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Abstract SRR

The maJor focus of thlS 1nvest1gat1on was to ioentify

the teach1ng behavvor sequences of four movement educatlon

L)

specialists at a Canadlanﬁunqvers1ty The study was dealt

with in three phases Firstly, the data collected were |

analyzed, using the Phy51cal “Educatloh leacher Gu1dance

SESL

Secondly.; the data were analyzed to determ1ne if part1cular

/

‘Analysis Schedule . (PETGAS) ‘to identify those behaV‘bPSJ{g

typically exhibited by movement education speclallséégfﬁg

'\
sequences of teaching behav1or were ev1dent in the movemehtf“

education class. F1nally, sequences found mos t prevalent IR

N
the teachlng behaviors of ‘the movement educat1on spe01allsts

were 'analyzed relation to their appl1cab1llty to.a
hypothesmzed model of cyclical behav1or patterns 1n moveme t
education. I - 6

Resultsjindicated that &11 four subjects exhibited

‘ teaching" Behaviors that - were relatively: sﬁhﬁlﬁ@%
. Furthermore, in rev1ew of the instructignal epjsodes, ofﬂ
‘games and educatlonal gymnast1cs it was found that content;

var1ab1l1ty was l1m1ted across individual activities. "f

“ o

‘movement- education specialists. it was founds,that tﬁé;
teachers - were most likely to provide a focu51ng behavlor or5'

coachlng point follGW1ng(}he 1n1t1atlon\ of \a tasK Thesevﬂ

" In analysis ~of sequential behaviors exhlblted by thee '

results served to indicate that the behav1or patterns fdundq;i

in movement educatlon did not differ from those reported Rlnf}

B ',-.\
3

the 1nstruct10n of other physical actlvltles '-}\”"“fllf
. |
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competencies have

skills. Trainees need- to,

programs, ' particularly in physical education, have

_ N
2, Ny g 1 - .
. . ¢

¥ | I. Introductiocn

- k ' -’
[} ' . ,\
‘ : /\ /F> <"/

"Infroduction oo b -\\7 ¥

‘The ‘importance of mode11ng as a method of learning 1s
t

recefv1ng increased emphasis (Bandura, 1977\ Flanders, 1970;
Locke, 1983; -Smith, 1985; Staats, 1975)1 Studies of "the
peb

~relationship between teacher preparation and teacher

!

..called into quest1on some of our most
sacred ideas about how an effect1ve teacher . behaves'’ (Coker,
Medley, Soar, 1980 p. 131). Accord1ng to McKenzie (1982)
téacher tra1n1ng programs should focds on %hree factors 15

the modeling _s1tuatlon - motor Ask11]s. att1tudes and .

behaviors consistent'w{fh a program philosophy and teaohing |

informed in advan what

specifio_behaviors they are look for and expected to
acquire. In fact, some. consider the study of behavior:
patterns in the classroom eésentigl #n terms oéﬁfstablishing

teacheT_ effectiveness due to the restrictedlcapacity of

‘}begiszé?p teachers to process _information (Smith, 1967;

Locke, ?983’ Rosenshine & Stevens, 1986 Westerhof, 1983).
!

Therefore not only should teacher preparat1on DI Lyr Ams

provide undergraduates w1th a Knowledge concernirg behavio

-that a particular p am ph1losophy should” erhibit, bu:
"also the opportunity to observe fhese behaviors ‘n teacher

educators (Plack & French; “982).

Sherman  (1978) suggested that teacher preparation

-
g

N



s~ by conditions existiMg in theﬁhool or conmumty (\{5.,’84).

* o . e ’ . ' . - "...‘A ,' o 5
~. . a e T f2e

v 1dent1f1ed the behaviors, or e%dments of teathing, but have

" not Shown these behaviors fit together* Westerhof (1983)
speculat ‘fhafr’mdst KDOWH behavior: patterns were based on .
traditions, or rived from social Jlearnings in the,
%each r's ba gfound< or derived from pﬁi]o§6&hiqal

-~traditidns genara;ed y the teacher’a own needsdor genera:ed
/

There is a nee O prese teacher trainees-"with a

~

mqé%l or flow chart to 1]1ustrate var1ous teach1ng behav1or§\\
< !

and the1r antece&ent or consequgnt behaviors. Such a mode]
may act as a cata1y§t in the comprehens1on of Know]edge'
concern1ng behaviors of a particular program ph1losophy 7 -

Movément educat1on is one part1cu1ar philos

little rescarch about teficher’s behavior patterns

done. In a geﬁ%ralisty program undergradu

which provide for a substantial 'expe}ﬁe ce -in movement
t

education.-Studeﬁ%s may qbe exposed to “the haviors of

bmovement‘ educationalists but due to undergraduate program
time restraints may not have the opportunify ‘to eﬁhd%ce
compdehansion or. application. Perhaps by studying Ehg
sequential nature of descaibtivé behavior; exhibited in¥™"

. . . s
movement education teacher preparation courses, behavjgral
N L . - bl ‘

' sequences can be identified, critically examined, and

developed into a model or Flow ¢ art for undergraduate

comprehension and application. R N

b | AN



According to Stanley (1977), behaviors which may arise
in.a, movement. education situation involve the teacher
setting the task-and observing the general situation to
determine a hpossible need for upgrading the standard of
performance; If this is evident, fhe teacher may select
student - demonstration as a ’mode of learning whereby
,questions or specific feedback regarding the task objective -
may assist in stimulating fhought. Also, Stanley suggests
that the eppropriate use . of verbal coaching or stimuli
during movement may serve to improve or guide the learner
~toward i, enriching or developing the awareness of their
movement . | J

Fowler(1981) stated that if questioning behaviors are
‘posed concerning"variafions of an activity, appropriate
answers should be diecuesed. Thus questions should elicit
\answers which guide student discovery toward lesgon
objectivee Fowler goes on to state that feedback ‘behaviors
exh1b1ted by the teacher need not be complicated. A physical
prompt such as a head nod or a smile lets the learner Know
that Cthe teacher is appreciati&e of athe student’s
performance. - \

| The teaching Lprjncip]ee 'or behaviors of movement
education are not cast in iron. Fowler readily admits that
there may be tfhes‘ Qhen‘ the 'teacher muet take a direct
approach to teach1ng rather than using the gu1ded discovery

or problem- so1V1ng methods As these methods have rarely

been qgelitatlvely examined in a movement educat1on- sett1ng

Q



a
it would be of interest to code and analyze apparent

behaviors.

[
w0

Statemént of the Problem

The major focus of this research will be the
identification of partiéu]ar te;ching behavior sequences of
movement education specia]isté. By design the investigation
will be dealt .with in three phases. Firstly, the data'
;o]lected will be analyzed to identify those behaviors
typically éxhiéited- by movément education specialists.
Secondly, the data will be ana’' /zed .tO‘ determine if
pS?t%cular sequences of téaching bera. ior are evident in the
movement education class. Finally, the researcher will focus
on the antepedents and consequences of discrete events(‘and

¥7~try to determine if these sequencés merge into éycles and if
‘%the cycles can merge into models (Sherman, 13878, p.>28). The
long range plan for the information collected in this study
is to provide a model or pertinent data which may help
enTightén both the specialists and stu&enti\ regarding

. . . - 8 .
teaching behaviors evident in a movement education

L3

situation.

Delimitations

1. The study will focus on the teaching behaviors of
movement education specialists.

2. The subjects will bhe delimited to instructors of

elementary movement teacher preparation courses offerac

3
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3.

Limitations

1.

/.‘.

at a Canadian university. ‘ "
The study will focus on behaviors in Mawer and Brown's’

(1982) Physical Education Teacher Guidance Analysis

Schedule (PETGAS) including various =~ f  'ions to
provide greater accuracy in analysis =~ the eacher’s
behaviors. :

The study may be. limited to the extenf that the

specialists are aware they are being videotaped. This
may Senerate ~a -bias ih teaching behaviors that‘is_
ref]ecfed in the data. Due to‘the teéching experience of
the subjects and decreésed content variability, it is

assumed that this bias will be minimal (Lombardo &

Cheffers, 1983; Joyce & Showers, 1980).

The study may be limited in that the teaching behavior:
observed are characteristic o% those{that_wou]d be used
in teaching movement education to university students.
It is not known whether these behavidrs are consistent

with those used by teachers of other students.

. ~This study is algpo limited due to the® = of videotape

and a remote microphone and receiver on the body of the
subjects. This  may result in a slight physical
restriction during thé teaching episode. Teachers had to
maintain proximity to the camera and could not perform
vigorous physical acts and were generally not able to’

move in the space directly in ffont of the camera.



Terhinology ,
Movement‘Education:'...an'approach to teaching motor skills,
games, dahce, and other aéfivities. thgt utilizes a process
of discovery learning and incorporates the movement factors
proposed by Rudolf Laban. Hence, moveﬁent education implies
va methpd of teaéhing as well as tgs content of what is to be
taught’ (Fowler, 1981, p. v). |

Behavior: Jhis isﬁan observable action of a person.
Sequence: This is a chain of behaviors which may include an
antecedgqt and consequence action to thé foremost observable
béhavior.j | |

Movement Educat ion Spec?al.ist: Anyone employed full-time to

teach Movement Education at a university level.



I1. Review of Literature
—J
Introduction : _

Brdaﬂr 1974 defines competence as knowing ‘how’ pot
just knowing "about’. It is known that a teacher educator is
one who teachesAteachers. 'For teaching to oétur, someone (a
teacher) - must be teaching someone (a student) about
something (a curriculum} at sohe point in time'l(a milieJy
(Lahiér & Little, 1986 p. 528). In teacher education it is
easy enough to determ1ne that the 'student’ is generally a
young adult enrolled in an 1nst1tution of higher education.
The 'curriculum’ of teacher education focuses on éenera]
education, subject matter specialities, and pedagogy. The
miliep or context of fteacher education includes general
society. the univers{ty. the school district, and various
other contextual sett1ngs that affect teacher education. The .

' teacher/ in teacher education represents a diversity of
) ¥

roles and backgrounds - university professor, graduate
assistants, public ﬁwschool supervisors and others. In

contrast to the three previous factors, very little research
has been comr led concerning those who teach teachers. And
as Bruner state-. competence in teacher education can be
defined as knowingA "how’ to model these behaviors in the
classroom and not just 'about’ the subject that is taught.
Descriptibns and analyses of“what actually goes on in
undergraduate teacher preparation programs in physical

o
education do not exist, and indeed, are rare in any teacher
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education setting'(Koeh1er5[ﬁ98§$.
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Instrumentation and Methééél yin Studing Teaching

There are‘sé;ehal different approaches to research in
teaching; These approachesw- or descriptors, haQe beeh
derived from research on classroom teachers, while ofh;rs
are unique to physical education. Some stress learning and
~ learners thle others may emphasize teaching and teachers:'

Lawson - (1983) states that these descriptors include

interaction, ' process-product measures, and

descriptive-an§1ytic apprqﬂéhes - to teaching and its
ecolog{cal cdnkext; Accordingly'the'criter}on for excellence
in research is.....

.the rep]ibation of iﬁitiali findings in
subsequent studies. Replication is a]so‘émportant
because  of the ‘quest for generalizabilit;;
investigators are searching and reséarching for
laws, or law-like statements, about the re]ationship
between téacher behavior and student achievement (p.
12). . | | LY

Syétemétic‘ . observation instruments have been
succeséful]y used asﬁinst;uctiona1 feedback tools to tr;{n
teachers. Results of studiésv(Gusthart, 1983; Imwold et al.,
1984; Lombardo & Cheffers, 1983) investigating the effects
of' training teachers to use Flanders Interaction Analysis,
Aor an adaptation of the system,‘repeatedly supports Flanders

(1970) debate that Aattention to teaéhing behavior, practice

]
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in analyzing 1it, and per forming it with feedback tends to

incorporate such behavidy in the teacher’'s repertoire’ -(p.
352). .

Lombardo.aﬁd'Cheffers (1983) exanfined variability in

teaching behavior and _interaction in the gymnas ium.

Cheffers* Adaptation of Flanders’~ Interaction  Analysis

System (CAFIAS), which describes bo(h Qerba] and nonverbal

" teacher and student behavior, major behavioral parameters,

gnd interaction patterns, was the instrument used to code
the behaviors of the four subjects in this study. During the
class, the observer coded the behaviors of the teacher every

three seconds, or upon every change in behavior for forty

' obseryations. Parameters obsenved_- during . the forty

observations included team sports‘(n=74},,m6vement education
(n=20), self-testing (n=47) and, miscellaneous activities
(n=19). Regults,of the study ihdicated: .
1. teaching behaviors apd inféraction pztterns vary
minimally‘over successive days. Modificétions in
the éurrent practice of random,obéervations, for
the purpose” of supervisioh, werg;not justified
at this time; A
3 2. the teaching behavior aﬁd 1nter5€t§on patterns
recorded indicated that traditional, direcf
teaching styles prevailed in the movement
classes observed, . | |

3. the variables of time of day, grade level, and

day of the week ofsthe class, had a negligible
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;nfluence on  the teaching behevior%é7e
interaction in physical education classes; and
4. the content” of the.¥]esson waexéound to‘be an .
influential factor on'{d%;.aciioh} and teaching
behavior in the gymnasjum. Teachers seemed to
vary their behavior from teaching unit to
_teaching unit (p. 47). | .

Wuest (et al., 1982) studied teaching = using a
multidimensional approach. éeveral behevioral dimensione
were examined using yariods instruments. CAFIAS was empToyed
to measure the overt behavioral dimensidn. The emotional
dimeneion was measured Using the Indi&idual t Reaction
Gestalt, Second Ed{tion (IRG II). Behavior Qas described on.
a continuum from low intensity, little apparent involvement
‘to high‘emotional intensity, ultimate inyo]vement. The third
dimension, psychologica®, was described by SELFﬁIRG; a
modiffcatidn of IRG II, where the SUbjects’ reactions and
involvement - to selected events were self-reported. Fihaf]y.x
heart rate’ (HR) monitored via an electrocardiogram (EKG)
measdred-the physioTogica] re;pohse.

The procedures employed for data gollection involved a
3 day peried in which the subjects were familiarized with
procedures duriﬁd the first 2 days. On day 3, following the’
acquisitidn of HR baseline &data, the 2 teachers aﬁd 2
volunteer studenfs Were: videotaped during 3 lessons.

Throughout the taping HR was continuously monitored and

.immediately at the conclusion of each lesson the teachers

R L RN

nd
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and students recorded théir emotionil ]evel via\the IRG II.

It was discovered that the multidimensional ang]ysis of
critical teaching incidents"pfovided a greaterﬁﬁgalth of
information éoncerning the teacher, .the student, and the
nature of their. }nteractions. Thus, this multidimensional
approach offered@@nothér. avenue to pursue in describing
teacher effectiveness.

The Observétiona] System for Instructional Analysis ~in
Physical Education (0OSIA-PE), adapted by Olson (19795, is a
thirteen ca;egorya observation ’system désignéd for - the
c]aséjfication of gymnasium-related instrﬁction. It is a
data"coﬂlgctioq and processing system that can be used to
descnibe instructional events while simultaneously.employing
as many as seven levels of meaning. Event recqrding with a
convention to code those events lasting longer than five
seconds at a fixed five-second interval pace is the
recording system used with the 0SIA-PE instrumeﬁt. .

- Olson (1982)  studied ré]évant Cinsfructiona]
coﬁfigurations in physical education settings and employed
this instrument to determine teacher behavior patterns and
sequences of classroom 'béhavior. Olson analyzed 24
videotapes of e]ementéry, junior high, and senior high
physical educatién classes. A computer program was used to
analyze the data. In several instances behaviors with the
prihary meaning, such as teacher solicitation, were
_ coif%psed into one behavior regardless of whether it was

~

directed to the class, small group, or individual. Resutds
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. indicated the most frequent chain of three behaviors (23.1%) .
~was teacher initiating, teacher solicitiny, and student
respondinq, The ﬁost frequent chain of four behaviors
¥(29.7%) was teacﬁér soliciting,,stﬁdent respoﬁding, teacher
initiating, and tgqghér; soliciting. Not all teachers used
. the same behavior sequences. Hdwever when Aa sequenée was
found to exist for a }égbher during one aspect of a lesson,
it was likely to appear for  the same teacher in other
portions of the same 1esson.‘\~ : :

Gusthart~(1983) studiedgénstruc{ional behavior of 20
preservice physical educat{gn teachers. A tofdl of seventy

Content  Development-Physical ~Education  {0SCD-PE). fThe

audiotapés were ana]yzéd using the Observdation Systénr/jorl
0SCD-PE instrument contains 36 constructd which could te
uéed to déscribe teacher behavior in physicalﬂeducatAon.'
Continuous coding w?s used to reco}d how teaching behavior
functions in terms‘gf the contgst dimensions_of referring,
informing, organization and applying. Results indicated that
high levels of ‘desirable behaviors were achieved in the
first téachiné exper{ences bﬁt unfortunately some of these
levels were  1ost as the degreé of monitoring decreased and
as the number of children and the amount of time in teaching

-]

increased.

-

The effects of se]%a assessment and goal setting on
verbal Qshavior was examined by Cusimano (1987). Sixteen
elementary physical education teachers. were monitored for

the vetbal teaching behaviors of positive specific feedback,‘
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cdrrective specific féedback and acceptance of students’
skill performance 1dea§ %The pretest invoived the audiotape
portion of the 1esson that fgiused on - spec1 c instructional
skills. This portion was selected as ‘;% prov1ded the
opportunity - for teachers to use feedback to develop and
define specific skills. Thus the Jessoh focus was 15 to 20
minutes of a 30 minute»class period. EvenI_reéording fé]]ied
"the number of times a specific behavior octhfed..During the
intervention phase, . the experimental”group participated in
two finservice sessions to learn self assessmeﬁt of the
defined - behaviors Following this five weeKl period all
subJects were aud1otaped during three 4th grade classes The
results within.the limitations of this study concluged that
correct1ve specific feedback and.pos1t1ve spec1f1c feedback
can be modified through the use of a planned ﬁnter&gntion
.package. .

Another methpd of research design in physical education .
which has recently ‘attracted furthgr attention is
naturalistic research. Earls (1986) states that naturaiistic
reseaéch is particu]aFly well suited to:

1. generating.hypotheses,

2. discovering potéhtia]ly impor tant variables,
patter~s and relationships,

3. ,géinihg increased undgrstanding of the meanings
of evénts to participants, and

4., examining the less obvious and apparently more

~ ambiguous aspects of life in sé%ools (p. 40).

‘ L
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observation of a phenomena as it naturally occurs.

given social site by connecting the méaningggﬁ

fesearcher as one who does not

all-encompassing

’:"’

.

\]
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Thus naturalistic research is based primarily on first

Schempp (1987) states the 4burp§§é*ofva'haturalistic

researcher is to..... L R

....idehtify behavioral trends and regularities-ofhaf

(e
- ;

interpretations of the behavior occuring: tsig¥

"thét‘site. Such an analysis allows the physical

education class to be understood by >offering

explanations for the ‘behaviora]\ occurrencés, and

provideé the = insight necéssary for alternatives to

become vis. jle and for change . potentials to be

 recognized (p. 117).

]

recognizable.

Research in Movement Education

The term movement education has - become

Q

Schempp.goes on to express the role of the naturalistic
A

try to . 'force fit' a

perspectives ;such that themes. and trends become

- an
catch phrase that has taken on many

disguises at all levels of its implementation: university,

movement education without inquiring about the background of

the individual asking the question. What their knowledge and

i

particular model or ‘break doWn’ data collected frbm various

school boards and, community. It 1is difficult to define

philosophies entail may‘de?grmine' how they interpret the
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\‘
varied definitions of movement education. Throughout its

‘relatively/ .shoFt history, movement "educati®n has been

referred” to .as ‘basic movement’', 'movement training’,
‘movement exploration’, ‘human movement stud;;;fi "the art

)

of “movement’ and othér 51 {1ar _figles.' The difficulty of

this vasty aﬁray .of titles is that eachftendé to depi}t or

pon;rayrmovement education in a slightly dif%érentgﬁmanner.‘

However, regardless Qf the tifle,;thefe*ape CErtainvéﬁéments
and commonalities that are inherent .in any definition of
moveﬁent education. ” -

| In order to understand what movement education: is, it
. is necessary to state what it is not. That is, the
philosophy and concept of movemenf";gaﬁbat+enx is  wvery
different from that of traditional physical education. The
principles of movement education ‘provide a basis ﬁqé?
understanding all movement...all aQ}ivities are selected on
the basis of how well  they :can foster and develop the
concept and movement principles...’ (Kirchner et a’., 1970,
p. 15). In other words, the process asc well aS‘;fwe final
product is ipstrg@enta] in development!

| | Rose HiJl referred to mbvemént education as ‘a specific’
pedagogical method which' encourages children to lear: for
themsel@és; thé emphasis is on the stuaent’s . active
participation rather than on the teachér’s presentation of
information’ (Hil1, 1979, p. 18f. Movement éducation is said
‘to ipvolve a chi.ld-centered approach wﬁéré the focus is on

" the learner gaining ar® appreciation and‘t:f: rstanding of

-
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~functional and  expressive movéﬁent; and which proVidgs
6pportunities‘ for }He app]%catifu 5%3§his awareness in a
.Var%éty of physical activities. '° s:dér to gain' this
' 7appreaiation and understanding’, the child is guided by the
teacher thrdugh va problem solving? .d1500vefy . proéess.
Problems and tasks are presented to the child to be sblzgd
individua]]y'througﬁ:tfploration and discovery using the
four principles of movement gbased on the work Qf Rudolf .
Léban - an awareness ofl body, space, effort _.and
relationshipsﬂ’ For example, a “task might be stated ;move
using a hands/feet locomotor activity’' . The chiléren,
depgnding upon their abilities and'lﬁmitations, may decide
to solve the task by wa]king on ‘all fours’ ‘or by doing
successive cartwheels, How they solve ;the task is their
responsibility. Thus, movement edqcation can recognize tﬁe_f
individual di?ferences ‘of the students and allows for
creativity and man{pulatigg_ of materials and equipment.
Fur thermore, a;j Hill anc others (Dennison, 1965; Wilson,

y
1979) stated, movement educatio involves a process of

-iﬁtegration whereby the studgnts dg not have to éccept the
standardized procedures outli ed b§, he teacher but are free
to progreés under the teacher's gutdance and discéyeb within
thé 1imit§.of their own cgpabflities.,v

| Not only does movement education imply a method of
téaChing‘but alﬁo the content of what is to be taught. It
continues . to use the traditiomnal physical education content
(generai]y games, dance and gymnaétics) but it adds its own

. Sk
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subjeqt matter to serve. as the foundat1on for th1s conterit.
In other words, the themes of body awareness, space effort'
anc re]at1onsh1ps“ beoome the foundation upon which- the
m&vement“ ahilities. within the various context areas are
developed. Thus, students ma%ter various motorh skills by}
understendjhg and“ analyzing fthe ) movement principles

contained in them (Hill, 1979; Kruger & Kruger, 1977). To

.ensure understanding, movement education also requires that

. the child articulate and verbalize the movement vocabulary.

Eilis and'Robbins (1979) state that as movement is the

basis of all physioal activity, a conceptual apprbach to

- movement i§ essential in teaching physical education.

Through an awareness of individual abiiities‘ and careful
observation' the teacher can encourage maximum performance

from each ch11d o ‘.

h To a]]ow for experimentation, d1scovery, se]ect1on

V'and_ cpnsoj1dat1on the t&acher must necessar11y
employ a combination of direct and indirect teaching
methods. * Problems presented by the teecher are
‘Fgleted 't@u the“menagement.and‘control of the.body.
The problems, based; upon movement analysis, are
jdesighed to make the child aware of what, Where,”and;
.how he movee (o 4). - ; ‘%i | R

e Ze1g]er (1979) stated the ﬁesu]t of movement educat1on

19% that- it not only .removes the ©primary focus . of

cohcentn%}ton j#rom the ftnal-phoduct,ialthough the teacher

" has a lesson objective toward which successful experiences

AN
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will eventua]]y funnel, but a1so allows each individual to
experienge success. Consequently, it comes as no surpfise‘y
thatvproponents of movement education pelievé that ch%]dren i
learn most efficiently and effectively when they are a]iowed
to\d’scoVer-whichiméVement sequence is best for them.

| Locke’s (1969) description and critique of movement
education, a]though somewhat dated, expresses an opinion‘
often heafd today. Locke suggested that movement educatioh
is any physical education program that a teacher chooseg to
call movement education (p. 203). Bean (1985) suggests three
sjgnificant ?actoES which Have contributed to negative
pérceptions of movement éducation:

1.‘ jmportant differéﬁceé of interpretafion in the
various definitions of movement education
approaches and content;

2. the be]ative]y uncritical acceptance of c]a{ms;
made for hovement educatipn by its proponents;'

- and

3. an inflexibility shown by many movement
educators in discussing the applicability of the
.process, particularly in  the context of
existing, more traditional programs (p. 20).

Beaé then goes on to state that if practical acceptance of
movement education beyond its theoretical approVal is to be
recognized then iproponents should objectively attempt to

Clarify or validate the theory.
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A lack of - empiricai]y-BaCRed information tends to

“stifle movement educa(ion theorists who still hold that

‘movement education is favoured in direct comparisoﬁ with

traditional teacher-directed methods. - The researcher

speculates that movement education has remained virtually

data-free because: |

’_vJ. most advocates of movement education afe funneiled into
the school systems where reésearch in the area is
generally not encouraged,

2. .career scholars in movement educatien generally do not
exist; and

3. funding and time constraints provide little motivation

7‘ for research in any-teaching'aréa. including movement
educatﬁon.

It is also eéevident that most advocates of movement
education that are involved ihv higher education generally
tend to produce phenomenclogical works' (Beaﬁ, 1985;
Docherty, 1972;. Gray, 1985; Hill, 1979; Proyer, 1873;
Wilson, 1979) .or practical ménuals for use in the field
(Fow]én, 1981; Kirchner, Cunnﬁngham, & Warre'!l, 1970; Kruger
& Kruger, 1977; Stanley, 1977). Although these authors
present sorind philosophées and concerns, the fact of fhe
matter remains that there 1is a Jlack of data to support
either the theoretical foundation of movement .education or
the efficacy of its method.

Vallance (1975) examined the effectsk of movement

education on the movement, visual-art and language of young
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éhildren. It was found that after a twenty-four lesson time

. period where the experimen{alﬁgroup functioned in a program’
of creative dance ang‘(}éducational gymnaétics, the

experimental group showed a noticable increase in specific,

spatial word vocabulary and painting space, colour and

design.

Toole and Arink (1982) ‘studied the transfer of movement
education training to new skill performance and evaluétéd v
skill improvement ég a nesult of movemerit education and
traditional training. The‘fdﬁﬁy~seven subjects were six  to
seven years of age an&w weré randomly assigned to two
classes. It was found that after one thousand minutes of
instruction, the traditionally trained children performéd
better on the throwing, catching and batting tests measured.
It fs worth noting that the researchers lacked a control
group which maX?somewhat invalidate the results discussed.
It is easily'spécu1ated that children gged six and seven may
have experienced a learning effect during the boursg of this
study. Also, it is difficult to assume that the children did
not pﬁactice these basic play skills outside of th research
environment during  the. period of study. A control groua
would have minimized the threat of these assumptions.

A Stqdy of Fitness in a Movement Education Program
(1980-83) was conducted by Bischoff ard. Lewis (1385).
Children seven to éieven years of age, participating in a

movement education program (MEP) were administered the

AAHPERD, Hea]th-§e]ated Fitness test and results were
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compared to the Il1linois fitness norms. Findings indicated
the MEP éﬁi]dren possessed greater skinfold thickness than
the norm. Comparisons also indicated that over the three
years, MEP children were consisteﬁt]y at orcabove the 50th
percentile only in-sit-ups.

Only one study was }oc§ted on research in teachiag in
”3@ovement education. Mawer and Brown (f982) examined teacher
wguidance behavior in educational gymnastics lessons with

elementary age children. Reliability figures of 0.90 and
0.88 were achieved by indehendent oEservers using ., the
Physical Education Guidance Analysis Schedule (PETGAS) on
‘videotaped lessons (Appendix A). Data collection .involveg,..
twenty teachers from ten separate §bhog]s. Each was
videotapéd three times te8ching educational gymnastics to
the same class of nine to eleven year old children. The
teachers were comprised of ten that had specialist training
in physical education (PET teéchérs) and ten that were
considered ‘generalists’ (NPET teachers). o

Results from the study indicated that 56.5% of teacher
interaction was directed toQafds individuals and smg]]
groups with PET teachers using a higher proportion than%ﬁ$ET
teachers”(69.5% as compared to 50.2%).

" The \ teachers as a whole failed to terminate
interactions with praise 61.5% of the time with the NPET
teacher using Qhaise significantly more often (5( 0.01) than
PET teachers. Negative, critical interactions were Used 9.2% |

of the time by the teachers with PET teachers. This was
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significantly more (p< 0.01) than that used by NPET

teachers. .

: As well as positive and negative interactions Mawer and
Brown found'that 72.7% of teaché}sf'interactions seemed to
be ‘general comments’ rather than being specific.guidance
information indicating how to improve movement or saying why
movemenf' attempts were good. Significant differenées at the
0.01 level were discovered regarding’NPET teachers’ use of
general comments (81.5%) compared to PET teachers (56.4%).

Questions involving movement problems were found -in
10.8% of all interactions and demonstrations in 55.4%, with
PET teachers us?ng' significantly more of this type of
guidance than NPET teachers (p< 0.05). "

Analysis of Teaching Behaviors

[}

| In order that teaching behaviors be analyzéd in®the
te;ching - modeling situation the function of modeling must
be 'fnvestigated. Teacher educators mu?t”be cognizant ' that
much 6f the conduct being modeled "at ahy given time is
socially prescribed oﬁx high%y functional; hente, it is
adopted in essentia]ly.&thg. same form it s portrayedf
\(Bandura, 1977, p. 40). Physical demonstration, pictorial
repre§entation, or verbal description are methods by which
'inforhation can be conveyed énd invturn\syngﬁesized, by th?
observer, into new patterns. Bandura states verbal modeliqg;
is the most widely_eﬁployed as one can convey with words an

almost infinite variety 6f behaviors that ~ would :béi
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inconvenient and .timeréonsuming to portray behaviorally.
Teacher educators should be - aware that research has
indicated that the role of méde]ing,' regardless of which
me thod is' employed, has a powerful inf}uénce on subsequent
behéviors of learners (Bandura, 1977; McKenzie, 1982; Smith,
1985) o |

Bandura goes on to state that models who demonstrate
high levels of competence, th are purporteq‘to be experts,
or who possess highastatus are ]ikély to be more influential
than models who lack these qualities. Accoédingly, Smith ?nd~
McKenzie reason that teacher educators should.use the model
of their own teaching to inspire future teachers. However, -
all too often teacher educators characteii§ti¢al]y model a
veryx'limited range of teaching behaviors, and because they,‘
- rarely teach in the school systems . the behavigrs fhey
exhibif may_be of little functional Qélue to fHe tra%nee.

Therefore,A teacher educators need tb reflect and
critically analyze their own teaching styles and inform
trainees in advance what particular behaviors they are
exbected to acquire. McKenize also states that a yariety of
teaching models should be demonstrated -to allow trainees
exposure to a variety of différent styleésof teachind and
behaviors. |

Fbl]owing appropriate modeling qdemonstratidns the
domihance of various‘teaching behayiors should be identified
to establish which are more or less imporfant for achieving

the desired outcome. Westerhof (1983) rep@fts that important
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teaching behaviors or variables have been established
wi thout theorética1 or empirical relations to pupil outcome.

Shith (1874) discussed several teaching characteristics
found inp the teéchiﬁg of noh-éwimmers. While the teaching
subjects were found to be effective in promoting swimming
and creating a postive reaction to water, Smith found the
charapteriétic teachirqg behavibrs ‘used in the lesson
flexible but that an r__indi'rec"t warm style generally
~ predominated. On furthe: analysis it was found that- new
materia]séﬂwé;e= presented in short episodes; the atmosbhere
was highly individualized where ‘the .Child worked  on
generally assigned tasks and a shift towards directness was
evident as learning goals 2ncré55ed, Tis trend was apparent
in the analysis of the behavicrs ~nded. It was found that
following the seven hundred and fifteen behaviors coaed as,
pupil-initiated responses, four hundred and forty-five
subsequent responses were indirect while one hundred and
forty-two were direct. It was also discovered that 41.5% of
teacher behavior following pupil-initiated responses were in
some form of accepténce while (¢4.1% involved directed
pfactice. '

Other teaching characteristics that were evident in
Spith’'s study involved: |
1. the learning environment iS structured so that optimal

levels of arousal predominate,
2. the tempo of activityagis generally continuous and

moderate but may be interrupted"briefly by decisions of



eithgl teacher or learner,

3. the wi&lingness to attémpt or risk- take is met with
appropriate positive verbal or non-verbal reaction, and
corrective feedback,

4, evaluative feedback is in relation to the learner’'s own
pést or present achievement‘]eve1s, and / .

5. as learning progresées the teacher stretches ;he
reinforcement schedule and becomes more discriminat%ng
in dispensing reinforcers.

B.rrett (1977) stated, in Studying Teaching - Becbﬁingv'

a More Effective Teacher, that observing, behaving and

reflecting are the three Key ideas for ai] learning

experiences. All three ideas are interrelated and effective
teaching can only result by using the three ideas in
relation to each other. In observing teacher behaVibr

Barrett lists five observational tools necessary to»evaluate

effecfiveness.

1. Location 6f the teacher.

Focus of teacher’'s verbal behavior.

Content of the lesson.

Movement tasks and guidance behaviors.

N b oW N

Structure of the learning experience.

Barrett also provides a teacher behavior'continuum by which
maxihum/minimum oppor tunity for the learner to make
decisions is assessed depending upon whether the movement
task set is new or review material. Here novel tasks provide

-

more opportunity for the learner to make decisions than do



tasks that the student has previously experienced.

. In a review of teaching functions, Rosenshine and
Stevens (1986) stated that. teachers in treatment groups
implemented many of the Key instructional behaviors which
were the focus of intervention packages.‘ These Key
1nstructidna1 behaviors included: |

\ _ 1. beginning a lesson with a short review ef
previous, prerequisite learming;

2. beginning a lefson with a short statement of
goals; ;

- 3. 'p:esenting new, materidl in small steps, with

U;%;;H _;j-stpdent prag}ﬁce;after each step;

IR $4 mg1v1ng clear and detailed instructions and

i
{

a h1gh level of act1ve participation

{{t'g?i‘students, . X

,~'_gi’a, large nunber of quest1ons. checking for
. & “rr«

=

. '5f: ewsténd1rg, and obta1n1ng responses from all
5 A e, §$F . :

'%g . t2 iddents dur1ng “initial pract1ce. and
R - ;ﬂé®y$dnn§'systemat1c feedback and -corrections
e (p: 377)

N

’ i

. g2 % ’
‘-ilt 1s noted that &%gb,practwce. amount of time spent in
§§1ndependent practice vary according to the

presentatwon,

o N W’
éﬁfficulty of the'subjept:mgterial,.the age and maturity of
'7”ﬁﬁﬁé studénts. SRS | / "
o . ’ f@ ! Q T
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, .é§§?6enerally, the pedagological approach to movemen&

.

A

;3wg%§' ucation is problem solving or guided discovery. From

everal sources Rosenshine and Stevens compiled a general

lxﬁghodel of effecti6§‘ instruction for several fundamental

" H'instructiona] ' functions’ or behaviors. The mode! forvguided

practice of subject_magter incluaes the following functiéns.
1. Lﬁ%tia] student practice takes place with

'teaéher guidance.
2. High frequency of questions and overt student
» practice.
3. Questions are directly .relevant to the new
content or skill. = = '

¢ 4. T;acher 'checks for understand4ing (CFU) b@
evaluating student responses.

5. Dﬁring CFU'teacher gives additional explanation,
providés feedback, or repeats explanation where
necessary.

6. A1l students have a chaqce to respond and
receive feedback; teacher ensures that al]l
students participate. |

7. Prompts are provided during guided practice
where appropriate.

8. Guided hractice continqés until stuéents are

| competent (p. 379) .- | : | \\

/fOne‘Vmodel that focused on the teaching behaviors in

target skill analysis described the critical features of a

skill, or theme, how they were identified, observed,

Awr

W7
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diagnosed and ‘how appropriate remediation was formed.
Mcpherson's (1987) model employed the identification of

critical features " involved lin the biomechanics;of motor
ski]]é as the basis for effective skill analysis. In
adapting the: guided practice . behaviors proposed by

. L}
Rosenshine and Stevens {1986) to Mcpherson’s linear model of

“§K111 analysis, a hypothesized model 1is presented for

N .
teaching behaviors during a movement education class (Figure

1). This hypothesized _model ~utilizes movement education

vocabulary and was initially developed to provide.

“information for students enrolled in university e]ement%ry

-

‘movement education courses. The teaching behaviors provided

in the model werei?eve]oped in consideration of the guided

discovery and target ski1&§:{alysi$ behaviors as outlined by

~

the aforementioned authors.B¥his hypothesized model follows
f../

two cyclical patterns of teaching behavior. Incohborating

the terminology froﬁ bﬁéﬁ&s. the cyc]és involve behaviors:

from the fo]]owing'major categories.

1. Task Initiation, Focusing dimehsion/ouestiohing
Dimension. | &

2. Task Initiat on Focusing Dimension/Questioning
Dimension, Task Ini}iﬁtion, ' Teacher/Student

Demonstration, Focusing Q)éénsion.
Tentatively the accepting/rejecting dimension can | be
incorporated after any behavior exhibited throughout the

model. The validity of the presented model - of teaching

-+ behaviors exﬁﬁbited during a movement education class has

o | ,
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nQt yet been examined.
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I1I. Methods and Prccadures

Introduction
s ;o

_' This study presehted itself in three distinét portions.
/rd\}hg\first portfon involved the'coding of teaching behayiors
onm videotaped episodes Qf,teaching in a movement eduéétion
class‘for university students. Consedﬁent]y an elaborate yef
specific description. of each individualized instructional
: épisode was brepared. The second portion of thé .research
focused on a thorough ana]ys1s of the instructional
ep1sodes Finally, the data gathered will beg)comparat1ve1y
analyzed with c&%s1derat1on given to the hypothes1zed mod%
of teach1ng behav1ors in. movement educat1on “from thé
_preceeding »chapter . Pieron (1984) contends  that
’establishing a theory of 'physical education teaching
tmplies -Hypotheses_‘drawn from the ‘body oflknowledge and
~verified kby data = gathered Athrcd@h observation and
§Xper5méntation’ (p. : 19). ‘Vérious review articles on
research in feaching bhysjcal education 'suggést that many
documénts ana]yzéd are not data based and' that many‘
Eesearchers théorize without» adequate research support
(Locke, 1983; Locke and Dodds,™ 1985; Pfe:pn,‘i934). The
present study attempted I; describe and analyze teaching
- behaVior in a class for teacher educators in an effort to
' prov.i.de a data-base for &scussion of a ﬁmodel for teaching

movement education.

Wy

3t
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- The Subjects

Initially the subjects of the study included five
instructors at a Canadian university. It was found that one
subjéct';did not prepafe for the teaching episodes énd
: therefore - the content validity of the behaviors being
recorded was deemed inadequate. The subject did not follow
the guidelines set by the researcher for each teaching
episode. ﬁ |

The four individuals were referred to as movément .
education epecialists ‘due to their extcnsive background in
the theory aﬁd practice of the philosophy of movement
education. It wés found that the number of years the
subject;‘ taug%t e]ementary'—movedent education teacher
'preparation courées ranged from 5: to 15 years, with the

average being 9 years.

Procedure ©

The pubpose>of this study was to observe teaching
behaviors in elementary movement education teacheh
preparation courses. The subjects voﬁuntedled to be
videotaped for 2 episodes of 10 to 15 minutes during their
regularly scheduled class time. This collection of raw data
occurred during March 1887. a

Videotaped recordings were collected of instructional
episodes in a gymnasium on the university campus. Also each

e

subject was fitted “with a remote microphone to more

accurafe]y receive the audio behaviors of the teaching
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episode.'

The university students involved in the investigation
were énro]]ed in elementary moyement>education courses. It
was the wish of the researcher that the observations be as
unobtrusive as péssible, but the universify sfudents were
awaré they were being ;kdeotaped. This factor may also have

indirectly modi fied ?he teaching behaviors of‘the subjects.

Content Validity

o

In order that behaQiQrs identified in the teaching
episode be reliable écrogs all subjects various restrictions
were placed on thevcdﬁtent criteria. These restrictions for
conteﬁt va]idify were facilitated by using several
procedures as out 1ined by'KirkendaLI et é]. (1980, p. 106)..
1. Analyze the objectfves of instruction to make sure they
are relevant and.are represented ih the episode.
.2. Carefully examine textbooks énd other reading materials
a§51952d to the class. |
3. Ask other experts in the subject field, sucn as fellow |
teachers, to rate your test questions.
The analysis of instructional objectives relevant to .
the desired outcome of the teaching episode reguired that
guidance during a movement task be evident. Thus it was
agreed that the movement training/skill development portion
of a lesson would be the ideal time to identify guidance

behaviors as compared to the intﬁoductory/warm-up activity

or final culmination/game_situation. The rationale for using

@
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K]

the merﬁent'training/sKill déve1opment portion of a lesson
was primarily based on the researcher’s knb&]gdge that this
is the 'portion of a lesson whefe'the teacher’s guidancé
behaviors play aycritic;] roJer in the Qjearner’sﬂ md?ement
outcome. Thus a majority and pehhaps the greatest Qariefy'of

the interactions between the teacher and the student . should

4
. ]
occur here:

The second procedure followed to ensure ' gpnteu{
vé]idity concerned -the subject activity and movement theme
which was to be the focus of tbelteach}hgv eQ3soq9m;'Careful i
examination of ;§0ugsé? ob;éeiﬁwes. mgﬁérié] ’prevfédsiy
covered, and consu[tatioh with an§($£b¢g§ﬁiin 1ﬁévbsubjéct
field helped $o determine gpisogéfgéhtenf. [t was decided
that the actiVity afeaé not already covered in CIASS'by ‘the ‘ﬂ
four subjecté, games' and educatioha1'gymnast{cs; Qouidvbe
the focus of the episodes. . |

After the activity categories)‘were determihed; the,
movement themes were selected Lo,pﬁ@vided é framewbrkbwfthin
which - the instructor could foqﬂs 6n.%'se1éct few movement
sk111s‘or aivariety. Théréfore ééég\jnsfructor wgs asked to
focus on ‘projecting using the Feef; and passing techniques’
in the*games’aétivity and ’transﬁehgnce of weigh} using body
actions such asvrjdmping; s{epéing,» and rolling, with1“
eventual emphasfs “on one of 1thes¢ - actions’ in ihe"
educational gymnastics activity;»iﬁ was also specified that
equipment be limited to the use HbT"AQ}ility balls in the :
games episode and mats in th?‘ educational gymnastics

1

AN

\ .
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episode. |
The final point of instruction concerning content
”va]idity was that the subjects were asked to teach the

university students, not teach the students how to teach
F<

children. This' was deemed necessary to limit lecture-style

instruction which may occur .and thus negate time spent

= ¢

focusing on the movement theme.

6 Instrument

-The instrument used for recording thé verbal teaching
Séhaviogs’Qf the movement sp=cialists was an adaptatibn of
‘Mawer and Browg’s (1Q82) Physical Education Teacher Guidance

Analysis Schedule (PETGAS) (Figure 2). Several behaviors

s

‘ s 5 . .
\\\\\were“ recategorized or expanded to cover the behaviors which

_tHe researcher felt were eitheh an;ntricate aspect of the
teaching_Lbf movement educatiddfﬁor, would make the coding
procedures less complex. The méjor behavior category added

was ' Task Ihitiation’ while "tHe“catégories expanded were
’Fécugﬁng Dimension’ 'Organizing Dimension’ and the
. .‘ .v . /

"Questioning: Dimension. The first two categories involved

" the additibn of a 'reijteration’ of a behavior code and the

latter separated the original behavior into two.gistinct
: codes_. ) R

In light of the model for movement education which

-hypothesizes~the behavioral sequences that may be evident
when using‘a guided discovery or problem-so]ving'approach to

'h:}eaching{'and subsequently applying the behayvioral codes

, 2

\
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from the PETGAS, the following sequences may appear evident.
1. Initiation of the task followed by coéching‘ points to
, impbove or focus the movement exhibited by the students.
If the movement exhibited is Awithiq the acceptable
response range that - the teaéher has set then the next
task or challenge can be set which may in?ﬁiate a new \
movement idea or #ollow-up on the previous task set.
~2. Initiation of the task followed by coaching pointé to
improve or focus the movement exhibited by the studehts.
The  teacher may then geiterate' the task and a;K 

questions . or provide demonstrations to check for

understanding. Through a focusing .of the learner’s

3

attention. on specific points the teacher may then decidéf,_i

whether to move onto the next movement idea or task. B
It is also”w?rthy to note that the éccepting/rejecting.‘
behavior _m;; be evident at any point in th;above mentionéd tl
sequences whether it be for coérective types'of feedback 5tﬁ
class discipline and management. -

Hence, the two cyclica] patterns presentedi are being'e
testéq using the behébio?s c{ted in the modified PEfGAS._ i

*The original instrument was considered valid .éihce it "?3 ¢
had been previously tested and imp]ementg%#jh M;Wer and .
Brown's study which invo]véd‘the coding of tedéﬁgr gUidance
behaviors in educational gymnastics'lessohs withgéﬁemsntary
. age children. As the adaptations were few 'andf;ﬁffmarﬁly \

involved the expansion of a particular category, the

-instrument used in this research was considered valid.
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Class Individual VERBAL BEHAVIORS -
Small Group
(0,1,2) ~(3,4,5) ’ &
- +—
TASK INITIATION (1) ) ‘
10 13 -teacher asks students to move physicallvw
‘ t-no specific improvement values
11 La, -reiteration -of task initiation
-review or rewording of task
. ¢
FOCUSING DIMENSION (2) .
20 23 ~specific coaching points concerning how
to improve the movement '
21 24 ' -reiteration or review of coaching point
22 25 -statement of a general nature
v .
TEACHER DEMONSTRATION (3)
30 33 -specific coaching point is offered to -
} drav attention to demonstration
31 34 -no specific information is offered
STUDENT DEMONSTRATION (&)
40 43 -specific coaching point is offered to
draw attention to demonstration
41 A v -no specific information is offered
QUESTIONING DIMENSION (5)
50 ‘53 -question posed to elicit a verbal response
51 54 -question posed to stimulate cognition or
.understanding of a movement
ACCEPTING DIMENSION (6)
§0 653 -pbsitive reinforcement with specific
feedback N
61 64 -positive reinforcement without specific
feedback
REJECTING DIMENSION (7)
70 73 -rejecting behavior with specific feedback
71 74 " -rejecting behavior without specific
feedback l
ORGANIZING DIMENSION (8)
80 -mhvement, crganization or discipline of
) puapils '
-incivdes apparatus and safety procedures
UNCATEGORIZED
00 s -behaviors uncategorizable ’

T

Figure 2, The Physical Rducation Teacher Guidance Analysis Schedule
(PETGAS) wvith modifications (Mawver & Brown, 1982)
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*  Coding Procedures

As the focus of this research was to describe in detail.
any guidance behavior seguences that may occur, event
Sampling was 'implemented to code -the‘ entire realm of
éppafent behaviors. According to Nedinnus (1376, p. 22),

...the unit of measure in time sampling - is the

occurrénce ‘of a given'behavtor in a certain period

of time while in event sampling the unit of- measure

is the behavior itself, although the frequency of

occurrence can be determined in event sampling.
As behavior identification is the'prime~objective of the
study, event sambling was deemed necessary. Therefore in
order to simplify theﬁ coding proceduzgs the reseérche;
transcribgd all eight episodes so that coders coufd more
easily iaéﬁtify the verbal 'events’ .

Once all raw data were transcrib;d the researcher
selected the behavior where the coding was to commence.
Generally the coding episode began with a task initiation
statement as that avoided any initial class organizing
behaviors prior to the actual start of the lesson. It was
projected that approximately ﬁifteén minutes of videotaping
would constitute a teaching episode but d%§; to equipment
malfunctions and _the'éisregardinqgof lecture-type behavior
prior to the students physically moving, the coding of
behaviors was recorded from 12 minutes of videotape. Thus

each teaching episode was 12 minutes in duration for all

four subjects in both games and educational gymnastics.
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After all the teacﬁing episodes had beeﬁ coded from
both the videotapes‘and trahséripts the data were placed on
0.M.R. (Optical Marki Recorder) Data Coding Sheets and
submittgd to the computer for computation. The program
analysis cazsisted of the data from the O0.M.R. being
organizéd\Via strata (listed®y activity and subject in the
‘order in which they were coded). The data were then analyzed
'Eccordihg to frequency across aqtivity and subject.
Following this, the computer scanned each strata for all
possible combinations of behavioral sequences‘of three. As
this study was also to test the hypothesized model of
teaching behavion§ in movement edu&ation. the data was then
aggregated according to the major categories outlined in
PETGAS. Again the computer was to scan the aggregated file
for sequences of two,_tHree, four, and five behaviors. This.
computation was followed by a sorting of the listed

behaviors sequences according to their frequency.

Inter-observer Agreement

The primary observer for this investigation was the
researcher. One other individual, who was familiar with
instruction strategies was trained for reliability measures.

The first session with the observer involved the
reviewing of videotapes which included external instructors
. teaching a games and education gymnastics lesson. This three
hour . session. involved .both observers discussing and

familiarizing themselyes with the instrument. The next eight
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hour session involved the coding of seveﬁal example tapés by*
the criterion observer and the establishment of coding1rules
(Appendix B). These ébding rules were necessary for several
reasons, the first'being to rectjfy any inacéuraciés evident
in the interpretation of the transcribed data. Various
sUbjecfs “included two or more behaviors in one sentenbe or
extended one behavior over severglastaggered verbalizations.

Coding rules were wrﬁtten to facilitate the reliable coding

of such events. ' o

5.

é;?“'~The inter-observer agreement was conducted during a

hird session of two hours where bothj?PSEérverﬁ. coded ™ one
tezbhing episode. Agreements were\scorea'whén both obéerversm
coded the same behavior for a verbal sentence. Disagreements
were scored if each observer recorded‘a different behavior,
bor if one -coder failed to'identify a behavior.

The formula for percent agreement was calculated:

number of agreements X 100%
.number of agreements + disagreements

R . ~ (Johnson & Bolstad, 13973)

The interobserver agreement percéﬁtage for one episode
in which one hundred behaviors were coded .was 85%. This
meets acceptable observer agree@ent standards as cited by
Kazdin (1977, p. 142).

Once this was established the second observer codéd

another'episode while the researcher coded the remaining 75%

of the data:



IV. Results

Th}s study attempted to address ' ree'pqoblems related
to teaching behaviors - in movement e?ucation. The first
problem involved dthe lidentification of frequent behavior§
exhibited by tme movement education specialists. Secondly,
"the data were to be analyzed to determine if particu1af

é:’<éeqpences of behavior were evident 1in these movement
/T .

> ﬁedgéation classes. Finy

Yy the study focused on the

« ‘ o 5
sequential nature of behaviors to determine the

applicabilf”yi_of these sequences to'the hybothesized mode |

i e - i
of teaching behgwiis gl movement education.
A :

Behavior ?requeh‘c'\_%
‘ }Frequencies‘of‘specific behaviors ind;Eated that of the
one thousand one hundred and fifty-six behaviors coded in
the eight teaching episodes, 44.5% were those found in the
games activity anc 55.%%. in the educafionél gymnastics
activity. The'range of behaviors across both activities but
within subjects was 201 to 369 recorded behaviors in
twenty-four minutes of teaching.

The results for each subject in both activities} across

all behavicrs, are presented in Figures 3 - 10.

' The highest frequencies of behaviors apﬁéared in the
& : :
following categories: focusing dimension (37.3%), task -
initiation  (23.4%), accepting dimension (9.8%), and

ques&ioniﬁg dimension (7.5%). Low frequencies were found in

the following categories: student ‘demonstration (3.6%),

41
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teacher demonstration (1.0%), and rejecting dimension

(0.6%) . -

o | .50

-~

Seqdenéés of Specific Behaviors
The data were analyzed éccording to sequences of three
individual behaviors. Thus the computérv5canned‘each strata
fbﬁ all possible combinations of three behavioré aTd then
sor ted the‘sequencés according to frequenéy.' Seven 'hundreé.
and seQen seguences were evident with the highest frequency
of 3.3% being the gequence of three specific coaching poi;ts
concerning how to imprdve the,mOYement'given to the entire
.class. In light of the very.low 'fbequencie; in Ehé thrée
: behgvior sequencesj a further éné]ysis was done to égamine
sequenées by d{sregarding consecut ive repetitive behé&jors
and behaviors that involved ‘reiteration. It was fBund\jn
this 5ub§equent analysis thgtjthe sedUeéces with‘the highest
frequencies in the three hundred and six cases were:
1., specific coaching point, task initiation, specific

4

coaching point (5.2%),

2. task initiation, specific coaching point, organization

of pupils (4.9%), and
3. organizationf of pupils, task initiation, spécjfic
| “coaching point (4.6%).

. 4
It is also worthy to note that gl the aforementioned
: B .

¢

behaviors were directed towards the entire class.éb

» - .
/_._, '
\
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Aggregated Behavior.Sequences

The final data analysis concerned the aggbgbation of
behaviors accordicg to their majorvcategory (see F%gure~.2).
Therefore, any behavior code in which the first digit was
one (1), meaning it was a task initiation statemenf; was
'accordingly coded as one. All subsequent behaviors were alsch
recoded according to their first digit. The data were then
analyzed ignoring consecutive behaviorst

As this study was interested in analyzing guﬁdance
behavior following a task initiafioh statement by the
subjects, the computer was asked to scan the aggregated file
for sequences of two, three, four, and five behav{ors which

began with a task initiation code of one (1) (see Figure

4

11). o e |

' In.thercne hundred and thirty-three vé]id Ecases .Qiggf
seduenceS'having two behaviors with the,first’behaé}of being
task initiation, 66.9% of the sequences had a behavior fﬁo;””
the focuSing dimension. The second mos t frequent‘behavﬁor,
‘making up 16.5% of the sequénces. was found “in the accepting
dimension and 9.0% were from the questioning dimension.

In xcanning scquences§§¥. three behaviors across  all
subjects, the most frequent at 137.9% involved task.
initiation, focusing dimension,. and -task initiatfon.'
~ Behaviors iﬁvolving task initiation, focusing dimension ahd
accepting dimensioh made up 17.4% of a]l,‘sequences, while
cequencec of task initiation, accepting dimension “and

focusing dimension accounted for 11.4% of the data.
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-

One hundred and twenty-six cases of four sequential

beRaviors were recorded with the first behavior being a task

were recorded as: |

1. taék initiation, focusing dimension, task initiation;
focusing éimension (21.4%), é

- 2. .task inffiation, focusing dimension, ; accepting

dimension, focus{ng dimension (10.3%), and . ¢ ”

3. task initiation, accepting dimension, . focusing

dimension, task initiation (6.3%).

ﬁ.
The most freduent se%rence of five - behaviors included
@
task initiation, focusing dimension, task initiation,

focusing dimension and task initiation. This particular
sequence accounted for 13.5% af the sequénces involving five
behaviors. - ‘ O |

The data indicate— that there are sequences of three,
four, and five behaviors that are fnequenfly used by:all of

the subjects in their teaching of movement edueatibn.,TMpse

. 7/
initiation. Thef\ﬁhﬁee sequences with the highest frequency//‘

sequences deserve scrutiny to determine whether they are in N

fact the . basis of a model or framework for the teaching of ')

movement _education. " S . o

O



~ V. Discnssinn_
This study examined the ~systematic use of gnidance .
behavjqrs exhibitedO by movemént education specialists. The
behaviors coded using.the modified PETGAS were initially
analyzed according to-individual frequency of each benavior.
The computations were then focused to 1nc1ude the frequency
ana]ys1s of. the gu1dance behav1ors across the four subjects
as'well as the two (content ‘areas, games and educational -
gymnastics. Folloding this,; vthe data wéré organized
according-to sequences of three consecutive behaviors and
listed according tb frequency. A Afdrthei e;amination of
behavior sequente’s was. performed whenm the data were
éggregated, combining individual behaviors into major
behavioral categories and compressing consecutive repetitive'
+ behaviors into one. Hence, the data were organized according
to sequences of two, three, four énd five aggregated
behaviors, FinaiTy; the results of the aggreégated data were
anat;zed to determine the validity of the hypothesized model

of moyement education teaching behaviors. (see Figure 1).

. Co%n t Validity

fo]]owwng " analys1s exam1nes content validity .

He cealm of sgayquant1tatgye data analys1s
' Fof@ow1ng the 1nc1us1on of each individual as a subJect
~in this study,_‘Jnformatton"was prov1ded concerning the
content~éf”thé ?Gnthcoﬁing viQeotaped_]eSsoné. After careful
consideration it was decided the themes for_ the teaching

© 54



activities would be:

1.

¥

GAMES - Projecting using = the feet and . passing

-

technique5\

EDUCATIONAL GYMNASTICS - Transference of weight using

body actions such as jumping, stepping, angd rolling with

eventual emphasis on one of these actions.

Examination regarding content validity would assist this

study in analyzing the objective or 'what occurred’ in the:

videotaped episodes. The' following 1is a brief anralysis

regarding content across subjects.

Games @5_
Sub ject 1 began'the 1e$son' with a game of ' red
1@$ht. green light’ where ‘the colour of light indicated

5

N
4

the speed at which one waé to travel ~or stop while’

controlling the ball with one’s feet. Toward the end of
the game the subject .focused attention on batll

manipulation. Following the game the students were asked

to attend fo 'moving %ng the lines on the gymnasium
G . 4

floor. Students were then asked to find partners and

play follow the leader with the secl:é}md~ individual

dribbling the ball. Subseguently the task at hand became

o . i »
passing to a partner who provided a stationary target,
fo]lowed by one partner becoming a moving target with

both partners moving eventually. ’ ,

g

Sub ject 2 commenced the lesson with general

®

exploration of the space while controlling the ball with

one's feet. The next task invo]ved'moving more quickly
' 0

3
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but being  able.to arrest the motion of:the ball on the
teacher’s signal. - Following this, the. students_ were
asked' to project their ballfto a tardét'on the wall,
being sensitive to form and5¥he distanoe'to the target.’
In a partner s1tuat1omothE‘c1ass was instructed. to pass’

the ba]l to the13 stﬁ '

&ry partner th1s task was

followed by both partners mov1ng and pa551ng

~

Subject 3 began t&e lesson explor1ng d1fferent
parts of the " lower body that could be used to project
the ball. but st111 keep1ng t under ~control. The
- students .were then asked to play a game with themselves
conta1n1ng intermittent dr1bbﬂ1ng and oontrol!1ng of the
ball. Next the students were 1nstructed to prOJect the
ball towards the wall, contro]11ng it on' the rebound.

Partner work was ,1ncorporated wi th stat1onary passing
followed by the ball be1ng passed 5o the partner would
have to run onto it EventbalIy both partners were
1nstructed to moye while pass1ng the‘%a]l attending to

~

the distance and speed of the . . F1na11y, the teacher
instructed the students to grougﬁ/jn . three s and
chal]enge each other to a one versdﬁ two‘gltuat1on |
SubJect 4 began the c]ass w1th partner work in a
stat1onary position followed by both partners moving and

cha]leng1ng each other. A two %ﬁ{sus c - 1tuation was

subsequently deve]oped

o

Generally, the methods used by all four subjects

were simiTiar‘ with the lessor moving from simple .
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"

individual skills to more éompﬁex fasks“ahd partner work
“and eventually to'a two on .Qne compettive situagion.
Tﬁus, the agtual content of the initial tasks were
consistent across all subjects. Although not a focus of
this investigation, general observation of the coaching
po{nts or focusing behaviors reiating to task

jgdevelopment showed an apparent similiarity in content.

Educational Gymnastics

Subject 1 begggwthgwggggggjonal gymnastics lesson
'instructing students to explore a variety of ways to
!rock the body. Students were then asked to make their
KPOCKing motions large} which may'perhaps lead them into
a rolling action. The subjéCt then requested the

students develop a movement sequence which involved the

bodyﬁﬁaétions of run, jump and roll. The next major task

inggﬁQed the exp]oration;of body acttens that-involved a
trénsferencé of weight from feet to hands to feet. The
hovement'ﬁé§ then addéd to the.sequence.

SQBjeéflfi{ commenced the lesson with methods of
transferencgz 6{. weight with emphaéis on the feet
%o]]owed' by various actions involving f]ight, and
explora;ion of juhping actions. The students were then
requested to experiment with feet, hands, feet actions.
The sﬁbject‘then foéUsed on static balances with the
stude;ts rolling out oﬁ fhe‘balance and eventuallyﬁinto ‘
a;other balance. The subject concluded the episode with

students creating a sequencelof movements that included
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the deY_ actions run, jump ‘roll. balance, roll and -:=
balance. |

Subject 3 .first instructed' students in movement
whien involved light or jumpiné over the mats. The
stude@ts were then instructed to use ofheh body parts as
well as ihe feet while they were trensferring ‘weight.
Rocking actions were then explored which in tnrn lead to
rolling action. The ep?sode ended\ with -the students '
exploring weight transference ffgm feet to hands to
feet. - ‘ v _

Subject "4 asked the class to explore:stepping,
refling and jumping aetions. Focus was fhen directed to
a 'variety‘ of rolling actions followed by step-like
actions and subsequently feet, hands, feet directions.
Students were then to experiment withvjumping actions,
Final]y ihe.subject requested the students create a
sequence wiEh at least one stepping action, jumping
action and fQ11ing %etion. | \ '

The _confent 'across the educationel gymnastics
episodes possessed simi]ﬁar'qua1jties although various
subjects may 'have‘ emphasizeduone parti;ular method of
transference.o% meight over another. Three of\\Ehe four
éubjects incorporated the ideas .of sequences of movement
in the teaching episode..Once again further analysis of
the focusing - EehaViors fo]lowing specific  task.
init%gtion statements would help differentiate the
characteristics of focusing behaviors used by tbe

a to

i

%
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subj§cts.

It was the opinion of the 'invéstigator that
stipu1ati§ns regarding content validity were mét’by ali
the 'gubjects. Therefore variability in  teaching
behavidrs due to the content were not chsidered‘to be
significiant.

‘ind&viduai Behayfor Analysis -

In examiﬁing individual behaviors across a{i four
subject;l:and %othilactivities it‘ was found thét the most
freqdent behavior ogcurrence was in;the_ focusing dimension
(37..4%), followed by task initiation (23.6%). As stated in
PETGAS task initiafion‘behaviofs inyolved the teacher asKing
thé \ﬁtudehts tb per;orm ‘physjcally a new movement idea.
Féqusing behaViors-involved providing coaching points ohx7
’how’ to improve .the ‘initial task as set. Thus,vit seems
natural that thére would be a higher Frequency of. behaViors
which %hstruct or guide .the student'§ improvement of a
particulgr"mbvement task set. Generally, fhe dééurr?nce‘of a

~task initiation 'sqch as. 'l want you both (partners) to be
on thé move,‘both be on the move'passing‘(the ba]]) to "each |
other’, would be followed by the teacher“scanning the é]ass
and then suggestfng apbr0phi§te cogzhing inntS»which focus
oh’fhe‘task at hénd. Sth‘pgénts as,” 'move about (the épacei
and heaily look where that person (yCUr partner) is about, to

i, MOve 'and make it clear to thém',‘ or 'be sensitivé or .

Y .

sympathetiC~to the distance (Between you and your partner)’,
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are examp]és of coaching points, from the games activity,“
’Which,fogqsed on improvemeﬁt of the initial task.

Guidance from the acceptipg dimensibn represented 9.9%
“.r all behaviors. The majority of these behaviors focused on
the acceptance of individual efforts. As cited previously
(Fowler, 1981}, poéitive feedback as_sjmblistic és a smile -
_or nod, can provide encouragement. With closer scrutiny it
was evident that‘ 6.9% of the behaviors from the accepting
dimension were just that,. a simple 'good, Susan’ or 'nice,
dohn;. Thus,v;very few positive rginforceﬁéﬁt staterents
included specific feedbaék concerning ‘why’ the moveme - was
acceptable: on further examinétion? ft was discovered a
majority of these bDehaviors oéchrred sﬁgnjfiéant]y mare
often 'Qith one particular subject. This will be discussed’
later on in the chaptef.

Behaviors -represented 1in the rejecting diﬁension‘were
found to have the Jlowest frequency of the seven Qajor
categories (0.6%). Proponents profess that one of’ thev
objectives of'movemént edUcation is to provide a positive
environment so that the student will hopefully exﬁérience
optimal learning and have the desire to repéaf the movement
encounter (Fowler, i981; “Stanley, 1977;‘w1156n, 1979). In
careful examination of the videotape and transcripts, it was
found that most often, if the students were off-task, the
teacher would eihibit one of the following - guidance
behaviors: . . ®
1. reiteration of the inifia] task with_special'emphasis on

7
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the particd]ar movement quality the stUdents are

negating. For example, '0.K., now try to.concentrate on -

the part'of the foot which is most efficient in getting
the ball to your partner’ - : , o )
2, asking a ques&1on which may create an awareness in . the

~ student ‘that their movement is off tasm For example,

Q.‘1s the pathway of your foot before dur1ng and

after contact1ng the bal]°’if:f'qfif”
Hence, 1nstead of prcv1drng negat1ve feedback the
J !

teacher"either re1terates tn’J‘task on - asks a question® to

9

stimulate the student COncerang he off tasK mo«enent

Feedback - or Knowfedge of nesu1ts;‘fKR) dprtng /a_
movement activity has been proveh repeatedly 'f&@f be.
instrdmeﬂtal in}‘.controlltng ~pbrformance'~and learning.
QRegardaess of & hether‘ the feedback is presented in a

g

,posit1Ve or, negattvﬂ@ form Knowledge of performance or
!

1nformwt10n feedback is necessary ?b enhance -progressive
%

1mprovement of a motor tasK (B1lodeau 1966).a5age.41971) in

@

'refer?mce to feedback stated | E’VT~ )
Qnowledge ' d#p 1 1ﬁproyes . learning and
perfdrﬁ' -‘_a1s a pr1no§§le that ho]ds for ch1]dd€5

]

and‘f0@ groups as 'well as individuals (p.

and adultuf
337) e

Ed ¢

" Therefore, resuﬁts indicate that the specific feedback

behaviors or Knowledge of movement performance found in the
/ »

”accept1ng and reJect1ng dimension - are low if task

improvement is to be optimal. This is in contrast to Smith’s

e
s 8
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(19?4) work where atlarge number of 'aecepting' behaviors
were found "he students in Smith's stUdy'howeve; were
\ chi[pren and non-swimmers, not adult learners who may be

| presumed to be more independent learners.
It is of interest to note that despite the low
frequency of behaviors that were considered to be specific-
. feedback according to the instrument used in this study,
this méy not nepess;fﬁly mean that feedbaek was’ not
'brovided.‘ﬁs the phi]osephies of movement education state
that the cognitive realm of the individual also be
developed, it is hypothesized jthat specific feedback may
have.been disguised as a reiteration ef the task, refocusing
of a coachirg point already provided, or a question which
does not necessitate an immediate answer. Thus”the specific
feedback may = ’é%bedded"in a behavior nof necessarily
viewed as feedback. In this presentation ofvfeedback the
Jearner is made.regponsible for synthes{zing the information
| pbovided by “the teacher and determining throUgh
se]f-eva]uatiee or refocusing of a coaching 'eoint what

haviors are acceptable.

i
o

It is interesting to note at this point that many
cbi{ics of movement education believe that a lack of
construcfive‘positive/negative feedbacK or structure elicits

a circus of 'free-for-all’ tasR initiation statements andvav
lack of functional movement of high quality. VYes, the

instructor may begin a task with " how ﬁany ways can

"you....' statement, but as’with any competent teacher, a

' 4
o . ¢
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movement educationalist knows . ‘about’ the desired lesson

‘ vobjéCtivé .and has cafefu)]y.plahned?the ' how' in terms of

reaChiné the set objéctivé; Through a carefully planned,

systematic. set of fasks thé’téacheﬁ_wé]l eventuélly,funne]
:the acceptable mbvéménf' hesponse_ range such that the -
‘moyemént ‘éhallénges the ‘studént but does.not necéessari]yl
‘falllinto'a standahdizéd  patférn féh the entire class.
Theréfore critﬁCaJ féaturés pf the movement, such as qualjty-

of movement, 'replicabifity, ‘control, and specific thﬁme

objectives must be evident in the student's movement in

‘.ohder that the movement be in the acceptable responSe rahge.
-A1l too often the investigator has witnessed novice movement

“education teaéﬁgrs who believe inithe philosophies ‘about’

movement education, but unfortunately lack the experience or
perhaps the knowledge concerning "how' to prober]y implement
the philosophies. |

Rosenshine . anq: Stevens (1978) stated earlier that

“during guided studentvprabtice a high frequency of questions

relevant to content shou]d- be employed to Kkeep students

cognitively "‘stimulated, ‘on task, and provide the teacher

- with an evaluative means of checking for  student

understanding. Behaviors from the questiqnxﬁg ‘dimension

consisted. of 7.9% of the data. According to the -emphasis

placed on questioning”in the Rosenshine and Stevens model of
feaching béhaviohs/functioné du}ing guided practice, this

figure may seem relatively low. In andlyzing this finding it

is important to‘note that this group of studénts consists bf

1
>
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young adl1t learners. Locﬁg (1983) emphasizes thatAthére éré

differences in adult and child learning processes. Firétly.

he states that adults do not ~learn in the same dway as

children. Several reasons this include:

1. adults begin fm¢§t .1earning - tasks with a ,much .

larger experiential base; B

[N

adults have acquired cognitive'sKills which are
different from those of children in both kind

and sophistication; and

3. adults can employ and may even prefer 1éarnjng

methods which are not possible for most children

Oy (p. 286). ‘

Therefore, questioning in this particular analysis of

data may not have been as prevélent as .nggested by

. Rosenshine and Stevens due to the following:

1.

The cognitive abilities of the students did not
necessitate a quédtion-answer ~ forum concerning = the
‘why’ s’ of the partiéu]ar content inQo%ved. The students

may have'albeady.ﬁad the experiential base relative to

- the movement patterns which were the focus of inquiry.

Also, the cognitive and physical capabilities of the

students in this study provided variability in

competence 1e9els and this fqétor was not cdntrol]ed in
the investigation’s implementation.
The _]evé] of qUestfoés'were so sophistﬁcatédithat fewer
were needed to focus on Iheﬁintended péﬁntcdf emphasis.

| « y

) .;“’;:'I
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_ Comparatively 1owér frequencies were discovered:in the
categories of: student demonstration (3.6%).w teacher
demonstration (1.0%). o

Several authors state the values of»dempns%ration in
enhancing stUdent learning (Bandura, j977; Fowler, .1981;

Kruger & Kruger, 18977, Rosenshine &‘Sfevens, 1987;lStan1ey,
1977).yet only 4.6% of all guidance behaviors involved
demonstfation. by either 'the teacher or the “student.
Assumptions could be made that th;'movemént.patterns of the
students, presented an adequaﬁe’variefy and were relatively
on task, thus dehonstration ‘eXampJes were: not deemed
" necessary. It s ;worthy,to note that in théldemonstrétioh
presented, a majority involved the teacher»drawihg attention
to specific coaching points of the movement.

It was aléo discovered that oniy 16.5% of all behaviors
were directed toward the individual or small group. On
.fubther analysis 5.3% of these beh Qiors - involved
non-specific feedback. Proponents of movément‘ education’
state the value.of individualized instruction in meetfné the
needs of all ‘students, thus proViding the opporfunity‘for
vthe students to pfoceed at their own’ rate of devglopment.
The frequency fof behaviors which provide specific feedback
or coaching points to individual students is relatively low
- .in accordance with proposed teaching objectives in movement .
Generally whehea new idea or task is présen}ed to the class,

a majority of the behaviors should be general in nature and

should focu§ the movement of the class at large. Hence, as
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the class progresses and the accepd 4response range

becomes more clear "the teacher is given t € freedom to coach

individual efforts. There*;gﬁ. it is more likely that verbal

behaviors directed towards the indivigual be evident towards

the end of‘the 1eeson or unit as eigﬁi ed to the beginning.
The teaching episodes - in this .étudy occurred at the
begiﬁning_of.a unit and this may be why more of the teaching
behaviors were class-directed and non:specific rather than
specific  feedback directed to individual students:
Accordingly, it s very important that teaehers develop
" their observation techniques in order thet they may more -

efficiently foster the iﬁdividua1 efforts of their students

(Barrett, 1977; Fowler, 1981; Stan]ey,'1977).

Variability Across Activities,

Behaviors exhibited in the gameS'episodes accounted for
44.5% of all behaviors as compared to 55.5% in the
educafioha] gymnastics episodes. Nn closer examination, it
appears ~thet the‘variability.of behaviors acrose activities
in the majqrﬁcategories is minimaT. Therefore, this finding
| suggests ~ that the subjects in this study exhibit similar
teaching'behayiors regard]eSS'of the content of the lesson.
Also it is_ evrdent that w1th1n the same time constra1nt the
teacher 1s I1KeLy tQ 1nteract more with the students during
‘the educat1ona1 gymnast1cs ep1sodes ellc1t1ng more behaviors

' i "‘&* -
from all categor1es DR

A
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As a general observation conducted from-the videofépes,
the 1nvesfigator found that the supjects verbalized more in
tHe educational gymnastics activ$?§ ‘ﬁhan in the games
activity. It'is‘speculated that dué to a higher noise 1éVe1
in the games activity, the subjectg were more likely to
arrest é]ass activity,- offenuguidance and then resume the
. movement experiegce with minimum verbal guidance-throughout.

o

In the educational gymnastics activity however, guidance

behaviors appeared throughout the activity as needed.
- a

Vériability Across Subjects .
| Behavior fréquencies," across: :the “four * movement
education = specialists in this investigation, displayed

frequencies of ¢ériability in the seven major behavioral

categories. The .ovérall picture provided by the behavior .

analysis irdicated one thousand one hundred and fifty-qix
behaviors were recorded acrosslall activities a%d subjectsi
The averzje number of behaviors was recorded at two hundred
and eighty-nine, witH the g%nge showjng Subject 1 exhibiting
the lowest ’‘raquency (n=201) while Subject 3 ta]]iéd the

. highest \frequéncy (n=368)" across both activities during the

twenty-four minute videotape analysis of each subject. Thus,
the following behavior percentages reflect differihg
frequencies for each of the four subjects. | |
_ The average of all tésK initiation behaviors recorded
was 24.1% of the toté1'behaviors exhibited. More than half

of these Were statements that reiterdted the movement
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. reqﬁest fa1ready _presented. In both games and educational
gymnastiés, Subject 1 recorded the most task initiation
statements relative to all behaviors exhigited (35.1% and
35.5%, respectively). It is interesting ﬁo note that 70.9%
of all task initiation statements exhibited by éubject J as
' éomgared to 48.0% for Subjéct_2, wefe statéments'reiterating
. the task aTready;preséhfed. THQs Subject ! mos T freduent]y
set a task for the students aha subsequently spent 24.5%‘,of
hér recorded behaviors . rewording‘or reviewing the in%t%a]

task.

<

Regarding behaviors . found in the focusing dimension,
the averagé.numbér recorded fér the four squects was 36.9%
across a]}v“behaviors. .Subject 4 recorded .fhe highest
frequency of‘focusihg‘behaviorg (48.5%) of which 64.6% were
‘novel coaching pé%nts aimed at  improving the movement.
Subject 1 exhibited the Jlowest frequéhcy of focusing‘
behaviors  (26.0%{. and 53% were new statements to improve
movement . | _' b

Subject 4 also exhibited the highést frequency of
behaviors from the questionfng dimension (8.6%) with the
l/subjéét avérage calculated at 6.6% of the total behaviors
~ recorded.
- Griffey and Housner (13984) examined expert-novice
"differences in plann{ng strategies, behavior and student
engagementﬂ Resu1ts indicated experienced teachers exhibited
more questioning, praising and giving directions  than

inexperieﬁced teachers. Although all the movement
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educationalists are specialis. s in the fizld, §yb;c‘t 4 is
the most experienced. And as indiczted in tne study
generally " the more expe encec tegchers have a2 wider
repertoire of situations tc draw ;rom and ‘herefc e can
exhibit a greater variéty o -=haviors in a given : cuation.
Subject 4 registered l e highesi treauvency acrosc the fpur
subjects in the questﬁoning‘dimenSion =r - .5 the squeqt
that provided the students 'Lith the greatest number of
coaching points tbi improve their movement. However, in
aﬁéﬁysis 2f ‘the accepting dimension, providing praige,
. Subject 4 tallied the lowest frequency. (2.2%) across all
subjects. "

In examination of behaviors recorded from the accepting ‘
dimension, the range of frequencies<was 2.2% to 21.1% of all
recorded behaviors. The "average across the four subjects
(8.7%) indicated that Subject 3 (21.1%) had significantly
more accepting behaviors in comparison to other subjects. On
closer examination it was‘ discovered that 79.6% of the
accepting behaviors recorded for Subjéct 3 involved positive
reinforcement without spelific -feedback. Thds, Subject 3
displayed a high frequency. of behaviors which manifested
themselves in 'Good, Zelda‘' and ’'Nice work, Bertha' . - Ag
Fowler (1881) pointed'out, positive reihforcemént can be as
simple as a smile or nod of the head. And as proponents of
movement education reflect in philosophy, it is.-a positive
experjence which the student should want to repeat that is |

an .important consideration (Stanley, 1977; Wilson, 1979). But
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Rosenshine and Stevens (1987) c1ted carefu] d1rect1on and
'gu1dance through act1v1t1es as a major component of the
guxded pract1ce mode | wh1ch IeadSAone to speculate Ju§f how
helpfu] is pos1t1ve re1nforcement without spec1f1c£§eedback.

Behaviors in the rejecting calg;ory reflected the

lowest: frequency across all seven categaﬁ’es (0.6%) .

Subjects 3° andh4 recorded behavior”freque 1bs of 1.8% and
:-2LQ% respectivet&, in the rejectinﬁ'dimensﬁﬁn. No rejecting
behavfors were identified for Subjects 1 and 2.

. Although very few behaviors were recohded in  the
teacher demonstration category (1.0%), SubJect 3 reglsteredﬁ
behaviors in five of the eight sub- categor1es (0.82%). And
in exam1nat1on of  behaviors that involved .student
demonstration  (3.6% of all behavﬁgis), Subject 1

incorporated student demonstration for the benefit of the

class most frequently in they;%educational gymnastics

‘{3
activity. o

Inter-subject compar}sons indicate that there is indeed
some variability in the use of behaviors in each of the
behavior categories. However, the percentage Qf variability,
in acccrdance to the length of the analyzed teaching
episodes . is surprisingly low. Therefore, it is evident that
ihe suk, ects in this study exhibit behaviors that are

n
g

relative., similiar when given the same teaching objectiVesf

) ’};\
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Sequences of Specific Behaviors - ‘-:Lquwma

The highest frequency (3.3%) of: three: speciffgf

. , S R
behaviors recorded consecutively. involved the teacher

providing coéching points on improving-the‘ﬁdvementlbfﬂihe
class. This fréquency was not deemed significaﬁf in ]5gﬁt of:"
the total number of sequences examﬁﬁéd (n;f07). Theréfore it
was as;umedvthat thé large nuﬁber of possible behanbr cédes )
{n=30) led to ihsignifigant finaings{ |
In light of the low frequehcies?é furthef;énalysis ‘Was

computed dfsregafding_”consecutive: repetifivé behaviofs.
Agaiﬁ, very low frequencies were - found, _Wifh' the highest
beipg 5.2%. This pdriﬁ;u1§r sequeﬁcqfthOlved the teacher
| prov?diné a specifié_coaching;ﬁbint téﬁthe_clasé followed by
initiating a new task andwsubsequentjy brdviding a coaching
point fofvimproving the taék;lolsdh .-(1982)  found .s{ﬁiliar
results when analyzihg Ateaching? beﬁéyiors indePendentlyy_‘
While it is logic;al that a cqagri%ng point should follow a
L }ask set, further»‘énalysi$  of- the content in behévioréi
following task inﬁtiation is necessary. Unfobtdnate]y; due
to the limited- sensitiVity of the PETGAS, differehces in

coaching points could not be recorded.

Aggregated Behavior Sequences

When behaviors were analyzed according to the major
catggof{;s. it appeared strongly evident that a cyclical
paftern ihctuding taék initiation, focusing dimension, and a.

return to task initiation "~was consistently preseht‘



- frequently used by"movement education speéia]is
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"regardless of tpe sequence length. This «ycle was most

prevalent in Olson’'s.~(1982) findings.

Sequences ’inyolv%ng task initiation followed by
behaviors from the focusing then accepting dimensions were
the $econd most frequent. Once again it appears logical for
the teacher to set the task, scan the ‘class providing

coaching points to improve the students’ movement or to keep

. the class ongtask and then provide' positive feedback or

fencouragement for the movement performances

Westerhof (1983) stated that behavior patterns, timing

and‘ xcoﬁteit play 1mportant roles in the research on

‘teaching. However, sequential patterns or descﬁﬁptions of
. these patterns had provided no pos1t1ve f1nd1ngs in the1r
‘effect on research in teaching. Thus, providing novice

“movemeént educationalists with the knowledge that a focusing

beh;vior following the .task given fp :thel class, is most

'./does not

.guarantee effective teaching on the part of bﬁé nov1ce

The initial investigatory objective of th1s study was

to describe teaching behaviors of movemen t educat1on

specialists via PETGAS and to  idéntify the sequences of |

behaviors exhibited. In this regard the study was

successful.

Applicability: to Model of'Mdveﬁent Eduéation
In review.\the‘hypothesized model of teaching behaviors

in a movement education-class yields two cyclical patterns:
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1 tasK initiation, : focusing dimension/duestioning
dimension. h :

2. ' task Initiation, focustng | dimension/questioning

d1mens1on, .y task  tinitiation, teacher/student

demonstratton, focusing dlmen51on
S e =y

It was discovered that the first cycle presented in the
hodett task ;njtiation followed bylfocus1ng d1men31on. was
supported by the findingshin this study. Alt four subjects
typically_ demonstratedjbthis behavior cycle. In fact,
Ffocusing fo]loued task initiation 66.9% of the time.
" Evidence did not} support the hypothesized _Cyctes'vthat
. involved behaviors from the questioning or demonstration
dimensions. This  was likely due .to the "extremely tow '
‘frequency of these two behaviors.

.Olson’s study, which'supported the behaviors- foundt in'f
the primary teaching cycle, suggests that this. and other
«cycles are not necessar11y restr1cteb to the teach1ng of
movement educatlon or the teach1ng of adults. Olson’'s
subJect group taught a w1de}range of activities to students
of “all ages (elementary and secondary schoo]) Behaviorat
'sequences discovered,1n her ‘study’ were very s1mt]tar_ to
those. found in thist investigation (with the exceptionuoﬁ
those sequences that 1nc1uded stupent behav1ors) | |

The results of_ thIS study then ra1se the quest1on -
what makesjmovehent ‘edlcation an entity in  itself? The
'f1nd1ngsﬂ presented do ‘not support Rosensh1ne and Stevens
=)

('1987) mode] of the gu1ded d1scovery process, since-

BN
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v
questioning and demonstration behaviors were minimal. Thus,

the pedagological process- as measured by the PETGAS

instrument does not differentiate movement education from

found in this study are similar to those fi

the - teaching of other activities. The cycles of behavior
,SBA: in Olson's

study of variable physical activities. fhese cycles do not
clearly reflect the genera]ly accepted principies that are
assumed to charactérize the teaching of movement education.
Hence, if the pedagological process does ‘not reveal®
‘differences between the teaching of movement education andy
Autheprteacﬁing of other .physical activities perhaps" the
specific teachiﬁg content of movement education 'should be
scrutinized. Although behéviors across activities in this
study supported the idea that limited behaviora1‘¢hange
exis{ed in the subjects regardless of activity, further
ana]ysié\ which examines discrete confent vériagility»is
‘needed. Replication of this §tudy and further inveﬁtfgation-
- are necessary in :order'to.gubstantiate movement éducation

3

philosophies.
!



VI. Summary and Conclusions.

Summary | | : &

The major focus of thjs study was to identify the
teaching éehavior sequenées bf four -movement education
_specialists. The iﬁvestigatipnw was dealt with in three

phases. Firstly “he data collected were aﬁéﬁx;ed, using the
"'&i: *Qﬁ

Physical Education Teacher Guidance Analysis Schedule
(PETGAS); to identify those behaviors typically gxhibited’by
movement education spécia]ists. Secondly, « the data Wére
analyzed to determine if particular sequences of teaching
behavior were evident in the movement education/c]assf
Finally, sequences found host~_preva]ent 'in the teaching
behaviors of the lmovement education specialists Qere
analyzed in relation to their applicability to a

vhypothesized model of cyclical behavior patterns in movement
wedubatidn. The long range intenfion of the investigation was

.fo .provide descriptive information on "how’ an effective
movement educatiqnalist behaves. #9

The subjects lof this study were four individuals
employed at a Canadian ﬁunfvegsity who had-‘ e{tensive
experience in ﬂthe teaching and philpsqﬁhies Qf movement
education. Each subject was videotabed teaphing, 6h; gamgs
and ongqeducational gymnastics acfivitylclass to\univergify
studentsT»Fbllpwing the complefion of data collection, eachl

instructional episode was coded according to behaviors

provided in the modified PETGAS. One other individual,

” 75
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familiar with instructional techniques, coded 25% of the
data.as a measure of inter-observer agreement.

The data were then ”computed to. provide Frequencies
across béth éétivities and subjects. Further analyseg‘
provided %requencies-'for sequencesvof two, three, four and

five behaviors.

qunclusions
It was determined that all four subjects exhibited-
behaVidré that were relatively similiar ~in light of thé‘
behav{or variabitity and 1w’mited_‘ instructional . data
.analyzed. Furthermore, ‘n revie& of the instructional
episodes, it was found tha: &cntent variability was limited.
In analysis of secusntizl behaviors exhibited by the
hovemeht education specialists it was found 'thaf~ the
teachers were mést 1tke:y to p-ovide a focusing.behavibr-or
'coéching point following the irttiatioﬁ of a task. ‘Research.
_indicates this behavioral pattérn»'is logical and it was
found- applicable to teac" ng behav}5fai- patterns in a. .
varieﬁy of physical acrivity sett{ngs ;s well as moVementff_
education classes. o | | : ‘
| Final]y,-result§ and conclusioqs serve to indicate that
_the teaching behavior pétterns found in the hypothésized
mode | QiNEESVement education, did not differ from those
reported by Olsen  in the ihstruct{on of' other physical

activitiés.
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g'keéo@@éhdafions
;f.ﬁdug’fo thé 1imited amount of research done on the
-féﬁéﬁing> ghdu analysis of movement , education this
_'%fnvestigafion may shed §émésﬁ§ghf,on, propg;ed philosophies
§oncenning’ movément . education. Subsequently, it would-seem

the primary recommendation would be the expansion ofv a

L

research base concerning the teaching of movement eduéation.
Replication of this study, incorporating various age groups
and activities other. than those found in this investigation

would provide va1uab1e information concerning the

3

variability of teaching behaviors associated with movement
education. .

S | . | s
However, - there seems to be enough evidence from the

results to recommend inveétigationﬁregardjng the contextual
base within movemert education. It is believed. that

combining energies‘ to quantitat{ve]y substantiate the
: ] , W
benefits movement education has to offer will lend strength

to its fight for survival _in /qutitutio£§>,of" higher,

12

education.
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Appendix A

PETGAS

Mawer & Brown'’s (19825 ' s

TﬁE PHYSICAL EDUCATION TEACHER GUIDANCE

ANALYSIS SCHEDULE (PETGAS)

Rejecting Dimension

e | g uin _ | | -
R - Rejecting the behaviour of the class, group or '
individual for discipline reasons. - ,

Rg (Class) and Ri (Inidivdual/Small Group) - the teacher is
reJect1ng the response of the class or individual. The

teache: 1s not satisfied with the response and is cr1t1cal

Focusiric D:mens1on

Fg (Class) and F1 (Individual/Small group) - the teacher
makes a statement of a genera] nature and does not offer any
specific information concerning how to improve the movement.
Fgsp (Class) and FiSp (Individual/Small groups - the teacher
is making a statement for the purpose of improving the
movement they are performing or have completed. Specific
coaching points concerning h ow to improve the movement are
offered. ~
Fgv (Class) and FiV (Individual/Small aroup) - the teacher
is using a demonstration but no specific information is
offered.

FVSp (Class) and FiVSp (Individual/Small group) - the
teacher is using a demonstration and draws attention to
specific coaching points concerning the movement.

FgV - the teacher has asked a pupil or group of pupils to
demonstrate the movements they have been performing for the
rest of the class to observe. No specific additional
information is offered.

FgVSp - as FgV but the teacher draws the attention of the
class to specific aspects of the demonstration.

Accepting Dimension

Ag (Class) and A¥ (Individual/Small group) - the teacher
offers positive feedback and reinforcement in the form of = .
pggése. without saying specifically why the response was '
g . ' : .
AgSp (Class) and AiSp (Individual/Small group) - the teacher
praises the response and in addition tells ‘the pup11 why the
response was good.

Questioning Dimension
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Qg (Class) and'Qi (IndividuaT/Sma]1 group) - the teacher
asks a question for the purpose of developing their

understanding of the movement or to elicit from them an
answer to a movement problem. Organizing.Dimension 2T

0 - moyément and obgahizatidn of pupils, apparatus, safety.

'Unrelated~$tatehents%

U - any intéréétﬁonsfnot‘ab1e‘to be categorized.



Coding'Ru]es . ) s
1.

Appendix B

A ]

Each, sentence w11] be assigned Y#ode. If more than one
behavior is evident.in the sentence than the foremost
behawior will be coded.

e.g. 'Good, now let’'s try mov1ng using all the space

-as ‘'moving using all the space’ is the foremost .
behavior it will be coded as 'TASK INITIATION' and

therefore 'good’ will not be coded as 'positive

" feedback’ .

Codes involving ‘DEMONSTRATION' of either the teacher or
student will involve full body manipulation. Therefore
gestures of the arms moving quickly to signify speed
will not be coded .as demonstrations. -

" TASK INITIATION’ codes w1111be assigned to verbal ‘
behaviors which initiate a new movement idea. This ‘\
behavior does not intend to improve the preyvious
movement idea. . _—

(o)

" CPACHING POINTS' coded will be assigned to verbal
behaviors which 1nteﬁd to improve the movement or ' TASK'
code. 5
e.g. 'Now run around the room’ -tasK initiation
‘'Faster’ -coaching point v ‘

‘Use all the space’ -coaching point
" Stop’ -organ1zat1on

Now whlle you're running I want you -to Jump as high as

‘you can’ -task initiation

-
3
-~

"REITERATION’ codes will be assigned to verbal behaviors
which do not involve new ideas but rather reword an idea
already stated. o
Codes regarding the questioning dimension should reflect
stimulation of the cognitive realm or verbal response.
e.g. -'How are you moving around the room?’ If teacogr
asks for the verbal respohse from the class it is coded
as such. If the teacher leaves the idea and the question
does not involve specific coaching points concerning the
movement it is coded as understanding.

e.g. -A question such as 'Can you get your hands flat?’
- directly refers to the improvement of movement and
should be coded as a ' TASK' or 'COACHING POINT'.

Comments regarding the verbal behavior ‘Think about.
will be generally referring to a part1cu1ar coach1ng

“point. If the teacher says ‘think’ or 'concentrate’ they

should be coded as being of a ' GENERAL NATURE’ .

«
87



Qo

\ ' - .
L3

T R . W ' .
If you are unsure of which code to use for a behavior or

8.
the behavior fits two categories and one does not appear
more evident than gode the behavior ‘NOT. ABLE T0
CATEGORIZE' . - . .

9., Begin, Tisten or stop shall be coded as class
management .



