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ABSTRACT 

This research investigated the teachers’ and 
students’ perceptions of the use of power in the 
classroom.  Further more, the correlation of the use of 
power strategies and the efficiency of the students’ 
learning in the classroom were examined. The survey 
questionnaire is based on five potential bases of power 
identified by French and Raven (1986)—that is reward 
power, coercive power, referent power, legitimate 
power, and expert power.  The results revealed that 
students from Had Yai College, Yonok College, 
Kasem Bundit University, and Wongchavalitkul 
University have differing perceptions of their teachers’ 
use of power in the classroom.  With regard to the 
significant differences in the perceptions of teachers 
and students concerning the use of power in the 
classroom, the results indicated that teachers and 
students had differing perceptions of the use of reward 
and referent power in the classroom.  The students 
perceived that teachers employed coercive power and 
legitimate power more frequently than was perceived 
by teachers.  Meanwhile, the teachers perceived that 
they exercised reward power, referent power, and 
expert power in the classroom.  In terms of the 
correlation of the use of power strategies and the 
efficiency of the students’ learning in the classroom, 
the results showed that the teachers’ use of reward 
power, legitimate power, and expert power were 
associated with the students’ cognitive domain.  It 
further revealed that the use of reward power and 
legitimate power had a significant correlation with the 
students’ affective domain. 
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Effective communication has an important role  

in the classroom, especially communication between 
teachers and students. Teachers use communication   
as the educational medium for their students. The  
most important purpose of communication in the 
classroom is to change the cognitive and affective 
domains of the students. The cognitive domain 
concerns the knowledge and understanding gained 
from the content of the lesson. The affective domain 
concerns the learning about the attribution, motivation, 
and emotional response. 

Several researchers have indicated a relationship 
between the use of power and educational communi- 
cation (Hurt, Scott, & McCroskey, 1978; McCroskey 
& Richmond, 1983). Furthermore, they have pointed 

out that teachers use power in the classroom in order 
to influence their students. Hurt, Scott, and Mc- 
Croskey (1978) pointed out that teachers could not 
ignore the use of power in the classroom because 
teachers use power to influence and control their 
students.  

Power has been defined as “an individual’s 
potential to have an effect on another person’s or a 
group of persons’ behavior”. More specifically, power 
is defined as “the capacity to influence another person 
to do something he/she would not have done had 
he/she not been influenced” (Cartwright & Zander, 
cited in Richmond, McCroskey, Davis, & Koontz, 
1980, p.38; similar definitions can be found in 
Goldner, 1970; McClelland, 1975; Zalaznik & Kets de 
Vries, 1975). The students accept the power that their 
teacher uses in the classroom in order to achieve their 
educational goals such as high grades or performance 
improvement. 

French and Raven (1968) identified five potential 
bases of power: coercive power, reward power, 
legitimate power, referent power, and expert power. 
According to French and Raven (1968), reward power 
is the ability to control others by giving a reward, 
either directly or indirectly, such as extra money, a 
good grade, a promotion, a salary increase, or expres- 
sing admiration. Conversely, the ability to control 
through the use of punishment, such as a demotion, a 
salary decrease, or by complaining, is coercive power.  
Referent power depends on identification (Daniels, 
Spiker, & Papa, 1997). Identification in this context is 
the desire or satisfaction to be like another person. For 
example, many young Thais would like to be success- 
ful and famous like Tiger Woods. Daniels, Spiker, and 
Papa (1997) pointed out that “ expert power is based 
on the perception that a person possesses some special 
knowledge that is required to solve a problem, perform 
a task, or decide on a course of action”(p. 252). Others 
follow that person because they believe that person 
possesses specialized knowledge. Finally, legitimate 
power is based on the acceptance of the internal norms 
and values of authority and the right to exercise that 
authority over others. For example, employees accept 
the direction of their managers and supervisors 
because of the power of authority.  

The hypothesis being explored in this research is 
that there is a correlation between the use of power    
and the educational communication in the classroom, 
and that this stimulates a change in the cognitive        
and affective domains of the students. This research    



utilizes a survey questionnaire to investigate the 
teachers’ and students’ perceptions of the bases of 
power present or employed in four private universities 
in Thailand. 

 

PURPOSE OF THE STUDY 
The primary purpose of the present research is to 

study the teachers’ and students’ perceptions of the  
use of power in the classroom. The secondary purpose 
is to study the correlation between the use of power 
strategies and the efficiency of student learning in the 
classroom.  The survey questionnaire is based on the 
five potential bases of power identified by French and 
Raven (1968).  The following three hypotheses were 
investigated: 

H1: There are significant differences between the 
perceptions of male and female students concerning 
the types of power used in the classroom.  

H2: Teachers’ perceptions of the types of power 
used will be significantly different from students’ 
perceptions. 

H3: Teachers’ perceptions of the use of power 
will be positively correlated with their students’ 
learning efficiency in their classroom. 
 
METHODOLOGY 

The present research investigates the teachers’        
and students’ perceptions of the use of power in          
the classroom in four Thai private universities. 
Additionally, the relationship between the type of 
power used (as perceived by teachers and by students) 
and the students’ learning efficiency in the classroom 
was examined.  
 
ORGANIZATIONS 

Teachers and students from four Thai private 
universities participated in this research. Simple ran- 
dom sampling was utilized to select Yonok College 
from seven universities from the north of Thailand; 
Had Yai College was selected as representative of   
five universities from the south of Thailand; Kasem 
Bundit University and Wongchavalitkul Univeristy 
were representatives of the central and the north-east 
of Thailand.   
 
SUBJECTS 

Using a table of random numbers, the researcher 
randomly selected 95 teachers and 364 students from 
the total of 1,519 students attending Had Yai College, 
and 73 teachers and 345 students from the total of 
2,607 students attending Yonok College. 13 teachers 
(female = 9, 69.23 %; male = 4, 30.97%) and 364 
students (female = 323, 88.74 %; male = 41, 11.26 %) 
returned completed questionnaires from Had Yai 
College. Seventy-two teachers (female = 44, 61.11 %;  
 

 

male = 28, 38.89%) and 259 students (female = 196, 
75.67%; male = 63, 24.32%) returned completed ques- 
tionnaires from Yonok College.  The majority of 
Yonok students (32.4% or n= 85) were fourth year 
students while the majority of Had Yai students 
(50.7% or n = 187) were third year students.  The 
majority of Had Yai teachers and Yonok teachers (n = 
7, 1.9% for Had Yai teachers and n = 36, 6.8% for 
Yonok teachers) have worked as instructors for less 
than 5 years.   

From the other pair of private universities, the 
researcher randomly selected 173 teachers and 300 
students from the total of 14,259 students attending 
Kasem Bundit University, and 92 teachers and 487 
students from the total of 3,856 students attending 
Wongchavalitkul University.  Two hundred and ninety 
students (male = 147, 50.69%; female = 143, 49.31%) 
and one hundred seventy three teachers (male = 101, 
57.4 %; female = 72, 42.0%) returned completed 
questionnaires from Kasem Bundit University.  Three 
hundred and forty eight students (male = 102, 29.31%; 
female = 246, 70.69%) and ninety teachers (male = 43, 
47.78%; female = 47, 52.22%) returned completed 
questionnaires from Wongchavalitkul University. 
 
INSTRUMENTS 

Two slightly different questionnaires were used 
in the research, one for the teachers and one for the 
students. The primary difference between the ques- 
tionnaires was that the questionnaire intended for the 
students contained a section of questions that focused 
on the learning efficiency. That section was omitted 
from the questionnaires sent to the teachers. 

 
Part 1: Demographic Questions 

With respect to the demographic questions, the 
teachers were asked to provide information about their 
age, sex, education level, marital status, income per 
month, tenure, faculty rank, and position held within 
their organization. Students were asked to provide 
information about their age, sex, year of study, major, 
and GPA.  

 
Part 2: The Perceived Power Questionnaire  

The Perceived Power Questionnaire is divided 
into 5 categories: coercive power (5 items), reward 
power (5 items), legitimate power (5 items), referent 
power (5 items), and expert power (5 items). Res- 
pondents indicated their opinions on a 5-point Likert 
Scale (strongly agree, agree, sometimes true & some- 
times false or undecided, disagree, and strongly 
disagree).  This questionnaire was adapted from a 
modified version of the Power Based Measure (PBM) 
created by Roach (1994) in order to measure the 
students’ and instructors’ overall use of power.  The 
reliability of this questionnaire in Western society was  
 

 



estimated for the overall PBM at .90 using Cronbach’s 
alpha. When broken down into the different types of 
power, the reliabilities for students were .74 for 
coercive, .73 for reward, .75 for legitimate, .73 for 
expert, and .71 for referent power.  For instructors, the 
power mea- sures were .76, .70, .73, .76, and .75, 
respectively.   

 
Part 3: The Learning Efficiency Questionnaire 

This questionnaire focuses on the learning 
efficiency in the cognitive and affective domains, for 
the students at Yonok College, Had Yai College, 
Kasem Bundit University and Wongchavalitkul 
University. The Learning Efficiency Questionnaire 
contains 5 items.  Respondents were asked to use a 1-9 
scale to indicate their perceptions of their cognitive  
and affective learning. For example, a score of “1” 
indicates a perception that little to no knowledge was 
gained from a lesson while a score of “9” indicates a 
perception that the student got the most knowledge 
from that lesson. The reliabilities for each of the 
measures for the student sample were above .90. 

A cover letter written in Thai described the 
nature of the research, and the purpose of the present 
study, and assured participants of the confidentiality 
of their responses. 
 

PRE-TEST 

The primary purpose of the pre-test was to gain 
information about: (a) the clarity of the questionnaire, 
(b) the clarity of the instructions, (c) the clarity of the 
sequence of questionnaire items, and (d) the format.  

Fourteen instructors and 250 students at the 
faculty of Arts, Rangsit University, were asked about 
the clarity and comprehensibility of the questionnaire 
items and answered the questionnaire.  The final 
version of the translated survey, which consisted of a 
cover letter, demographic questionnaire, Perceived 
Power Questionnaire, and Learning Efficiency Ques- 
tionnaire, was sent to these respondents. 

The respondents commented on the wording of 
the questions, the confusing nature of the instructions 
for the Learning Efficiency Questionnaire, and the 
sequence of the questionnaire items (especially with 
respect to the Perceived Power Questionnaire).  The 
researcher rewrote the instructions for the Learning 
Efficiency Questionnaire to remove some ambiguity.  
The format of the questionnaire was also improved for 
more clarity.  The results indicated that the students 
perceived that teachers used expert power, legitimate, 
referent, reward, and coercive power respectively.  
Similarly, teachers perceived that they used expert 
power most frequently in the classroom. 

 

RELIABILITY  
The reliability was .73 and .71 for the 18-item 

Perceived Power Questionnaire (PPQ) for Had Yai 
and Yonok Colleges. For Kasem Bundit University 
and Wongchavalitkul University, the reliabilities were 
.81 and .74. With respect to the Learning Efficiency 
Ques- tionnaire (LEQ), the reliability for Yonok and 
Had Yai Colleges were .69 and .84.  The reliabilities  
for Kasem Bundit University and Wongchavalitkul  
Univer sity were .89 and .81. The reliability of            
the Perceived Power Questionnaire and Learning  
Efficiency Questionnaire was moderate to high for   
four colleges.  Also, the reliability measures from 
previous studies of both questionnaires done in the   
west were moderate to high.  Consequently, the 
researcher believes the Perceived Power Question-  
naire and Learning Efficiency Questionnaire are 
appropriate for the present research because of their 
moderate to high reliability coefficients. 

 

VALIDITY  
The researcher employed the factor analysis  

(Principle Competence Analysis with Varimax 
Rotation) to investigate the validity of the 18-item 
Perceived Power Questionnaire (PPQ) and to deter-  
mine empirically the validity of the instruments when 
implemented in Thai culture. 
 

RESULTS 

SPSS/Window 8.0 (Statistical Package for Social 
Sciences) was employed to examine the three hypo- 
theses; the criterion for acceptance of significant 
findings was set at the .05 level.  A two-way MANOVA 
was employed to determine the significant differences, 
if any, between two groups of independent variables 
(students’ gender or teachers’ gender and organiza- 
tional type) on one group of dependent variables (the 
scores of five types of power).  Independent t-test was 
used to examine the differences between teachers’ 
perceptions as compared with students’ perceptions 
towards the use of power in the classroom.  In 
addition, a stepwise multiple regression analysis was 
employed to examine the intercorrelation between    
the predictors and the relationship, if any, and  
between  the overall score for the use of power and  
the students’ cognitive and affective domains score. 

The researcher examined two hypotheses  
through multivariate factorial analysis and indepen- 
dent t-test respectively.  If the multivariate test were 
significant, the univariate analysis would be conducted 
to see which dependent variable contributed to that 
significant difference.   

 

 

 



Table 1: Multivariate results for the effect of students’ gender on their perception of teachers’ use of power in the 
classroom 

Organ. Effect      Value             F Hypothesis df Prob. Observed Power 
Had Yai  Hotelling’s Trace .078 1.849 5.000 .025* .946 
Yonok Hotelling’s Trace .104 2.652 5.000 .004* .964 
Kasem Hotelling’s Trace .031 .873 5.000 .558 .467 
Wong. Hotelling’s Trace .061 2.927 5.000 .001* .980 

Note. Computed using alpha = .05. 
 
 
Table 2: Univariate Analysis of Variance for the effect of students’ gender on their perceptions of teachers’ 
                use of power 

Organizations/ Depend. V. df F Prob. Observed Power 
Had Yai: Reward 

  Coercive 
  Legitimate 
  Referent 
  Expert 

 1 
 1 
 1 
 1 
 1 

1.446 
5.684 
  .646 
  .255 
8.818 

   .614 
   .422 
   .003* 
   .018* 
   .124 

.079 

.126 

.842 

.662 

.851 
Yonok:    Reward 

  Coercive 
  Legitimate 
  Referent 
  Expert 

 1 
 1 
 1 
 1 
 1 

  .527 
5.743 
4.108 
8.355 
  .954 

   .468 
   .010* 
   .044* 
   .004* 

      .509 

.112 

.735 

.523 

.821 

.642 
Kasem:    Reward 

  Coercive 
  Legitimate 
  Referent 
  Expert 

 1 
 1 
 1 
 1 
 1 

1.171 
1.010 
1.220 
  .702 
1.642 

   .294 
   .445 
   .278 
   .749 
   .087 

.740 

.657 

.631 

.408 

.818 
Wong:     Reward 

  Coercive 
  Legitimate 
  Referent 
  Expert 

 1 
 1 
 1 
 1 
 1 

  1.934 
    .663 
    .831 
    .790 
  1.430 

     .016* 
     .882 
     .627 
     .671 
     .149 

  .962 
  .444 
  .516 
  .490 
  .784 

Note. *Computed using alpha <.05 
Gender = Male and female students. 
 
 
Table 3: Means for male and female students and the use of power in the classroom 

Depend. Variable Type Sex Mean Standard Deviation 
Reward 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

           Had Yai 
 
           Yonok 
 
           Kasem 
 
           Wong. 
 

Male 
Female 
Male 
Female 
Male 
Female 
Male 
Female 

3.648 
3.503 
3.406 
3.386 
3.381 
3.439 
3.440 
3.510 

.552 

.515 

.561 

.533 

.656 

.620 

.650 

.550 
Coercive 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

           Had Yai 
 
           Yonok 
 
           Kasem 
 
           Wong. 
 

Male 
Female 
Male 
Female 
Male 
Female 
Male 
Female 

2.500 
2.993 
2.773 
2.886 
3.068 
3.072 
3.103 
2.976 

.590 

.620 

.712 

.612 

.724 

.775 

.657 

.708 



Legitimate Had Yai 
 
Yonok 
 
Kasem 
 
Wong. 
. 

Male 
Female 
Male 
Female 
Male 
Female 
Male 
Female 

3.479 
3.495 
3.539 
3.779 
3.553 
3.687 
3.425 
3.434 

.730 

.852 

.654 

.611 

.799 

.774 

.846 

.792 
Referent 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Had Yai 
 
Yonok 
 
Kasem 
 
Wong. 
 

Male 
Female 
Male 
Female 
Male 
Female 
Male 
Female 

3.301 
3.360 
3.021 
3.338 
3.319 
3.392 
3.293 
3.494 

.921 

.919 

.836 

.909 

.817 

.847 

.859 

.792 
Expert Had Yai 

 
Yonok 
 
Kasem 
 
Wong. 

Male 
Female 
Male 
Female 
Male 
Female 
Male 
Female 

3.590 
4.103 
3.735 
3.515 
3.714 
3.953 
3.870 
4.170 

            1.158 
.999 
.954 

            1.433 
.912 
.882 

            1.04 
              .90 

 
 
Hypothesis One: Hypothesis one predicted that there 
would be significant differences in the perceptions of 
male and female students towards the use of power in 
the classroom.  

Hypothesis one was partially supported.  The 
multivariate results indicated that the Had Yai, Yonok, 
and Wongchavalitkul male and female student were 
significantly different in terms of their perceptions of 
the teachers’ use of power in the classroom (T2 = .078, 
F(5,359) = 1.849, p<.05 for Had Yai students; T2 = .104, 
F(5,254) = 2.652, p<.05 for Yonok students and T2 = 
.061, F(5,343) = 2.927, p <.05 for Wongchavalitkul 
students--see table 1, p. 4).  Besides, the multivariate 
results indicated that the Kasem Bundit male and 
female students had no significant difference in 
perceptions towards the teacher’s use of power in the 
classroom (T2 = .031, F(5,482) = .873, p >.05, see table 
1,p. 4).  

In addition, the univariate results suggest that   
the male and female students from Had Yai College 
had significantly different perceptions regarding the 
teachers’ use of legitimate power and referent power 
in the classroom (F(1,363) = .646; .255, p < .05—see 
table 2, p. 4). Besides that, the male and female 
students from Yonok College also had significantly 
different perceptions regarding the teachers’ use of 
coercive power, legitimate power, and referent power 
in the classroom (F(1,258) = 5.743; 4.108; 8.355, p <  
.05-- table 2, p. 4).  In addition, the male and female 
students from Wongchavalitkul University had 
significantly different perceptions regarding the 
teachers’ use of reward power in the classroom (F(1,347) 

= 1.934, p<.05 --see table 2, p. 4 , while the students  
 

from Kasem Bundit University had no significantly 
different perceptions regarding the teachers’ use of 
power in the classroom.   

The mean score further suggested that the female 
students from Kasem Bundit University and Wong- 
chavalitkul University perceived reward power as 
being used more frequently than did the male students 
(Mean = 3.439 versus 3.381 for Kasem Bundit Univer- 
sity; Mean = 3.510 versus 3.440 for Wongchavalitkul 
University).  On the other hand, the male students 
from Had Yai College and Yonok College perceived 
reward power as being used more frequently than did 
the female students (Mean = 3.648 versus 3.503 for Had 
Yai College; Mean = 3.406 versus 3.386 for Yonok 
College --see table 3, p. 4). 

The mean score showed that the female students 
from Had Yai College, Yonok College, and Kasem 
Bundit University perceived coercive power as being 
used more frequently than did the male students  
(Mean = 2.993 versus 2.500 for Had Yai College; 
Mean = 2.886 versus 2.773 for Yonok College; Mean 
= 3.072 versus 3.068 for Kasem Bundit University). 
On the contrary, the male students from Wong- 
chavalitkul University perceived coercive power as 
being used more frequently than the female students 
(Mean = 3.103 versus 2.976--see table 3,p.4). 

The female students from Had Yai College, 
Yonok College, Kasem Bundit University, and Wong- 
chavalitkul University perceived legitimate and 
referent powers as being used more frequently than  
the male students (Mean = 3.495, 3.360 versus 3.479, 
3.301 for Had Yai College; Mean = 3.779, 3.338 
versus 3.539, 3.021 for Yonok College; Mean = 3.687,  
 



3.392 versus 3.553, 3.319 for Kasem Bundit Uni- 
versity, and Mean = 3.434, 3.494 versus 3.425, 3.293 
for Wongchavalitkul University). 

The mean score indicated that the female 
students from Had Yai College, Kasem Bundit 
University, and Wongchavalitkul University perceived 
expert power as being used more frequently than the 

male students (Mean = 4.103 versus 3.590 for Had Yai 
College; Mean = 3.953 versus 3.714 for Kasem Bundit 
University; Mean = 4.170 versus 3.870 for Wong- 
chavalitkul University).  The mean score also showed 
that the male students from Yonok College perceived 
expert power as being used more frequently than the 
female students (Mean = 3.735 versus 4.103).   

 
 
Table 4: T-test of the perceptions of teachers and students towards the use of power in the classroom 
                Power Dimensions                  t                  df                 Prob. 
1. Reward            -4.421   1759    .000* 
2. Coercive 1.108   1759    .268 
3. Referent            -2.459   1759    .014* 
4. Legitimate             1.473   1759    .141 
5. Expert             -.879   1759    .379 

Note. Computed using alpha = .05 
 
 
Table 5: Means for teachers and students’ perceptions of the use of power in the classroom 
      Power Dimensions     Type of Respondents            N            Mean    Std. Deviation 
1. Reward Students 

Teachers 
 1409 
   352 

 3.460 
 3.621 

.577 

.726 
2. Coercive Students 

Teachers 
 1409 
   352 

 3.026 
 2.977 

.680 

.961 
3. Referent Students 

Teachers 
 1409 
   352  

 3.363 
 3.490 

.865 

.879 
4. Legitimate Students 

Teachers 
 1409 
   352 

 3.542 
 3.470 

.792 

.928 
5. Expert Students 

Teachers 
 1409 
   352 

 3.922 
 3.975 

       1.061 
         .863 

 
 
Hypothesis two: Hypothesis two predicted that there 
would be significant differences in the perceptions of 
the teachers as compared with the students concerning   
the use of power in the classroom. 

Hypothesis two was supported.  T-test results 
indicated that the teachers and students were signi- 
ficantly different in their perception of the use of 
reward and referent power in the classroom (t1759 =       
-4.421, p<.05, and t 1759 = -2.459, p<.05, see table 4, 
p.6). Examination of the mean scores indicated that  

the students perceived that teachers employed coercive 
power and legitimate power more frequently than   
was perceived by the teachers (Mean = 3.026 versus 
2.977; and Mean = 3.542 versus 3.470, see table 5, 
p.6). The mean score also showed that the teachers 
perceived that they exercised reward power, referent 
power, and expert power in the classroom (Mean = 
3.621 versus 3.460; Mean = 3.490 versus 3.363; and 
Mean = 3.975 versus 3.922, see table 5, p. 6).  

 
 
Table 6: Multiple Stepwise Regression for students’ cognitive with the predicting the use of power in  
               the classroom 
          Step                          Variables       R          R2               Beta 
           1                            Reward     .145        .021               .066 
           2                          Legitimate     .088         .008              -.140 
           3                            Expert      .131        .017               .066 

Note. Variables not include in equation: coercive and referent power. Computed using alpha = .05 
 
 
 
 
 



Table 7: Analysis of Variance performed on the Regression Equation predicting cognitive domain 
     Source of Variation         df  Sum of Squares    Mean Square          F       Prob. 
Regression          3         195.012         65.004     10.054      .000* 
Residual       1405       9083.874           6.465   

 
 
Table 8: Multiple Stepwise Regression for students’ effective with the predicting the use of power in the classroom 

Step           Variables             R             R2            Beta 
                     1            Reward           .103           .011            .082 
                     2          Legitimate           .124           .015            .071 

Note. Computed using alpha =.05 
 
Table 9: Performed on the Regression Equation predicting affective domain 

     Source of Variation        df   Sum of Squares   Mean Square          F       Prob. 
Regression         2           75.227          37.613      7.996      .000* 
Residual      1032       4854.521            4.704   

 
 
Hypothesis three.  Hypothesis three predicted that  
the teachers’ perceptions of the use of power would  
be positively correlated with the students’ perceptions 
of the learning efficiency in their classroom.  

This hypothesis was supported.  A stepwise 
multiple regression analysis indicated that the use of 
reward power, legitimate power, and expert power 
yielded a significant correlation with the students’ 
cognitive domain (F(3,1405) = 10.054, p<.05, see table 8 , 
p. 7). The use of reward power accounted for 2.1 % of 
the total variance on the cognitive domain (R2 = .021).  
In addition, the use of legitimate power and expert 
power accounted for .08% and 1.7% respectively of 
the total variance on the cognitive domain (R2 = .008 
and .017).  

In order to compare the relative effect, beta 
weights were calculated.  These beta weights are 
shown in Table 6.  The variables are ordered from two 
largest beta sizes, associated on the positive end with 
reward power (.066), and expert power (.066) and the 
negative end with legitimate power (-.140).  The beta 
size explains the association among the predictors 
(reward power, legitimate power, and expert power) 
and the cognitive domain. The beta weights reveal that 
the association between reward power and expert 
power and the cognitive domain is positive (.066 
versus .066), while the association between the 
legitimate power and the cognitive domain is negative 
(.140).  

As can be seen in Table 9, the use of reward 
power and legitimate power yielded a significant 
correlation with the students’ affective domain (F(2,1032) 
= 7.996, p<.05, see table 9, p. 7). The use of reward 
power and legitimate power accounted for 1.1 % and 
1.5% respectively of the total variance on the effective 
domain (R2 = .011 and .015). The beta weights 
indicated that the association between reward power 
and legitimate power and the affective domain were 
positive (082 and .071, see table 8, p. 7).  

 

DISCUSSION 
The present research investigated the students’ 

and teachers’ perceptions of the use of power in the 
classroom and the correlation between the use of 
power and the students’ learning efficiency in the 
classroom.  The researcher employed the Power Per -
ceived Questionnaire (PPQ) based on the five bases   
of power.  Students and teachers attending Had Yai 
College, Yonok College, Kasem Bundit University 
and Wong- chavalitkul University participated in this 
research. 

The results indicate that the students from Had 
Yai College, Yonok College, Kasem Bundit Uni- 
versity and Wongchavalitkul University have differing 
perceptions of their teachers’ use of power in the 
classroom.  The results also indicate that the male and 
female students from Had Yai College had signi- 
ficantly different perceptions regarding the teachers’ 
use of legitimate power and referent power in the 
classroom.  Besides that, the male and female 
students from Yonok College also had significantly 
different perceptions concerning the teachers’ use of 
coercive power, legitimate power, and referent power 
in the classroom.  Furthermore, the male and female 
students from Wongchavalitkul University had 
significantly different perceptions regarding the 
teachers’ use of reward power in the classroom.  The 
students from Kasem Bundit University had no 
significantly different perceptions regarding the 
teachers’ use of power in the classroom. 

Comparing the significant differences in the 
perceptions of the teachers and students concerning 
the use of power in the classroom, the results show 
that the teachers and students had differing 
perceptions of the use of reward and referent power 
in the classroom.  The students perceived that the 
teachers employed coercive power and legitimate 
power more frequently than was perceived by the 
teachers.  Meanwhile, the teachers perceived that they  
 



exercised reward power, referent power, and expert 
power in the classroom.  The results contradicted the 
previous research (Richmond and McCroskey, 1984 
and Swasburi O, 2000).  Richmond and McCroskey 
(1984) indicated that the students perceived 
themselves and their teachers as using expert and 
legitimate power most frequently.  Further, Swasburi 
(2000) also indicated that the teachers and their 
students perceived that the teachers employed expert 
power most frequently.  Then the researcher suggests 
that the results may concern the problem of com- 
munication and interpretation among the teachers and 
students towards the use of power in the classroom.  
What a teacher thinks he/she does may differ from 
how a student interprets their teachers’ use of power in 
the classroom. 

Richmond and McCroskey (1984) pointed out 
that the teachers’ reward power is not associated with 
the students affective and cognitive learning.  On the 
other hand, the present research indicates that the 
teachers’ use of reward power, legitimate power, and 
expert power is associated with the students’ cognitive 
domain, as illustrated by two equal largest beta sizes, 
associated on the positive end with reward power and 
expert power and the negative end with legitimate 
power. The use of reward power and expert power 
correlated positively with the students’ cognitive 
domain.  The researcher further found that the use of 
reward power and legitimate power had the significant 
correlation with the students’ affective domain. From 
the results, the researcher may conclude that the use of 
reward power will be positively correlated to the Thai 
students’ cognitive and effective domain.  The present 
results contradict the Richmond and McCroskey’s 
research (1984).  The researcher recommends that 
there should be further study in a focus group of 
teachers and students in order to understand the 
reasons why teachers exert the kinds of power used in 
the classroom. 
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