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I couldn't believe it! This kid came to the first day ofLittle League draft tryouts with bright purple und
spiked lIair! Me and all or the other coaches . .. nOlle of liS wllnted him on OIIT team. But, in the last
round of draft picks, I got stuck with him. The funny thing is that by tile end of the Stason, he turned
out to be our team's Most Valuable Player! Once you got past the purple haiT, the kid was a real soUd
baseball pluytr.

-Coach ofa Uttle lLague Baseba// Team

In 1968 Rosenthal and Jacobson published the
results of an experiment they had conducted
with teachers and students in 18 elementary
school classrooms. This research study, which
was appropriately titled "Pygmalion in the Class·
room," had been designed to determine whether
the academic progress of students could actu­
ally be affected by their teachers' expectations
or beliefs concerning their intellectual abilities.
To investigate thiS issue, Rosenthal and Jacobson
informed the sample of teachers that certain
children in each of their classes had been identi­
fied, via scores on a standardized test of academic
ability, as latent achievers or "late bloomers" who

could be expected to show big gains in academic
achievement over the coming school year.

In actuality, the identified children had been
selected at random from the total group, and
there was no reason to expect that they would
show any greater academic progress than their
classmates. At the end of the school year, how­
ever, many of the targeted children, especially
those in the lower elementary grades, had made
greater gains Intellectually than had children who
were not so identified. Rosenthal and Jacobson
concluded that the false information given to
the teachers had led them to hold higher expec­
tations for the targeted children and then to act
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In ways that would stimulate bett~ Pfi!Omlann
from those students. Thwo, the authors we~ sug­
gesting that the teachus' upectatioru served as
seIf-fulfilllng prophecies by initiating a series of
~ts that ultimately caused the expectations 10
be fulfilled.

The publication of this study elicited con­
Siderable Interesl amolll other researchen, some
of whom responded With criticism of the Pyg­
malion study for a variety of methodological
and statistical flaws (Elashoff &: Snow, 1971;
Thorndike, 1968). The ensuing controversy
conccming Ihe legitimacy of the ~_fulfllltng

prophecy phenomenon stimulated an Impl'6­
sive amount of ~arth durins: the next several
decades. Although most of these Investigations
~ oriented toward the study of expectancy
dfKU in the academiC classroom, some of them
were conducted In physical education classrooms
or In corupctitivt sport conteJrtS (e.g., Cousineau
« Luke, 1990; Horn, 1984; Martinek, 1988;
Papaioannou, 1995; Rejeslti, Darraoon, I::< ~Iutslat,

1979; SInclair &; Veal~, 1989; Solomon, 2001;
SOlomon &; Kosmltzkl, 1996: SOlomon, DIMarco,
Ohlson" & Reece, 1998; Solomon" Golden,
Capponl, &; Martin, 1998: Solomon, Strlegel
et aL, 1996; Solomon, \Y1cgardt et al., 1996;
TtouUloud, Sarrazin, Martinek, &; Gulllet, 2002;
Troullloud, Sarratln, Br~x, & Bois, 20(6).
Soew'ra.l uceIlent =1ews of this literature have
been compiled (e.g., Brophy, 1983: Good &:
Brophy, 2000; Hanis &; Rosenthal, 1985;
Jussim &: HDIOO, 2005; Martinek, 1989). Based
on a thorough examination of the expeaancy
rnearth, the authOl$ of these reviews have gen­
erally concluded that teacheTs' eJqleCIations
ct'IUlnly do havt the pCllentialto affect the aca­
demic ptogrns of individual students. Ho~"CC,
these: writers also caution that the overall effects
of teacher upetUtions on student leuning and
pelformance appear to be ~Iatively small, with
effect sitts ranging from .1 tr:l .3. Despite this ~l­

atively small effect s\Zl', there does appear to be
oonsiderable varlabillty between teachers (and,
by extension, coaches) in the degtft to wttlch
thelt expectations can and do affea their own
behavior as well as the learning and performance
of their student-athletes. Soew'ral recent studies

(e.g., JlnSlm, Eccles,« Madon, 1996; Kukllnski«
Weinstein, 2001; Trouilloud et aI., 20(6) have
found, for example, that under some conditions
(I.e., in some instructional situatkms) the Impact
ofteachen' expectations on student leamlngand
performann is much more powerful than the
average effect size would suggest. Thus, although
many teachers and coaches are not Pygmalion­
prone (I.e., they do not allow their expectations
to affect the performance or the achi~cntof
their students and athletes), there certainly does
appear to be a subset of teachers and coaches
who exhibit upeaancy biases In educational
and sport settings.

Such variation among teachers and coacht:!'
implles tnat those who arc awa~ of and under­
stand the self-fulfilUng prophtty ptlenommon
can avoid becoming PygmalIon-type coaches
or teachers. The~fote, It is the purpo5C of this
Ctlaplt'f to p~ilt coaches with InfOmlation
connrnlng the expectation_performance pro­
~. In the following pages, we will ua.mine
how coaches' expectations or judgments of their
athletes can Influmn the athletes' performance
and behavior and how such expectancy effects
can be particularly negative for selected athletes.
The chapter will conclude with a discussion of
ways coaches can individualize their Interactions
with athletes to avoid behavin,g In expectancy­
biased ways and thus fadlitate the Pfi!OmlDnCl'
of all athletes.

11'e Expectation-Performance
Process

According to the self-fulfilling prophecy theory,
the upectations coaches form about the ability
of individual athletes can serve as prophl'Cies
that dictate or determine the level of achieve-­
ment each athlete will ultimately ~ach. SevtnI
~hen who have studied the self-fulfilling
prophecy phenomenon In educational contextS
(e.g., Brophy, 19B3; Harris &; Rosenthal, 1985;
JlU5im, 19B6) have proposed a sequenCl' of steps
to explain how the expectation-performance
connection is acalmplished. These modelS or

Srq 1: The coach develops an Cltpectation fOr
each athlete that pred.iCts the level of
per!ortn.lnCl' and type of beh
athlete Will exhIbit over the c~~~~~:t
the year.

Sup 2: The coach's expectations influence hls
or her treatment of lndividlal athlet
That Is, the coach's behavior toward e:s..
each ~thlete dIffers aCCOrding to the

=~~e';7~~~COncerning the athlete's

$tLp J: The way in whkh the coach treats
~ach athlete aftccu the athlete's per­
?rmann and rate of learning In .dd·lion dill· . I·ch e",ntial communication tells

ea. athlete how competent the coach
th.ioks he or she is.. "no'_. to".u to rm,,_
t1~ affects the athlete's self.concept
ac . evtment mOtivation and level i:
aspiration. ' 0

SlqJ 4: The athlete's behaVior and perfor­
mann confonn to the coach's C!f

ta~ions. ThIs behavioral COnfOrmi~­
~nfo.Ct'$ the coach's on.... ,tio d o·na eKpectl_

n, an the process COntinues.

We Will now enmrn
detail. e each of these steps in

Step 1: Coaches FOrm E" .....ct.1ti
A th r~ ow

t e be8innlng of an athletic ~
coaches form eXpectations f DSOn mO$t
their teams.. Th or each athlete on
judgments or a

ese
expectations a", Tttlly inJtial

cal competence =r~nts reg~rding the physi.
and are ...._~ ,.- .potential of each athlete

"""XU on C~rtlln pieces of Inf
available to the coach I ormation
Indlcues that teKh . n p.;trtieular, the research
use three ers and coaches most ohm

Th ,,'!.J'es, or Categones, of infOrmatIon
e 'motcat_o. .

as PtTso '0 ry contains what we can label

lterns D:; ~h':~d~~~~~~Ch informational
Ot<:onomlc status,

racial or ethnic group famil
der, physical attractive'n y background, gen.
and style of dress. The CK~' ~y Size, physique.
of these person cues t to ~ve use of any or all
athlete's physical co~.....r;' Judgments about an
lead to ,_.___ .- enn WOuld nrtalnly

.......LlUale and V'tl'y Sfe.............
tions (see the lase ~on of --_'~Y'C txp«ta.
nately, according to tbe~~:pt~). Forru­
dfttu, not all coacht:!' to CKpectam;y

~~I.Yt~: ~~ographlc O~";h~~~e:=~~:
. ' • J "-DU ~ behaVlQrally ..... . ,

tlon. Thus many coa h In orma_
mllnce in'rormatlo~:~a:~i:.°tiln~~ror_
on ct'ttain h"" nesscores

P ~_cal sktlls lests the athlete's
pe~rmance achievements (e i: prevtous past
StDtisticsorrelatedsport .., ~ason

as other teachen' or :':l~hments),aswell
ceming the athlete's If, rtunents COn­
Co.1ches also base Irtipe onnancc and behavior.

on observation of th:~~:::~~sof a~ctts
tryout situations (e.. ......___ Practin or
er'. .0"' ~vation of the pb

s motivation work -ti, .... y-
• ,~. c, enUlUSln~ p"

an ness, response to critids -:.. ~
tearnmuesJ. Ill, interactIOn WIth

A third and more r I
egory of information e<:ent y Idenrlfied cat_
can and d SOUrces Iha! coaches
, 0 usc to evaluue their athlel••' .....
ormanee nnte t· , '""" ,..T-,.. r:- n la InclUdes P«VchOlog,__ '

raetensl:ics Specifi -, L<U

2001; BeckeT & S~lomonl~s)S;:lomon (e.g.,;:::f research studies 'ShOWing :ac;':U:~
potentialn uE:tions for their athletes' sport

are.......,.. not only on ch'
t10nsofthcirathletes'physlca.l coa es peTCl'p­
strength, athletidsm) but alsocompetendes(e.g.,
mates d athletes' psychoIogjcaI~coaches' esti­

ability, role aCCCplance self..<fisd Un (e.g.. 00Ddl·
In faer, Solomon's~ p e, malurity).
college Coaches has suggested that

a~ very prone to us! th·
CeptiOllS of players' "'""cholo I ,_..III ell per.
to form ex ,.~~ g ca ularacrerlslics
pcrforman~lr::;.~ about individual athletes'

by
AlthoUgh the initial CKpcctations forrn-'

most coaches arc bD5ed Q<

a variety of sour~ '."d .~dn '",fOrmation from
Dbl . ,lvl ua coaches b­
to :a~::u~er~:~.to the weight they a~%n
. . ts, SOme coaches m

ticularly value the comments 0' _.. ay par-
"vIer coaches



In enluatlng an I-rhlete during tan1ltment 01
<II (he ~ning of ltw SU5OD, whffU$ othet
coKha!my plaa gtNter emphasis on the pliIy­
~ physical.l-rtributa (e.g., s~, size, strength,
body build). Therefore, two coadia could form
very diffi.',rt'nt lieU of expectations for the S<i.me
<lthlete on the bollis of what soutct's of informa­
tion nch valued most.

Exercise:

ASSUI7It tJwt you helW jusl~ elppoinWi "' be IN
ntW l'Gnily aKJdI flY a hi,$h Jdrool socur Inrm.
8«<lilJt' ,rou <lrt MW "' W sr:hool, you knoW wry
little <lbout IN p/lIytIs 10'110 will try llUt (rx your
(tom. H(J<rWWt, your aJJis/anl roach haJ betrl in

W propam for sn>mIl~ elnd .bxnooof elll 0{IN
p/ayns. r ....... tryout dely1 al""l'iw, tuIll,rou rtaliu
/hell~ will haVll' UJ mDk~ somt difficult cuts.
H()W much will you /'tl)' 01' yo'" awn obJO"Vlllion

oftht playtrs' pufomulrIct and behavior during
tryouts rMhf'/' than on th~ ftedback providetl by your
eluisla"t axuh b<lstd on. htT or his )'tars of work
with thtx playm?

II obviously folloWs, then, thl-t il coKh's lni­
tiililudgment of iln ilthJete mill' be ~ther<IoCCUnl~
or In<lC01J'ilte dependlrl& on the soun:es of Infar­
ffi<lUon used. Accunte ;JUl'SSmt'1lts of il plil~r's

competence gene:nrlly~ no problem u they
usually do not adversely affect. the player's su~
quent performance. However, inaccurate e:<j>tt­
lations (l.e., ex:peClatlons lhat are either too high
or tOO low) thaI are also infle:<ible can be very
disruptive for athletes and can Interfere with
their optimal athletic progress. Consider, for
example, the coach who misJudges a panlcular
ilthlete at the beginning of the season md falsely
belleo.--es th<It indlVidU;JJ to be less «Irnpetent
thOlfl hem she re;l.1Iy Is. If the coach's expKhtlon
or tud&mem Is flexible (le., changa whe;n the;
athlete dernonslJates better performance dun
upected), then the Initial false expectation does
nol cause il problem. In «Intnst, a coach who

is very inf1eJ(\ble md res!stilnl to modifytng her
or his lnitiill beliefs !my well ·stt· only Whill
she Ot he expects to stt from that pla)'fi. ThaI
Is, aU evldena of skill mon by the athlete will
teinforce the coadi's belief that the athlete is
incompetent, md the coadi will either ignore ill!
skill sucass or simply «Insidt:r il 10 be "lucky"
and not indicative of the athlete's sport skill.
Solomon and her colleagues (e.g., Solomon &;
Kosmltzkl, 1996; Solomon, Golden et <I!., 1998)
have recently referred to this characteristic of
coaches u "perceptual fleJdblllty'" or, by uten·
sian, "perceptual inflexibility.· Coaches who
de--'dop expecu.tions 0( plilyen ilt tht: beginnins
of th~ suson that ue not fleJtible or fluid tend
to perceive indiVidual athk:tes' performance
mel behavior from a very rigid perspecti~ That
Is, these CO<IIches will petceive In their athletes'
~ormanCl' and behaV10r exactly what they
expect to stt. This type of situation Is !Uustrated
in Example I. In this example th... coach's Initial
expectations or judgmenu concerning the rela·
live basketball ability of both Chris and Robert
are formed on the basis of Information provided
by a colle<lgue. These initial e:<pectatlons, whleh
may not be accurate, cause th~ coach 10 ptrrrivt
the two players' ~ormanCl' differently. Sudi
d1ffermtial perapIions, In tum, affect the way
th~ coach ruc:ts or responds 10 thaI player. ThIs
type of situation lads to th~ second step in the
sequmce of evetllJ composl"l the self-fulfilling
prophecy phmommon.

Step 2: Coaches' Expcctatioll5 Affect
Their Behavior

The e:<pectalions that coaches typically form
for each athlete at the beginning of an athletic
season do not necessarily or automatically aClI$
self-fulfilling prophecies. Expectations do, how­
ever, have the potential for doing SO if they affect
the coaches' lreatmmt of thelt <lthleles.

Much of the resurch on the self-fulfilling
IH'OPhecy ph~nomenon In competim-e span sit·
W1tkms has fOCUSft1 on this Isme by ukJ.nll the
crucW question, ·00 coaches trv:t ilthlffes they
belkve have high ability (I.e., high-6pecuncy
Individuals) differt'ntly from <lthleles they believe

Example I

~ ntW wadr 0(" junior high /:wuIrttballlnrm is
irifonned by 1M principal thai IN tNm 1uu tlO'D

pointguards rt/lU'rliru (rom liut ,-r. Tht first.
plart:', Chris, is dtSaibm as a tnlmrt:d athlm,
and rht: otha player, Robm, is portraytd as having
b«n a membl'r of last year's s'l"ad "0111), becelust
~ was tht cooch's 5011.' At prartiCt Iht {irst day,
Robnt dribbles fast up tile court but then lo~
control of fM ball. ThuQQch, who has tkvtloptd
IN expKtaDon that Rcbm is nor a tJJlorltd Ilthll'U,
1M !his nroras proo(o{Rabert'J lade o{innaU'
bMUtbtill ability. Thus, the aKJdI rtSpOnd5 by
rd/iru Rabttt fo.slow down. Momma later, Chris
also mUhandles W b<lll durin: the samt dribblinf
drUl. Tht aKJdI, who brlievtS Chris to lit an
eudlmr dribbtn-,~ that W moroaumJ
btca~ r~ lxlsktfbailis eirheT worn and slipper or
owrinflaU'd (and /hI'S difficult /l) dribble). Based on
fI,is peruption, Jilt wllch orders Jilm the /Jail not bt
uud agelill a"d that Chris should gtt elnotha ball
Ilnd try agai".

Iuve low ability (I.e., Iow-expectanr:y indiVidu­
ills)?" Genenlly this question hu been studied
by obseTving and recording the type, frequency,
and quality of Instruction"l behavior CO<Idies
exhibit toward IndiVidual athletes. Again, the
overall conclusion from this research (see studies
by Hom, 198'1; Releskl et aI., 1979; Sinclair &
Yealey, 1989; Solomon &; Kosmllzkl, 1996;
Solomon, DIMarco et aI., 1998; Solomon, Golden
el aI., 1998; Solomon, Striegel et al., 1996) indi­
cates that somt coacha do indeed show duten-n­
lial instructional behl-viors to these two groups
of athletes. Applying the results of this l"eSeioch
to ilny specific athletic setting. we could expect
the Pygmalion-type COilCh to shoW differ=tlal
behavior to hlgh- and Iow--upectilncy athletes in
rcgard to (il) the frequency and qw.lity of interac_
tions the coach Ius with the indtvtdw.l athletes,
(b) the qlL1ntity and quality of instruction given

to eKh athlete, and (c) the frequency and type of
performana fee<lbild: given to uch athlete.

In the first beh<lViora.! utegory, f~uency
and quality of eoacb....athlete Inl~r"'ctiolLS,

a Pygma.lion-prone coach typically shows fewer
tendencies to Iniliale inlerpersonal «Intact
(either of a sociill or a sklll-related n<llure) with
athletes he or she believes to be len skilled. As
a result, the coach spends significantly mOre
time with athletes who are highly skilled (see
E'.:<ample Z). In addition, the quality of coach­
athlete Inter.tctions may also differ, with high­
expectancy pll-yt:1S being shown more wa.nnth
and positive affect (e.g., smiling, hm nodding,.
ilnd personal contact) than th~rlow-6pectmcy

\e.ltmtILltes.
Perhaps of gruter consequence Is the diller­

entlill treatment thu high- and low-expectmcy
players may receive In tl'gard to the quantlly
and quality of ilLStructioD. If a coach firmly
believes certain players on her or his team do
not have the requisite athletic competencies to
be successful (i.e., the low-o:pectancy players),
that coach may, first of ail, reduce the amount
of material or skllls those pla)":rs I-re expected to
learn, thU5 establishing a lo....er stilndard of per_
formana for Ihem. Second, the coach may <lllow

Exampl~ 2

Ashtorr and Karl, who are IeWnmrrtes on their
school's mrsity basUtbafl ream, stay afUr praetiu
UJ piliI' a ga~oftme-Ott-()nt. Their aJ«Ir~
(JIIt'r fa Wtl!dr. Whm A.shrrm (a high-ap«lancy
a/hlete) e:<ecutts Il success{iJ1 felk~ and drive, the
coach rtsfXJnds with elpproval but aiso stops Ille
game to provi* Ash!"" with {iJrtha ins/nJCtiall
(I.e., w/la/she should do in a similar situation If
the weak sid~ defenda had movtd amw flK
kq). Later whm Kllrl (Q /Qw.ap«tJmq plelytt)
uecutes 1M JatM suaEJS/U/ (aU and drM, W
COQCh mpcruh with appruvaJ arrly iGaod mow,
Kati·) but thm fCIQ llIl fIl shaw AshIDrlIlaw sIw
should haI'l' pmTnred OT tk(emkd againsf sudr an

offensivt IIIl7Yt..



the Iow-upectancy playen less time In pnctke
drlIls. As a rfiUlt, these athldes lII.iIIy spend rela­
tively more practice time in non-skill-related
actiVtties such u shagging balls, waiting In line,
and keeping score. Finally, the coach may be
less persistent In helping low-expectancy ath­
letes learn a difficult slilll. The Pygmalion-prone
coach tends to give up on a low-expectancy
player who fails after two or three attemPI$ to
learn a new skill but will persist in worklng with
a hlgh-upect:ancy player who Is having the same
difficulty (~ Example 3).

In addition to differenas In the quality of
Instruction, resnrc:hm have mo found differ­
enas in the type .ad frequeDCY of fttdbacl<
that coaches give to high- and Iow-expectancy
playtn. One of the primary ways coaches respond
differently to indiVidual athldes Is in their US<! of
pl1lli~ and critidsm. Some researrhers investigat­
Ing expectancy Issues In the physical education
or sport setting (e.g., Martinek lie johnSQn, 1979;
Martinek I';< Karper, 1982; Rejeskl et aI., 1979;
Solomon, DiMarco et aI., 1998; Solomon, Striegel
et aI., 1996) have found that teachers and coaches
give hIgh-expectancy students and athletes more
relnforcl'rtlent and praise after a successful per­
fomunce than they do Iow-upectancy IndiVidu­
als. In conuut, other ~;uchers have found
ttut Iow-expectancy students and .thktes an'

the ones who rettlve propOftionatdy more rein­
forament (Hom, 1984; Maninek, 1988). How­
~, as Hom noted In her discussion, the higher

Example 3

During Il prllctice scrimmage, Ashton (the high_

eXp«!lln0' playtr in E:J.llmple 2) is having problems

running Il patticuillriy difficult of(mJiw fH'ttrm.
The coat:h stvps 1M tmm drill and spmds 3 Of

4 mlnullS ~lpi11fAshton Imm rJ.., /K'ttml, "'htrr
Koui (the ~<UhIete) lam Mllma$
W _ difficWty, the roach mrJr1I.'eS htr (rom IN

~ team by sayln: to tltJOthD playrr, -Jod,
come Me lind tIIIrt Koui's pillet. Ut'J J« i(you can
nln this play.-

frequency of reinforcmtent or pr~ given by
Cl»Ches and tucherJ to the51' Iow-upeaancy
indiViduals may actually be qualitatively suspect
beau~ the rf'infofCf'ment If often given Inappro­
priatf'ly (I.e., giVf'n fot a mediocre performance
or for su= at a very easy task) (see Example 4).
Thereforf', it appt'ars that Pygmalion-ptone
coaches may (a) provlde low-f'xpectancy athletes
with less frequent reinforcement and (b) give
them less appropriate and less benl:ftclal feed·
bad after successful pt'rformances.

O~rvation of teachers' and coaches' feed·
badr. aoo has revuled dlfferenas In the amount
of correctlve Of" Ift:hnlal Insttuction given. In
the s.pott setting such differential treatment may
be esperillly evident In the feedback COKhes
provide their athl~es following a performa,nC"'.
As U1ustrilted In Example S, hlgh-upectancy
performerJ receive Informational and corrective
feedback that tells them how to improve their
pt'rfonnance. In contrut, low·expectancy per­
formers receive a positive communication from
the coach but no accompanying technical Infor­
matlon 10 tell them what they can do to improve
thelt perlOlDlaIlce. These differences In feedback
responws may well be due 10 the different expec­
tations the coach hol.d$ for the various athletes.
For eumple, beause the Cl»Ch fuUy expecl$
jued's performa.nC'" to Im~, he ls more apt

Example 4

Durin:tN~ ora l'IIrsity voI/tybII/ll'Mtch,

a hitttr Ilpproachts lhe nel (or Il spike. Suing her
r>pponents pul lip II single block, she rtllcha Oljt to
*rip- the bllll around lhe block. No point is saJted,

but lhe b<J11 is kept in pilly. The alh/etL, woo is II
hilh-up«t4ncy plllyer, Is lold by her COQ(h, *OK,
KeisJuI, lit letUt you kqJI the btJlI in pllly. Blit nat

~ you KrJ up against a s. block. hit eM IHJII.
Yow spiu islfJOd mough tl!¢ it rhruugh dIIIt
bb:i. -1(. hownoer, alow-up«!JmCy player f'UOllts
W SQrnt' play, ~ P)'zmlliion-type road! m(Jht

respond wilh IlpptWrll only; *Crmt wort,.l<IIra, you
kept IN btJlI "WIlY (rom IN Mod;. ThaI was smarr.-

Example 5

/IImJ IIl1d CharlK havr both jointd an IJlf!-POUP
swimmin: team. Although both swimmers begin the

stIlSOn at 1M same lewl o(per(omrllna, !heir roa£h
hIlS Vl'ry high exp«tllriOns (or Jared's ImproYroltrlt
and lilrimllte success beclluse o(his wnalliral"
physicill at/ribules, The c/JOCh dOts not hllw the

~ high expecrntions fOr Chllrlie. At the first m«t

of1M SftUOrl, both swimmm; tIlke fiftJt piau in
tMir =pectM events. 77u coodI rtSp01lds to JIImJ's
~e by It/lin: him dIIIt he can considmlbly

mIua his IirM irM iIrrprmoes his t«Jmique OIl

the rums. The roach c.oncIudes with !he_I,
"Wt'lI Wlri orr~ rums 1111 next wtd: SQ)'OIl'll
/¥ mJdy (or tM nt'lrt m«t. - In crmtnul, IN CUtICh
responds til Clulrlle's fifth pllICe P6f0mr1l11a by
SQyin:, WGood job, ChaT/ie. Han: In rhm.·

to pmvide jared with lechnical Information to
help him achieve skill success. However, the low
expectations the coach hokls for Charlie lead the
coach to bl'lie\lf' that correctiVf' Imtroction may
be fruitless and cerulnly not useful for Charlie.

Finally, coaches Inay mo differ In the type
of attribution they use to expWn the c;ause of
th~ high_ and Iow-expectancy athletes'~
luI or ut1JUCCUSful performance. Although this
upect of performan«, feedbadr has 1'l'Cl'1~

very little re:search aftention, we cerulnly might
speculaif' that a coach's beliefs concerning the
competence or lntompelence of selected playen
on his or her team would induce that coach to
verbalize different attributions for the athletes'
performance Outcome. For Instance, the coach in
Example 6 holds differenr perceptions or expec_
tations concerning the pbysial competence of
Jonathan (il hlgh-upectancy player) and 1'.). (a
Iaw~ncy player). The51' expectations lead
the COilch to attrlbule the51' piayen' performance
10 dlfferml QlU$f'S. When PJ. ruches fitst base
safely, the COilCb immediately, and in this case
verbilUy, attributes thaI success to the opposing
learn's error (le., a ludr.y brf'U for PJ.). In com­
parison, the coach verbally attributes the same

Example 6

Durin: II bllsel>lllilantt, PJ. (a Jow-upeculnq
IIthlm) hits Il pif1:hed ball shorply towllrd the

lett sid~ o(IM infield. 77u shortstop mllklS a
nice Ixlr:kJumded mow (or Ihe bill/and fitlds
it, Although he Ihtrl sllgh/ly mishwldles It, he

does throw it hIlrd to flm (r.N II clost pillY, with

the runner (PI) being called SQ(e. 77u COIlch
commmts, *Whal II brtak, PJ.! We wm' lucky~
[1M shoTtstopl bobbled it, or)'Oll would /unAt hem
out. -H~, in a simllllT situation wilh IOMI1um
(II hi,gh-upectancy p/IIyl!r) <IS tM 1HJ1Ur/rrmnc.
w woch rnponds to /he same performtma by
DClaiming.. -Wq rn hil /he hole,JorultJuur, aM
~ts;-l! You bellt IN throw agllinl-

pt'rformance by jonathan to jonathan's abillty
(I.e., his batting prowess and speed). Similarly,
the coach's response to these athlete$' perfor­
mance errors may.oo be affected by the coach's
jud.gmenl of each player's ability. In Example 7
the coach attributes jonathan's lad of success In
stealing a~ to poor positioning aDd thus sug­
gests thaI the perfortnm«, GUt be corrected. The
coach attributes a slmllat b.i.lure by PJ. 10 PJ.'$
lack of ability (I.e., his lad of speed).

Example 7

LIlter in the Silme desoibed in Exllmple 6, Jonathan

(the high·expecrnncr pillyer) attonpts 10 Sftlll second
without lhe roach's giving a slelll sign. Jonathlln

is tIlSily lhrown out AI he reocMs /he dugoul, the
COQ(h ulb him, "Good fry, Jonathlln. Thltl would

havr hem II zood plf1:h tl! $UfJI on, but)'Oll didn't

hrlw II bit orou;rh kad tl! KrJ. Hexl DrM, )'OIl
shotd4 . ... * Whcl PJ. (1M~ncyplayrr)

atumpb the Jllmtper(omwuta, /he a»dI WWUr
responds, *Whal tut )'OIl doin: out thnf'? 1 didJr'l
tt/I you fo :0 ... ,-'n: too slow fo SUfJI s«ond,
esp«ilJ/ly Orl rlwl CTl!dler, -
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105 the previous txampl~ illmtrate, rolIches
may indeed ueat their 1lIgh- and low-upectancy
ath.let~differently, However, WI.' neM 10 am:ist
cautinn in regard 10 these observed differential
rolIching behaViors. 1llat is, ..~ must not jump
to the conchulon thaI II is ~tial for COk~
to ~t all alhletes on their tt<uns in exactly the
same way. Beause athlfleli diff~ in thm skills
as well as In their penonalitieli, roaches are
..1ill advisl!d 10 individua.lJ.uo their Instruet:loo.al
bdYvior 10 Iccommodate the uniquenesse:s of
e.ach ;J.lhlete, Therefore, it is impom.nt at this
point to emph...me that obserw.ble differences
in;J. rolICh's behavior toward individu3J. athlfleli
on his or h~ team do not autOll1.lltinlly imply
that the rolIch Is acting in a biased m;J.nner;J.r\d
that the athletes'p~s will be impeded. U the
differences In the coach's behavior are designed
to and actually do fildlitate the performance
and achievement of tllch athlete, then such dif.
ferentlal coaching behavior is appropriate. How_
ever, if the differential treatment an athlete or a
group of athletes cOllsisttntly receives from their
coach In practices and games limits the athletes'
ability or opportunity 10 learn, then such differ­
ential coaching behavior Is dysfunctional, and
the coach's expectations may be serving as seU­
fulfilling prophedes.

Step 3: Coaches' Behavior Affects
Athletes' Performance and 8f:havior

The third step In the seqUefia' of ~nu In the
self·fulfillln& prophecy phenomenon occurs
wht.'I'l ;J. roach's upectancy-biased treatment of
m individual at~ affects that athlete's per_
formmce and psychological growth. It Is easy 10
understand bow the biased behavior desctibtd
in the pread.lng section is likely 10 mulml.ze
Ihe athletic progreu of high-apectaney ath­
letes while limiting the achi~mefits of their
low-apectancy teammates. P1ayen who are con·
sistmtly given less effective and iess Inlensive
lrUtruet:lon or who are allowed less active time in
practia' drills will not Show the same degree of
~kiI1 improvement as their teammates who are
given optimal learning opportunities. In E.urn­
pies 2 and 3, Ashton and Kari are obviously not

being given the same quality of instruction. If
thls instructional behavtor is typicaJ of the !feat­
menl theseaihletes receive from their coach over
the _son, we might well antldpate that after a
reruln period of time 105hton's basketball stdlls
will be roruiderably bett~ than Kart's.. Their
coach will attribute these :skiU differences to
what she believes 10 be the innale dlfferenct'l in
Ashton'sand Karl's bonk athletic talent. Givm the
observed variation in the coach's instructional
behavior toward these two Ithletes. it is equally
Ukely thai the coach's original expectation or
judgment concernIng each athlete's sport polen­
tial aetually tktumined, rather than just prtdkkd,
the I~l of achievement that Ashton and Kari
reached. The rolIch's apectatlOlU, then. served
as self-fulfilling prophecies by setting in motion
a series of events (i.e., consistent differences In
the quality of instruction) that ultlmately caused.
the original expect:atiom to be fulfilled.

in addition to the negative effects that a
coach's bia~ instructional behavior has on an
athlete's rate of learning and level of achieve­
ment, such behavior can also aFfect the athlete's
psychological growth. Recent research in sport
psychology has demonstrated that the type of
Instructional behavion a coach exhibits In games
and In practices is correlated wllh, and can aetu­
auy nUSt, changes in athletes' self-concept, per­
ceived competena', intrinsic motivation, md
level of competitive trait anxiety over a season
(see reviews of this work by CheUadural, z007;
Duda & Balaguer, 2007; Hom, 2008; and Mageau
& VaUerand, 2(03). This iWOClation betwft:n
coacheli' behavior md changes In athieitS' self­
pe~ptlons. intrinsic motivation, and alUlety
ls quite ooruistent with sevenl developmenuJ,
cognitivt', md social psychologlcaJ theories {e.g.,
Rmdura,I997; Ecdes, 2OOS; H~, 1999; Ryan &
DecI, 2000; Vallerand, 2007; Welner, 1992} thaI
suggest that the evaluation or feedback Idults
provtde is an important source of infonnatlon
that children and adolesa!nlS use to derennine
how competent or incompelent they Ire,

In the athletic setting. then. the type of feed­
back rolICh~ give to indivtdual athletes may
affea the athletes' self-perceptions (e.g., their
self-confidence, self-efficacy, Ind anxiety) by

communicating to the athletes how competent
or sk.llled the coach thinks they are. O«aslon·
ally, of course, the coach rommunicates thls eval.
uative Information directly to the athletes. More
commonly, howevu, coaches rommunkate their
judgments or belids ronceming the athletes'
abilities in more subtle or indirect WlIys. Spe­
ciflClily, the rolIch's rdnforument patterns (i.e.,
the level of performance or type of behav\or the
coach rewards) provide athletes with informa­
tion that Idls them how skilled the rolIch thinJts
they are. In EJ:arnple 4, klisha and ICaIOl have
demonsllOlted the same level of perfonnan~,

but each receives a different response from the
rolIch. lltis differential feedback may be com­
municating to Ihese athletes wh.1t .standard of
performance each is expected to achieve.. ICara,
who Is clearly reinforced for that l~l of perfor­
mance, may be r«elvlng information telling her
that she is at the maximum level ~he 15 capable
of achieving. Kdsha, howev~r, is led to believe
her performanc~, although acceptable, can and
should be Improved because she has the requl·
site skills to perform at a higher level.

Correspondingly, the amount and frequency
of correaive Instruction a coach provides after
a sk.lll error may also tell each athlete how rom­
petent or skillful the coach thinks he or she U.
In Example S, for In.stana', the coach responds
to Jared's fifth-piaa' perfonnam:~ with correc­
tive feedback. thus ovt'rtly telling him that his
performana' can be improved with effort and
covertly supplfU18 him with the perception that
he is capable of a llIgher lnoel of skill. In ron­
trast. iIIthough the coach gives Charlie a posltl~

and encouraging response for a similar level of
performance, the coach does not provide Charlie
with the additiomllnform.1tion to tell him that
he nn improve his performana' and thaI he u
capable of achieving at a llIgher level Thus, the
rolIch has Indirectly communicated his expec­
tatiOlU or judgments concerning each athlete's
level of ablUty. In summary, then, the evaluative
feedback rolIches givt' 10 individual athletes is
IndeM providing the athletes with information
concerning Ihelr rompetena'. Certainly the dif·
ferential feedback that low- and high-.expeclancy
athletes receive from Pygmalion-prone coaches

may affea the athletes' pelUptions or beliefs
rona'ming thm own sk.lll rompetena'.

Similarly, there Is reason 10 believe th.1t the
differential feedback received by high- and low·
expectancy athletes would Ilso Iffea these
athlel:es' levels of anxiety In span contexts.
Specifical.ly, researchers (e.8., Smith, Smoll, &
Barnett, 1995) have found that athletes who
receive higher frequencies of ttd'Ininlly instruc­
tive and~ feMbac:k,. delivered by rolIches
In a positive and encouraging WlIy, may h.1ve
f~r pmblenu with perfOml.ll1la' alUlety in
spon contexts than do athletes who rettive
punishment-<lrienled or no collealve feedback.
Thus, the differentlal type of feedback that high­
and low-.expectancy athlet~ receive from their
oo;Iches not only may aff«t the athletes' percep­
tions of their sport abillty but also may have an
effea on the degree of anxiety they will experi·
ence in performance situations.

Finally, as noted in the preVious section,
coaches also may affect their athletes' self·
perceptions by the attributions they make for
their athletes' performance, Such attributions
provide each athlete with Information concern·
log his or her compelence. When a coach attri­
butes an athlete's succes.sful performana' to the
athlete's Innate ability (e.g., Example 6) the ath­
lete develops a IlIgh expectancy for fuNre SlICCnS

and a positive attitude loward the span activity.
in contrut, when a coach attributes succes.sful
performan~ to luck, the attribution does not
encourage an athlete to believe that he or she
can altain the same performance In the future
and pr0vtde5 the ;J.thlete With no information
cona'tninB penon;J.1 competence. S1miWiy, ;J.
roach who attributes an athlete's stl1l error to
IKk of effort, IacIr. of practl~, or SOffill' other
Ithlete-rontrolled factor will do more 10 facili­
tate future motivation, decrease feelings of help­
lessness, and enrounrge a positive attitude than
altriooting the athlete's failure to iack of abil­
ity. In Example 7, Jonathln's performana' fail·
ure 1$ altributed by his rolIch to incorrect skill
execution (a controUable and corr«table error),
whereas P.J.'s failure is attributed to his lack of
speed (a less controllable and less rorreaable
cause). The differential messages carried vta these
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coaching communications may affect ~ach ath·
lete's futur~ perfOf1Ilam;i' and motivation.

Step 4.: Thi' Alhl~te'shrfonnance
Confonns to the Coach's Expectations
The flml st~ In the chain of ~1S in the self·
fulfillIn8 proph«y phenommon oa:un when the
i1~'s pertonrwlCJr md bdLiIvi(lr conform. to
the coach's origiNI expectiiOOn. This behivionl
conformity Is, In Itself, iI~ imjXl!til.nt COOlpo.
n~t in the chain of ~nlS beGtuse it n9nforces
fot the coach Wt hls ot her initial tudgmem of
the i1thlete Wl.S aceunte. Tlili confinns for the
Pygmillion·prone coach thilt he m sh~ is a very
astut~ judge of spon potmliill aDd can recognize
true i1thlmc tillent i1t th~ begirtnins of the sea­
son. Unfonuniltely, such ~succeu-may mnfo~
or intensify th~ coach's Pygmalion tendendes.

As a final point In regard to the self·fulfililng
prophecy process, It Is Important to recognize
that not all athletes allow their coach's behavior
ot e>:pectatlons to affect their performance or
psychological responses. Just as all coaches are
not Pygmallon prone, so, too, all athletes are not
suscepttble to the self·fulfilling prophecy. Ear­
lier reseuch In the coaching effectiveness area
[as summarized by Hom, 2008} has suggested
that the self-pe:rc~tlons of some athletes are
more euily affected by their coach's evaluallve
fei'dback than the self·perceptions of their team·
mates are. It is likely Wt individuals who tend
to be very dependent on their coach's feedback
to provkk them with information CODcemin&
their competence would be most easily -molded­
by thdr mach's expectatiom. In contnst, those
athletes who are rn!starlt to the Pygmalion pro­
~ may not use th~ coach's Ift.dbKk l.S a sole
SoO\IJ'Cr of information to t~ll them how compe­
tent they are. If these m;istant athletes do rrcdve
biased feedback from iI coach, they may =pond
by discounting thitlnfonnation and \Uing other
Infonnational sou.n:es (e.g., fei'dback frOID peer$.

parMlS, or other adullS) to form th~ir ~ptlons

of how competent or skilled they an. Research
from th~ mucational psychology Iiteratu~

(e.g., Madan, Jusslm, &- &des, 1997) has sug­
gested that high-achlevlng students in academic

damooms a~ almost completely Invulnerable
to negative teacher percqmons/e>:peWtljons,
whe~as their lo~r-achievlng cbs$mates ~
very susceptible to their teachen' expectiItions
(I.e., their acildemiCachi~entover th~ school
year was significantly predicted by theu t~achen'

lnittal ~tionsof thdr academic potential).
AssWllin3 that such interln<ilVkluai variability in
suscrptibility to adult upecutlons also occurs
in the athlrtic settin,&. II would be reasonable to
believe that ther-e.are som~ athletes (ptrhips the
hipler-achil'Ving ooes) who will be re:slstant to
their coaches' upectations. ThU$, evm If a coach
shows biased ueatment of m indlvldual athlet~,

the self-fulfilling prophecy proceu will shon­
circuit If thi' athlete Is resistant to the COiIch's
bll.S. It is imponant to note, then, that all four
steps in the sequence are essential If the self­
fulfilling prophecy phenom~non Is to occur in
the athletic setting.

Sport Applications

The research and theory detailed in the previous
pages describe the processes by which coaches'
e>:pectations and behavior can affect the perfor­
mance and psychologlcal growth of Individual
athletes on theu team. Som~ of lhl.s Information
I.s ba.sed on rl'Sl'ardt work that hl.S betn con­
ducted in the academic classroom and Wt Is
then applim to th~ span domain. Although these
two Instmctlonal contexts cmainly hilve many
stmllalities, some facton make ~Kh domain
unique. This section discusses fow upectancy·
rdated issues that are particularly ~Ievant to th~

sport contal..

Expect;mcy Effects in Youlh
Sport Progr.uns;

Although Pygmalion-prone co.aches an almD'St
cmainly be found at any level within th~ sport
l)'$tem (e.g., from youth spons through the pro­
fessional level), the negative effeeu of a coach's
expectancy·biased behivior may be particularly
devastating at the younger age levels for three rea­
$OOS. First, because children's Initial experience

with any panlcular sport is typically through a
youth spon program, their Interest In and enjoy­
ment of thai particular activity is being formed.
ineffective or exptetancy-biascd fttdback nom
the coach during th~ early~ may ause
childr':n to &velop extrmldy negative feeljnp
aboUt Wt activity md ~uently10 discon­
tinue participation beforeth~ hive had an oppor­
tunity to learn the skills.

Second, a series of research studies recently
conducted with ch1Idren ranging in age from
8 to 18 ~ll (see summary of this research by
Hom, 2(04) shows that the self·perceptlons of
younger chlldr~n (those under the a~ of 10).are
baSed, 10 a large utent, on the feedbac1t of sIg.
nlficant adullS. That Is, th~ children .are very
much apl to evaluat~ how "good- or -bad- they
are at a sport or physical activity based on whit
their parents, coaches, or teachers say to them.
For uample, a child in this age range Is apt to
say, "I know that I am a good runner beGtuse my
mom says Iam~ or "I don't think that I'm a very
good soccer player because my coach Is always
yellln8 at me." Thus, for children under 10, the
feedback of a coach can have signiflcant effeclS
on the chUd's self-esteem and self·confidence. In
that spon.

Third, based on r~arch Information
obtained from the motor development litera­
ture (e.g., Thomas, Gallagher, &: Thomas, 2OOt),
chlld~n In the early md midchildhood yean
(4 to to ~n) should be acquiring a variety of
fundamental motor and spon·specific skllb. Spe­
cifically, chUd",n should be laming to throw,
catch, k1cIr, jump, and run usillg maNn and
efficient movement patterru. In <additton, this I.s
a good time fat' children 10 learn some funda­
mental span·specific.sJdl1.s (e.g., dribblin& pass­
Ing. trapping). If chlldun do not acquire th~
fundam~ntal motor and spen skills during the
formative ~n, II will ~ difficult for thml to
participate With any dqret of slrill in the more
competitive spon programs availabl~ to children
after the a~ of 10 yean. BKilUSl" PygmaIIon­
prone coaches tend to act In ways that Impede
the sklll progress of their low-expeetancy play·
en, these. children Will ~ prevented from learn.
Ing the necessary fundamental motor .and 5pon

skills- This, in tum, serves l.S a limiting factor In
regard 10 their subsequent participation In the
more advanced spon programs.. ThIlS, again, th~
negattve dfects of a coach's expectancy-biased
~navlor may be paniculady devastating In the
early and midcbildhood years.

Maturational Rates and the Sport
Expectancy Prrxeu

A strond expectancy issue, which Is relatm 10
the first, is that children vary considerably In the
rate at which the.y grow and matu~. Children
who mature early wiD ~ach full physical mat­
uration 2 to 3 years utller than children who
milture at a more avenge rale. FurtMrmore,
children who matur~ lat~ Will not reach full
physical maturation until 2 or 3 years lal~r than
their average maturing peers and 4 to S years
laler than the early maturing child. As a result,
within any given chronologlcal age group, there
wlllllkely be considerable variation in children's
physical status. Such differences In malurational
rates may be a factor that not only affeeu chil­
dren's and adolescents' performance and behav­
Ior in sport situations but also causes coaches
to hold differential expectancies for Individual
athletes.

Ona seventh-grade basketball team, forexam­
pie, all boys may ~ between 12 and 13~n old
chronologically, but they may differ in terms of
their biological and physical Status. The early
maturing 12-year-old boy may ~ .at a stagt' of
physical development comparable to that of the
average 14- or l£-yt'ar-Dld boy. fn contnst, a late
maturing 12-year-old may~ at a stage of devel­
opment wmparable to Wt of a 9· or H)·ye.ar­
old boy. Givm such obvtow dlffe=lces In ral~of
maturation, the early maturer's physical md
motm abilities~ likely to be. JlIperlot to th~
of the lat~ maturer. It Is tmpomnt to know, how­
ever, that the late maturing boy'J disadvantil8f' Is
only ImlpotaIy-----h~will ~tuillly catch up to

and may ~ven surpass his early maturing peers in
physical sin' and athletic performance. Unfonu­
nately, howl'Vt'f, because the late maturing boy in
many youth spon programs Is falsely diagnosed
by unwitting coaches to ~ a low-expectancy
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athlete (l.e., a child who " not now and rte\'er

WW be physi~ com~ent), that chiJd may
noc m;eiw optimal b'l$tnletion, adequate playilll
time, or dfeclh-e performance feedbadr. and may
even,ln fact, be cut from the program.. Thus, even
though the late maturing boycouJd develop Into
a proficient athl~, he may be inhlblted from
doing so because of expectancy·biased coaching
behaviors. Therefore, we should consider late
maturing boys to be at an especially high risk for
negative expectancy effects.

A more complicated pattern of upecrancy
bi.u may occur for girl5 In sport. Although early
maturing gids. may ha~ the same advantages
as early maturing boys dUrin8 the childhood
years (before the age of 12), the ~~ may be
true afm this agf'. That is, early illilrurtng Iirb
muld bqin ezpcrlendng the effects of a negil_
tiw expectancy bias. on the part of their coaches
around or after the time that th~ girls reach
puberty. This could ocwr beause some of the
physical changes that girls experience as they
reach puberty (e.g., breast development, men.
arcbe, Increase in hip width, incre.ue In body
fat) are typically nOt perceived in Our society
as conductve to sport proflctency. Thus, some
coaches may perceive or believe that these physi­
cal changes., which occur at an earlier il8e for the
early maturing girls, Will be detrimenwto their
sport proflctmcy and pcrlormance. In addillon,
gendet-biascd coad:Ies may beti~ girls who are
becomllil more -womanly" in appurance may
no longer be interested in sport, beause $Uch
gender-blase:1 individuals still perceive partlct­
pation In spon as antithetiC31 to femininity.
Thus, early maturing girls (I.e., girls who reach
puberty earlier than their female peers) may sud­
denly be leen by gender-biased coaches as less
physically competent and less Interested in sport
partlctpation.

ThIs argument Is comlstent with the bie­
soctal hypothesis developed by Malina (t994,
20(2) to explain the correlational relationship
that Iinlu girh' participation In intensiw spon
trlIlning with a delay In • of menarche. As
Malina suggests, (O;Iches m.lY use a linear body
build (narrow hips" fl.t chest, relatively low body
fat), which Is moll' typiC31 of a late rather than

an early maturing girl, to select athletes Into
part\CI.llar !pOn prognms such as gymnastics,
dance, tRek, votteyb;lU, swlauning,. and diving.
Th\1$, early maturing girls who no lon~ exhibit
a linear build may either be cut hom spon pro­
grams once they reach puberty or be socialized
out of spon (i.e., be encoulaged to turn to more
feminine activities). It Is the early maturing girl,
then, who may be at especially high risk for neg­
ative u:pcctancy effects once she reaches (early)
puberty.

Another Issue relating to maturation and
expectancy effects. In the sport setting concrrTU
the concept of -developmental vulnl'r3bility."
Spcdflc.aUy, recent research In the educational
scttin3 (e.g.. Rudolph, Lambert, Clark, &
Kurlakowsky, 2001; Valeski & Stipck, lOOt) has
indicated that children and adolescenb may be
more susceptible to soctoenvironmental factors
at particular times in their educational careers.
These panlcularly vulner.ble times appear to be
at important transition points (e.g., from k.In­
dergarten to first grade and from elemenury to
middle or junior high school). The Increa!ied vul­
nerablHty of children and adolescents. to expe_
rience academic or psychological problems al
these time points" likely beause of the uncer·
tainty, unfamiliarity, or novelty thaure character­
istic of a new~ent situation as well as
the increased demands that .Ire placed on them
in thenew(higher Ievcl.) achievement context (see
argumenb on this point by Ecdes, Wigfield, &
Schirlele, t998 and }IWim & Harber, 2(05).
Applrin8 this concept to expectancy cffecU In
the spon setting,. we might hypothesiLc that
Individual children may be more susceptible to
their coaches' expectanCY'blased behavior when
such chlldren make transitions from the recre­
ational to the more select Ot competitlve level
(I.e., ftom spon programs In which everyone
makes Ihe team to programs whe.e tryouts. are
held and only select players make the team).
Similaily, tramltions from middle school or
juniOl: high programs to high school sport pro­
grams, and, eventually, from junior vars.ity to
vanity prognms, may tesult In greater suscqt­
tiblUIy of children/adolescents to their coaches'
expectancy-biased behavior.

Exercise

YOll haw jusl bem~ dir«rar o(lIn~
f10llP routh sport progrom (or II ptutkullu sport.
This program pruvltks nonschooJ romperitivr
sport opponunitie! (or chi/dun (rom age! 8 to
16 yeaTS. The pm>lous director or fhis program hod
used an llbility tracking syJlem. That is, III ~ach

age kvd, chiidun lurd been IIssigned, bllsed on II
tryout syslem, inro on~ orfhrl't' abWty-difftrC1ltilil
tl'llms: (II) II high comperitivr, trllvd-orimred tNnt

comprisM or the be$t lith/rio III thllt age Il:vd;
(b) II modua~/n'dronrpmrivr tNm thllt
cempnLrJ lit w IOCQ/ rK rqionllllrvd; IIlld (c) II

low contpditiw tNm /hilI was opm U1I1JI~
who trW:d OUI and!h<3r was primarily imtn.etiorlll/
In natun'. """II you conUnr.c fhis pructiu q{ lIbi1ily
tn>d:ing childTm/lldc1csants III cadr lIP trouP?
What IIU 1M IllJUmcrts (tJr llnd "SIIlnst such II
prrJCljc~? Should your chcl$ion on fhis issue be
different (or differen/lige groups?

Sport Stereotypes. and the
Expectancy Process
A third expccttncy Issue concerns selected sle­
~ th.at a", rel.ated to the perfonnance and
behavior of individuals in span situations.. The
two most prrvaslve st=types In the spon set­
ting are those con~ing ethnlcity and gcndu
In ",gard to ethnidty, it is commonly believed
Ihat African American Individuals are "nalU·
rally· gifted In particular sports and physical
aetlvlties (e.g., basketball, sprinting events).
Although this may Initially appear 10 be a posl·
tlye stereotype, It has cenaln negative ramifica·
tiom for those African American children who
are nor -as good as they are supposed to be."
Coaches may perceive an African Amerion chitd
who, for example, does nOl~ hUM than his
Euro-American (white) peen; on a series of spon
sldlls tesb as either lazy or "untalented.-1b.at Is,
~n though be may have performed as. wel.J. as
his Eule-Aml'rialn peers, he is percel~ by the

Pygma1lon~pronecoach to be less than il.dcquate.
Such perceptions may be reflected in the fact
that African Amerian athletes in some programs
m\1$t eilher rna):e the staIting lineup or be cut
from the team O.e., they will not make the team
unless they are signlflcantly more taclented than
the other athletes). Thus, AfrIcan Amerialn chll­
dren may be held to a higher standard of perfor­
mance In these sports because of the stereotypes
concerning the.ir physical prowess.

Anothe.r aspect of ethnically biased stereo­
types Involyes perceptions concerning athletes'
mental capabilities. Specifically, although Afri­
can American athletes ale percti~ to be very
competent In regard to physical capabilities (e-8.,
speed, reaction lime, strength), Euro-American
athlet:es il", pertti~ to be better In regard 10
mental capabililles (l.e., they are believed to be
better decision makers and leaden). Pr8malion­
prone coaches who subscribe to such ethnic ste­
reotypes will act in waY' thaI reflect these bl.ued
beliefs. Thus, African American athletes may not
be considered for spon leadership or decision­
maklng positions (e.g., football quarterback,
basketball point guard, volleyball setter, base­
ball catcher). EYerI if they are given the opper­
IUnlty to practice or play at such positions, their
"mlstilk.es" will be perceived .u evidena! of their
Innate inability to perform well in these roles
rather than ilS an Indicator that they may need
more instructiorl or practkl' to acquite the nCCC5-­
Silry skills.

The situations described in the previous
paragraphs only lil\1$trlIte wmc of the ethnictty·
related stereotypes that abound In the sport
context. There arc cenalnly many mo", (see, for
example, Brooks &: Althouse, 2000). The exam·
pies given in the previous paragraphs show that
expect8tion~based on ethnictty are nOI accurale
and certainly can Inhibit thl' progress of Indi­
yldual athletes or groups of athletes. Support for
this Idea is evident in the educational psychol­
ogy litefilture where researchers (e.g., Jussim et
al., t996) have found that teacher upccr.ations
Ol: tCKher stereotypes ha~ greater effects on the
academiC achi~l!:flt of Afrian AmeriC.ln stu­
dents and S1udenb from lower sodocconomic
bacirgrounds than they do on children who are
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nOl from lhese two backgrounds. Other ruppon
for th~ dfKt of negati~ raci.al 51~rtOt}';)eS on
~dMlIc and athiMiC performance coml'$ from
th~ work of St~le (1997; SteeLe &: Aronson,
1995), Ston~ (2002; Slone, Perry, &: Darley, 1997;
Ston~, Lynch, SjomeUng. &: Dadey, 1999), and
Bellock (Beilock &: McConn~U, 20(4).

In regard to gender ste~types, It Is com­
monly believed that females are l~ phpially
c.apabl~ than mal~ Although these beliefs are
basm to som~ exlent on r~arch showing that
postpubenal males and ~males do differ on
~ected physical charaet~ristics (e.g., heLght,
body composition, limb length) (Malina, 1994,
2002; Ransdell, 2002), they also are based on
Inaccurate ster«ltypes concerning the perfor~

mance and behavior of females. In panicular,
th~ availabl~ research indicates that there are
~ty few physiological or biological djfferen~

belW~n boys and glrls prior to puberty (particu­
larly before IOyears of age) (Malina, 1994, 2002).
Despite th~ re~n::h findings, many teachers,
coaches, and parents continue to bell~ve that
girls from early childhood on are not -naturally
talented" In the phpical activity areL BK:au~

of ruch stereotyped bellefs, gtrls in coeducational
youth spon programs may be more apt to be
UNted as low-6pectancy athletes. 11ull Is, their
coaches may gt~ lhem l~ Instruction in prilc­
ria and 1t'S$ playing time tn games. When they
do play In gilml'$, they may be relegated to posi­
tions where they ire Inacri~ for large ilmounts
of time. (For interesting delail regarding gen­
dered behilvlor in clti1dren's spon contexts, ~
recent obsttviltlonal studies by Lln~s &: fine,
1996, and Messner, ZOClO.) E~n on ilU-glrlleams,
a coach's stereotyped belief thilt girls are nOI
and cannOI be physicaUy compelent may cause
her Or him 10 estilblish lower standards of per­
formance for them and 10 gt~ greilter amounts
of Inappropriale prill~ (I.e., 10 accepl and praise
mediocre performance ilccomplishments). Again,
such expectancy-blased behilvior ls particularly
negative during the childhood years becau~

gtrls may then be less apt to develop Ihen~
Silty fundamenllli motor ilnd spon skills. ~ indi­
GlIed eilrlier in lhls section, faUure to ilcquire
the5e skills dUring the childhood years ~rves as

an inhibitor of sport performance In the post­
pubertal years. Thus, as several researchers ilnd
wrl~ have suggesled. any differences thai are
obseJVed In the physical performance cap.abili­
lies of postpubertal mall'$ ilnd females may be
due u much 10 lnad~Uille tnstructlon, partlcipa·
tion, and trillning during the childhood yurs u
10 ilctlUl physiological or biological differences
betweerl males and femilles (Smoll &: Schutz,
1990; Thomas &: French, 1985). Furthermore,
even If there ilre post-pubertill gender differences
In strength, ~, powet', and endurance, this
does not n~rUy mean t.hal illl gtrls are less
$trong or less fasl thiln illl boys. Thus, coachl'$
who develop expectillions concerning the physl­
Cill competencies of children ilnd ildolescenu
based solely or primarily on gender Ignore the
reality lhal there ls as much (or more) variation
within eilch gender as Ihere Is between genders.
Thus, roaches' expectations should be basoed 10 il
greater extent on characteristics $peciflc 10 eilch
individual chUd rather than on th~ ethnic group
or biological gender to which thai chUd belongs.

The information provided In this section
clearly IndlCiltl'$ thai selected children may be
more apt 10 be pen::eive<! as low-expectancy ath­
letes by their coaches than are other clti1dren. The
specillc concern here is lhat because such expec­
lancies are based eilher on inilecurate stereotypes
(e.g., ethnicity and gender) Of on coaches' lack
of knowledge concerning the physiCilI growlh
and maturation process, these expectilndes hilv~

the potential 10 seriously inhibit children's $port
deve1opment. Thus, we need. 10 consider such
children u al grealer risk for negallveexpectancy
effects than Iheir peen.

Coaches' Penonal Chamcteristics,
Their leadership Styles, and the Sport
Expectancy Process
As nOled eilrller In this chilpter, the research
conducted to date suggesu thaI not all coaches
are expectancy biased. Gi~n this variability In
coa<:hes' tendency 10 be I'ygmaUon pt'One, II
would Sl!f.:ffi to be of Interest to determine what
types of coaches are most apt to faU into lhis Cilt­
~gory. Thai Is, what dlMactemtlcs dl$llnguish

Ihose coaches who act In tJrpectancy-biased ways
from roaches who do nOI do so?

Milny characteristlcs 0( coachl'$ could be
invnti,galed ilS pouible condates or predIctors
of upectancy·biased behavior. Based on the
rtsean::h concerning gender stereotypes in spon
setlillg$ {Sl!f.:, for example, Griffin, I99B; HillT}',
1995; Krane, 1996; and Messner, 1992), it might
be hypolhesittd thai coaches of mal~ athletes
who hold strong gender-stereotyped aml homo­
phobic beliefs would act ~ry po$ItiveJ.y loward
the players on their tum who -fit" the rrasculine
slereotype (L.e., those who hilve broad shoul­
ders, high muscle mass, and who ild In aggres­
si~ ways) while ilcring less positi~Ly lowilId the
players who do not -fit- this In.ilSC\Iline stereo­
type (I.e., pla)'l:rs who hilve il more llnur body
shape ilnd lower amounts of muscle mass, and
who do nol exhlbll il&8TeSSive behilviors). Simi­
larly, gender-blued and homophobic COilChes
of female athletes might ilCt more posllively to

the athleles on their leam who conform to the
"feminlne" ldeill (I.e., female ilthlell'$ who ha~
longer hair, hil~ boyfriends, we.ar makeup off
the court) than to those ilthletes who do not
conform 10 this image.

From thecognlti~ psychoiogy (e.g., Skinner,
1996) theoretiCilI UlealUrl' u ~U u from the
teildter education te$Ciln::h Iilerature (e.g.,
Cooper, 1979; Guskey, 1981), It appears Ihat I'll'

might want to Uilmine individual coachl'$' per·
crptions Of 10cus of control with ~ard 10 their
job responsibilities. That is, coaches milY differ
in how much they perceive that they peNOn­
aUy can COnlrol the performilnc~OUlcomes t.heir
teams CUl ilchieve. Coaches who possess il.Il

external locus of control would believe that the
degree 10 which their teams will be successful
over il seilson (I.e., have a high win-loss record)
will be il function of external factorS (e.g., "00 I
biln good ilthldes this )'l:u7" ~i1I we hilve ilny
significant inluries?"). In contrast, coachl'$ with
an Internal perception or locus of control might
believe that a suo::essful KilSOn would be, ilt least
in large part, under their own pusonill control
(l.e., "If I design my practices well," "if I work
hard to teach my athletl'$ Ihe basic sltiLls,- "If I
choose and implement the rlghl offensive and

defensive strategtes,- "If I maxlmlz~ my ilthletes'
level of conditionlng-). Based on these different
pen::epdons or beliefs on the pan of the roaches,
their behaviors IOWard ilnd with their ilthleles
might differ. Because coaches with an internal
pen::epUon of conlrol have a stronger belief thai
they can ptfSOD.lllly affect t.he degree to whkh
their ilt.hleles can lurn skills, $UCh coaches might
be more ilpt to perslsl In their efforts to teilch illl
athletes the basiC skills and 10 spend elelra lime
with thOSl' who need more help or more r~peti­

lions. In contrut, COilChes who genenlly beI1eve
successful outcomes ilre not under Iheir own
control but, rather, are more dependent on Ihe
ilthletes themselves may be more apt 10 gtve up
on Individuill ilthl~11'$ who cannot perform the
sldlls the righl way the first time and focus all of
their practice lime and atlenUon on the higher­
skilled athletes. Thus, we mlghl well find lhilt
roaches wbo have such an exlem.al percrptlon
or locus of control wilh reprd 10 ~ilSOnai OUl­
comes also would tend to be rygmaHon·ptone
roachC:$ (l.e., act Ln up«Wlcy-biased WilYS).

Exercise:

As 01 collqt' c:o«h, your philosophy is dult )'OU want
to be lIS (air lIS possibl~ to all arhl~tes an your~m
and ro provide 0111 G{ thffll with equal opportunities.
Haw do )'OU bIllana this roaching philascphy 0(
equity (or 0111 with the prtnUle you (ttl {ram the
university and rhe (ans to (rain and play only the
besr athltrts so tJult you can win games? Wl1llld
your 0l1!$"IW7" to this quesfjf)n be diffnmt ifyou wtte

01 hip! Jl:hoof Vlll3ity roadr? A /ligh Jl:hoollurrior
varsity ro<Ich? A j",rior high JI:/lool cooch?

A more recent concept that certainly may be
related to coaches' perceptions of control con­
cerns thar lmplidt theories regarding Individu­
ab' traltsor ilbilities. This concepI was Inuoduced
by Carol Dweck and her colleagues (e.g., Chiu,
Hong. &: Dweck. 1997; Etd1ey &: Dweck, 1993;
Levy, Srroessner, &: Dweck, 1998) to describe two
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TatE 5-1 Characteristics, Attltudl'$, Beliefs, and Bc:havlors of Pygmalion-Prone and
Non-Pygmillion-PlOoe Coaches

·SIan'" get Olttmtion from the coach). In addition,
in this type of tam climate, player mlsukes art'

percetved as extremely negative and deser\ing
of punWunent. In contrast, coaches who ere­
Olte a mastery-oriented leam climale place great­
est crnphasls in praetlces on the ~Ioprnent

of individual players' skills (e.g., reinforcement
and rewards given to all individuals who work
hard and who show improvement In skills). Such
coaches also view player mistakes 1$ part of the
learning process and distlibute their time and
attention to all players on the te'lm and not just
the "stars.· Again, based on behaviOR! differ­
cnct'S~ these two contrasting leadership

Non·l"ygIJ\ilUon·f'rone Coach

ThIs coach forms preseason upectOltions
for lndl'f'ldual athletes based primarily on
performance-rdated information sourn:s
(I.e., how athlctl!$ perform In drills,
~ and othcI pcrform~n~
comextS).

"Alhletlc ability 15 something that can
be developed throllgh practice and good
training."

"I can be a sucCfiSful coach If I work hard
to design and conduct good practices and
Instilule tile right pme stralegles and
IKIlo."
·If my team does not have ol lUCCE'SSNI
season, I will (:(Insider the possibility that
I could 01 shoukl have done sorncthlng
diffftmtly. I wIlllikcly cIw1lC !lOme of
my strlItqies. behaviors. and 10lCIia next
scnon In an effort to improve my o:oadI­
ing effectiveness."
The non-Pygmalion-pIOne coach does not
sublCIlbe to ltereotyplc beliefs regarding
genuer, race/ethnidty, country of ortgln,
or socIoeconomic statu.'l. The coach',
behaviors tow~rd and with athletes a,e
individualized.

styles. we could hypothes4e thai perf~
oriented coadles would br more Olpt 10 exhibit
expe:cancy411Ol5ed bchavtors than would mastery­
oriented coadles (see mrresponding resurch on
this hypothesiud link by POlpaioannou, 1995 in
the physical education context).

As the comments In this scet:lon Indicate,
certain coaching characteristics, attitudes, beliefs,
and leadership styles may be more conducive
than others to the occurrcn~ of expectan<:y
effCl:IS In the sport $Ctting. A summary of these
personal factors Is provided In Table Sol. Coaches
who adopt, OlSlume, or exemplify the characteris­
tio, belim, attitudes, OlJld behavlou descriptive

Pygmalion·Prone Coach

The Pygmallon·prone coach holds
ltereoryplc beliefs legardlnllllender,
race/ethnlclty, country of OrigIn, and
sociOKOnomlc status. These ste,eolypic
beliefs affect or delelmlne Ihe coach's
allitudc toward. and behOlviors with,
Individual athletes.

This COKh tends to form preseason
expecbtlons for Individual athletes
b&scd. on "penon" cues (e.g., rke!
ethnIdty, gcndet, body size, 0lDd
appnance).

"Good athletes OlTe lust born llut WOly."

'1 cm be Olluccessful coach If I recruit 01
get good athletes."
·If my team does nor h.ave a SUCCE'SSful
season. It's beauS\' I did oot hOlve good
athletes, or because my athlctes did not
do ..holt they COlIkl or~ h.J.ve <lone
to be successful. I don't have 10 change
any of my strlIlegies or beh.1vkln nen
seHOn. IjUSI n~ to get better athletes
01 more cooperative athletes."

Stm"lypk &/iifl

Btliifl about
C(//JChing SlI<U:IJ

9llitfs aOolir Athlwe
AbUiry

b dur th.It coachn do differ in the type of lead­
ership stylcl; they employ In sport contexts. An
ex.tmlnatJon of lOme of these ludenhip stylcl;
may reveal possible lints to the expectancy-bias
Pl"()CeSS. For example, a highly autocratic COOlch­
ing style might be associated with a lendency to
act In expectancy-blascd ways. As Chelladurai
explains (2007), coaches who exhibit an auto-­
cratic leadership style lend 10 stress Ihelr own
penonal authority In working with athletes.
These COOlches are the IOUICC of all rules, and
they make all decisions. They also demand strict
compliance from their athletes in following these
rules. Of neassity, aUlocratic coaches alKl tend
to sepoiIilte themselves from their athletes. 1ltat
b, they ~main emotiOflatly dislOlnt or aloof from
players on their team. In contrast, aYChes who
exhibit a democratic leadership style mcourOlgC
and solicit the partJcipoitlon of their athletes In
making decisions pertaining to group goals, prac­
tiCE' methods, game tactics, and strategies. Such
COOlches also tend to interact more frequently
with Individual athletes to solicit their opinions
and feedback regarding team rules, practices, and
gOlme$. Given such contrasting styles, It would
seem reasonOlble to hypotheslte thai coaches who
adopt Ol more autocratlc leadership style would
be more apt to act in expcctaney-biased ways
than would coaches who Oldopt Ol more demo-­
cratic style. Trouilloud et al. (2006) reantly dem­
OnltJated Initial suppon for this link in Iheir
research with luchers Olnd students in physical
education classes.

From Ol related pen.pe:ctive, _ COlD contrast
coaches who create a more mastery-orlented
team climate with coaches who creak a more

pcrformance-oriented team dimate. Based
on the work of several researchers and writers (see
reviews by Ames, 1992; Duda & Balaguer, 2007;
Ntoumanis & Biddle, 1999), we can describe
coaches whocreate a perlormance-orienled climate
as those who~ hc.avy emphOlsis in pr;Ktlces
and games on pcrlOfInOlrJa outcomes (e.g., win­
nlfl8 Of" 105ing). Sud'! COKhes abo create a learn
envtronrnent that encouIilges bctween-playe­
rivalries (e-l., coachl!$ try to motiv.1ote athletes
to outperform ~ch other) and focuses attention
on a limited number of players (e.g., only the

t)'pe$ of individual$. Entity thmri$ts a~ those
tndiVkluili who beli~ th.It ~Ie's tnits and
abllltll!$~ fixed. In C'OrItrast, incmnenul th~
risU are thl»t indlvidlals who brli~ that mlts
and abili~ art' malleable (I.e., th.It abilities can
br changed or improved over time or with effort).
In a ~ries of experiments, Dweck and her col·
leagues have shown that these two types of theo­
rists differ In their perceptions and beliefs about
others. Specifically, entity theorists, as compared
to Incremental theorists, (a) made more extreme
judgmenu about others' nailS and abllltles based
on a small sample of their brhavlot; (b) brUewd
mo~ strongly that Individuili will show a high
degree' of roruistmcy In their behavior~rt1m~

(c) showe;l a lesser tendency to Mliusl their ini­
tial trait judgments of another penon even when
exposed to information that was contrary to their
Initial nait judgment of that indMdual; and
(d) more stKmglya~ with sodrtal stereotypes
regalding particular ethnic and occupational
groups. In contrast, Incremental theorists viewed
people's behavior as varying across tlme and con­
lexts. Thus, for Incremental theorlslS, Ihe Initial
Information they received about a penon's d1ar­
acterlstia or trailS served 1$ only tentative or pro­
visional descriptors of their future perfonnanCE'
and behavior. A.numing that coaches alKl an be
Identified or Cltegoriled 1$ either entity or incre­
mental theorists, It would follow that such a glc:lN.I
perspectiVe or worilMew regarding the fixed­
ness or mall~bilityof athll'tes' naits or Olbilities
would predict the degrft 10 which coaches would
exhibit expectancy-biased behavior. CoOlches who
adh~ to Oln entity perspective [I.e., that an Olth­
lele's trOllts and abilities are fixed) should be
more apt to be Pygmalion prone whereas coaches
who adhere to an Incremental perspectlve (I.e.,
that an athlete's traits and abllitles are malleable)
should be less at risk for developing and exhibit­
Ing Pygm.alion-ptone behaviors.

From Ol somewhat durerent perspective, we
could abo look at the rc:scarch on coachl!$' lead­
ership srytes 10 identify possible predictors of
PygmOllion-prone behuiors. Based on the sport
resurch conducted to date on the topic of lead­
ership styles in COOlchl!$ (see CheUadurai, z007;
Hom, 2008, Olnd MOlgelU &:: Valler.rnd, z0(3), it
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athieres beau.... he or she believes thell fail­
ur~ Is inevitable because of low skill abili­
ties. The more effective coach, upon finding
thaI his or her less skilled players cannot
master the skill, will implement Instrue·
tlon;al activities designed to help them
ultimately achieve success (e.g., bre;a\c the
skill down Into component parts, employ
performanct aids, or ask the athlete to stay
a few minutes extra after practice for mOle
intensive work).

S. As a general rule, coaches should respond
10 skill errors wilh corrtCtiw instruction thai
tells each athlete what she or he can do
to Improve the skill performaner. Also,
praise and aitidsm should be gi~ con­
tingent to or consistwt with the level of
perfonnaner that Wa.l exhlbiled.

6. Coadoa should mrphasizt skill irnprtn-\'rIItrl
eu II 1IItIlns 0( f!Vllluating a"d rtinfordn& Indi­
vidual athlefts rather than using absolute
perfonnanct scores or levels of skill achieve·
ment. To the degree that a coach conveys
the attitude that 1111 athletes can UnpttM
thm sltilI performance, no matter ...hat their
pre:sent level, then positive apectations an
be communicated to each athlete.

7. QlQdres should ill~ fi'tquml/y with all
athldes Olllhtir /.tam to solicit infOrmllriorl
concmrlrrg alhletes' fWruptions, opinions,
and attitudes rtgarding ream rult.r and pr(lCtia
oqanizution. Such individual coach-athlete
Interactions should allow each athlete to
feelli.kr: a vallK'd ml:'lIlber of the team no
matter ...hat tili or her level of skill b.

8. CorJch,5 shaul4/l)' to crt.lItt II rII4l!D)'-Oritnted
dirrwtt in uam pmma:s. Such a climate Is
most conducive 10 the development of skill
in all piayers and to the maintenance of a
team·oriented attitude.

athlete" gender, ethnk: background, socio­
economic status, or physical appeanmce.

2. COl/chts s1wuld realiu that lhtir initial a.sse$S­
mtnts ofan athlete" cam~ltTlCt may bt inac­
cumte and thus nttd to bt~d rontinlUlUy
as 1M stlISOI'f~. As the Iel'aoch
literature In the motor IeMn1ng area sug­
gestS, Indivlduals do not ;always lum Of

progress at the Sa.IIIe rate. SOme indivldlUlls
may show rapid progress early in the 5eOl$On
but then slow dOwn or even plateau toward
the middle and end of the season. Other
athletes may start slowly but then evidence
a rapid increase In performance during the
latt!:'r part o( the season. Given such inter­
Indlvldual varUltion in learning and pertor­
maner rates, It Is obvious that expectations
bued on initial assessments of an athlete"
capabilities may soon become InaCUlr1lte.
Thus, coac:h6 at all levels of play should
maintain a ernain degree of flexibility wlth
regard to their expectations or judgments
concerning Individual athletes' abllittes.

3. During pr.actl<:n, COIJCMs should kttp a nm­
lIitlf counl 0{1M amount oftimt tad! athltU
Jpmds in non·Jtil/-maud «tivitid (e.I.,
shagging balls, walling In line, sittlnj; out
of a scr\DlmagI:' 01 drill). Ceruinly it i$ advis­
able for coaches to uk a friend Or another
coach to obselV1! their practices and rewrd
the amount of time a starter (usually a
hlgh-expectancy athlete) and a nonstaner
(lUually a low-expectancy athlete) spend in
practler drills.

4_ CoDches should dmsn instnIcfionDI «tivi.
th:s ~ drills that prvvitk allllthkUS wilh an
opponunily to Improw lhrir skills. In plan­
ning practice activities, the Pygmallon·type
coach typically uses skill drills lhat are most
appropriate for the highly skilled piayers.
When the less skilled athletes cannot keep
up, the coach then gives up On th~

Non-Pys'nallon-Prone Cooch

Thb coach'. p......asoD e:o:pecutlon. Me
fluid UK! OaIble. ThlU, exp«tations for
1ndlvidw.1 athletes may change u the
athlete'. petfotmance &Dod behavior In
pl"actlces and games provtde new infor­
mation 101 the coach to IUe in ev.oIuating
ttlat athlete.

This coach exhibii.\ a democratic or
autonomous leader>hlp 5tyle. Although
coach I. clearly the team leader, he or .he
rqulllly consults with athleles reglld­
1"3 team decision>, team rules, >tra.tql:ies.
pPctices, etc. Coach encourqes athletes
to take penonaI repowibIUty for their
own behaY\ol:s, motivation \eoYds,
tnining. etc.

This coach creal.... a t....m climate In prac_
tice. and gamn that Is mastery-
Oriented or task-Involving. In this cli­
mate, each team mernb"" I. perceived
to be a valuable contributor, emphasis
Is plxft1 OD Individual effort and skill
improvemmt, and rnistnes a... vi.......-d
a.I opportunities to lam and Impmft.

The Information on how coaches' expectations
Mid behavior can affect the per(ormaner and psy.
chological growth of Individual athl~6on their
team CUI and should be usM to promote positive
coadHIthI~einteractions. lbe7dore, the foUow­
ing recommendations can help coaches and pro­
spective coaches evaluate and pelhaps modify
their own behavior In the athletic setting.

1. CO<Ichcs ,hould determine what sourrcs
ofinformation ther l.lSt to furmp~
or tar/y .sauon aptCUJrions {r!r t«h athld<!.
~n~ Informatkln $OUlCCS;ue
genemly more reliable and accuratl' pm1iC­
ton Of Indicators of an Individual's phystal
competence than a~ pelSOfl cues such u the

Behavioral Recommendations
for Coaches

of the Pygmalion-prone coach may certainly be
at risk for undermining the performance and
behavior of indIvidual athletes on thelr team.

Pygmalion-Prone Coach

Exe:ctlle:

As a h=l WfIdt, ,- .bJow tN:rt "" a IllI7'Ibu 0(
ways ra sdtct tNm ClIpfains. You can In mmzbns
0{yollT /tam \'Ote on who they want to N their
capraln(s). You can pu:k the captain(s) your~lf
wilh nQ input (rom your athletcs. Or, you can = a
combination o(fMM mtthods. Using in{ormatil}l1.
from this chapfer about tht difftrmg types of
COf;ICMs'~ip styles, dUcuss IN positiw and
rltfOliw rff«ts 0(~ difftrtnt wq)'S to KI«f ttImI

mptains.

f'tJrrptWIl F/uibjlity This coach'. pr_wn expe<tation> are
rigid and fu:ed. Thu..~ >ft:J In each
athlete" performance UK! bdlaV\(lr in
pract~UK! pmes euctIy ...tlal he 01

>he exptttm 10~

Uadmhip Sly/t This coach exhibits an autocraUc or
controlling leadership style. Source of
power lin within the coa(h. Athletes are
llOt coruulted about any team deci.lom,
rules, mategles, or pramces. Coach Is
central soun:e of authority, and he 01

IDe COrl.Ye)'5!hoe aniNde that "It's my
~,

Of the tIigh ...a.y.w

7h>m Climau Th.. coach ere"es a dlmate In practices
and games that I, perfOtmanct-orientw.
Or ego-Involving. In this climate, player
mlltak6 are punished; better player>
receive more attUltion, ffi<:OIlragftllent,
and ......ards; and Inlr3.team rivalry il;

""""""",-



Sl.Jmmary
Coaches' p~son judgmenu of Individual athletes nn serve.u self·fulfilling prophKies by
initiating a:\Wes of evenu that cause the coaches' initial up«tatlons to become rulity. This
self·fuIfilllng prophecy phenomenon can be most detrimental when a coach form! an initial
up«tation that Is Inaccw:ate and underestimates an athlete'! !rue ability. The coach's biased
judgmtIlt of the athlete's sport potential, In tum, causes the coach to provide that player with
II'$S frequent and II'$S effectlvt' inS!rucrton. Not only does such biased coaching behavior uhi­
mately interfe~with the athlete's opportunity to learn, but It also has a negatlve effect on his
Or her motivation and self-confiden~.When the athlete subsequently uhibiU an Inability to
perfonn well and a lack of motivalion In practice s.ituations, the coach's ortgira.l but false judg­
ment of incompetence Is fulfilled.

Fortunately, the tesearch that has been conducted In academiC classrooms as well as in
physical activity settings shows that all coaches are not Pygmallon prone. That Is, some
coaches do nOI allow their preseason ludgmenu of Individual athletes to affect the quality
of thelt Interaction with those players. It seems likely that coaches who are made aware of
the dfeeu thai their upectations may have on athletes and who all' tratned to monitor their
own Instructional behavior may become mort' effective In working with Individual athletes.
The resulu of this researdJ demonstrate thai It is important that researchers and coaches mOIl'
closely examine coaching behavior as one of the major faerors thaI affect the perfonnance and
psychological growth of young athletes..

Study Questions

1. Identify and briefly describe the four steps in the I'lI"pectaUon-.performance plocess..

2. What sourttS of tnfonnation might coaches use to form initial upectations for lndivid·
ual athletes on their team?

3. A coach's Inltlal expectations for an individual athlete can vary along two dlmen­
slons (aa:uracy and flulbility). Briefiy describe the consequences of the four possible
combinations.

4. Do aU coaches show expectancy-biased behavior? Explain what Is meant by the term
P'ygmsJ/j(Jfl.prone coach.

5. Explain what the term IrJfJ! mtl!Urill,f child means, and then uplaln why late maturing
~ may be at an especially high rlsk for negative expectancy effects.

6. Explain why early maturing gills may be at greater risk for negative expectancy effects
on~ they rt'ach puberty.

7. Describe the stereotypes in the sport settIng assoctated with ethnlcity. Explain how such
!tereotypes may affect $l'lected groups of athletes.

8. Define the terms trlory tNorist and i~14l thn1rist. Explain why coaches who adhere
to an entity theorist pel$pective of athletic ability might be more apt to be Pygmalion
prone In their interactions with Individual athletes.
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9. Compare and conmst the behaviors of an autocralK and a democratic coach.

10. Explain how a mastery-oriented team cllmate differs from a performance-oriented one.
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