',li"li ib:d'(:::["""i‘::Vt;;leﬁ:hﬂéposf and r?cent .rziseczrch in Greece shows that the social approvel goal
1973, There)‘me ot ek ree(l; word‘ c':gcpl, which in English means love {Papaicannou 2001b; Tri-
rothonchid i ree dwﬁr s depicting i.he meaning of love. "Agapi” expresses the warm emotion
o f o ui:p_ an I"e oppfovcl of‘ln-group members. Instead, the positive emotion between
e the sords ”GPI?]Y |F”’ i ;5 ”USUO y dle'zp‘lcted wnI: 'h? word “erofas”. This creates problems in translation,
l approval fro;?q nF:embn U?thlfos (it means “he is loved” - by others) express much better the concept
lkod or “s /o e o :ff; :”! be group, than any other Greek word. In English, people prefer the words
ho know Greeh, 1 cepted’, but if lhes'e wards were used in item translation, then they would mislead

reek. Hence, in item ranslation the word “love” was chosen, but the readers should bear in

e abovemenlioned different meanings of this word in English and Greek.
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ABSTRACT

Previous studies in both educational and sport settings have examined the relation-
ship between teachers’ and coaches’ expectations and behaviors towards students
and athletes. The purpose of the present study was to extend this line of research
by examining the effects of teachers' expectations about students’ motivation on
the frequency of controlling and autonomy-supportive behaviors. Following the as-
sessment of teachers’ expectations about students’ motivation and the assessment
of students’ self-determined motivation at the end of the first lesson, the interactions
between PE teachers from nine classes and 172 students were videotaped and sys-
tematically coded during the six following gymnastics courses. Analyses revealed
that (1) teachers’ expectations were not related to students’ initial self-determined

Teachers’ Expeciations abowt Students” Motwation

motivation, (2) overall, teachers interacted less frequently with students that they

expected to be more motivated, and (3) teachers were much more controlling with
students that they believed to be not motivated. The results are discussed in terms of
the consequences of this differentiated treatment for students’ autonomous motiva-

tion.

Key words: expectations effect, self-determination theory, motivation, differen-

tial treatment, autonomy-support, control, teaching behaviors.

A considerable amount of research in the last 20 years has examined the implications of
being intrinsically or extrinsically motivated in the classroom. More specifically, research
guided by self-defermination theory (SDT; see Deci, Vallerand, Pelletier, & Ryan, 1991;
Deci & Ryan, 1985, 2000; Reeve, 2002; Ryan & Deci, 2000, 2002 for reviews), has
shown that the extent to which students’ behaviors are intrinsically motivated and autono-
mous (i.e., fully volitional, freely pursued and wholly endorsed by the self] as opposed

Corresponding author: Dr. Philippe Sarrazin, “Laboratoire Sport et Environnement Social” (E.A. 3742),

UFRAPS - Université J. Fourier, Grenoble I. BP 53 - 38041 Grenoble Cedex 9 - France. E-mail: phitippe.sar-

razin@ujf-grenoble.fr

283


http://www.cutepdf.com

P. G. Sarrazin, D. P. Tessier, L. G. Pelletier, D. O. Trouilloud, J. P. Chanal

fo exirinsically motivated and controlled (i.e., pressured and directed by external or
internal forces leaving people feeling like they have no choice), have important conse-
quences for the quality of students’ learning, performance, and well-being.

According to SDT, the central concept that could explain the relationship between
the students’ motivation and their experience in the classroom is the degree to which
their behaviors are self-determined. SDT proposes different types of motivation (Deci &
Ryan, 1985, 2000; Ryan & Deci, 2002) which can be ordered along a continuum rang-
ing from high (intrinsic motivation, integrated and identified regulation} to low [introject-
ed, external regulation, and amotivation) levels of self-determination. Intrinsic motivation
(i.e., when people do an activity for the pleasure it provides or for its own sake] is highly
autonomous and represents the prototype of self-determination, whereas amotivation
(L., when individuals do not perceive contingency between their actions and subse-
quent outcomes, do not value the activity, or felt incompetent] is the least self-determined
type of motivation. External regulation (i.e., when people behave in order to attain @
desired consequence such as fangible rewards or to avoid a threatened punishment],
introjected regulation [i.e., when individuals do behaviors in order to avoid anxiety or
to experience ego-enhancing pride), identified regulation (i.e., when people choice fully
decide to engage in behavior that is not interesting per se, but nevertheless important,
because it helps them reach valued personal goals), and integrated regulation (i.e.,
when activity is Fully assimitated to the self because it has been evaluated and brought
into congruence or harmony with other aspects of an individual’s values and identity}’
are four different forms of motivation ordered from lower to higher levels of self-deter-
mination, that fall between intrinsic motivation and amotivation. Much research now
supports the self-determination confinuum in the realms of education (e.g., Vallerand, Pel-
letier, Blais, Briére, Senécal, & Valligres, 1993), sport (e.g., Pelletier, Fortier, Vallerand,
Tuson, Brigre, & Blais, 1995) or exercise {e.g., Li, 1999).

Because it is postulated that higher levels of self-determination are associated with
better psychological functioning, SDT proposes that the extent to which an individual is
self-determined is strongly reflected in the quality of his or her experience. For example,
it has been shown that higher levels of self-determined motivation are related to sev-
eral positive outcomes, such as effort, academic achievement, engagement, quality of
conceptual learning, preference for optimal challenge, creativity, rates of refention (see
Reeve, 2002; Ryan & Deci, 2000, for reviews). Although research within the sport or
physical education (PE) confext are more scarce, they also confirm the results observed
in the education domain (see Vallerand & Rousseau, 2001, for a review). For example
studies have shown that self-determined motivation is a significant predictor of |ong-rern;
perseverance in handball {Sarrazin, Vallerand, Guillet, Pelletier, & Cury, 2002) or in
swimming (Pelletier, Fortier, Vallerand, & Brigre, 2001). It also predicts positively the

_ . .
hThls regulalxo.n was not assessed in the present study because pilot data collected during the development of
the SMS (Pelletier et al., 1995) revealed that this regulation did not emerge as a perceived reason for participa-

tion in the physical domain, Furthermore, this b ivati
. , ype of motivation seems more often encountered
rather than children {Vallerand, 1997). rlred among acls
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intention of being physically active in the future or to play sport (e.g., Ntoumanis, 2001;
Pelletier et al., 1995; Standage, Duda, & Ntoumanis, 2003) and self-reported effort in
PE (Ntoumanis, 2001} or in sport {Pelletier et al., 1995), and negatively with boredom
in PE (Ntoumanis, 2001).

THE DETERMINANTS OF MOTIVATION

According to SDT, the type of motivation people manifest within a particular confext is
strongly related to the satisfaction of basic psychological needs within that context. That
is, the more factors in the social environment that support the needs for autonomy {ie.
feeling like the ‘origin’ and not the ‘pawn’ of one's actions), competence |i.e., feeling ef-
fective in one's ongoing interactions), and relatedness fi.e., feeling connected to others,
to caring for and being cared for by those others), the more people will be inirinsically
and autonomously motivated {Deci & Ryan, 1985, 2000; Ryan & Deci, 2002). More
specifically, in the oducational context, research reveals that the degree to which teach-
ers are autonomy supportive versus controlling has a particularly imporfant effect on
students’ motivation (Deci, Eghrari, Patrick, & Leone, 1994; Reeve, Bolt, & Cai, 1999;
Vallerand et al., 1997; see Reeve, 2002; Ryan & Deci, 2000, for reviews). In essence,
autonomy-supportive teachers are responsive {e.g., spend time listening, acknowledge
the student's feelings and perspective), supportive (e.g., praise the quality of perfor-
mance), explicative (e.g., provide a rafionale for tasks and limits), and provide choice
and opportunities for initiative taking and independent work. In opposition, controlling
teachers essentially take charge (e.g., hold the instructional materials, use directives/
commands), shape students toward a right answer [e.g., give solution), and motivate
through pressure (e.g., threats, criticisms and deadlines) (see Reeve, 2002; Ryan & Deci,
2000, and Mageau & Vallerand, 2003, for reviews respectively in educational and
sport domains).

THE DETERMINANTS OF TEACHERS INTERPERSONAL BEHAVIORS

Given the importance of these dimensions of teaching behaviors for student’s motivation
and subsequent educational outcomes, it is important to understand why some teachers
provide more aufonomy support while others are primarily controlling. Few studies have
investigated this issue. For example, it has been shown that some teachers' character-
istics like their general orientation foward behaving with others in a controlling versus
autonomy supportive way (e.g., Deci, Schwartz, Sheinman, & Ryan, 1981), their own
motivational orientation (e.g., Pelletier, Séguin-Lévesque, & legault, 2002; Wild, Enzle,
Nix, & Deci, 1997), and (c} their lay theories regarding ways of optimizing intrinsic
mofivation [e.g., Boggiano, Barrett, Weiher, McClelland, & Lusk, 1987) represent predic-
tors of their teaching behaviors. Research has also demonstrated that some contextual
factors have an influence on feachers’ interpersonal behaviors. Among thase factors,
two important sources of influence have been identified: the pressure from above and a
pressure from below (Pelletier, et al., 2002). The pressure from above relates to pressures
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that are placed on teachers by demands in the school organization. For example, when
higher authorities impose restrictions about a curriculum {e.g., Pelletier et al., 2002] or
when teachers are responsible for their students being able to perform up to standards
le.g., Deci, Spiegel, Ryan, Koestner, & Kauffman, 1982), then teachers tend to become
more controlling with their students. The pressure from below relates to the influence
that students may have on teachers. For example, the students’ performance and their
behavior at school can entail more or less controlling behaviors among teachers. More
specifically, students who are listless or disruptive create tension for teachers, which can
easily push them to become controlling with these students.

THE EFFECTS OF TEACHERS EXPECTATIONS

An interesting aspect of the influence of students’ characteristics on teacher behaviors
is that this influence is not only determined by the actual students’ characteristics but
also by the teachers’ perceptions or beliefs about those characteristics. For instance, a
considerable amount of studies on self-fulfilling prophecies have shown that teachers’
beliefs about their students’ abilities or motivation had an influence on their behaviors
towards their students,

Merton (1948) first introduced the term of self-fulfilling prophecy to refer to circum-
stances in which people’s belief or expectation about something could lead them to
behave in ways that cause the belief to come true even if the belief was initially incor
rect. In educational context, the phenomenon is better known as “Pygmalion effect”
[Rosenthal & Jacobson, 1968). In the last thirty years, this topic has generated many
studies in the education domain (see, Good & Brophy, 2000; Jussim, Smith, Madon,
& Palumbo, 1998, for reviews), in physical education classes or in competitive sport
confext {see, Horn, Lox, & Llabrador, 1998; Martinek, 1989, 1991; for reviews). In all of
these contexts the researchers [e.g., Good & Brophy, 2000; Horn et al., 1998; Jussim
et al., 1998; Martinek, 1989) generally agree on several steps by which expectancies
cf::n be se_lF’Fulﬁlling: (a} the perceiver [e.g., a teacher) adopts particular beliefs (e.g.,
ditF}J:e:ftl::l;:]e;n“?;fi)\l:[i;zu:da ::;S;ia:c(:.g!., a sfud:f\t), {b) the perceiver' treafs the target
cirerently fqualiofive q vely) according fo these expectations (e.g., he/she

: pportive, gives clearer and more positive feedback, pays more attention and
provides more opportunities for learning difficult subject matter to the high expectation)
] fhi-s differential treatment influences the target's behavior who, in turn, confirms Ihe’
perceiver’s initial expectancies (e.g., the students who were more suppor"fed and who
had more opportunities for learning have more chances than the ofhers fo carry out
good performances), {d) this behavioral confirmation reinforces the target’s original ex-
pectation, and the process continues. ° °

T.he majority of the studies in the educational domain (including sport and PE) have
exammed ‘feachers exp‘ectoﬁon? concerning students’ potential ability or competence
(e.g., Trouilloud, Sarrazin, Martinek, & Guillet, 2002). However, it is highl babl
that teachers elaborate beliefs rel ’ eristios such . the o
o ‘ s related to other students’ characteristics such as the stu-

§' capacity to make efforts, to spontaneously engage in an activity, to be disruptive,
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which are things that “count” for a teacher, as shown by works on educational attitudes
(e.g., Wolfe & Engel, 1978; Yee & Fruicher, 1971). For instance, teachers seem to show
clear preferences for students who work hard and make efforts, in spite of limited abili-
fies (e.g., Covington & Omelich, 1979). Similar results were found in PE by Biddle and
Goudas (1997). In this study, teacher clearly preferred to interact with motivated and
hard-working students, whatever their level of ability or achievement.

It is also highly probable that teachers develop beliefs and expectations about the
specific nature of their students’ motivation. Pelletier and Vallerand {1996) have exam-
ined more specifically whether a supervisor’s beliefs about a subordinate’s intrinsic {or
extrinsic) motivation could induce the supervisor to support autonomy (or to be control-
ling) with the subordinate, which in turn, would cause the behavior of the subordinate to
confirm the supervisor’s beliefs. In two experimental studies, the authors observed that
when “teacher-subjects” were led to believe that the “student-subject” they were about
to teach was extrinsically motivated, rather than infrinsically motivated, they were more
controlling toward the students, which in turn led the students to display low levels of
intrinsic motivation toward the puzzles. On the other hand, teachers who were led to be-
lieve that they were interacting with intrinsically mofivated students were more autonomy
supportive and their student showed higher levels of intrinsic motivation. Thus, the teach-
ers’ beliefs about the student’s motivation actually created their own reality.

Two other studies examine whether such effects could occur in naturdlistic settings
(Jussim, 1989). Skinner and Belmont (1993) examined the effects of three dimensions of
teacher behavior (involvement, siructure, and autonomy support) on students’ engage-
ment across a school year as well as reciprocal effect of student's engagement on
teacher’s behavior. Correlational and path analyses revealed that students’ engagement
(measured in the spring) was associated with the three dimensions of teacher’s behavior
(as measured in the falll. More inferestingly, reciprocal effects of student motivation
on teacher behavior were also found. Teachers’ perceptions of students’ engagement
predicted teachers’ interactions with students across the school year. The more students
were engaged, the more teachers were autonomy supportive. However, teaching behav-
ior was assessed by teachers self-report of their interactions with each child in their class-
rooms. Consequently, students’ engagement and autonomy supporting behavior shared
systematic error variation that may have resulted in an overestimation of the effects.
Moreover, the correlations between a teacher’s behavior and students’ perceptions of
them were low. Because of those limitations, it seemed important to have an objective
(independent] measure of those variables to check if the results reported by the authors
were not a methodological artifact.

Sarrazin, Trovilloud, Tessier, Chanal, and Bois [2005) designed a similar study to
address specifically those issues. More exactly, in that study the teaching sessions were
videotaped and rated by independent coders to assess the frequency and the style
fi.e., controlling vs. autonomy-supportive) of interactions between teachers and students.
Results showed that (1) PE teachers used preferentially a controlling style (in 95% of
the interactions), and (2) teacher's positive expectations about their students’ motivation
were positively related fo an autonomy-supportive style. Nevertheless, this study suffered
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also from few methodological problems. First, students of the various classes were taught
different sports [volleyball, table tennis, badminton and indoor football). The specificity
of each sport could modify the nature of the teacher-student relationship. Secondly, the
high versus low expectations conditions were created by splitting the sample at the me-
dian. This created @ loss of information insofar as all the full variability of the answers
was nof used. It was likely that a student who obtained a score of 1 {on a 7-points scale}
was not completely similar to the one who obtains a score of 3 (even if the both are
below the median split). Thirdly, all the teachers’ behaviors were classified in two cat-
egories (contralling vs. autonomy-supportive behaviors). Thus each category included a
great variety of different behaviors (e.g., manner of asking a question, manner of hold-
ing instructional materials and organizational instruction, type of feedback, and so on)
[see Mageau & Vallerand, 2003; Reeve et al., 1999; Reeve, 2002, for reviews). A more
refined analysis of the relationship between teachers’ expectations and specific teaching
behaviors could undoubtedly provide a more complete understanding of how the teach-
ers’ expectations are related to students’ motivation. Finally, in order to take into account
the variability of behaviors related to the personal style of each teacher (independently
of the expectations they hold for each of their students) an horizontal weighting was
carried out which consisted in converting each category of behavior fo a propertion
by dividing the number of individual communications received by a student by the total
number of individual communications received by that student (see for a similar coding,
Sinclair & Vealey, 1989). As a consequence, the total number of received communica-
tions was expressed in percentages which resulted in a loss of information about the
fotal number of communications (e.g., a student who receives 3 controlling behaviors
on a total of 4 obtained the same score, 75%, as another student who received 15 on
a total of 20). Also, this led to categorization of autonomy supportive and controlling
behaviors as exclusive {i.e., if a student received 33% of autonomy-supportive behavior,
he/she automatically obtained a controlling behavior score of 66%). it was then impos-
sible to determine how the two dimensions of teacher behaviors fluctuated in function of
the beliefs about each student's motivation.

In sum, so far few studies have examined how teachers’ beliefs or expectations
about students’ motivation are related to teachers’ interpersonal behaviors in the labora-
tory and in naturalistic contexts. According to these studies, teachers who expect their
students to be intrinsically motivated or self-determined are more likely to behave in
an autonomy-supportive way toward their students while teachers that expect their stu-
dents lo be extrinsically motivated or non self-determined are more likely to behave in a
controlling way with their students. Although this research have shown once again that
teachers expectations could influence their behaviors, we do not know with precision
what are the specific autonomy supportive or controlling behaviors that are related fo
teachers’ expectations and how those behaviors relate to each other. In other words, it
is difficult to determine if teachers become more autonomy supportive when they expect
to interact with a self-determined student or if they become controlling when they expect
fo interact with a non self-defermined student, and what are the specific autenomy sup-
portive or controlling behaviors affected by those expectations.

Teachers” Expectatiuny about Students” Motivation

PURPOSE OF THE STUDY AND HYPOTHESES

The purpose of the present study was to answer those questions by replicating and
extending the Sarrazin et al’s study. A sample of 172 students and their teachers were
observed in PE classes where the same sport activity was taught {gymnastics). Several
categories of controlling and autonomy-supportive teaching behaviors were coded and
related with the teachers’ expectations identified at the beginning of an 8-weeks training
program. Finally, a new data coding was used which takes info account both the inter-
teacher variability and the quantity of the overt teaching behaviors.

According to selk-fulfilling prophecy and SDT we made the general hypothesis that
teachers would treat students differently, qudlitatively and quantitatively, according to
their expectations regarding their students’ mofivation. We defined expectations about
students’ mofivation in function of their current meaning in the educational field, namely
the teachers’ beliefs about the students’ capacity to provide efforts and to become in-
volved spontaneously in the school tasks. More precisely, we hypothesized first, concern-
ing the frequency of interactions, that teachers would inifiate more interactions when
they had "high” than “low” expectations towards their students, becavse those expecta-
fions correspond more to their definition of the "good” student (e.g., Biddle & Goudas,
1997; Covington & Omelich, 1979).

Second, concerning the type of interactions, we hypothesized that teachers would
behave in an autonomy-supportive way when they had "high” versus “low” expeciations
about their students’ motivation. By contrast, they would become more controlling when
they have “low” versus “high” expectations about their students’ motivation (Pelletier &
Vallerand, 1996; Sarrazin et al., 2005; Skinner & Belmont, 1993). However, we did not
have specific hypotheses about the precise nature of the autonomy supportive or control-
ling behaviors that teachers would emit.

Finally, we hypothesized that teachers’ behaviors should be primarily influenced
by their “beliefs” or the expectations they have about the students’ motivation indepen-
dently of the students “true” motivation. In other words, teachers should be more con-
trolling when they believe or expect that their students are less motivated, uninterested
or amofivaied even if their behavior is in fact not so different from the behaviors of the
other students.

METHOD

PARTICIPANTS

Seven PE teachers [that ranged in age from 33 to 46 years| and their 172 students (98
females and 74 males, th- to 9th-grades students; M age = 13.14 years, SD = 1.47,
range = 11- 16 years) from 9 classes in a single junior high school situated in the south
east of France volunteered to participate fo the study.
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PROCEDURES

In France, physical education is a compulsory subject for all high school students. Gener-
ally, physical education teachers teach each of several physical and sporting activities in
8-weeks cycles [i.e., 8 lessons of 2 hours). The study was conducted during gymnastics
cycles in scheduled physical education lessons. Prior to the initiation of the research,
teachers, parents, students and school administrators were asked to participate in an
observational study. All participants were guaranteed anonymity. Because of the nature
of the investigation, the teachers were not told the exact purpose of the study or the
specific variables under investigation. Rather they were told that the researchers were
only interested in different types of student behavior exhibited during PE courses without
alluding to the “Pygmalion effect”. This was a precautionary measure taken to prevent
the Hawthorne effect (e.g., Adair, Sharpe, & Huynh, 1989} from influencing teachers’
interactions with their students. Because partial deception was employed, appropriate
debriefing was carried out following the data collection.

At the end of the first lesson, teachers’ expectations about students’ motivation and
students” self-determined motivation were assessed. Next, the teacher-student interactions
were videotaped during the 6 following gymnastics courses with a digital camcorder.
The teachers were equipped with a small microphone fixed on the collar of their cloth,
with a transceiver allowing o precise recording of the content of the communications
and the synchronization between the pictures and the sound. In order to not perturb the
teacher and the students, the camcorder was situated in a fixed spot with a large angle,
but at a sufficient distance fo identify the student concerned by the interactions.

MEASURES

Teacher's Expectations about Students’ Motivation. At the end of the first lesson, the
teachers filed a questionnaire assessing for each student their expectations about ef-
fort {e.g., “according to you, will this student provide efforts during this gymnastic ses-
sion2”) and autonomy (e.g., “according to you, will this student be able to work in an
autonomous way during this gymnastics session2”). Responses were made on a 7-points
frequency scale anchored by 1 (never] and 7 (always). These two items were strongly
correlated (r = .78, p <.001), and their averdge was calculated to form a single dimen-
sion called “expectancies of motivation”,

Students’ self-defermined motivation. Motivation toward gymnastics was assessed at
the beginning of the teaching cycle, with an adapted French version of the Sport Motiva-
tion Scale [Pelletier et al., 1995). This tool is a 28-items inventory that assesses the multi-
faceted motivational regulations proposed by SDT. These types of motivation include the
infrinsic motivation to know (IMK; e.g., "l go in gymnastics for the fun of discovering new
skills/techniques”), the intrinsic motivation toward accomplishments {IMA; e.g., “...for the
satisfaction | experience while | am perfecting my abilities”), the intrinsic motivation to
?xpe‘ri\ence stimulation (IMS; e.g., “...for the excitement | feel when | am really involved
in the activity”), identified regulation {IDR; e.g., “...because what | learn in PE will be use-

ful later”), introjected regulation {INR; e.g., “...because | must do PE fo feel good about
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myself”), external regulation (EXR; e.g., " hecause | will be marked”), and amotivation
[AM; e.g., “I don't know why | do gymnastics, if | could, 1 will get exempted”). Respons-
es were made on a 7-points scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) and 7 (strongly
agree). Each subscale had an adequate internal consistency (o = .87, .87, .85, .85,
78, .68, and .83 respectively for IMK, IMA, IMS, IDR, INR, EXR and AM]. in order to
have a composite indicator of the students’ motivation, the sell-determination index was
used [see Grolnick & Ryan, 1987; Vallerand, 1997). This index was calculated by giving
each subscale a specific weight according to its respective place on the self-determina-
Hon continuum, in accordance with the following formula: [[2*(IMK+IMA+IMS)/3)+IDR]
- [([INR+EXR}/2)+(2*AMY]. In previous studies this index has shown good reliability and
predictive validity (see, Vallerand, 1997).

Videotape Analyses. Each class was videotaped during six lessons of two hours.
Only the teaching behaviors that were directed towards individual students were coded
li.e., all the communications addressed to a group of the whole class were not assessed).
Given that the most motivated students are more likely to seek interactions with their
teacher [and thus fo increase artificially the number of feedbacks they receive), only the
teachers’ behaviors initiated by the teachers were taken into account (see Horn, 1984
for a similar analysis). The student “targeted” has been identified during the coding
session with a passport photo. Both the frequency and the type scores were computed
for each student based on the number of communications given fo that student from the
teacher. Fifteen categories of verbal interactions derived from previous works in school
(Reeve, 2002; Reeve, et al., 1999) and sport (Mageau & Vallerand, 2003) domains
were coded: organizational communications ftold in an autonomy-supportive vs. con-
trolling vs. neutral way), technical or tactical hints ftold in an autonomy-supportive vs.
controlling vs. neutral way), questions (asked in an autonomy-supportive vs. controlling
vs. neutral way), praises, encouragements, perspective-falking statements, negative com-
munications (related to the student’s social behavior vs. student’ s work), criticisms (see
Table 1 for the operational definitions and examples of these 15 categories}. Given the
complexity to classify some teaching behaviors either as controlling or autonomy sup-
portive, a “neutral” category was added for some communications.

CobpINg RELIABILITY AND DATA ANALYSIS

Teachers' behaviors were coded by two coders trained with this type of analysis and :
that were unaware of the teachers’ expectations. Five lessons randomly selected were
separately coded by the two observers, to estimate inter-rater reliability. Relative fre-

quency scores within the categories were then compared through correlational analyses
to determine the degree of agreement between raters. To estimate intra-rater refiability,

two coders scored the same random sample of lessons again 2 weeks later. Analyses

revealed a good homogeneity inter-rater (between .70 and .95; M = .80) and inira-rater
{between .75 and 98; M = .85) overall categories of utterances. ‘

A Principal-components factor analysis with Oblimin rotations was carried out on
12 utterances (the 3 “neutral” categories were not included in the analyses). Four Factor;

:
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Table 1. Types of verbal interactions which were coded in the study

Types of verbal interactions:

Definitions:

Examples:

1. Organizational communications fold

—in a controlling way

- Frequency of the organizational
commands that the student must, has lo,
or ought fo do something.

"You must move into the lef-hand line”

~—in a neviral way

- Frequency of organizational statements
for which the tone is neither controlling
nor autonomy-supporfive.

“Bring the springboard please”

—in on autenomy-supportive way

- Frequency of statements that provide u

choice in the organization of the material.

“You can choose the group you wan!”

2. Technical or factical hints told

—in a controlling way

- Frequency of technical or tactical
directives that impose a moter skill on
the student.

“Extend the arms, | have jold you that
10 times”

—~in 0 neutral way

- Frequency of technical or tactical
statements for which the tone is neither
controlling nor autonomy-supportive, the
intention is above all to make the student
progress.

“Bend your leg at the recaption of the
jump you will succeed beiter”

—in on aufonomy-Supportive way

- Frequency of suggestions that
encourage pupils fo take initiatives and fo
solve problems independently

“Mayba you could try different positions
10 jump over this obstacle and choice
the hest”

3. Quesfions asked

—in a controlling woy

- Frequency of directives posed as a
question.

“What have ! just said, Paul?"

—in o neutral woy

- Frequency of questions for which the
tone is neither controlling nor autonomy-
supportive.

“Is it your lust try 2"

—In an outonomy-Supportive way

- Frequency of questions that provide
choices fo the pupil

“Which exercise do you want fo start
with?"

4, Praises

Frequency of verbal approvals of the
student's performance

“Well donel" "Good jobl”

5: Encouragements

Frequency of pep-talk statements fo
boost the student’s effort

“Now you're getting the hong of if; lef's
go!II

&, Perspective-talking siotements

Empathic statemenis reflecting
an understanding of the student’s
perspective

“Fcan see fhat you are starfing fo be
tired”

7. Negative communications related o

—+he student’s sacial behavior

- Frequency of directives intended to
restore discipline into ihe dassroom.

“Shut up Paull”

~—the student's work

- Frequency of directives meant fo
emphosize the Jack of efforts and which
could be sorcastic,

“Do not do too much, you will wear away
the apparatus!”

8, Criticisms

Frequency of hurtful stafements

“You are completely numskulll".

Teachers” Expectations aboud Students® Motivation

emerged (based on the number of factors with eigenvalues greater than 1). The first
factor extracted accounted for 28% of the variance and contained 5 utterances [with a
weight greater than .45) related to the teachers’ controlling behaviors: organizational
communications told in a controlling way (.68), hints told in a controlling way (.69, con-
trolling questions (.60}, negative communications related to the student’s social behavior
(.46) and negative communications related to the student’s work (.56). The second factor
accounted for 14% of the variance and contained 3 utterances related fo the teachers’
autonomy-supportive behaviors: organizational communications told in an autonomy
supportive way (.72), questions asked in an autonomy supportive way (.51) and hints
told in an autonomy supportive way (.58). The third factor accounted for 13% of the vari-
ance and contained 2 utterances: encouragements (.47} and perspective-talking state-
ments {.73). Finally, the fourth factor accounted for 9% of the variance and contained
only one utterance: criticisms {.67). Praises loaded on none of the factors. The behaviors
of the first two factors were summed and named controlling style and autonomy-sup-
portive style respectively?.

In order to take into account the few absences of certain students to some courses
(generally for health reasons), the data were calculated in mean frequency per lesson
li.e., 2 hours). Otherwise, a considerable confroversy exists in the literature concerning
the appropriate unit of analysis to be used in examining instructional behavior (see,
Horn, 1984). Given the variability of teaching behaviors which exists between teach-
ers (e.g., Good & Brophy, 2000) and given that teacher-studeni interactions are not
independent of the setting in which they occur, it seems unsuitable to use the individual
siudent as the unit of analysis without taking into account the specificity of each class.
Therefore, the methodology proposed by Horn (1984) was used. The mean frequency
of each utterance for each student was converted to standard scores which reflected
the number of standard deviations that each student was from the class mean on each
variable. For example, if David received an average of 5 hints per lesson fold in a con-
trolling way, in a class where the teacher gives on average 2.5 hints of this type with a
standard deviation of 1.5. David will obtain then the score of 1.67 (5 - 2.5/ 1.5); this
means that he is 1.67 standard deviation above the mean of his class concerning this
hints. If Richard received an average of 5 controlling hints, in a class where the teacher
gives on average 4.5 hinfs of this type with a standard deviation of 2. Richard will
obtain then the score of 0.25 (5 - 4.5/ 2); that is, he is 0.25 standard deviation above
the mean of his class concerning this hints). Thus these standardized scores allowed the

2 Nautral categories were excluded of the factor analysis because they did not fit really with any SDT categori.es.
Mavertheless, the factor andlysis carried out with all the 15 categories fi.e., including the 3 neutral cu'tegones]
ravedls relatively identical results. Five factors with eigenvalues greater than 1 emerged. Two are ngor:msly
idantical 1o the first two factors found in the former factorial analysis [i.e., the ones named "sonlrc?lhng sllyle and
“qutonomy-supportive style” respectively}, a third factor gathers the three neutral categories 'wﬁh praises, and
encouragements. On the last two factors only one item loaded significantly: perspective-talking stalements on
ihe first and criticisms on The second. Given the difficulty to named these last three factors aur stra.legy to gather
only the items on an identifiable factor does not seem affected by the results of this factor analysis.
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comparison of the students between them but also recognized the dependency which
occurs between teacher-student interactions and the general setting in which they occur.
The same stondardization was made for the expectation variable.

REesuLTs
ﬂm c;bsergaﬁonal procedures described above resulted in the collection of 6,369 teach-
ng behaviors, os summed across all teachers. Descriptive stalistics (see Table 2) re-
vealed that the average number of teaching utterances received by an individual student
in @ two hours lesson was 12.52, with considerable variation among students (from O
t0 99; SD = 11.92). In terms of average frequency across all teachers and students, the
results showed a prevalence of controlling behaviors (37.22%), followed-up by hints told
in & neutral way (23.44%) and praise (11.81%). The autonomy-supportive behaviors only
represented 4.6% of the communications (see Table 2).
| To test the .hypo!heses, we relied on partial correlations between teachers’ expecta-
%ﬂs md feaching behaviors while controlling for differences in students’ self-determined
mﬁrmtmn Because the students self-determined motivation was moderately correlated
:;h é‘m teachers’ expectations (r =.30, p <.001} and it had little sffect on the teacher’s
havior {Mr = 09) so the magnitude of the partial correlations were very similar in all
cases fo the magnitude of the zero-order correlations shown in Table 2.
- ;)'«wa%l,'rhe results showed that the frequency of communications was negatively
wn?%,w;k@d with rbe teachers’ expectations {pr = -.30, p <.001). That is, when teach-
Z;;@:m a&pﬁdqffons of high motivation they were initiating less interactions with their
e w}m ?rvws;e, te:c:;ers expectations correlated significantly with 9 of 15 utter-
&3 vvhen leachers had expectations of low motivation, the i
e ad expe , they were more likely to gi
;%kamjm! communications in a controlling way (pr = -.44, p <.001) prov?:ie lilr:/:
n ¢ controlling way (or = .18, p <.05) or in a neutral way (pr = -2 I
semroling questions lpr =-35, p < 001), to ( e P 00T, fo ask
! =-35, . , to encourage =-15 05 itici
o 2 ‘ ge (pr . p <.05), to criticize
Ei;m 1;.1 P ;01), fo give negative communications related to the student's social be-
‘ =-26, p <.001) or work lpr =-.20, p < 01) and th ;
fonemyupmortie quenn, » p <.0l) and they were less likely to ask
m&&m@&;@ " W;PQ]* o S:e(éal(’;.wé p <.05). When an « <.003 to protect against
o 015, rnchers ; ased on Hays' (1994) formula: a®!/number of tests
’ ), expectations were still significant| ! i ’
o et viors orgomioct re s y correlated with four categories
#mh@; aviors forg lzcxrfonal communications told in a controlling way, controllin
» Pegolive communications related fo the student's social behcvior’ T

‘ ‘ Il cate f .
mfmm% teach; a gery of autonomy supportive behavi |
. : i ing categor I . tor, on Yy
Boms (1 =40, p < 0] gory was significantly correlated with the teachers’ expecta-

Teachers® Expectations about Students® Motivation

Table 2. Descriptive statistics for all dependent measures and
their correlation with teachers’ expectancies of motivation

Vuriables M SD Range | Perceninge ex;e‘:i;:q,
Utterances;
1. Organizational communications told 1.35 1.72 0te 10 10.79 %
in a controlling way
2. Organizational communications told 1.22 119 Ot 9.72 -14
in a neutral way
3. Organizationul communications told 0.16 0.27 Ote 1.5 1.24 .05
in an qutonomy-suppariive way
4. Hints told in e controlling way 211 259 0to18.5 16,82 -18*
5. Hints told in o neutral way 293 357 01035 23.44 vike
6. Hints told in an autonomy-Supportive way 0.18 0.36 0t 2.75 142 -07
7. Contralling questions 0.56 0.9 0ta5 443 - 35%e*
8. Neutral questions 0.72 091 010 6 5.80 =12
9. Autanomy-supporiive questions 0.24 037 Oto2 1.94 15
10, Praises 1.48 214 01018 1.8 -01
11. Encouragements 0.86 11 0tob 6.83 -15*
12. Perspective-talking statements 0.24 037 0t 2 1.94 - 06
et i
14, Negative communications related 1o 0.41 074 0026 K] - 26+
the student’s work
15, Criticisms 0.03 016 iy 027 -20**
Teaching style:
Controlling (1+4-+7+13+14) 4.66 526 0to31 37.22 ~40***
Autonomy-supportive (3+6+9) 0.57 0.64 D104 4.60 A2
Number of uterances 12.52 1192 01099 - 30"

Note, Each behavior i coded in mean frequency in a twa hours Jesson. " Partial correlation between teachers’ expectancies and
hehaviors (each variables being standardized os a function of the class), contralling for student’s self-determined mofivation,

*n<.,05, ** p<.01, *** p<.001.

Di1ScUSSION

Research on self-fulfilling prophecies has generated a considerable amount of informa-
fion in the school context in general and in the sport and PE context in particular. This re-
search shows generally that teachers/coaches’ expectations have a strong influence on
the way that teachers or coaches treat the students/athletes. Most of those studies have
specifically focused on the effects of expectations about students’ or athletes’ potential,
ability or competence. The present study extended this line of research by examining
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the effects of a specific type of expectations about students’ motivation on the extent fo
which teachers supported autonomy or became controlling towards the student. Our de-
cision fo focus on those specific interpersonal behaviors was justified by the vast amount
of information generated by two decades of empirical work on the application of self-
determination theory in the educational context. Essentially, that research has shown
that autonomous or self-determined students thrive in educational setfings, and that high
levels of students’ self-determined motivation are observed when teachers support Iﬁe
students’ autonomy (Deci, et al., 1991; Reeve, 2002; Ryan & Deci, 2000, for reviews)

Thus, it seemed important to know more about the determinants of such Ibehaviors Ir;

agresment with past research on sell-fulfilling prophecy and SDT, we made the enéral

hypothesis that teachers would treat students differently both quantitatively and gualifo-
tively according to their expectations concerning their students’ motivation Morecs| ecifi-
cally, we hypothesized that teachers would initiate more interactions witf; srudeng that

were percgived as being more motivated, that they would show more autonomy supoo t

with those students, and that they would be more controlling with the student :;1 i

perceived as being less motivated. e eere

Our results offered partial support for the hypotheses. Although teachers supported

more the autonomy of students that were perceived as being motivated and tth .

more controlling with students that perceived as being less motivated, overall ouryr:s,jlrtj

have shown that teachers initiated more communications and interé:cfions when th

held the expectation that a student had a low level of mofivation. S

This last result is rather in contradiction with previous work carried out in the sport
context (e.g., Horn, 1984; Sinclair & Vealey, 1989; Solomen, Striegel, Eliot, Heon Mfor

& Wﬂqyda, 1996), which has shown that coaches initiated more inte,rc:ctic')ns wh,en thas’

had “high" expectations towards their athletes. This difference in the results observed i

.be a‘rtributed to the fact that previous studies in the sport area observed cooches'ebe:]ngy

lors in competitive contexts where the main purpose of the interactions was the vicr; y

f:nd the Cfpﬁmizction of the team performance. Because winning in a competitive cont r);

s a very important goal, it is comprehensible that coaches may focus their FiDnt fi s or

the athletes that increase the chances on achieving that goal. B wdocatond
context may be associated with a different type gof gocﬁ: <3/\/.11e)rlecfer::::}:seirrshZ edUC"EOETI

re proba

:Zralcegferedl:)n the development ?f ski”:s and the socialization of all the studsms. Thi)sl

¥ tead teachers fo spend more fime with the students who are erceived as lacki
\r::rrvchon.'As our res'ults suggest, teachers seem to be preoccupie«;3 by the stu(::eris ianE:
ﬂ-,efz}ze:;:;\;ed c}:s bemg less rnoﬁvated. However, what was even more interesting was
oacic] wcie'icthers were mainly contro“ing in their interactions with the students, more
e :'e e s_tudents that were perceived as being less motivated.
moﬁm”og‘;] ;n;ee;;:\;lrtg f:.::: studies on the i.nfluence of rethers’ beliefs about students’

‘ : : personal behaviors (e.g., Pelletier & Vallerand, 1996
zinetal,, in press; Skinner & Belmond, 1993), we i bl o
where teachers would be more cufot;om 5 oporive e’fPeC“”g o anced effec
5 being o ored, otk Comy “'uppor.hve with students that were perceived
ing less mattvatod, Al ot rolling with s.tudenfs that were perceived as be-
| e ough, our results partially confirmed this h [

¥ conlirmed this hypothesis, they showed
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that teachers were particularly controlling (i.e., by giving organizational communications
in a controlling way, providing hints in a controlling way, asking controlling quesions,
and providing negative communications related to the student's social behavior or work]
with all students but more specifically with students that were perceived as being less mo-
fivated. This effect could be explained by the possibility that the teachers were globally
expecting fo interact with students that had low levels of motivation because the course
is mandatory for all the students. An examination of the mean for the self-determination
index through the classes tends to show that the students’ self-determination level was
relatively low [M = 2.21) when we consider that the possible range for that index (18
to +18). It is also possible, as shown by Pelletier et al.(2002), that, overall, the teachers'
behaviors were affected by other factors such as their implicit theory about the way
teachers should interact with their students in physical education classes, or the pressure
fo achieve a certain level of performance that could be coming from other sources [ex.,
the school’s direction, the teachers’ colleagues, or the parents). Because those factors
were not measured in the present study, it is difficult to determine with precision why the
teachers were apparently so controlling with their students.

Despite the fact that teachers were more controlling than autonomy supportive,
it was still unexpected to find such a low level of autonomy support with the students
perceived as more motivated. In fact, although the correlation between the teachers'
expectations and the autonomy-supportive style is in agreement with the hypothesis, the
level of significance of the correlation is marginal {pr =12, p =.12). Only one category
of autonomy supportive behaviors tends to be significant (to ask autonomy-supportive
questions, pr=.15, p=.049). Nevertheless, it should be noted that the average frequency
of the autonomy-supportive behaviors is weak {less than five percent of the interactions).
It seemed that the PE teachers involved in the present study, like the Sarrazin et al's
{2005 study, are more inclined fo use, or more at ease with, controlling strategies than
autonomy-supportive ones. Consequently, this teaching style does not seem to constitute
{at least in this study) a meaningful indicator of differential treatment between students.

When we consider globally the results of the present study, a question remains: why
are teachers more controlling with students that were perceived as being less motivated?
Some laboratory studies have tried to answer that question {see Deci & Ryan, 1985, for
a review). First, student passivity is aversive. It may make a teacher feel incompetent
or unliked by the student. In addition, passivity can be interpreted as lack of “internal”
motivation, which leads teachers to apply “external” pressure to participate in classroom
activities. Unfortunately, past studies (see, Deci et al., 1991; Ryan & Deci, 2000, for
reviews) has shown that ironically, such teaching behaviors tend to lead to the opposite
effects than the one pursued, which is fo increase the students motivation. As shown by

research on SDT, contexts that are controlling undermine intrinsic motivation and impair
infernalization, resulting in more controlled types of regulation or no motivation at all.

It is interesting to note that teachers that expected fo interact with students that
were less motivated did not rely solely on controlling strategies, they also provided
more encouragements (pr =-15 <.05), perhaps because teachers considered that as a
good strategy to mofivate students that are not motivated. It was not entirely clear if that
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steqy could be classified os an autonomy-supportive or controlling strategy. In the pres-
wot resparch, like previous research in education (Reeve et al., 1999), encouragements
loaded on o distinct factor than the ones representing the controlling and the autonomy
artive behaviors. Along the same lines, giving praises did not load on any factors
and it was not significantly related to teachers’ expectancies (r =-.01; see Table 2). Past
research has shown that the provision of positive competence feedback is an important
determingnt of individuals’ intrinsic motivation (see Deci, Koestner, & Ryan, 1999, for a
revew) However, this research also suggests that providing positive feedback is a more
| ‘e« than it might appear {Henderlong & Lepper, 2002), insofar as o feedback can
ba ;;www&d as either informational (i.e., provides the person with information about
b/ b L:Qmpemncej or as controlling fi.e., it incites the person into reemitting the be-
havior] i the informational aspect is salient then positive feedback enhances people’s
nnst metvation. By contrast, if the controlling aspect is salient [when the teacher says
beor &z@fﬁ;}%fa “You did very well, just as you should”) then positive feedback undermines
prOpies nirinsic motivation. In the present study, our grid of analysis did not allow us
shinguish these two types of praise. It is perhaps why this type of utterance was not
‘ca.wmeaz?m 1 the teachers’ expectancies or with a particular teaching style
f should be noted that these results were observed, after controlling for'fhe students’
Jutarminad ’i«@v@! of motivation. This variable was practically not correlated with any
- {@;ﬁ;; ii;&ii:wgri u{r;d .m:oderafely c?rrelored with the teachers expectations {r =.30,
o W‘%m’% wn Q: s,‘ﬂ is a teacher’s ;.Jerception of a student's motivation, more than
P wmv@;;ﬁ%f:;n;::f%gg;xd(]?Qg;p;c'f on f:]; Iteccc’:her interpersonal behaviors.
- *ever and + this could lead some students perceived as
i oy ;:?j;;;‘ga; z: ()f:;; TI?rllf-d;;T;nnrxed, to become less motivated because of
Ploweprthmlpss, #t s necessary to ?Jf the rwlors ;EGCher. ! i
ot of oachers’ e pu ole of teacher’s expectations as a determi-
betwoon o . persg)e:h've. Ind?ed, the moderate correlations {prs <-.44)
o) sucgess e s wribl con ot acnis b po e T CEnEling
tontroling behaviors adopted by the PE xplain by itself the strong proportion of
i : e PE teachers (see Table 2). In other words, the teach-

g

5

4]

non W eeathoritias

o %ﬁzﬁggﬁ«g&;@ pgenfs, ond the characteristics of the taught activity (e.g.,

iy o W;’r@; r:nf:nag?me.m of the students)—can lead teachers to

oo i a8 Vistit fn eresting in futur‘e studies to examine how all those

preent ey, M oy ategories o.f teaching behaviors as measured in the
‘ %ﬂufe.g,, Goldstein, 2003) with o large sample of students

Teachers’ Expeciations aboul Students” Motivation

In conclusion, this study provides more support for the idea that teachers’ beliefs
about their students’ capacity to provide efforts and to become involved spontaneously
in the school activities influence their teaching behaviors. More specifically, it seems that
their beliefs about the lack of motivation among some students may lead them to become
more controlling. As suggested by past studies on the consequence of such a style in
an educational context (see Reeve, 2002; Ryan & Deci, 2000; Vallerand & Rousseau,
2001, for reviews), these controlling behaviors would, ironically, foster more compliance
and less self-determined motivation among students, which would eventually confirm the

teachers initial beliefs.
Lastly, given the motivational benefits of adopting an autonomy-supportive style,

additional studies remain to be carried out on the reasons why PE teachers seem primar-
ily controlling (is it a specific context of teaching?}, and on the means of encouraging

teachers to support more students’ autonomy (Reeve, 1998).
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