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Introduction

With the increasing demand of social development for talents with 21st 
century skills, STEM (Science, Mathematics, Technology and Engineering) 
education is getting more and more attention (The committee on STEM edu-
cation, 2018). It was emphasized in the Innovation America: Building a Science, 
Technology, Engineering, and Math Education Agenda, enacted by National 
Governors Association, that STEM literacy is significant in talent competition in 
the area of knowledge economy. Many studies have revealed that increasing 
students’ interest in STEM learning is the key to promote the development 
of STEM talents (Lindahl, 2007; Osborne et al., 2009; President’s Committee 
of Advisors on Science and Technology [PCAST], 2010). However, students’ 
interest in STEM learning, which is associated with their psychological states, 
declines with the increase of grades (Zhou et al., 2019). 

Students’ psychological states in the process of learning, such as flow, 
motivation, reflection, cognitive interests, and sense of presence, have a 
positive correlation with their learning outcomes, especially when learning 
interactions are high-quality implemented (Billinghurst, 2003; Dalgarno & 
Lee, 2010; Kye & Kim, 2008; Lee et al., 2010). Specifically, flow experience 
has shown a significant impact on the learning process (Pearce et al., 2005). 
In addition, it was reported that flow experience was related to the most 
positive instantaneous patterns (e.g., cognitive, emotional, and motivational 
functions) (Bassi & Delle Fave, 2012), and was an indicator of functional state 
(e.g., learning motivation) related to learning outcomes (Engeser et al., 2005). 
It seems to be a way to enhance student’s STEM interest and performance 
by improving their flow experience.

Previous research has reported that how to enhance students’ flow 
experience remains a main challenge (Ibanez et al., 2014). Specifically, differ-
ent teaching behaviors may lead to different flow experience and learning 
outcomes (Shen & Chu, 2014). Number of practices have shown different 
effects of various teaching behaviors on flow experience. For instance, 
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some researchers pointed out that the innovated teaching behaviors led a significant promotion on learners’ flow 
experience, satisfaction and learning performance (Hsieh et al., 2016; Hung et al., 2015; Kiili, 2006; Hwang et al., 
2012; Liu, 2014; Wang & Chen, 2010). The present research sought to concretely explore the different influences of 
Autonomy-supportive teaching behavior and Controlling teaching behavior on students’ learning performance 
and flow experience in STEM-related domain.

Literature Review

Flow experience 

Csikszentmihalyi firstly proposed the concept of flow in 1960 and described it as “the state in which people 
are so involved in an activity that nothing else seems to matter; the experience itself is so enjoyable that people will do 
it even at great cost, for the sheer sake of doing it.” (Csikszentmihalyi, 1990, p.4). That is, flow experience refers to a 
dynamic process of personal feelings (Chen et al., 2000). In the aspect of education, flow experience has been 
found a significantly positive influence on learning performance (Chang et al., 2017; Pearce et al., 2005; Wang & 
Hsu, 2014; Yen & Lin, 2020). Specifically, flow experience helps learners ignore irrelevant ideas (Chang et al., 2017), 
forget the passage of time, and pursue the value of learning itself (Csikszentmihalyi, 1990), so as to increase the 
continued intention of learning (Wang et al., 2017), the exploratory learning behavior (Skadberg & Kimmel, 2004; 
Webster et al., 1993), the proactive attitude toward challenges (Sun et al., 2017), and the awareness and applica-
tion of new solution (Liu et al., 2011).

Based on the fundamental work on flow properties by Csikszentmihalyi (1990), researchers have constantly 
striven to identify the constructs of flow. Webster et al. (1993) suggested four flow constructs: control, focus of 
attention, curiosity, and cognitive enjoyment. Ghani and Deshpande (1994) proposed two flow constructs: concen-
tration and enjoyment. On the basis of above work, Pearce et al. (2005) proposed three flow constructs: Enjoyment, 
Control, and Engagement. Enjoyment, Control, and Engagement respectively refer to the fact that learners enjoy the 
learning process, possess a sense of control over the learning, and engage in and concentrate on learning activity. 
It has been suggested that these three constructs were suitable for measuring the flow experience because of its 
conciseness, concreteness (Chang et al., 2017) and effective presentation (Csikszentmihalyi, 1975). 

Intrinsic motivation to flow experience

Self-determination theory refers to the ability of making choices and managing one’s own behavior (Deci & 
Ryan, 1985). As the origin of autonomous engagement and self-determined behavior, intrinsic motivation is the core 
in self-determination theory (Deci & Ryan, 2000). When a self-determined action is driven by intrinsic motivation, 
the locus of causality will be perceived in the person’s internal, whereas when the behavior is controlled, the locus 
of causality will be felt in external (deCharms, 1968). Moreover, self-determination theory expounds that intrinsically 
motivated behaviors will be presented, once three basic psychological needs, including autonomy, competence 
and relatedness, are fulfilled (Deci & Ryan, 2000). Autonomy involves the awareness of the behaviors’ origin (Reeve, 
2002) and the self-determination of the actions (Deci et al., 1991). Competence refers to the ability of efficaciously 
performing the requisite actions and attaining the excepting outcomes (Deci & Ryan, 1985). Relatedness refers to 
the drive of interaction and integration in social environment (Deci & Ryan, 2000). 

Many research studies have resulted that the intrinsic motivation is positively related to flow experience (Bak-
ker et al., 2011; Csikszentmihalyi & LeFevre, 1989; Haworth & Hill, 1992; Kowal & Fortier, 1999; Taylor et al., 2006). 
Generally, extrinsically motivated activities may deprive the actor of control over one’s behavior (Bakker et al., 2011), 
while intrinsically motivated behavior is the antecedent of flow experience (Taylor et al., 2006).

From the perspective of three basic psychological needs, self-determined behavior is important to students’ 
flow experience. Satisfying students’ autonomy is critical to promote their flow experience (Kiili, 2006; Lin & Joe, 
2012; Loubris et al., 1995; Reeve & Jang, 2006; Taylor et al., 2006). A high level self-control of the learning content 
leads to a more pleasant experience (Park et al., 2010; Rogers & Muller, 2006). As well, the optimal experience 
occurs when the challenge level is suited to pupils’ skills (Keller et al., 2011; Nakamura & Csikszentmihalyi, 2002; 
Shernoff et al., 2003; Tavares et al., 2019). It is indicated that there is a positive link between competence and flow 
experience (Jackson & Roberts, 1992; Ommundsen & Kvalø, 2007). Moreover, high relatedness is associated with 
the optimal experience, as the more social interactions take place the higher flow state would be cultivated (Delle 
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Fave et al., 2002; Freire et al., 2016; Jose et al., 2012; Mesurado, 2009; Rathunde, 2001; Weinstein, 2006). In a word, 
the fulfillment of perceived autonomy, competence and relatedness leads to intrinsically motivated behaviors, 
resulting in a great flow experience.

Teaching behaviors to learning performance, intrinsic motivation, and flow experience

Autonomy-supportive teaching behavior and Controlling teaching behavior are usually exhibited by teach-
ers (Reeve, 2009). Autonomy-supportive teaching behavior refers to cultivate students’ intrinsically motivational 
resources and acknowledge their opinions and feelings by non-controlling instructions (Jang et al., 2010). In con-
trast, under the Controlling teaching behavior, students’ perspectives are easily disregarded due to the coercive 
information (Deci & Ryan, 1987). Some researchers pointed out that students who received Autonomy-supportive 
teaching behavior presented a higher learning performance and academic achievement (Boggiano et al., 1993; 
Cheon et al., 2019; Grolnick & Ryan, 1987; Manninen et al, 2020; Ulstad et al., 2018).

In terms of different levels of self-determination, Ryan and Deci (2000) suggested that autonomy-supportive 
environment would integrate students’ self-determination and promote students’ internalization. Many research 
studies showed that autonomy-supportive instructions fostered students’ intrinsic motivation (Basten et al., 2014; 
Deci et al., 1981; Hagger et al., 2003; Hofferber et al., 2016; Ommundsen & Kvalø, 2007; Pusak et al., 2004), as well 
as their autonomy (Assor et al., 2005; Mageau & Vallerand, 2003; Reeve & Jang, 2006). However, Controlling teach-
ing behavior would undermine the quality of intrinsic motivation (Hofferber et al., 2016) and hinder the sense of 
autonomy (Assor et al., 2005).

As for the effect of two teaching behaviors on flow experience, it was found that Autonomy-supportive 
teaching behavior led to greater flow experience, including sustained positive emotions (Gagne et al., 2003; Grol-
nick & Ryan, 1987; Ryan & Connell, 1989). Whereas Controlling teaching behavior negatively affected enjoyment 
(Ommundsen & Kvalø, 2007) and intensive engagement (Assor et al., 2005). Hofferber et al. (2016) reported that 
Autonomy-supportive teaching behavior led a more positive flow experience than Controlling teaching behavior 
through comparative research. In the research (Hofferber et al., 2016), Autonomy-supportive teaching behavior was 
expressed as the informative feedback, the stress-free volition, and the possibilities for choice, however, Controlling 
teaching behavior was expressed as the controlling feedback, the stressful volition, and the fixed task succession.

Research Questions

Figure 1 illustrates the overview of the research framework. Summarizing the previous literature, Autonomy-
supportive teaching behavior is more beneficial to students’ learning performance (Boggiano et al., 1993; Cheon et 
al., 2019; Grolnick & Ryan, 1987; Manninen et al., 2020; Ulstad et al., 2018). Autonomy-supportive teaching behavior 
and Controlling teaching behavior would foster and hinder pupil’s intrinsic motivation respectively (Assor et al., 
2005; Basten et al., 2014; Deci et al., 1981; Hagger et al., 2003; Hofferber et al., 2016; Ommundsen & Kvalø, 2007; 
Pusak et al., 2004). Further, the intrinsic motivation positively relates with flow experience (Bakker et al., 2011; 
Csikszentmihalyi & LeFevre, 1989; Haworth & Hill, 1992; Kowal & Fortier, 1999; Taylor et al., 2006). 

However, there were few comparative research studies on the effect of two teaching behaviors on flow experi-
ence (Hofferber et al., 2016). In the research conducted by Hofferber et al. (2016), Autonomy-supportive teaching 
behavior and Controlling teaching behavior were expressed to be two different instructional methods, whose 
differences were reflected in teachers’ attitude towards feedback and students’ freedom to arrange the task suc-
cession. Both types of teaching behaviors involved students in the role of completing tasks themselves. The study 
design did not distinguish between the flow experiences of students who performed the task independently and 
those who only observed others completing the task, whether students conduct the task on their own may trigger 
different intrinsic motivations and stimulate different flow experience. From this perspective, Autonomy-supportive 
teaching behavior and Controlling teaching behavior were interpreted as student active discovery and teacher 
direct demonstration in STEM teaching and learning process organization in the present research. The aim of the 
research was to verify whether Autonomy-supportive teaching behavior has a more positive effect on students’ 
flow and STEM learning performance, compared with Controlling teaching behavior. 
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Figure1
The Research Framework from Teaching Behaviors to Learning Experience & Outcoming

Note: The solid lines reflect the correlations among two teaching behaviors, intrinsic motivation, learning performance, and flow 
experience in the previous studies. The dotted line represents the purpose of this research.

In the present research, a STEM project about environmental science topic with portable digital data logger 
technique at primary school level was conducted to explore the effect of different teaching behaviors on learning 
performance and flow experience, as well as its constructs. More specifically, the research questions were proposed 
as follows:

1. Does Autonomy-supportive teaching behavior improve primary school students’ STEM learning per-
formance better than Controlling teaching behavior?           

2. Does Autonomy-supportive teaching behavior have a more positive effect than Controlling teaching be-
havior in promoting flow experience and its constructs, including enjoyment, engagement, and control?

Research Methodology

STEM Project Design

STEM education is considered the purposeful integration of various disciplines to solve practical problems 
(Breiner et al., 2012). Generally, STEM is a standards-based meta-discipline, which can be implemented through a 
flexible integration of subjects and comprehensive instructional methods (Merrill, 2009). In the present research, 
the STEM project used a realistic environmental problem, requiring students to solve by integrating various sub-
jects’ knowledge, such as physics, chemistry, geography, environment, mathematics, and data processing with 
portable digital data logger technique.

The theme and content of the project was taken from a primary environmental science lesson about Water 
Resources and Water Pollution under the Curriculum standards of the Ministry of Education (MoE) in People’s Republic 
of China. The STEM project revolved around the problem about “Is Our Water Resource Inexhaustible”, involving the 
knowledge such as water source, quality detection (e.g., pH), water cycle, water pollution (e.g., water eutrophica-
tion), and protection ways.

 The project was designed as three sections, including Story Introduction, Experiment and Publicity Task, and 
Reporting and Sharing. Story Introduction was set as the first section, in which an adventure story named Little 
Water Drop was regarded as the teaching background and supplementary material. Experiment and Publicity Task 
involved a learning task about testing the water quality parameters for different water samples with a portable digital 
data logger technique, and a publicity design about water resource protection based on experimental result. In this 
section, students needed to not only master relevant technical and mathematical thinking for the experimental 
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measurement and the data processing, but also integrate their humanistic and artistic literacy into the publicity 
design task. In the Reporting and Sharing section, students discussed and reported the outcome of exploration, 
and shared their learning experience. Within three sections, the second one is the key to convey the important idea 
about sustainable development through the integration of science, technology, engineering, and mathematics.

Instructional Design and Procedures

To explore the differences of learning performance and flow experience with two teaching behaviors, Au-
tonomy-supportive teaching behavior and Controlling teaching behavior were adopted in Autonomy-supportive 
group and Control group respectively. There were similar teaching processes in the two groups except for the 
second section in STEM project, where Autonomy-supportive group adopted the Student Active Discovery process, 
but Control group adopted the Teacher Direct Demonstration process, as shown in Table 1. 

 In Autonomy-supportive group, there were three steps within the Experiment and Publicity Task. Firstly, the 
teacher introduced the portable digital data logger technique and the purpose of the activity. Then, students were 
arranged into small groups to conduct the experiment of water quality measurement by themselves, as well as 
recorded and analyzed the experimental data. Finally, based on the data, students drew a conclusion and completed 
the design task about publicity of water resource protection. In Control group, the teacher firstly introduced the 
portable digital data logger technique and the purpose of the activity as well. Then the teacher demonstrated the 
experiment of water quality measurement on the platform and students observed the experimental demonstration, 
recorded and analyzed the experimental data. Finally, students drew a conclusion from the data and complected 
the design task of publicity. The difference lay in the second step of experimental implementation between two 
teaching behaviors. More pertinently, compared with Control group, Autonomy-supportive group was expected 
to incorporate greater self-determination, that is greater autonomy with stronger sense of control and higher 
relatedness with more peer interactions. The intention is to stimulate students much richer intrinsic motivation in 
Autonomy-supportive group.

Table 1
The STEM Project Procedures of Two Teaching Behaviors

Section
Teaching Behaviors

Autonomy-supportive Controlling  

1. Story Introduction Taking an adventure story about Little Water Drop as the teaching background and supplementary material, shown by 
the Q&A activity between teacher and student. 

2. Experiment and Pub-
licity Task

Student Active Discovery 
1. The teacher introduced experimental instruments and 

the purpose of the activity.
2. Students received experimental instruments and 

different water samples in group of four, did the 
water quality parameters testing (e.g., pH, TDS), 
and recorded and analyzed the experimental data.

3. Students drew a conclusion from the data and 
completed the design task about publicity of water 
resources’ protection.

Teacher Direct Demonstration 
1. The teacher introduced experimental instruments and the 

purpose of the activity.
2.  The teacher demonstrated the experiment of water quality 

testing on the platform. Students observed the experiment, 
and recorded and analyzed the experimental data (e.g., 
pH, TDS).

3. Students drew a conclusion from the data and completed 
the design task about publicity of water resources’ protec-
tion.

4. Report and Sharing Students discussed and reported the outcome of experiment and design task and shared their learning experiences.

Participants

The STEM learning activity was conducted in two primary schools in an underdeveloped area of Guangdong 
Province, in People’s Republic of China. Except for the regular school curriculum, almost all the students in these 
two schools never received extracurricular STEM education, as most of them came from the low-and-medium 
income families with the limited financial resources. The STEM project operated as a part of the summer camp 
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and recruited students on a voluntary basis. A total of 92 students were enrolled into the summer camp and took 
part in the STEM learning activity, including 20 four graders and 19 five graders in school A, and 27 four graders 
and 26 five graders in school B. They were randomly divided into Autonomy-supportive group and Control group, 
regardless of grade and school, in order to exclude any systematic bias of natural class (As shown in Table 2). The 
age of all participants ranged from 10.5 to 12.5 with an average of 11.75. 

Table 2
The Detailed Grouping of Participants

School Grade

Group

Total
Autonomy-
supportive Control 

A
Four 10 10 20

Five 9 10 19

B
Four 14 13 27

Five 13 13 26

Total 46 46 92

Assessment

For obtaining students’ learning performance, a test of knowledge about water resources and water pollution 
was administered before and after the STEM project as a pre-test and a post-test for comparison. The knowledge 
test was designed as two parts, including basic knowledge and deep understanding. The basic knowledge of 5 
questions, presented as multiple-choice or fill-in-the-blank questions, involves the foundational knowledge of 
water resources, such as “Where do you think the rain comes from?”. The deep understanding of 2 subjective ques-
tions involves students’ competence of judgment and reasoning, such as “Do you agree with the statement that fresh 
water is inexhaustible? why”. An expert on the STEM education and two science teachers in primary school have 
been invited to review all questions of the knowledge test to ensure the validity of the measurement.

Students’ flow experience was obtained immediately at the end of STEM project by a flow measurement 
utilized by Chang et al. (2017). The flow measurement is a 5-point Likert-type scale, which was modified based on 
the original one designed by Pearce et al. (2005), including three constructs: Enjoyment, Control and Engagement. 
Enjoyment refers to the measurement of students’ enjoyment in the learning process, such as “The learning mate-
rial is interesting”. Control refers to students’ autonomous control of learning tasks, such as “I know how to operate 
or participate in the learning activity”. Engagement refers to the degree of students’ involvement in the learning 
activity, such as “I am concentrated on the learning material”. Students provided their response from 1 (extremely 
disagree) to 5 (extremely agree) to each item based on their own feelings.

Data Analysis

After eliminating the invalid responses (blank or all the same answers) and ensuring that both pre- and post- 
knowledge tests for each student were valid, a total of 82 students were included in the further data processing in 
the research, including 45 in Autonomy-supportive group and 37 in Control group with the valid response rates of 
98% and 80% respectively. For the knowledge test, the multiple-choice or fill-in-the-blank questions were scored 
0 or 1 point and the subjective questions were scored 0, 1 or 2 points according to the reasonableness of the re-
sponse. The data, obtained from the measurement of learning performance and flow experience, were described 
as mean scores and standard deviations. The Cronbach’s alpha coefficients of two groups were 0.76 (Autonomy-
supportive) and 0.88 (Control), confirming the internal consistency of flow experience measurement. In addition, 
the t-test statistic, ANCOVA and MANCOVA were applied to analyze the effect of different teaching behaviors on 
STEM learning performance and flow experience. 
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Research Results

Effect of Two Teaching Behaviors on Students’ Learning Performance 

To explore potential original differences between Autonomy-supportive group and Control group, the 
independent samples t-test of the pre-test scores was applied. The result showed that there was no statistically 
significant difference between two groups (t=.357; df=80; p=.722), which indicated that students from two groups 
had the similar background knowledge of concepts of environmental science.

Then, the paired t-test was performed to investigate the effect of two teaching behaviors on students’ learning 
performance. According to Table 3, the mean of the post-test was higher than that of the pre-test in both groups 
(Pre: MA=.50, SDA=.23; MC=.52, SDC=.19; Post: MA=.81, SDA=.17; MC=.79, SDC=.22). In addition, there were significant 
differences between the pre-test and post-test in both Autonomy-supportive group (t=-8.360; df=44; p<.001; 
Cohen’s d=1.533) and Control group (t=-6.368; df=36; p<.001; Cohen’s d=1.314). Cohen’s d is an indicator of differ-
ence significance. Its values of .2, .5, .8 represent a small, medium, and large effect size respectively (Cohen, 1992). 
The results indicated that both teaching behaviors greatly contributed to the improvement of students’ learning 
performance.

Table 3
Descriptive Statistics of Knowledge Test and the Paired T-test Results between Two Groups

Item Pre-test Post-test t df p Cohen’s d

Autonomy
-supportive

MA .50 .81
-8.360 44 .0001 1.533

SDA .23 .17

Control
MC .52 .79

-6.368 36 .0001 1.314
SDC .19 .22

Notes: MA: Mean of Autonomy-supportive group; SDA: Standard deviation of Autonomy-supportive group; MC: Mean of Control 
group; SDC: Standard deviation of Control group;  

Ultimately, as to verify whether there were different levels of improvement that two teaching behaviors led to, 
an ANCOVA analysis was carried out. The result of Levene’s test showed that the assumption of the homogeneity 
of variances in the groups was satisfied (F(1,80)=2.014, p=.160). Moreover, the result of homogeneity of regression 
slopes (F(1,80)=0.132, p=.718) was satisfactory for the remainder test. Then, an ANCOVA analysis was performed 
using the pre-test as a covariate. The data (F(1,80)=.365, p>.05) in Table 4 revealed no significant difference in the 
post-test between two groups, which indicated that the improvement of students’ learning achievements with 
two teaching behaviors was not significantly different.

Table 4
ANCOVA on Post-test for Two Groups

Source F Effect size

Covariate 4.578* .055

Between-group .365 .004
*p<.05.

Effect of Two Teaching Behaviors on Students’ Flow Experience

Another aim of the research was to explore the influence of two teaching behaviors on flow experience. The 
results showed that the homogeneity test of variance (F(1,80)=.508, p=.478) and the homogeneity test of regres-
sion slopes (F(1,80)=1.047, p=.309) were satisfactory. Accordingly, an ANCOVA was implemented on the flow 
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experience to eliminate the interference of the pre- knowledge test (as a covariate). The F value (F(1,80)=4.694, 
p=.033<.05), as shown in Table 5, revealed a significant difference in the flow experience between two groups. The 
eta-squared effect size reflects the strength of the correlation is small (ƞ2<.059), moderate(.059≤ƞ2<.138), or large 
(.138≤ƞ2) (Cohen, 1988). The magnitude of effect size of the present result (ƞ2=.054<.059) suggested that students 
in Autonomy-supportive Group (Adj-MA=4.146, Adj-SDA=.079) got slightly significant higher flow experience than 
those in Control group (Adj-MC=3.890, Adj-SDC=.088).

Table 5
ANCOVA on Flow Experience for Two Groups

Source F Effect size

Covariate 2.640 .031

Between-group 4.694* .054

*p<.05

Table 6
Adjustive Descriptive Statistics of Flow Experience for Two Groups

Autonomy-supportive
Group Control Group

Adj-MA Adj-SDA Adj-MC Adj-SDC

4.146 .079 3.890 .088

Regarding flow constructs, the MANCOVA analysis was running for the difference between two groups with 
the score of pre- knowledge test as a covariate, as to exclude any possible bias due to the students’ initiate basic 
knowledge level. The results (ps>.05) of the homogeneity of variances and the homogeneity of regression slopes 
both indicated that the assumptions were satisfied for the subsequent MANCOVA. The result showed that, ex-
cept engagement, there were significant differences between two groups in enjoyment (F(1,80)=10.656, p=.002, 
ƞ2=.118<.138) and control (F(1,80)=4.642, p=.034, ƞ2=.053<.059) with a moderate and small effect size respectively 
(Table 7). Combining the data in Table 8, the results implied that students in Autonomy-supportive group got the 
higher enjoyment and control than those in Control group, and both groups had the similar engagement.

Table 7
MANCOVA on Flow Constructs for Two Groups

Source Constructs F Effect size

Covariate

Enjoyment .367 .004

Control 4.598* .052

Engagement 4.793* .057

Between-group

Enjoyment 10.656** .118

Control 4.642* .053

Engagement .199 .002

*p<.05, **p<.01.
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Table 8
Adjustive Descriptive Statistics of Flow Constructs for Two Groups

Constructs
Autonomy-supportive Group Control Group

Adj-MA Adj-SDA Adj-MC Adj-SDC

Enjoyment 4.538 .084 4.130 .092

Control 4.016 .089 3.730 .098

Engagement 3.884 .113 3.810 .124

Discussion

The Influence of Different Teaching Behaviors on Students’ STEM Learning Performance

The results of students’ STEM learning performance presented that both groups had significant differences 
between the pre-test and the post-test, but no significant difference was detected between Autonomy-supportive 
teaching behavior and Controlling teaching behavior either in pre-test or post-test. In other words, both groups with 
the similar knowledge level had a better performance after taking part in the STEM project. The results illustrated that 
Autonomy-supportive teaching behavior and Controlling teaching behavior both positively promoted students’ STEM 
learning performance. 

The improvement of students’ learning performance with Autonomy-supportive teaching behavior was in line 
with the expectation of this research and some previous studies (Basten et al., 2014; Boggiano et al., 1993; Cheon et al., 
2019; Manninen et al., 2020; Ulstad et al., 2018). To be precise, Autonomy-supportive teaching behavior facilitates the 
individuals’ internalization, a critical element of integrated self-determination (Ryan & Deci, 2000), resulting in high-
quality learning (Deci et al., 1991). Therefore, learners would benefit from an Autonomy-supportive learning environment 
(Basten et al., 2014). The results supported that Autonomy-supportive teaching behavior increases students’ academic 
success (Boggiano et al., 1993; Cheon et al., 2019; Grolnick & Ryan, 1987). 

According to the comparison, there was no significant difference between two groups on the post-test when 
controlling for the pre-test. It was revealed that the learning performance of students who received Controlling teaching 
behavior was not inferior to those with Autonomy-supportive teaching behavior. Compared with Autonomy-supportive 
teaching behavior, students needed to meet more specific requirements issued by the teacher in the process of Con-
trolling teaching behavior. It was achievers’ self-concept and self-esteem that drove them to fulfill these requirements 
(Mamat et al., 2007). Specifically, the fulfillment of these requirements arose from a predominant extrinsic orientation 
rather than intrinsic orientation. The predominant extrinsic orientation may contribute to a great learning performance 
(Basten et al., 2014). Hence, the performance improvement of students who received Controlling teaching behavior 
cannot attribute to the self-determination. As Wagner et al. (2020) suggested, no relationships were found for self-
determination with achievement in Controlling teaching behavior. Furthermore, this improvement could be explained 
from the perspective of the innovative content. Berlyne (1951) described the novelty situation as deploying an estab-
lished medium in a rather unfamiliar context. Due to the research conducted in underdeveloped areas, the participants 
have not been in touch with STEM activity. Participants were strongly attracted by the innovative experimental content 
and instruments, even under Controlling teaching behavior. Consequently, since the innovative experimental content 
and the predominant extrinsic orientation, students who received Controlling teaching behavior made the learning 
progress with no difference from those who received Autonomy-supportive teaching behavior.

The Influence of Different Teaching Behaviors in STEM Project on Students’ Flow Experience

Regarding flow experience, there was a significant difference between two teaching behaviors, and students 
with Autonomy-supportive teaching behavior had a higher mean score. It suggested that Autonomy-supportive 
teaching behavior gave rise to greater flow experience in contrast to Controlling teaching behavior. This outcome was 
consistent with the opinions of previous studies (Bakker et al., 2011; Deci & Ryan, 2000; Hofferber et al., 2016; Kowal 
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& Fortier, 1999). To some extent, it reasonably attributed to the cultivation of concentration by Autonomy-supportive 
teaching behavior and the interruption of flow components by Controlling teaching behavior, which were mentioned 
by Hofferber et al. (2016). From the perspective of self-determination, Autonomy-supportive teaching behavior led to 
an active intrinsic motivation (Ommundsen & Kvalø, 2007). In addition, students experiencing Student Active Discovery 
process needed to judge the experimental situation, discussed with other partners, and made operation by their own. 
In other words, students with Autonomy-supportive teaching behavior possessed a higher level of autonomy (Taylor 
et al., 2006) competence (Ommundsen & Kvalø, 2007) and relatedness (Mesurado, 2009). Through promoting the ac-
tive intrinsic motivation and three basic psychological needs, students were strongly self-determined, so as to obtain 
greater flow experience (Kowal & Fortier, 1999). On the contrary, students’ autonomy may be impeded by Controlling 
teaching behavior, preventing intensive participatory learning from happening (Assor et al., 2005). Therefore, Autonomy-
supportive teaching behavior led to better flow experience than Controlling teaching behavior.

In the further analysis of flow constructs, there were significant differences in Enjoyment and Control between 
Autonomy-supportive teaching behavior and Controlling teaching behavior, whereas no significant difference was 
detected in Engagement. The result revealed that, compared with Controlling teaching behavior, Autonomy-supportive 
teaching behavior allowed students to be more enjoyable and have a higher level of control in their learning process. 
In respect of Enjoyment, the result supported that students who received Autonomy-supportive teaching behavior 
showed positive emotions. This may result from the interaction with peers, meeting the beliefs of Ryan and Connell 
(1989). As Jose et al. (2012) noted that once experiencing the higher levels of social connectivity, youth would subse-
quently report higher well-being. Regarding to Control, it is strongly related to the self-determination (Hofferber et 
al., 2016). Correspondingly, Autonomy-supportive teaching behavior is beneficial to intrinsic motivation (Basten et al., 
2014), which gives play to a core function in self-determination (Deci & Ryan, 2000). Therefore, Autonomy-supportive 
teaching behavior would bring students a stronger sense of Control.

However, the result of Engagement suggested that all students actively engaged in the STEM project. Similarly, 
Basten et al. (2014) also found in his research that both groups of autonomy-supportive guidance and controlling 
guidance were equally interested in the learning activities. It was proposed that the innovative experimental content 
strongly attracted the students, and the predominant extrinsic orientation encouraged students to actively fulfill learn-
ing requirements (Harter, 1981). In addition, the desire for the same action with peer and the expected rewards from 
teachers made students have great engagement in the learning no matter what kind of teaching behavior (Harter, 
1981). Therefore, it is possible to present the similar level of engagement in different instructional environment, because 
of the innovative experimental content, the predominant extrinsic orientation, and the motivation of conformity.

Conclusions

This research conducted a STEM project with a portable digital data logger technique, in order to explore the 
influence of different teaching behaviors on students’ STEM learning performance and flow experience as well as flow 
constructs. Autonomy-supportive teaching behavior and Controlling teaching behavior were respectively adopted in 
two groups. The results showed that both teaching behaviors enhanced students’ STEM learning performance, and no 
difference between two groups was detected. However, students’ flow experience in Autonomy-supportive teaching 
behavior was greater than that in Controlling teaching behavior. Regarding to flow constructs, although similar levels 
of engagement were presented in both groups, Autonomy-supportive teaching behavior allowed students to be more 
enjoyable and have a higher level of control in their learning process, compared with Controlling teaching behavior.

In STEM education, when considering the positive effect on students’ learning performance, both Autonomy-
supportive teaching behavior and Controlling teaching behavior were suitably employed in STEM project. However, 
the great flow experience was conducive to make a good psychological bedding for the follow-up learning. Therefore, 
it is implied that Autonomy-supportive teaching behavior with higher autonomy and stronger relatedness for inspiring 
students’ intrinsic motivation is more suitable to improve students’ flow experience when teaching innovated contents. 
The effects of direct instruction and discovery learning is an enduring topic of inquiry in the field of STEM education. 
Previous related discussions mainly focused on students’ learning performance and achievement, while the present 
research expanded from the perspective of flow to show that student discovery activity can also promote students’ 
better learning flow experience. Therefore, the application of Autonomy-supportive teaching behavior should be 
emphasized in the further teaching process.

There are still limitations in this research. Firstly, the number of participants is low, and the response rate is not 
high enough. Secondly, this research was to explore the correlations among teaching behavior, flow and learning 
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achievement. However, there is no direct measurement evidence to prove the correlation between intrinsic motivation 
and teaching behavior or flow experience. Thirdly, this is short-term research with no long-term follow-up evidence to 
support present results. Therefore, future work will be expanded in the following aspects: (1) What effects do different 
teaching behaviors have on learning performance and flow experience in a long-term and large-scale STEM project? (2) 
How does intrinsic motivation directly influence flow and is influenced by teaching behaviors? (3) Do different teaching 
behaviors have different effects on students’ cognitive load? It is worthwhile to suspect whether students have the 
similar cognitive loads with different flow experiences. With further research on the above questions, the influence of 
different teaching behaviors on learning performance and flow experience can be more accurately detected.

Acknowledgements

The authors would like to acknowledge the help of the anonymous reviewers. Wanting Xu, Wenting Zhong, Enchi 
Guo and Xiaolan Ye made extensive contributes to the STEM project implementation.

Declaration of Interest

Authors declare no competing interest.

References

Assor, A., Kaplan, H., Kanat-Maymon, Y., & Roth, G. (2005). Directly controlling teacher behaviors as predictors of poor 
motivation and engagement in girls and boys: The role of anger and anxiety. Learning and Instruction, 15(5), 397–413. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.learninstruc.2005.07.008 

Bakker, A. B., Oerlemans, W., Demerouti, E., Bruins Slot, B., & Karamat Ali, D. (2011). Flow and performance: A study among talented 
Dutch soccer players. Psychology of Sport and Exercise, 12(4), 442–450. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.psychsport.2011.02.003 

Bassi, M., & Delle Fave, A. (2012). Optimal experience and self-determination at school: Joining perspectives. Motivation and Emotion, 
36(4), 425–438. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11031-011-9268-z 

Basten, M., Meyer-Ahrens, I., Fries, S., & Wilde, M. (2014). The effects of autonomy-supportive vs. controlling guidance on learners’ motivational 
and cognitive achievement in a structured field trip. Science Education, 98(6), 1033-1053. https://doi.org/10.1002/sce.21125 

Berlyne, D. E. (1951). Attention to change. British Journal of Psychology, 42(3), 269–278. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.2044-8295.1951.tb00301.x 

Billinghurst, M. (2003). Augmented reality in education. New Horizons for Learning.  https://www.academia.edu/2929395/Augmented_
reality_in_education 

Boggiano, A. K., Flink, C., Shields, A., Seelbach, A., & Barrett, M. (1993). Use of techniques promoting students’ self-determination: 
Effects of students’ analytic problem-solving skills. Motivation and Emotion, 17(4), 319–336. https://doi.org/10.1007/BF00992323 

Breiner, J. M., Harkness, S. S., Johnson, C. C., & Koehler, C. M. (2012). What Is STEM? A Discussion About Conceptions of STEM in Education 
and Partnerships. School Science and Mathematics, 112(1), 3-11. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1949-8594.2011.00109.x 

Chang, C. C., Liang, C., Chou, P. N., & Lin, G. Y. (2017). Is game-based learning better in flow experience and various types of cognitive 
load than non-game-based learning? perspective from multimedia and media richness. Computers in Human Behavior, 71(Jun.), 
218-227. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chb.2017.01.031 

Chen, H., Wigand, R.T., & Nilan, M. (2000). Exploring Web Users’ Optimal Flow Experiences. Information Technology & People, 13(4), 
263–281. https://doi.org/10.1108/09593840010359473 

Cheon, S. H., Reeve, J., & Ntoumanis, N. (2019). An intervention to help teachers establish a prosocial peer climate in physical education. 
Learning and Instruction, 64(1), 101223. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.learninstruc.2019.101223 

Cohen,  J .  (1988) .  Statistical  power analysis  for the behavioral  sciences .  Lawrence Er lbaum Associates. 
http://utstat.toronto.edu/~brunner/oldclass/378f16/readings/CohenPower.pdf 

Cohen, J. (1992). A power primer. Psychological Bulletin, 112(1), 155–159. https://doi.org/10.1037//0033-2909.112.1.155 
Csikszentmihalyi, M., & LeFevre, J. (1989). Optimal experience in work and leisure. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 56(8), 

15-822. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.56.5.815
Csikszentmihalyi, M. (1975). Beyond boredom and anxiety. Jossey-Bass.
Csikszentmihalyi, M. (1990). Flow-The psychology of optimal experience. Harper & Row.
Dalgarno, B., & Lee, M. J. W. (2010). What are the learning affordances of 3-D virtual environments? British Journal of Educational 

Technology, 41(1), 10–32. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8535.2009.01038.x 
deCharms, R. (1968). Personal causation: The internal affective determinants of behavior. Academic. https://doi.org/10.4324/9781315825632
Deci, E. L., & Ryan, R. M. (1985). Intrinsic motivation and self-determination in human behavior. Plenum. https://doi.org/10.2307/2070638 
Deci, E. L., & Ryan, R. M. (1987). The support of autonomy and the control of behavior. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 53(6), 

1024–1037. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.53.6.1024 
Deci, E. L., & Ryan, R. M. (2000). The ‘what’ and ‘why’ of goal pursuits: Human needs and the self determination of behavior. Psychological 

Inquiry, 11(4), 227–268. https://doi.org/10.1207/S15327965PLI1104_01 

https://doi.org/10.33225/jbse/21.20.942

THE EFFECTS OF AUTONOMY-SUPPORTIVE AND CONTROLLING TEACHING BEHAVIORS ON 
PRIMARY STUDENTS’ STEM LEARNING PERFORMANCE AND FLOW EXPERIENCE
(pp. 942-955)



953

Journal of Baltic Science Education, Vol. 20, No. 6, 2021

ISSN 1648–3898     /Print/

ISSN 2538–7138 /Online/

Deci, E. L., Nezlek, J., & Sheinman, L. (1981). Characteristics of the rewarder and intrinsic motivation of the rewardee. Journal of Personality 
and Social Psychology, 40(1), 1–10. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.40.1.1 

Delle Fave, A., Bassi, M., & Massimini, F. (2002). Quality of experience and daily social context of Italian adolescents. In A. Comunian, & 
U. Gielen (Eds.), It’s all about relationships (pp. 159–172). Pabst Science. http://hdl.handle.net/2434/313756 

Engeser, S., Rheinberg, F., Vollmeyer, R., & Bischoff, J. (2005). Motivation, Flow-Experience, and Performance in Learning Settings at 
Universities. German Journal of Educational Psychology, 19(3), 159–172. https://doi.org/10.1024/1010-0652.19.3.159 

Freire, T., Tavares, D., Silva, E., & Teixeira, A. (2016). Flow, leisure, and positive youth development. In L. Harmat, F. Ørsted 
Andersen, F. Ullen, J. Wright, & G. Sadlo (Eds.), Flow experience: Empirical research and applications (pp. 163–178). Springer. 
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-28634-1 

Gagne, M., Ryan, R. M., & Bargmann, K. (2003). Autonomy support and need satisfaction and well-being in gymnasts. Journal of Applied 
Sport Psychology, 15(4), 372–390. https://doi.org/10.1080/714044203 

Ghani, J. A., & Deshpande, S. P. (1994). Task characteristics and the experience of optimal flow in human–computer interaction. The 
Journal of Psychology, 128(4), 381–389. https://doi.org/10.1080/00223980.1994.9712742 

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(5), 890–898. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.52.5.890 

Hagger, M. S., Chatzisarantis, N. L. D., Culverhouse, T., & Biddle, S. J. H. (2003). The processes by which perceived autonomy support 
in physical education promotes leisure-time physical activity intentions and behaviour: A trans-contextual model. Journal of 
Educational Psychology, 95(4), 784–795. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-0663.95.4.784 

Harter, S. (1981). A new self-report scale of intrinsic versus extrinsic orientation in the classroom: Motivational and informational 
components. Developmental Psychology, 17(3), 300–312. https://doi.org/10.1037/0012-1649.17.3.300 

Haworth, J. T., & Hill, S. (1992). Work, leisure, and psychological well-being in a sample of young adults. Journal of Community & Applied 
Psychology, 2(2), 147-160. https://doi.org/10.1002/casp.2450020210 

Hofferber, N., Basten, M., Großmann, N., & Wilde, M. (2016). The effects of autonomy-supportive and controlling teaching behaviour 
in biology lessons with primary and secondary experiences on students’ intrinsic motivation and flow-experience. International 
Journal of Science Education, 38(13), 2114-2132. https://doi.org/10.1080/09500693.2016.1229074 

Hsieh, Y. H., Lin, Y. C., & Hou, H. T. (2016). Exploring the role of flow experience, learning performance and potential 
behavior clusters in elementary students’ game-based learning. Interactive Learning Environments, 24(1), 178–193. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/10494820.2013.834827 

Hung, C. Y., Sun, J. C. Y., & Yu, P. T. (2015). The benefits of a challenge: Student motivation and flow experience in tablet PC-game-based 
learning. Interactive Learning Environments, 23(2), 172–190. https://doi.org/10.1080/10494820.2014.997248 

Hwang, G. J., Wu, P. H., & Chen, C. C. (2012). An online game approach for improving students’ learning performance in web-based 
problem-solving activities. Computers & Education, 59(4), 1246–1256. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.compedu.2012.05.009 

Ibanez, M. B., Serio, A. D., Villaran, D., & Kloos, C. D. (2014). Experimenting with electromagnetism using augmented 
reality: impact on flow student experience and educational effectiveness. Computers & Education, 71(Feb), 1-13. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.compedu.2013.09.004 

Thomasian, J. (2011). Building a Science, Technology, Engineering, and Math Education Agenda: An Update of State Actions. National 
Governors Association. https://files.eric.ed.gov/fulltext/ED532528.pdf 

Jackson, S. A., & Roberts, G. C. (1992). Positive performance states of athletes: Toward a conceptual understanding of peak performance. 
The Sport Psychologist, 6(2), 156-171. https://doi.org/10.1123/tsp.6.2.156 

Jang, H., Reeve, J., & Deci, E. L. (2010). Engaging students in learning activities: It is not autonomy support or structure but autonomy 
support and structure. Journal of Educational Psychology, 102(3), 588 – 600. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0019682 

Jose, P. E., Ryan, N., & Pryor, J. (2012). Does social connectedness promote a greater sense of well-being in adolescence over time? 
Journal of Research on Adolescence, 22(2), 235–251. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1532-7795.2012.00783.x 

Keller, J., Ringelhan, S., & Blomann, F. (2011). Does skills–demands compatibility result in intrinsic motivation? Experimental 
test of a basic notion proposed in the theory of flow-experiences. The Journal of Positive Psychology, 6(5), 408–417. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/17439760.2011.604041 

Kiili, K. (2006). Evaluations of an experiential gaming model. Human Technology, 2(2), 187–201. http://dx.doi.org/10.17011/ht/urn.2006518 
Kowal, J., & Fortier, M. S. (1999). Motivational determinants of flow: Contributions form Self-Determination Theory. The Journal of Social 

Psychology, 139(3), 355–368. https://doi.org/10.1080/00224549909598391 
Kye, B., & Kim, Y. (2008). Investigation of the relationships between media characteristics, presence, flow, and learning 

effects in augmented reality based learning. International Journal for Education Media and Technology, 2(1), 4–14. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/978-3-8348-9313-0_3 

Lee, E. A. L., Wong, K. W., & Fung, C. C. (2010). How does desktop virtual reality enhance learning outcomes? A structural equation 
modeling approach. Computers & Education, 55(4), 1424–1442. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.compedu.2010.06.006 

Lin, C. P., & Joe, S. W. (2012). To share or not to share: Assessing knowledge sharing, inter employee helping, and their antecedents 
among online knowledge workers. Journal of Business Ethics, 108(4), 439–449. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-011-1100-x 

Lindahl, B. (2007). A longitudinal Study of students’ attitudes towards science and choice of career. 80th NARST International Conference, 
New Orleans. http://hkr.diva-portal.org/smash/record.jsf?pid=diva2:296009 

Liu, C. C., Cheng, Y. B., & Huang, C. W. (2011). The effect of simulation games on the learning of computational problem solving. Computers 
& Education, 57(3), 1907–1918. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.compedu.2011.04.002 

Liu, T. Y. (2014). Using educational games and simulation software in a computer science course: learning achievements and student 
flow experiences. Interactive Learning Environments, 24(4), 724-744. https://doi.org/10.1080/10494820.2014.917109 

https://doi.org/10.33225/jbse/21.20.942

THE EFFECTS OF AUTONOMY-SUPPORTIVE AND CONTROLLING TEACHING BEHAVIORS ON 
PRIMARY STUDENTS’ STEM LEARNING PERFORMANCE AND FLOW EXPERIENCE

(pp. 942-955)



954

Journal of Baltic Science Education, Vol. 20, No. 6, 2021

ISSN 1648–3898     /Print/

ISSN 2538–7138 /Online/

Loubris, S., Crous, F., & Schepers, J.M. (1995). Management by objectives in relation to optimal experience in the workplace. Journal of 
Industrial Psychology, 21(2), 12-17. https://doi.org/10.4102/sajip.v21i2.588 

Mageau, G. A., & Vallerand, R. J. (2003). The coach–athlete relationship: A motivational model. Journal of Sport Sciences, 21(11), 883–904. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/0264041031000140374 

Mamat, S. S., Ismail, S. S. F., Nor, S. Z. M., Saris, S. Z. M., & Mahudin, N. D. M. (2007). Self-Esteem among High Achievers of Islamic Revealed 
Knowledge and Human Sciences Students. The 4th International Psychology Postgraduate Colloquium (IPRC 2007). BSRI, Bangkok, 
Thailand. https://www.academia.edu/27483302/Self_esteem_among_high_achievers_of_Islamic_Revealed_Knowledge_and_
Human_Sciences_students 

Manninen, M., Deng, Y., Hwang, Y., Waller, S., & Yli-Piipari, S. (2020). Psychological need-supportive instruction improves novel skill 
performance, intrinsic motivation, and enjoyment: A cluster randomized trial. International Journal of Sport and Exercise Psychology. 
Advance online publication. https://doi.org/10.1080/1612197X.2020.1826999 

Merrill, C., & Daugherty, J. (2009). The future of TE masters’ degrees: STEM. Meeting of the International Technology Education Association. 
Louisville, KY. https://digitalcommons.usu.edu/ncete_present/91/ 

Mesurado, M. B. (2009). Actividad estructurada vs. actividad desestructurada, realizadas en solitario vs. en compañía de otros y la 
experiencia óptima. Anales de Psicologia, 25(2), 308–315. https://ri.conicet.gov.ar/handle/11336/56222 

Nakamura, J., & Csikszentmihalyi, M. (2002). The concept of flow. In C. R. Snyder, & S. J. Lopez (Eds.), The handbook of positive psychology 
(pp. 89–105). Oxford University. https://psycnet.apa.org/record/2002-02382-007 

Ommundsen, Y., & Kval, S. E. (2007). Autonomy–mastery, supportive or performance focused? Different teacher 
behaviours and pupils’ outcomes in physical education. Scandinavian Journal of Educational Research. 51(4), 385-413. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/00313830701485551 

Osborne, J. F., Simon, S., & Tytler, R. (2009). Attitudes towards science: An update. In Proceedings of the Annual Meeting of the American Educational 
Research Association, San Diego, Calif, USA. https://www.mendeley.com/catalogue/e8ce6830-fa1a-318d-9437-4f345d6b9360/ 

Park, J., Parsons, D., & Ryu, H. (2010). To flow and not to freeze: Applying flow experience to mobile learning. IEEE Transactions on Learning 
Technologies, 3(1), 56–67. https://doi.org/10.1109/TLT.2010.1 

Pearce, J. M., Ainley, M., & Howard, S. (2005). The ebb and flow of online learning. Computers in Human Behavior, 21(5), 745-771. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chb.2004.02.019 

President’s Committee of Advisors on Science and Technology. (2010). Prepare and Inspire: K-12 Education in Science, 
Technology, Engineering, and Math (STEM) for America’s Future. Washington, DC: Executive Office of the President. 
https://obamawhitehouse.archives.gov/sites/default/files/microsites/ostp/pcast-stem-ed-final.pdf 

Pusak, K. A., Treasure, D., Darst, P. W., & Pangazi, R. P. (2004). The effects of choice on the motivation of adolescent girls in physical 
education. Journal of Teaching in Physical Education, 23(1), 19–29. https://doi.org/10.1123/jtpe.23.1.19 

Rathunde, K. (2001). Family context and the development of undivided interest: A longitudinal study of family support and challenge and 
adolescents’ quality of experience. Applied Developmental Science, 5(3), 158-171.   http://dx.doi.org/10.1207/S1532480XADS0503_4 

Reeve, J., & Jang, H. (2006). What teachers say and do to support students’ autonomy during a learning activity. Journal of Educational 
Psychology, 98(1), 209 - 218. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-0663.98.1.209 

Reeve, J. (2002). Self-Determination Theory applied to educational settings. In R. M. Ryan & E. L. Deci (Eds.), Handbook of self-determination 
research (pp.183–203). University of Rochester.

Reeve, J. (2009). Why teachers adopt a controlling motivating style toward students and how they can become more autonomy 
supportive. Educational Psychologist, 44(3), 159–175. https://doi.org/10.1080/00461520903028990 

Rogers, Y., & Muller, H. (2006). A framework for designing sensor-based interactions to promote exploration and reflection in play. 
International Journal of Human-Computer Studies, 64(1), 1–14. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijhcs.2005.05.004 

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(5), 749–761. https://doi.org/10.1037//0022-3514.57.5.749 

Ryan, R. M., & Deci, E. L. (2000). Intrinsic and extrinsic motivations: classic definitions and new directions. Contemporary Educational 
Psychology, 25(1), 54-67. https://doi.org/10.1006/ceps.1999.1020 

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(5), 749 – 761. https://doi.org/10.1037//0022-3514.57.5.749 

Shen, C. Y., & Chu, H. P. (2014). The relations between interface design of digital game-based learning systems and flow experience and 
cognitive load of learners with different levels of prior knowledge. In P. L. P. Rau (Eds.), International Conference on Cross-Cultural Design 
2014. Lecture Notes in Computer Science (vol 8528., pp. 574-584). Springer, Cham. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-07308-8_55 

Shernoff, D., Csikszentmihalyi, M., Schneider, B., & Shernoff, E. (2003). Student engagement in high school classrooms from the perspective 
of flow theory. School Psychology Quarterly, 18(2), 158–176. https://doi.org/10.1521/scpq.18.2.158.21860 

Skadberg, Y. X., & Kimmel, J. R. (2004). Visitors’ flow experience while browsing a web site: Its measurement, contributing factors, and 
consequences. Computers in Human Behavior, 20(3), 403–422. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0747-5632(03)00050-5 

Sun, J. C. Y., Kuo, C. Y., Hou, H. T., & Lin, Y. Y. (2017). Exploring learners’ sequential behavioral patterns, flow experience, 
and learning performance in an anti-phishing educational game. Educational Technology & Society, 20(1), 45–60. 
https://www.ds.unipi.gr/et&s/journals/20_1/5.pdf 

Tavares, D. Freire, T., & Faria, S. (2019). Internal and External Factors Underlying Variations in Adolescents’ Daily Optimal Experiences. 
Journal of Research on Adolescence, 30(1), 266-284. https://doi.org/10.1111/jora.12522 

Taylor, C. M., Schepers, J., & Crous, F. (2006). Locus of control in relation to flow. Journal of Institutional Psychology, 32(3), 63–71. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.4102/sajip.v32i3.438 

The committee on STEM education of the National science & technology council. (2018). Charting a Course for Success: America’s Strategy 
for STEM Education. https://www.energy.gov/sites/prod/files/2019/05/f62/STEM-Education-Strategic-Plan-2018.pdf 

https://doi.org/10.33225/jbse/21.20.942

THE EFFECTS OF AUTONOMY-SUPPORTIVE AND CONTROLLING TEACHING BEHAVIORS ON 
PRIMARY STUDENTS’ STEM LEARNING PERFORMANCE AND FLOW EXPERIENCE
(pp. 942-955)



955

Journal of Baltic Science Education, Vol. 20, No. 6, 2021

ISSN 1648–3898     /Print/

ISSN 2538–7138 /Online/

Ulstad, S. O., Halvari, H., Sorebo, O., & Deci, E. L. (2018). Motivational predictors of learning strategies, participation, 
exertion, and performance in physical education: A randomized control trial. Motivation and Emotion, 42(4), 497–512. 
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11031-018-9694-2 

Wagner, L., Holenstein, M., Wepf, H., & Ruch, W. (2020). Character Strengths Are Related to Students’ Achievement, Flow Experiences, and 
Enjoyment in Teacher-Centered Learning, Individual, and Group Work Beyond Cognitive Ability. Frontiers in Psychology, 11(Jul), 
1324. https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2020.01324 

Wang, L. C., & Chen, M. P. (2010). The effects of game strategy and preference-matching on flow experience and programming performance in 
game-based learning. Innovations in Education and Teaching International, 47(1), 39–52. https://doi.org/10.1080/14703290903525838 

Wang, C. C., & Hsu, M. C. (2014). An exploratory study using inexpensive electroencephalography (EEG) to understand flow experience 
in computer-based instruction. Information & Management, 51(7), 912–923. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.im.2014.05.010 

Wang, W., Shi, R., & Li, X. (2017). Factors influencing the continuance intention of online learning from the perspective of flow theory. 
Distance Education in China, 5(May), 17-23+79. https://doi.org/10.13541/j.cnki.chinade.20170517.004 

Webster, J., Trevino, L. K., & Ryan, L. (1993). The dimensionality and correlates of flow in human-computer interactions. Computers in 
Human Behavior, 9(4), 411-426. https://doi.org/10.1016/0747-5632(93)90032-N 

Weinstein, S. M., Mermelstein, R. J., Hedeker, D., Hankin, B. L., & Flay, B. R. (2006). The time-varying influences of peer and family 
support on adolescent daily positive and negative affect. Journal of Clinical Child and Adolescent Psychology, 35(3), 420–430. 
https://doi.org/10.1207/s15374424jccp3503_7 

Yen, W. C., & Lin, H. H. (2020). Investigating the effect of flow experience on learning performance and entrepreneurial self-
efficacy in a business simulation systems context. Interactive Learning Environments. Advance online publication. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/10494820.2020.1734624 

Zhou, S, N., Zeng, H., Xu, S, R., Chen, L, C., & Xiao, H. (2019). Exploring changes in primary students’ attitudes towards science, technology, 
engineering and mathematics (STEM) across genders and grade levels. Journal of Baltic Science Education, 18(3), 466-480. 
https://dx.doi.org/10.33225/jbse/19.18.466  

Received: July 18, 2021 Accepted: November 30, 2021

Cite as: Ou, C.-y., Xu, S.-R., Lu, C.-T., Zhou, S.-N., & Xiao, H. (2021). The effects of autonomy-supportive and controlling teaching 
behaviors on primary students’ stem learning performance and flow experience. Journal of Baltic Science Education, 20(6), 
942-955. https://doi.org/10.33225/jbse/21.20.942 

Chu-yu Ou PhD, National Demonstration Center for Experimental Physics Education, 
School of Physics and Telecommunication Engineering, South China 
Normal University, Guangzhou 510006, China. 
mail: 2020010114@m.scnu.edu.cn  
ORCID: https://orcid.org/0000-0003-4402-2482 

Shao-Rui Xu MSc, Teacher, School of Electronics and Communication, Guangdong 
Mechanical & Electrical Polytechnic, Guangzhou 510550, China.
E-mail: jayxee@hotmail.co.uk 

Chu-Ting Lu MSc, School of Physics and Telecommunication Engineering, South China 
Normal University, Guangzhou 510006, China.  
E-mail: chutingjnu@163.com 

Shao-Na Zhou
(Corresponding author)

PhD, Associate Professor, National Demonstration Center for Experimental 
Physics Education, School of Physics and Telecommunication Engineering, 
South China Normal University, Guangzhou 510006, China.  
E-mail: zhou.shaona@m.scnu.edu.cn
ORCID: https://orcid.org/0000-0003-1455-5122 

Hua Xiao PhD, Professor, School of Physics and Telecommunication Engineering, 
South China Normal University, Guangzhou 510006, China.  
E-mail: xiaoh@scnu.edu.cn

https://doi.org/10.33225/jbse/21.20.942

THE EFFECTS OF AUTONOMY-SUPPORTIVE AND CONTROLLING TEACHING BEHAVIORS ON 
PRIMARY STUDENTS’ STEM LEARNING PERFORMANCE AND FLOW EXPERIENCE

(pp. 942-955)




