  studies,  there  are also 
some studies in the Asian context where it is not viewed  as  
relatively  bad  as  compared  to  the  West (e.g. Ku, 2012; 
Shih, 2015). In the Philippine context, there  were  several  
features  that  are  relatively  both Eastern   and   Western.   
One   Filipino   trait   that   is relatively Eastern is group 
harmony, (Schrier, et al., 2010).  Filipinos  are  generally  
collectivistic  (Bochner, Parkes, & Schneider, 2001) and have 
a social need to have  a  sense  of  making  a  decision  
(Reeve,  Bolt,  & Cai, 1999).   This  is  also   important   
similar  Asians from  the  mentioned  studies  who  prioritize  
similar qualities  of  valuing  relationships,  family  ties,  sets 
expectations not only for self but also for opinions of others.  
In  a  classroom,  a  student  would  always  love to follow the 
directives and avoid negative impression to   his   teacher.   
Another   would   be   a   student   who believes  the  capacity  
and  mastery  of  the  teacher  to give    the    directions    on    
how    a    task    should    be performed;  power  distance  is  
also  very tolerable and there   is   no   resistance   against   
power   abuse   by superiors (Hofstede, 2011). 

 
As  once  a  colony  by  the  Westerners  for  four 

centuries,  Filipinos  have  relatively  similar  way  of 
perceiving  how  society  should  be  driven  and  short- term 
orientation to its colonizers as  compared to our Asian  
neighbors.  Contrary  to  Filipinos’  collectivism, they  have  a  

strong  similarity  from  the  Americans (North     and     Latin     
America)     that     culture     is determined  by  competition,  
success  being  identified by the best in field – a value 
mechanism that begins in  school  and  prolongs  all  the  way  
through  lifetime. Aside  from the similarity on the  perception 
in  terms of how society works in the Americas, Filipinos 
have relatively  similar  low  long-term   orientation  which 
they  focus  on  fast  results  (Hofstede,  2011).  Another 
Filipino attribute related to these Western perspectives of 
competition and short-term orientation   is   crab   mentality.   
Any   member   who performs beyond others out of envy or 
competition is being   weakened   (Dy,   1994;   Shanker,   
1994). An example could be students do not want to be the 
last in the class ranking. These are some usual classroom 
phenomena yet   conflicting   features   of   autonomy- 
supportive and teacher-controlled learning environments     
that happen simultaneously in Philippine classrooms. 

Statement of the Problem 
 

The    researcher    aims    to    find    out    the 
difference  between  the  perceptions  of  their  learning 
environment   will   be   able   for   the   Filipino   college 
students   to   work   at   their   best   situations.   The 
researcher aims to respond to this question: 

Are students more academically engaged when 
they  perceive  their  learning  environment   as  more 
autonomy supportive or teacher controlled? 
 
Hypothesis 
 

In the current study, it was hypothesized that students  
who  perceived  their  learning  environment to  be  
autonomy-supportive  will  have  a  significantly higher 
difference in academic engagement than those who   
perceived   their   learning   environment   to   be controlling. 
 
2. METHODOLOGY 
 
2.1 Research Design 
 

Cross-sectional design was used in the study to 
observe the difference on the Filipino college learners who  
have  the  same  income  groups,  age  bracket, and 
educational  level  in  terms  of  varying  perceptions  on their   
learning   environment   as   either   autonomy- supportive  or  
teacher-controlled.  This  study  gives  a glimpse   of   
assessing   the   difference   between   the perceived   learning   
environments   at   one   point   in time. 
 
2.2 Participants 
 

To achieve this, Cross- sectional design was used in 
the study to observe the difference on the 177 Filipino college 
learners from different courses who are enrolled in a general 
subject but have different perceptions on their learning 
environment in either autonomy-supportive or teacher-
controlled at one point in time. 
 
2.3 Measures 
 

Learning Self-Regulation Questionnaire (SRQ-L).  
This  scale  is  used  in  a  particular  learning environment   
for  college   or  more   mature   learners. SQR-L  measures  
the  learners’ academic  regulation based on his perceived
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learning  environment mainly:      Controlled      Regulation      
(extrinsic      or introjected  motivation)  and  Autonomous  
Regulation. (intrinsic   motivation).   The   scale   was   
designed   to have  the  validation  of  the  two  major  
categories  of learning   environment   regulation.   This   
instrument has  Cronbach’s  alpha  reliability  of  0.75  and  
0.80  for controlled   regulation   and   autonomous   
regulation respectively  and  an  internal  consistency  of  α=  

.91 (Aubrey, Brown, & Miller, 1994). The scale presented 
was  developed  for  the  study  conducted  in  a  tertiary 
education   in   a   communication   class   with   a   topic 
related to job interviewing where students will learn to do job 
interviewing. The scale was adapted slightly for  college   
students  learning  medical  interviewing (Williams,   &   
Deci,   1996)   and   organic   chemistry (Black  &  Deci,  
2000).The  same  scale  was  adapted though  some  items  
were  changed  from  chemistry  to oral communication. The 
questionnaire consists of 12 items   where   seven   means   
very   true,   four   means somewhat   true   and  one   means   
not   all   true.   The analyses  of  the  first  instrument  can  be  
performed using  a  Relative  Autonomy  Index  by  deducting  
the controlled    subscale    score    from    the    autonomous 
subscale score. (Black, & Deci, 2000). 
 

Student     Engagement     Scale.     The     scale 
consists  of  nine  affective  engagement  subscale  that 
measures the likelihood for learning in class. It has a high 
level of reliability range from 80–.89 (Lam et al.,2014)  .The  
12-item  behavioral  engagement  subscale measures the level 
of the students’ efforts in learning and participation in 

classroom learning environment activities,  while  the  12-
item  cognitive  engagement items pertains to the relevance 
and usefulness of the lessons in class. These questions have 
been carefully selected  and  used  in  12  countries  (e.g.  
Skinner,  & Belmont,   1993;   Finn   Pannozzo,   &   Voelkl.,   
1995; Greene,  &  Miller,  1996;  Rao  &  Sachs,  1999;  
Dowson &  McInerney,  2004;  Wolters,  2004;  Hill,  &  
Werner, 2006;  Bråten,  &  Samuelstuen,  2007).  The  
Student Engagement  Scale  showed  good  internal  
consistency and  test-retest  reliability  and  the  data  from  
the  12 countries   fit   well   to   a   second-order   model   
with affective, behavioral and cognitive engagement as the 
first  factors  and  student  engagement  as  the  second factor 
(Lam, et al., 2014). During the data screening, however,  33  
participants  were  removed.  Data  from 144 participants 
were included in the final analysis. 

2.4 Data analysis 
 
Descriptive statistics and One-way MANOVA were used as 
analytic strategies for the study. Before performing the main 
analysis for this study, the interval data were transformed into 
categorical by finding out Relative Autonomy Index. This 
was obtained from deducting the controlled subscale score 
from the autonomous subscale score. The scores with the 
positive ones were considered on Autonomy- Supportive 
while the negative ones were grouped to teacher-controlled 
learning environment (Black & Deci, 2000). Assumptions of 
normality of the distribution were also inspected. Outliers 
were removed as well as the observations of Skewness and 
Kurtosis with greater than +/- 2.00. Shapiro Wilk Test was 
also performed to test for normality. And the results 
suggested a close to normal distribution (Affective .00, 
Behavioral, .03 and Cognitive, .03). Thus a Q-Q Plot was also 
inspected for validation of the normality test. The points 
plotted in a Q-Q plot were normal and light tailed when 
viewed from left to right. 
 
 
3.  RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 
 

Preliminary  to  the  main  analysis,  the  data were  
tested  for  satisfaction  of  the  assumptions   of multivariate 
analysis of variance.  The assumption of linearity  was  tested  
by  finding  out  if  there  was  a linear  relationship  between  
each  pair  of  dependent variables for each group of the 
independent variable, and  this  was  visible  in  the  scatter  
plot  matrices  in SPSS.  Furthermore,  the  results  of  
Levene's  test  of homogeneity   of   variance   was   
performed   where   it showed  equal  variances  across  
samples,  F(1,142) =.761, p=.385; 1.296, p=.257; 2.80, p=.096 
 

MANOVA  results  showed  that  there  was  a 
statistically     significant     difference     in     Academic 
engagement  between  types  of  learning  environment, 
Wilk's Λ = 0.928, partial η2 =.07; F (3, 140) = 3.61, p<   .015.   

Students   who   perceived,   their   learning environment   to   
be   autonomy   supportive   showed significantly  higher  
academic  engagement  in  their oral communication classes 
than those who perceived their learning environment to be 
controlling.
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3.2 Discussion 
 

The     controlling     environments     in     the 
Philippine   and   other   Asian   contexts   are   not   as 
detrimental,   relative  to  the   Western  context.   One reason  
why  the  Academic  engagement  in  a  teacher- controlled  
learning  environment     is  still  relatively high   in   Asian   
contexts   could   be   the   demand   for learners    to    be    
academically    engaged    overtime externally or internally. 
The   results   of   this   study   have   revealed another   key   
finding.   After   obtaining   the   linear combination     of     
the     dependent     variable,     the univariate  results  were  
also  tested.  It  showed  that students' perception of their 
learning environment as autonomy  -supportive  or  teacher-
controlled  does  not have   a   significant   difference   on   
their   Academic engagement, cognitively. Most of the 
previous studies only   showed   significant   relationship   
between   the autonomy-supportive     learning     environment     
and students’ Academic engagement  that are categorized 

under   affective   and   behavioral   engagement.   One 
explanation    would    be    that    students’    cognitive 
engagement    is    based    on    the    required    tasks 
performance  as  set  by  their  teacher  regardless  of their 
learning environment. 
 

Teachers   may   introduce   more   autonomy- 
supportive    learning    environments    than    teacher- 
controlled  learning  environments  to  improve  their 
instructional  practices  and  improve  their  students’ 

engagement,  based  on  results  of  the  study.  School 
administrators   may   start   including   this   in   their faculty     
development     programs     and     continuing education  
programs.  The  present  study  can  be  also beneficial for 
teachers who are looking for alternative ways  to  improve  
their  instruction  and  engage  their students better. A good 
students' learning experience is  not  just  about  teachers  who  
are  good  in  creating curriculum  and  assessment.  It  can be  
also enhanced by   establishing   a   learning   environment   
that   is anchored  in  students'  values  without  compromising 
the institutional and curricular outcomes. 

 
3.3 Limitations of the Study 

 
The present study offers several opportunities  such  

as  using  more  precise  self-report scale  as a  measurement 
of  academic engagement for future research. Since the 
current study is embarked on a non-experimental design,    
establishing the causal nature between independent and 
dependent variables would be challenging. Further 
refinements in the variables and methodologies maybe 
undertaken in further studies to better map possible links 
between the variables used in this research.  

  

 
4.  CONCLUSIONS 
 

The main outcome exposed that even though the   
positive   values  of  both  teacher-controlled  and autonomy-
supportive learning climates showed positive impact on the 
tertiary students in the Philippine context, there is still  a  
significant  difference  between  these  learning environments.      
Learners      are      likely      engaged academically    when    
they    perceive    their    learning environment  to  be  more  
autonomy-supportive  than controlling. 
 
5.  ACKNOWLEDGMENTS 
 

I would like to express my sincere gratitude to my 
Mentor, Dr. Jerome Ouano for believing in me and  not  to  
give  up  on  my  thesis  writing  journey.  I would  also  like 
to thank  Dr.  Christine  Ballada,   Ms. Angela   Abaya-Garcia   
and   Dr.   Dorothy   Joan   Lei Labrador   for  their  insightful  
comments  and  tough questions  which  helped  me  to  widen  
my  research from    diverse    perspectives.    Their    insights    
have heightened      my      faith      contribute      to      social 
transformation  in  my  own  little  way  through  this paper 
and on being adept in thesis writing as well as in statistics 
even after the program. 

Also,  I  would  like  to  thank  John  Aldrich 
Telebrico, Mutya Reynancia and Angela Chaves from 
University  of  the  Philippines  and  FEU  Diliman  for the  
data  collection  and  final  touch  ups  of  my  thesis. My 
sincerest gratitude also goes to all my professors during  the  
coursework.  Special  mention  to  Dr.  John Addy Garcia for 
the faith and seeing my potential to be a part of the MALT 
program. 

Lastly,  Dean  Voltaire  Mistades,  Ms.  Mary Grace  
Benegas,  Toni  Rose  Piñero,  Rina  Abarquez- Delos Santos 
and Chelsea Celestino for being major contributors   to   keep   
me   morally   upright   in   this journey. 

 
6.  REFERENCES 

 
Albert, L. (1995 ). Discipline: Is it a dirty word?  Learning, 24 (2), 43-46. 

American Psychological Association. (1997). Learner-centered 
Psychological Principles: A  Framework for School Reform & 
Redesign. 

Anderman, L. H. (1999). Classroom goal orientation, school belonging, and 
social goals as predictors of students' positive and negative affect 
following transition to middle school. Journal of Research and 
Development in Education, 32, 89–103. 

Aubrey, L. L., Brown, J. M., & Miller, W. R. (1994). Psychometric 
properties of a self-regulation questionnaire (SRQ). Alcoholism: 
Clinical & Experimental Research, 18, 429 

Bandura, A. (2006). Toward a psychology of human agency. Perspectives on 
 Psychological Science, 1, 164–180. doi:10.1111/j.1745-
 6916.2006.00011.x 

 

 



Presented at the DLSU Research Congress 2018 
De La Salle University, Manila, Philippines 
                                       June 20 to 22, 2018 

 

 

Battistich, V., and Horn, A. (1997). The relationship between students’ sense of 

 their school as a community and their involvement in problem 
 behaviors. American Journal of Public Health 87 (12). 

Baumeister, R., & Leary, M. R. (1995). The need to belong: Desire for 
 interpersonal attachments as a fundamental human 
 motivation. Psychological Bulletin, 117, 497–529. 

Bergman, L. R., von Eye, A., & Magnusson, D. (2006). Person-oriented research 
 strategies in developmental psychopathology. In D. Cicchetti & D. J. 
 Cohen (Eds.), Developmentalpsychopathology (2nd ed., pp. 850 – 
 888). London, United Kingdom: Wiley. 
 
Birch, Sondra H., and Gary W. Ladd. 1997. The Teacher-Child Relationship and 
 Children’s Early School Adjustment. Journal of School 
 Psychology 35 (1): 61–79. 

Black, A. E., & Deci, E. L. (2000). The effects of instructors’ autonomy support 

 and students’ autonomous motivation on learning organic chemistry:  

 A self-determination theory perspective. Science Education, 84, 740-
 75 
 
Bochner, S., Parkes, L., & Schneider, S. (2001). Person-organisation fit across 
 cultures: An empirical investigation of individualism and 
 collectivism. Applied Psychology: An International Review, 50(1), 
 81-108.  
 
Bråten, I., & Samuelstuen, M.S. (2007). Measuring strategic processing: 
 Comparing task specific self-reports with traces. Metacognition and 
 Learning, 2, 1-20 
 
Brown, J.K. (2008). Student-centered instruction: involving students in their 
 own education. Music Educators Journal, 94(5). 
 
Camillus, J. (2008). Strategy as a wicked problem. Harvard Business Review, 
 (May), 99-106. 

Celep, C. (2002). Classroom Management and Discipline. (2nd edition). Ankara: 
 Anı Publishing. 
 
Chirkov, V., Ryan, R. M., Kim, Y., & Kaplan, U. (2003). Differentiating 
 autonomy from individualism and independence: A self-
 determination perspective on internalisation of cultural orientations, 
 gender and well-being. Journal of Personality and Social  
 Psychology, 84, 97–110. 
 
Connell, J. P., & Wellborn, J. G. (1991). Competence, autonomy, and 
 relatedness: A motivational analysis of self-system processes. In M. 
 R. Gunnar & L. A. Sroufe (Eds.), Self-processes in development: 
 Minnesota symposium on child psychology (Vol. 23, pp. 167–216). 
 Chicago, IL: University of Chicago Press. 

Connell, J. P., Spencer, M. B., & Aber, J. L. (1994). Educational risk and 
 resilience in African-American youth: Context, self, action, and 
 outcomes in school. Child Development, 65, 493–506. 

Connell, J. P., Halpern-Felsher, B. L., Clifford, E., Crichlow, W., & Usinger, P. 
 (1995). Hanging in there: Behavioral, psychological, and contextual 
 factors affecting whether African-American adolescents stay in high 
 school. Journal of Adolescent Research, 10, 41–63. 

deCharms, R. (1968). Personal causation. New York: Academic Press. 
 
Deci, E. L. (1975). Intrinsic motivation. New York: Plenum. 
 
 

 

Deci, E. L., & Ryan, R. M. (1985). Intrinsic motivation and self-
 determination in human behavior. New York: Plenum Press. 

 
Deci, S. S., Rigby, D. P., & Grolnick, R. (1986). Autonomy-Supportive 

Teachers: How They Teach and Motivate Students. Journal of 
Educational Psychology, 537. 

Deci, E., & Ryan, R. (Eds.), (2002). Handbook of self-determination 
 research. Rochester, NY: University of Rochester Press. 

 
Deci, E. L., & Ryan, R. M. (2008). Facilitating optimal motivation and 
 psychological well-being across life’s domains. Canadian 
 Psychology, 49, 14 –23 
 
Dreikurs, R. (1968). Children: The challenge (2nd ed.). New York: Harper & 
 Row  
 
Dowson, M., &  McInerny, D. M. (2004). The development and validation of 
 the goal orientation and learning strategies survey. Educational 
 and Psychological Measurement, 64, 290-310 
 
Dupin-Bryant, P.A. (2004). Teaching Styles of Interactive Television  
 Instructors: A Descriptive Study. The American Journal of  
 Distance Education, 18 (1), 39-50. 
 
Dy, M. (1994). Values in Philippine Culture and Education. Council for  
 Research in Values and Philosophy. p. 40. ISBN 978-1-56518-
 041-3. 

 
Eccles, J. S., & Midgley, C. (1989). Stage-environment fit: Developmentally  
 appropriate classrooms for early adolescents. In R. E.Ames &  
 C.Ames (Eds.), Research on motivation in education: Goals and  
 cognitions (Vol. 3, pp. 13–44). New York: Academic Press. 

 
Eccles, J., Midgley C., Wigfield A, Buchanan, C., Reumann, D., Flanagan, 
 C. & MacIver, D. (1993). Development during adolescence: The 
 impact of stage-environment fit on adolescents’ experiences in 

 schools and families. American Psychologist, 48, 90-101 
 
Elicker, J., & Fortner-Wood, C.(1995). Adult-child relationships in early 
 childhood programs. YoungChildren, 51(1), 69-78. 
 
Elliot, A. J., & Dweck, C. S. (Eds.). (2005). Handbook of competence and 
 motivation. New York: Guilford Press. 
 
Finn, J. D., & Voelkl, K. E. (1993). School characteristics related to school 
 engagement. Journal of Negro Education, 62, 249e268.  
 http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/ i314505. 

 
Finn, J. D., Pannozzo, G. M., & Voelkl, K. E. (1995). Disruptive and  
 inattentive withdrawn behavior and achievement among fourth  
 graders. The Elementary School Journal, 95,  

421–454.doi:10.1086/461853 
 

Fredricks, J. A., Blumenfeld, P. C., & Paris, A. H. (2004). 
School engagement: Potential of the concept, state of the 
evidence. Review of Educational Research, 74, 59–109. 
doi:10.3102/00346543074001059 

 
Good, T. & Brophy, J. (2002). Looking in classrooms, 9th edition. Boston:  
 Allyn & Bacon. 
 
Greene, B. A.& Miller R. B.(1996) Influences on course achievement: Goals  
 perceived ability and cognitive engagement. Contemporary  
 Educational Psychology, 21, 181-192 
 
 

 

http://books.google.com/books?id=hRoYc2hPg2sC&pg=PA40
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/International_Standard_Book_Number
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Special:BookSources/978-1-56518-041-3
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Special:BookSources/978-1-56518-041-3
http://0-web.a.ebscohost.com.lib1000.dlsu.edu.ph/ehost/detail/detail?vid=8&sid=61947cd5-3849-43fb-9bd8-4998e871fc6e%40sessionmgr4003&hid=4101&bdata=JnNpdGU9ZWhvc3QtbGl2ZQ%3d%3d#c74


Presented at the DLSU Research Congress 2018 
De La Salle University, Manila, Philippines 
                                       June 20 to 22, 2018 

 

 
Grolnick, W. S., & Ryan, R. M. (1987). Autonomy in children's learning: An 
 experimental and individual difference investigation. Journal of 
 Personality and Social Psychology, 52, 890–898. 

 
 Grolnick, W. S., Gurland, S. T., DeCourcey, W., & Jacob, K. (2002).   
  Antecedents and consequences of mothers' autonomy support: an 
   experimental investigation. Developmental psychology, 38(1), 143. 
 
 Hardre, P. L., & Reeve, J. (2003). A motivational model of students' intentions 
  to persist in, versus drop out of, high school. Journal of Educational 
  Psychology, 95, 347–356. 

 
 Harter, S. (1978). Effectance motivation reconsidered: Toward a developmental 
  model. Human Development, 1, 661–669. 
 
 Hill, L. G., & Werner, N. E. (2006).Affiliative motivation, school attachment,  
  and aggression in school. Psychology in the Schools, 43, 231–246.  
  doi:10.1002/pits.20140 

 
 Hofstede, G. (2011) Dimensionalizing cultures: The Hofstede model in 
  context. Online Readings in Psychology and Culture. 
 
 Horstmanshof, L. & Zimitat, C. (2007), Future time orientation predicts 

 Academic engagement among first-year university students. British 
 Journal of Educational Psychology, 77: 703–718. 
 doi: 10.1348/000709906X160778 

 Huba, M. E., & Freed, J. E. (2000). Learner centered assessment on college  
  campuses: Shifting the focus from teaching to learning. Community 
  College Journal of Research and Practice, 24(9), 759-766. 

 Jimerson, S., Campos, E., & Greif, J. (2003). Towards an understanding of  
  definitions and measures of student engagement in schools and  
  related terms. The California School Psychologist, 8, 7-28. 

 
 Johnson, M., Crosnoe, R., & Elder,G. (2001) Students’ Attachment and  
  Academic engagement: The Role of Race and Ehnicity. Sociology of 
  Education 2001, Vol. 74 (October); 318-340 

 
Jones, A. (1988) School perceptions of physics and the introduction of  

  technological applications. Unpublished PhD thesis, University of  
  Waikato, Hamilton  

 
Kontos, S., & Wilcox-Herzog, A. (1997). Influences on children's competence in 

  early childhood classrooms. Early Childhood Research Quarterly,  
  12, 247-262. Kounin, J. (1970). Discipline and group management in 
  classroom. NY. Holt, Rinehart and Winston. 

 
Kreber, C. (1998, March). The relationships between self-directed learning,  

  critical thinking and psychological type, and some implications for 
  teaching in higher education. Studies in Higher Education, 23. 71-87 

 
Ku, B. (2012). Review of What the West can learn from the East: Asian  

  perspectives on the psychology of learning and motivation. Asian  
  American Journal of Psychology, 3(2), 128-130.   
  doi:10.1037/a0028902 

  
Kuh, G. D., Cruce, T. M., Shoup, R., Kinzie, J., & Gonyea, R. M. (2008).  

  Unmasking the effects of student engagement on first-year college  
  grades and persistence. Journal of Higher Education, 79(5), 540-563.
   DOI: 10.1353/jhe.0.0019 

 
Kyle, P., & Rogien, L. (2004). Classroom Management: Supportive Strategies. 

  Bethseda: National Association of School Psychologists.  

 

Lam, S. Jimerson, B.P.H. Wong, E. Kikas, H. Shin, F.H. Veiga, C. 
 Hatzichristou, F. Polychroni, C. Cefai, V. Negovan, E. 
 Stanculescu, H. Yang, Y. Liu, J. Basnett, R. Duck, P. Farrell, B. 
 Nelson, J. Zollneritsch. (2014). Understanding and measuring 
 student engagement in school: the results of an international study 
 from 12 countries School Psychology Quarterly, 29 (2014), pp. 
 213–232 

Lane, K.L., & Beebe-Frankenberger, M. (2004). School-based interventions: 
The tools you need To succeed. Boston, MA: Allyn & Bacon. 
(371.93 LAN)  

 
Manning, M., & Bucher, K. T. (2013). Classroom Management: Models, 

Applications, and Cases. New Jersey: Pearson Education, Inc. 

Marks, H. M. (2000). Student engagement in instructional activity: Patterns 
 in the elementary, middle, and high school years. American 
 educational research journal, 37(1), 153-184. 

Markus, H. & Kitayama, S. (1991). Culture and the self: Implications for 
cognition, emotion and motivation. Psychological Review, 98, 
224-253. 

Martin, A. (2006). The relationship between teachers’ perceptions of student 
 motivation and engagement and teachers’ enjoyment of and 

 confidence in teaching. Asia-Pacific Journal of Teacher 
 Education, 34(1), 73-93. 

McCombs, B. L., & Whisler, J. S. (1997). The learner-centered classroom 
 and school: Strategies for increasing student motivation and 
 achievement. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass. 

Miller, R. B., Greene, B. A., Montalvo, G. P., Ravindran, B., & Nichols, J. 
D. (1996). Engagement in academic work: The role of learning 
goals, future consequences, pleasing others, and perceived 
ability. Contemporary Educational Psychology, 21, 388–422. 
doi:10.1006/ceps.1996.0028 

Newmann, F., Wehlage, G. & Lamborn S. (1992) The Significance and 
 Sources of Student Engagement. Student Engagement and 
 Achievement in American Secondary Schools, 11-39, New York: 
 Teachers College Press. 
 
Nucci, L. (2006). Classroom management for moral and social development. 
 In  C.M. Evertson & C.S. Weinstein (Eds.), Handbook of
  classroom management; Research, practice and contemporary 
 issues (pp. 711-731). New York: Routledge   
 
Pascarella, E. T., & Terenzini, RT. (2005). How College Affects Students, 

Volume 2, A Third. Decade of Research. San Francisco, CA: 
Jossey-Bass.  

Patrick, B. C., Skinner, E. A., & Connell, J. P. (1993). What motivates 
 children’s behavior and emotion? Joint effects of perceived 

 control and autonomy in the academic domain. Journal of 
 Personality and Social Psychology, 65, 781e791. 
 http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.65.4.781 

 
Pineda-Báez, Clelia; Bermúdez-Aponte, José-Javier; Rubiano-Bello, Ángela;  
 Pava-García, Natalia; Suárez-García, Rodrigo & Cruz-Becerra,  
 Fabián (2014). Students Engagement and Academic Performance  
 in the Colombian University Context. RELIEVE, v. 20 (2), art. 3.  
 DOI:10.7203/relieve.20.2.423 
 
 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1353/jhe.0.0019
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.65.4.781


Presented at the DLSU Research Congress 2018 
De La Salle University, Manila, Philippines 
                                       June 20 to 22, 2018 

 

  
 Rao, N., & Sachs, J. (1999). Confirmatory factor analysis of the Chinese version 
  of the motivated strategies for learning questionnaire. Educational  
  and Psychological Measurement, 59, 1016–1029.   
  doi:10.1177/00131649921970206 
  
 Reason, R. D., Terenzini, P. T., and Domingo, R. J. (2006). First things first:  
  Developing academic competence in the first year of   
  college. Research in Higher Education, 47(2), 149-175. 
 
 Reeve, J., Bolt, E., & Cai, Y. (1999). Autonomy-supportive teachers: How they 
  teach and motivate students. Journal of Educational Psychology, 91, 
  537–548 
 
 Reeve, J., Jang, H., Carrell, D., Jeon, S., & Barch, J. (2004). Enhancing 

 students’ engagement by increasing teachers’ autonomy support. 

 Motivation and Emotion, 28, 147–169. 
 http://dx.doi.org/10.1023/B:MOEM.0000032312/95499.6f. 

 Reeve, J. (2006). What Teachers Say and Do to Support Students’ Autonomy. 

 Journal of Educational Psychology, Vol. 98, No. 1, 209 –218. 

 Reeve J. M. (2009). Understanding motivation and emotion (5nd ed.). New 
 York, NY: Wiley. 

 Reeve, J. (2013). How students create motivationally supportive learning  
  environments for themselves: The concept of agentic   
  engagement. Journal of Educational Psychology, 105(3), 579-595.  
  doi:10.1037/a0032690 

 
 Richters, J. E. (1997). The Hubble hypothesis and the developmentalist’s  
  dilemma. Development and Psychopathology, 9, 193–229.  
  doi:10.1017/ S0954579497002022 
 
 Robotham, D. . (1995) "Self‐directed learning: the ultimate learning  
  style?", Journal of European Industrial Training, Vol. 19 Issue: 7, 
  pp.37  
 
 Roeser, R., Strobel, K. R., & Quihuis, G. (2002). Studying early adolescents'  
  academic motivation, social-emotional functioning, and 
  engagement in learning: Variable- and .person-centered  
  approaches. Anxiety, Stress, and Coping, 15, 345–368. 
 
 Ryan, R. M., & Connell, J. P. (1989). Perceived locus of causality and  
  internalization: Examining reasons for acting in two domains.  
  Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 57, 749-761. 
 
 Ryan, (1993) Agency and organization: Intrinsic motivation, autonomy and  
  the self in psychological development J. Jacobs (Ed.), Nebraska  
  symposium on motivation: Developmental perspectives on  
  motivation, Vol. 40, University of Nebraska Press, Lincoln,  
  NE (1993), pp. 1-56 
 
 Ryan, R & Deci, L. (2000). Intrinsic and Extrinsic Motivations: Classic  
  Definitions and New Directions. Contemporary Educational  
  Psychology 25, 54–67 (2000) 
 
 Ryan, R. M., & Deci, E. L. (2008). A self-determination theory approach to  
  psychotherapy: The motivational basis for effective change.  
  Canadian Psychology, 49, 186 –193. 

 
 Schreier, S.-S., Heinrichs, N., Alden, L., Rapee, R. M., Hofmann, S. G., Chen,  
  J.,Bögels, S. (2010). Social anxiety and social norms in 
   individualistic and collectivistic countries. Depression and  
  Anxiety, 27(12), 1128–1134. http://doi.org/10.1002/da.20746 
 
 

Shanker, A. (1994). "Where We Stand: The Crab Bucket Syndrome". The 
New York Times. Retrieved December 1, 2015. 

 
Shaughnessy J, Z. E. (2012). Research Methods in Psychology Ninth Edition, 

International Edition. Singapore: McGraw-Hill (Asia). 

Shih, S. (2015). The relationships among Taiwanese adolescents’ perceived  
 classroom environment, academic coping, and burnout. School
  Psychology Quarterly, 30(2), 307-320. doi:10.1037/spq0000093 
 
Skinner, E. A., & Belmont, M. J. (1993). Motivation in the classroom: 
 Reciprocal effects of  Teacher behavior and student engagement 
 across the school year. Journal of Educational Psychology, 85, 
 571–581. doi:10.1037/0022-0663.85.4.571 
 
Skinner, E. A., Kindermann, T. A., Connell, J. P., & Wellborn, J. G. (2009).  
 Engagement and disaffection as organizational constructs in the  
 dynamics of motivational development. In K. Wentzel & A.  
 Wigfield (Eds.), Handbook of motivation in school (pp. 223–245).  
 
Standage, M., Duda, J.L., & Ntoumanis, N. (2005). A test of self- 
 determination theory in school physical education. British  
 Journal of Educational Psychology, 75, 411-433. 
 
Stefanou, C. (2013). Written corrective feedback and learner factors in L2  
 article use for generic and specific reference: a qualitative  
 approach. Paper presented at 23rd annual meeting of the  
 European Second Language Association (EUROSLA 23),  
 Amsterdam 
 
Stipek, D. J. (2002). Motivation to learn: From theory to practice (4th ed.).  
 Needham Heights, MA: Allyn & Bacon. 
 
Suarez-Orozco C, Pimentel A, Martin M. (2009). The significance of  
 relationships: Academic engagement and achievement among 
 newcomer immigrant youth. Teacher’s College Record. 2009;  
 111: 712–749 
 
Vansteenkiste, Maarten; Zhou, Mingming; Lens, Willy; Soenens, Bart. 

(2005). Experiences of Autonomy and Control Among Chinese 
Learners: Vitalizing or Immobilizing? Journal of Educational 
Psychology, Vol 97(3), 468-483. 

Weimer, M. (2002). Learner-Centered Teaching. San Francisco: Jossey Bass. 

White, R. W. (1963). Ego and reality in psychoanalytic theory. New York:  
 International Universities Press. 

 
Williams, G. & Deci, E. (1996). Journal of Personality and Social 

Psychology, 70, 767-779. 

Wohlfarth, D., Sheras, D., Bennett, J. L., Simon, B., Pimentel, J. H., &  
 Gabel, L. E. (2008). Student Perceptions of Learner-Centered 
 Teaching. Insight: A journal of scholarly teaching, 3, 67-74 
 
Wolters, C. (2004). Advancing achievement goal theory: Using goal  
 structure and goal orientation to predict students' motivation,  
 cognition, and achievement. Journal of Educational Psychology,  
 96, 236-250. 
 
Young-Jones, A., Cara, K. C., & Levesque-Bristol, C. (2014). Verbal and  
 behavioral cues: creating an autonomy-supportive classroom. 
  Teaching in Higher Education, 19(5), 497-509 

 

http://doi.org/10.1002/da.20746
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Albert_Shanker
http://source.nysut.org/weblink7/DocView.aspx?id=1012
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/The_New_York_Times
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/The_New_York_Times

	Black, A. E., & Deci, E. L. (2000). The effects of instructors’ autonomy support  and students’ autonomous motivation on learning organic chemistry:   A self-determination theory perspective. Science Education, 84, 740- 75

