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Abstract

The purpose of this study is to assess the correlation between the didactic
treatment prescribed by the PE teacher and the characteristics perceived by
the students during the course of the PSE lesson. In other words, assess the
perceptions and the effects of feedback perceived by the teacher’s students,
according to the level and physical skills of the students. The study was con-

ducted with 151 students and 10 PE teachers, all of whom are attending col-
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teachers was 35 + 2.41 years, with 10 + 0.8 years of teaching experience. A
questionnaire (CFQ; Allen, & Howe, 1998; Amorose & Horn, 2000), based on
the observation grid (CBAS; Smith et al., 1977), was sent to students asking
them to evaluate Frequency their teacher reacts to their benefits by this or that
feedback. The results show an inequality of inter-sex treatment. Girls perce-
ive, receive more technical feedback and say they initiate more interaction
with the teacher. On the other hand, boys perceive, receive more criticism
and feel more ignored by the teacher than girls. And then the perceptions of
the teacher’s feedback affect the physical competence of the girls more than
those of the boys. This study appreciated the perceptions and effects of feed-
back received by students from the teacher and the level of skills, justifying
the inclusion in the learning of PE students.
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1. Introduction

Teaching-learning is a didactic process which allows the teacher to organize
learning tasks in order to make them more accessible and more assimilable to
pupils. It is in this context that Ria (2014) emphasizes that knowledge is no longer
transmitted to the student: it is devoted to him, that is to say made available to
him through what the author calls “the practical school situation”. This educa-
tional situation, according to Le Ny (2017), has four poles and three types of re-
lationships that constitute the educational triangle. The four poles of the educa-
tional situation are: the teacher, the student, knowledge and the environment.
Thus, the teacher’s interventions must take into account the diversity of the stu-
dents. Taking this diversity into account is one of the ten professional skills to be
acquired by teachers. It is in this sense that several studies have been conducted
on the representations of students during lessons (Nadler & Nadler, 1990;
Crawford & MacLeod, 1990; DeVoe, 1991; Auster & Mc Rone, 1994; Condravy
et al., 1998; Brady & Eisler, 1999). For example, Crawford and MacLeod (1990)
with a sample of 700 students, from 31 classes, used a modified version of the
questionnaire from Jenkins et al. (1983). They reported that boys perceive
themselves to be more active, say that they solicit the teacher even if they do
not raise their hands, and perceive that teachers answer their questions more
favorably than those of girls, who perceive engaging less in classroom exchanges
than boys.

Furthermore, Nadler and Nadler (1990) using their own questionnaire with
272 students reported that boys do not say they initiate more interaction or re-
ceive more support than girls. However, Auster and Mc Rone (1994) interviewed
132 students about their participation in class and found that boys reported par-
ticipating more in class than girls. Unfortunately, Brady and Eisler (1999) did not
show a difference in perceptions of the classroom climate for girls and boys.

In physical education (PE), the paradigm of mediating processes specifies that
the teacher PE does not directly influence the student’s success, but rather af-
fects the way of thinking and behaving in the student. If student knowledge is
seen as an important variable, the way the student thinks is problematic because
it cannot be observed directly. For example, it is known that students are mo-
tivated in physical education and fully engage in learning when the physical
and sports activity taught comes into resonance with their representations and
partly satisfies their motives for acting. In addition to the cognitive function
(understanding and explaining reality) attributed to representations, they have
an orientation function by prescribing practices in a certain way for teachers. In

the area of education, Condravy et al. (1998) point out that most studies do
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not examine student representations of interactions with the teacher. Studies
on representations are few, but seem to largely support research by video obser-
vation. However, in Congo (Brazzaville), only one study on the impact of stu-
dent representations on teaching strategies in physical education has been found
in the literature (Mabassa, 2015). The author which has examined the represen-
tations of girls and boys of feedback from the PE teacher, showed that through
his interviews with the 150 students randomly selected from the classes observed
in PE, that girls and boys perceive differently didactic treatment of PE teacher.
In fact, students perceive that the teacher encourages them, helps them, berates
them, asks them to answer questions and does exercise demonstrations and speaks
to them. Also, the PE teacher interacts more with the boys on all categories of
feedback encoded (congratulations, questions, information and reviews). He gives
more behavioral criticism to boys in order to control them. The majority of stu-
dents receive fair treatment from the PSE teacher. But, the teacher provides more
verbal interactions such as praise and information for girls, more criticism for
boys, and as many questions for both genders.

Consequently, our study answers a double question: How do student percep-
tions influence the teaching strategies of physical education teachers? Knowing
that the declarations of intention or the injunctions of the teachers have an im-
pact on the behaviors of the students in physical education lesson, what are the
didactic strategies adopted by the teachers so that all the students want to learn?

Thus, the effect of the feedback given by the teacher on the physical perfor-
mance of the pupil in PE is not known. It is to fill this gap that this work was
undertaken, in order to assess the representations of Congolese students correla-

tive to the didactic treatment prescribed by the PE teacher.

2. Materials and Methods
2.1. Design Study and Sampling

The study was conducted in Congo-Brazzaville in the general education colleges.
The choice of these colleges was justified by the following criteria: To be a public
college, existence of a complete cycle from the sixth to the third, regular practice
of the PE at the rate of 2 hours weekly, presence of the sports facilities. The
source population was 2635 students. After drawing, 581 students were selected
to participate in the experimentation. To this end, four inclusion criteria were
chosen for the sample: To be new in class, to be assiduous in the course of PE, to
be in good health certified by a medical certificate, to have replied to the ques-
tionnaire. Following these requirements, 151 students (53 girls and 98 Boys)
were selected. The mean age of pupils was 14.3 * 1.8 years old and from grades
6, 5, 4 and 3. As for PE teachers, the selection was made according to the follow-
ing criteria: 1) out of the Higher Institute of Physical Education and Sports; 2) to
be an assistant professor of PE; 3) to have a professional experience of at least 10
years. Thus, a sample of 10 teachers of 20 (6 women and 4 men) aged 35 + 2.41

years, having 10 + 0.8 years of teaching experience was retained.
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2.2. Experimental Procedure

The feedbacks of the PE teacher and the perceptions of the pupils, their physical
skills and certain sociodemographic characteristics (age, sex, extracurricular sport
practice, parents’ profession) were measured. Anonymity was guaranteed, only
the first name and date of birth were identified in order to find the PE note pro-
vided by the teacher.

2.3. Measurement Tools

A questionnaire (QFC; Allen & Howe, 1998; Amorose & Horn, 2000), based on

the observation grid (CBAS; Smith et al., 1977) was addressed to students, asking

them to assess how often their teachers respond to their performance through
feedback.

The pupil’s perceptions sur le temps accordé by the teacher during the PE les-
sons, ont fait 'objet de four items on their a priori representions a partir de two
sub-factors: 1) the frequency (the number of times The teacher goes to the stu-
dent.); 2) the duration of interactions (time spent in interactions with the pupil).
- Perceived competence: in order to measure the perceived competence of pu-

pils in PE, a questionnaire of four items already employed in French research
with teenagers by Sarrazin et al. (1995) A been used [in PE, I feel rather... (1)
Very bad, (7) Very good, “in PE, when I compare myself to others, I find
myself...” (1) Very bad, (7) very good. The average of the replies was there-
fore calculated and considered as an indicator of the perceived competence in
PE. The internal consistency of this variable was satisfactory [a = 0.88].

- The PE score: It was considered an indicator of success or skill of the pupil
elaborated on 20 points. The teacher’s assessment was carried out on both
physical performances, the student’s driving skills to achieve the student’s per-
formance, knowledge and progress. But, we are aware that the use of such a
measure is subject to the influence of various biases on the part of the teacher
(David, 2000). However, Trouilloud et al. (2002) found a correlation [r =
0.65] between the student’s physical tests and the teacher’s final evaluation.
The middle of these remarks was calculated and considered as an indicator of
the pupil’s level in PE, referred to as the pupil’s level in PE. The internal
consistency of three notes was satisfactory [a = 0.73].

- Sociodemographic data: The characteristics of the pupils (age, sex, occupa-
tion of parents, sports practice outside the school) were collected on the ques-
tionnaire. The pupil was asked whether or not he practised physical and sport-
ing activity outside the school, the framework in which he practised it (club,
team, School Association, Free), the sport practiced and the number of hours
per week he devoted to it. We treated this variable as a continuous variable

where we took into account the number of hours per week.

2.4. Statistical Analysis

A structural factor Analysis allowed to identify the structure and factorial validi-
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ty of the student perceptions Questionnaire. For the teacher feedback (QPFE), a

major component factor analysis (PCR) was conducted. In accordance with the

rule of extraction of factors proposed by Guttman (1954), the number of factors
extracted from the analysis corresponds to the number of eigenvalues greater
than 1. In addition, each factor accounts for at least 5% of the variance explained.

However, the structural Factor Analysis (PCR) shows that student perceptions

were divided into 8 factors including 41 items and explaining 60% of the va-

riance. The details of the factorial structure of the questionnaire can be found in

Table 1.

- The first factor was composed of 10 items representing the perceptions of the
teacher’s feedback after a good performance (congratulations). The items
translated positive teacher information, either verbal or nonverbal, or with or
without technical confirmation.

- The second factor was characterized by 3 items, non-reinforcements of the
teacher when the student was successful.

- The third factor grouped the 3 items reflecting the students’ requests to the
teacher to show him his good performances.

- The fourth factor represented 4 items, feedbacks describing technical infor-
mation how to correct his mistake.

- The fifth factor brought together 4 items, the teacher’s encouragement in re-
sponse to the student’s poor performance.

- The sixth factor referred to the critics and grouped 11 items representing a
negative response perceived by the pupil, following his poor realization. The
items translated information both verbal and non-verbal, with or without
corrective information.

- The seventh factor represented 3 items, when the teacher ignored the stu-
dent’s failures.

- The eighth factor at 3 items, which represented the student’s solicitations to-
wards the teacher to ask for help.

You will talk to your teacher to ask for help. The responses obtained in the
Table 1 montrent that all factors have an acceptable level of internal consistency,
variance, and own value (Cronbach, 1951), with the exception of 7éme factor:
No reinforcement in a failure situation [a@ = 0.40; variance = 2%; own value =

0.79]. Therefore, this factor was not retained for the essential suite.

3. Results

3.1. Analysis of the Correlation Matrix of Variables

In order to control teachers who talk a lot, the data were standardized by class.
Analysis correlations between the variables were conducted and represented in
Table 2. The reading of the results obtained in Table 2 reveals that the student’s
physical competence, PE score, and feedback are correlated with the gender of

the pupil, except congratulations and time invested.
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Table 1. Factor structure of the perceived teacher feedback questionnaire (QFPE).

Situations

Own
value

%
variance

consistency
(a=0.87)

Items

Verbal
congratulations

Congratulations
with technical
feedback

Factor 1

Non-verbal
congratulations

No
Factor 2 reinforcement

case Success

6.52

2.16

14

0.86

0.74

0.75

0.78

0.66

0.75

0.59

0.69

0.68

0.70

Congratulates you, for example:
“Well done!”

Approves, for example:
“Excellent work!”

Compliments you, for example:
“well done!”

Congratulates you, for example:
“Good job!”

Supports you by giving you
indications, for example:
“That’s good! You really
extended your arm to

catch the plug!”

Congratulate you and
remember what you did well!
For example: “Well done!”

You looked at the ball!

Reward you for saying,

for example:

Congratulations, for example:
“Good job!”

“Good job! You're very attentive!”
He gives you signs (applause,
thumbs up) to congratulate you.
He has positive attitudes

(he smiles, pats your shoulder)
to say that it is good.

He nods his head
(“Yes” movement) to approve
what you have just succeeded.

He ignores your successes

He doesn’t tell you anything
about your good performance.

He doesn’t tell you much.

The pupil

Factor 3 initiates:
actor

show his

achievements

Feedbacks

Factor 4 .
techniques

2.13

3.45

11

0.75

0.68

0.72

0.67

0.72

0.74

You call your teacher to
show him your progress.

Tell your teacher that you are
coming.

You often call him to present
to him what you now know
how to do

Give you technical information
to help you, for example:

“Flex your legs more”.

Advise you by giving you
technical-tactical solutions,

by example: “lift your ball”.

Help you by telling you how to
do, for example:
“try to leave less quickly”.
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Continued
o1 Guide you by giving you advice,
’ for example: “jump higher”.
Encourage you, for example:
0.56 € -
You’ll do better next time”.
Supports you, for example:
Factor 5 Encouragements  1.92 6 0.49 « .
Try again!
0.60 Assist you, for example:
’ “Continues, you'll get there!”
0.46 Tells you that what you did is not
' good, for example: “Bad pass!”
Tells you the following things,
0.77 for example: “Poorly played!”
You’re not trying hard enough!
Often tells you that what you
come to do is not good,
0.60
for example:
“Wrongly seen, it’s not that!”
Verbal criticism
. ] Tells you that you do not do the
Reviews with i
Factor 5 4.89 11 0.61 maximum, for example:
Feedback « N
R Do more of effort!
Technical
Reproaches you and then advises
0.49 you, for example: “Missed again,
climb your elbow!”
Rebuke you, then help you,
0.46 for example “Bad pass,
shoots with both hands!”
Criticize you by telling you what
0.67 to do, for example: “It’s not good,
stay attentive!”
The teacher looks up while
0.59 ;
looking at the sky
0.56 The teacher has negative attitudes
Factor 6 non verbal ’ (“no” movement of the head)
critics
0.58 Teacher appears angry (frowns)
The teacher looks away and
0.43
looks at someone
No 0.28 He does not know your mistakes
reinforcement He does not tell you anything
Factor 7 X X i 0.79 2 0.35
in a situation about your bad performance
f fail
ot farture 0.33 He does not tell you much
0.82 You will see your teacher to give
' you advice.
Student
initiates: You often ask for advice from
Factor 8 3.56 7 0.85
ks for help your teacher.
assistance
Speak with your teacher to ask
0.83 i ;
him assistance
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Table 2. Correlations between the student’s characteristics and the feedback received by the student.

10

11

12

Variables

Sex of the student
Out-of-School Practice
Physical Competence
Level in PE

Time invested

Congratulations
No reinforcement

Solicit to show his good achievement

Technical Feedback
Promotion
Critical
Requesting help
x-

SD

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12

Characteristics of the student

1.00 -0.11 -0.36 -0.23 0.07 0.03 0.13 0.12 0.22 025 -0.15 0.12
1.00 0.27 024 0.14 0.17 -0.05 0.02 0.05 0.06 -0.10 0.02
1.00 0.38 0.20 0.28 -0.11 0.10 -0.07 -0.05 -0.11 0.08
1.00 0.090. 0.08 0.03 -0.06 -0.16 -0.12 -0.19 -0.07
1.00 053 -0.42 0.24 0.370. 0.41 -0.10 0.34
B-Perceived feedback success situation

1.00 -0.56 0.25 040 052 -0.04 0.29
1.00 -0.18 -0.36 -0.42 0.18 -0.23
1.00 0.16 0.26 0.08 0.53

Failure situation
1.00 0.65 0.01 0.27
1.00 0.05 0.35
1.00 0.01
1.00
2.67 4.10 1321 3.83 3.32 3.12 2.23 4.34 3.87 3.10 2.21
1.92 1.27 3.01 1.11 1.15 1.30 1.28 1.24 1.28 1.07 1.48

The correlations are shown in bold; X, mean; SD, standard deviation.

3.2. Analysis of Pupils’ Perceptions

In PSE, students’ perceptions are closely related to the teacher’s behaviour, de-
pending on whether the student is in a situation of success or failure. Also, these
perceptions go hand-in with the time invested by the teacher to each pupil, the
level of the pupil in PSE, his physical competence and his amount of practice
according to the gender of the pupil.

The results obtained in Table 3 sur the perceptions between the pupils and
the feedback of the teacher of PSE, show a highly significant difference of the
simple effect of male sex for a perception of physical skills [F(1.110) = 60.02; p <
0.001], the level in PSE [F(1, 110) = 16.70; p < 0.001] and the amount of practice
[F(1, 110) = 14.59, p < 0.001].

4. Discussion

The purpose of the study is to measure student perceptions of the behavioral
feedback of the PSE teacher. The results obtained in Table 1 show that all factors
have an acceptable level of internal consistency, variance, and own value (Cron-
bach, 1951), with the exception of the 7th factor: no reinforcement in a failure
situation [a = 0. 40; variance = 2%; own value = 0.79]. As a result, this factor was

not retained for the rest of the analysis.
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Table 3. Student perceptions and feedback from the PSE teacher.

Boys Girls
Variables F(1,110)
X+SD X+SD
Congratulations 2.14+0.22 2.36+0.17 1.23
Success Situation No strength 3.63+1.13 3.10+044  3.82%

Solicited to show good performance  1.23 +0.41 2.41+1.08 5.20%

Feedback technique 2.75+1.06 4.70+1.12 18.1*%**

Encouragement 1.05+0.25 3.88+1.33 16.11**
Failure situation

Critical 3.12+£0.97 291+0.98 2.43*

Request of aid 2.64+£0.54 3.56+1.28  9.40%*

Time invested 335+1.22 342+1.22 1.19
Physical Competency 4.61£0.29 239+1.18 60.02*%**
PE level 13.84 £2.17 104 £2.07 16.70***
Quantity of Practice 3.38+£296 1.26+0.75 14.59%**

X, mean; SD, standard deviation; ¥, p < 0.05; **, p < 0.01; ***, p < 0.001.

However, the positive results of other factors may be explained by the fact that
the three dimensions proposed in the congratulatory and critical categories (ver-
bal, verbal with technical and non-verbal information) do not seem to not be
differentiated by the pupil. Because each item saturates on the corresponding
factor, for example the three items evaluating the technical feedback saturate per-
fectly on because each item saturates on the corresponding factor, for example
the three items evaluating the technical feedbacks saturate perfectly on the same
factor named technical feedbacks.

The reading of the results obtained in Table 2 reveals that the physical com-
petence, the PSE note and the teacher feedback received by the students are cor-
related with the student’s gender, except for congratulations and time invested.
However, in a successful situation the gender of the pupil is positively correlated
with the student’s solicitations [r = 0.12] and the non-reinforcement [r = 0.13].
In a failure situation, sex is positively correlated with technical feedback [r =
0.22] and encouragement [r = 0.25], whereas it is negatively correlated with crit-
ics [r = —0.15]. In other words, when the boys fail, they receive more criticism
than the girls. This may be explained by the fact that the boys are more solicited
by the PE teacher and perceive to be more ignored when they succeed in PE
achievement.

In this regard, the American Association of University Women (1992) showed
that boys and girls really have different sporting experiences. Specifically, this
women’s association has noticed that boys are used as models twice as often,
they raise the teacher’s attention five times more frequently, and verbally inter-
vene twelve times more than girls (Ambrose, 1996).

On the other hand, the gender of the pupil is negatively correlated with the
perception of physical competence [r = —0.36] and the level in PE [r = —0.23].
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This can be explained by the fact that the boy pupil perceives himself more pro-
ficient in PE and has a better level in PE than the girl pupil. For Eccles and Blu-
menfeld (1985), this differentiated skill treatment affects the motivational or be-
havioral variables of girls. Obviously girls doubt more about their abilities in the
sports field, but many believe that it is innate therefore irreparable. Their repre-
sentation in PE, sports preferences are marked sexually, which is why girls perce-

ive themselves as less successful and competent in sport (Eccles & Harold, 1991).

This differentiated socialization of competence arises in an acute way to the sport,

so it is problematic in PE. As the sport sphere is traditionally associated with the

masculine, the opportunities for sports practices offered to girls and boys are not
the same.

With regard to physical competence, it appears positively correlated with con-
gratulations [r = 0.28] and the time invested by the teacher [r = 0.20]. In this re-
spect, two interpretations are possible:

- The more the student has the skills, the more the teacher invests time with
him and receives congratulations when he succeeds;

- The more the pupil perceives that the teacher invests time with him and
congratulates him, the more he perceives himself competent.

Also, it must be admitted that the level of the pupil in PE is negatively corre-
lated with his perceptions of technical feedback [r = —016], encouragement [r =
—0.12] and critics [r = —0.19] received in a failed situation. We can say without
reservation that the more the pupil perceives to receive technical feedback, en-
couragement and criticism, the less competent he perceives, the less competent
the pupil is, the more the latter perceives receiving more technical feedback, of
encouragement and criticism. In this regard, Sadker & Sadker (1994) have
shown in college classes that boys speak more, participate more and receive
more teacher interactions than girls. These authors have also recurrently shown
two types of gender differences:

- Quantitative differences (frequency of interactions), boys receive more atten-
tion from teachers (Jones & Wheatley, 1990), and they are given more time in
class than girls;

- Qualitative differences (quality of interactions: Boys receive more accolades,
criticisms and remediation’s than girls.

The results obtained in Table 3 on perceptions between girls, boys and PE
teacher feedback show a highly significant difference in the simple effect of male
sex for perceptions of physical skills [F(1, 110) = 60.02; p < 0.001], the level in PE
[F(1, 110) = 16.70; p < 0.001] and the amount of practice [F(1, 110) = 14.59, p <
0.001]. This behavior is probably explained by the fact that boys have a regular
extracurricular sport practice which in reality affects the physical skills of boys
[4.61 £ 1.29 vs 2.39 + 1.18]. In this regard, McKiddie and Maynard (1997) show
that boys preferentially use sporting criteria such as performance results and the
acquisition of new skills to estimate their skill level.

In other words, the extra-curricular sports practice of boys affects the per-

ceived physical skill, unfortunately this is not the case in girls. This behaviour
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also confirms the idea that boys have other sources of information to improve
their PE performance level [13.84 + 2.17 vs 10.41 + 2.07] through extracurricular
sports investment.

In contrast, girls practice little or almost no sport compared to boys. They do
not have this additional information, this is because they rely more on the in-
formation provided by the teacher of PE.

Indeed, these results are to be considered irrespective of the perception of phys-
ical competence that the pupil has of himself and of his level in PE. It is similarly
true that our results support this hypothesis. That is to say, regardless of the level
of PE students and their physical skills, girls perceive more technical feedback
and encouragement.

With regard to the poor performance achieved by girls, we can say that girls
receive more technical feedback [4.70 £ 1.12 vs 2.75 + 1.06] and encouragement
[3.88 + 1.33 vs 1.05 % 0.25]. They are more demanding the teacher to show their
good performances [2.41 + 1.08 vs1.23 + 0.41], but also to ask for help in the
event of a didactic obstacle [3.56 * 1.28 vs 2.64 £ 0.54]. On the other hand, boys
perceive more criticism [3.12 + 0.97 vs 2.91 + 0.98] and they feel more neglected
in success than girls.

In other words, the interactions initiated by the girls involve solicitations to
ask for help in case of failure or to show their good accomplishments. And yet all
students perceive the same amount of information and time investment on the
part of the teacher. Only boys are less likely to claim the teacher. They’ve always
learned to be independent. For them, asking the teacher appears to be a sign of
incompetence, especially in the field of sport. However, boys feel more neglected
by the teacher than girls in a successful situation.

Paradoxically, our results seem to contradict the studies conducted by DeVoe
(1991), McBride (1990) and Davis (2000) who did not see a significant difference
in the perceptions of girls and boys in Teacher’s pedagogical interventions.

Nevertheless, several observational studies have obtained inconsistent results
on congratulations. For evidence, Dunbar and O’Sullivan (1986), Griffin (1981)
and MacDonald (1990) showed that girls receive less congratulation than boys in
physical and athletic education. Unlike studies by observing teacher interactions,
girls perceive significantly more technical feedbacks and encouragement than
boys. This observation prompted us to question how it can be explained that girls
perceive receiving more technical feedback and encouragement. This observa-
tion prompted us to wonder about the question of “how can one explain that
girls perceive receiving more technical feedback and encouragement, regardless
of their level of PE and their physical competence?”

To this question we replied on the pretext that PE teachers may have streng-
thened these types of feedback in greater quantities, because they generally perce-
ive that girls are more in a driving problem than boys in PSE. Teachers did not
provide more technical feedback and encouragement to girls. Only, the percep-

tion of receiving technical feedback and encouragement can implicitly imply
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that girls perceive themselves as less adept and less motivated in the physical and
sports activity concerned.

Only the results concerning the perceptions of the critics corroborate the pre-
vious work on the observations. In accordance with recent evidence (Davis, 2000;
Couchot-Schiex & Trottin, 2004), boys are more criticized for both their per-
formances and their behaviour.

Numerous works, notably those of Drudy and UiChatain (2002) in the peda-
gogical domain, have highlighted this result in a recurrent way. The perceptions
raised refer to the critics perceived as a result of the student’s performance and
not the displayed behavior. In addition, the relative proportion of feedback dis-
tributed by the teacher should be questioned.

Indeed, the proportion of the different types of communications in the French
PE study (Trouilloud, 2002) revealed this: Organizational communication (34.4%),
technical (33%), positive evaluative (7.5%), evaluative negative (8.6%), emotion-
al Positive (8.2%) and negative affective (7.9%). This is to say that the differences
perceived by the boys on the critics represent a relatively small proportion of the
teacher’s communications in PE. Indeed, the proportion of the different types of
communication in the French study in PE (Trouilloud, 2002) revealed this: Or-
ganizational communication (34.4%), technical (33%), positive evaluative (7.5%),
evaluative negative (8.6%), emotional positive (8.2%) and negative affective (7.9%).
This is to say that the differences perceived by the boys on the critics represent a
relatively small proportion of the teacher’s communications in PE. However, these
data show that the technical feedback represents a large proportion of the in-
formation issued by the teacher in contrast to the encouragement.

However, these data show that the technical feedback represents a large pro-
portion of the information issued by the teacher in contrast to the encourage-
ment.

Contrary to what can be expected, the girls say that they initiate more interac-
tion with the teacher in the context of failure and success. In this regard, we asked
the students, why the teacher of PE has no particular comment to make in the
same didactic circumstances following the failures or the good performances of
the boys. Indeed, the students responded by saying that the teacher was indiffe-
rent to the performances performed by the boys. Another answer is that the boys
are not satisfied with the teacher’s attention to their success, given that they in-
vest more in PE and appear more proficient in sport than girls in a comparative
way.

In view of the foregoing, the perceived competence of the pupils is relative to
the potential effects of the extracurricular sports investment, the pupil’s level in
PE. No specific hypothesis has been formulated, which shows a close link be-
tween feedback and time with perceived competence, since student perceptions
are mediators of teacher behaviors, which can affect the perceptions of oneself of
the student.

Of course, our results also underline that girls seem more sensitive to teacher

feedback than boys regardless of their PE level and their extracurricular sports
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investment. Our study also showed in girls that the perception of skill is better
when:

Boys is not affected by feedback from the teacher. Therefore, they receive
congratulations;

- The teacher invests time with them;
- They perceive receiving less technical feedback, criticism;
- They request the teacher to ask him for help in a situation of failure.

Contrary to what one might have wished, the perception of physical compe-
tence boys are indifferent or less assigned to the information provided by the
teacher of PE. They use other sources of information such as athletes to assess
their proficiency, PE performance and peer feedback (Horn & Hasbrook, 1986).

In addition, many ethnographic works or gender-studies discourse studies con-
firm perceptions and decision-making by teachers mainly based on an essential-
ist and androcentric ideology. Girls in the male context of PE are, for teachers,
“problems”, lacking motivation, making no effort and being solely concerned
about their appearance. The speech clearly reveals their “failure” in relation to
what boys are, i.e. lack of courage, lack of skills and lack of physical qualities.
Teachers are also at the origin of jokes about the abilities or morphology of their
pupils or create subcontractions reinforcing stereotypes (Ronholt, 2002).

These findings (sexual stéréotypisation, dichotomization and naturalization of
female or male competencies) have been established in many countries, regard-
less of whether the PE is taught in a mixed or unisex context (Berg & Lalema,
2010; Davis, 2003; Garrett, 2004; Koca, 2009; Larsson, Fagreel, & Redelius, 2009;
Beyria & Gomaa, 2010; Wright, 1996). All these authors question the practice of
extracurricular sports, which is the sport of physical education and its support
for physical and sports activity as a major factor.

However, the interpretation of our data must take into account certain limits.
First, our study was carried out in the natural context of teaching physical edu-
cation in the Congo. Consequently, the measurements carried out include cer-
tain margins of error linked to the uncontrolled degrees of freedom inherent in
the context. Second, because of the reduced number of teachers surveyed, in-
ter-teacher variability was undoubtedly a limiting factor. Third, taking into ac-
count students’ self-esteem can contribute can be an important factor in stud-
ying students’ perceptions of teachers’ pedagogical strategies. It is in this context
that a longer study in duration (observation of several teaching cycles) and with
a larger population of teachers is being carried out. This should make it possible
to better understand the learning climate established by the teacher, taking into

account the motivation and perceptions of the students.

5. Conclusion

The study of student perceptions and feedback from the PE a teacher showed
that most factors have an acceptable level of internal consistency. There is a per-

fect correlation between all the factors.
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Thus, the physical competence, the PE note and the teacher feedback received
by the students are correlated to the student’s gender, except congratulations and
time invested. Similarly, pupils’ perceptions of PE are closely related to the teach-
er’s behavior (authority or autonomy), depending on whether the students are in
a situation of failure or success. Also, these perceptions go hand-in with the time
invested by the teacher to each pupil, the level of the pupil in PSE, his physical
competence and his athletic practice according to the gender of the pupil.
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