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The purpose of this study was to examine ir SR LLU

teacher student 1nteraction to ascertain whether there was o

any relationship bet”*

_]Effffhidﬁr Ten teachers with Various amounts‘of training were .
“ﬁ”fif observed utilizing a modified version of Rodbins (1973)
instrument for three consecutive thirty minute classes | |
/while teaching games lessons Utilizing the responses
collected on a teacher questionnaire which was obtained o
after the third and final observation, the ten teachers were ‘F;Lti
divided into four training groups elementary phy31cal S

edUcatidn specialdst group, general physical education

J RN

iif specialist group, general training group and a no training
group ‘l_fs_ e ”,H. ,'” gf]’f,
| The data consisted of observations made on a five :
second time interval basis and categories were recorded on. a
score sheet then keypunched for analySis Data analysis was
facilitated by the use of Test 13 a University of Alberta b

e



) .»’ffgcomputer program | S : o
o '_h The tentative conclu510ns were that teachers W1th . '..y, W
- similiar training exhibit simiiiar teaching'behav1ors and :

that the elementary physical education Spec1alist group
’appeared to exhibit more unique teaching behaViors than theﬁd{f
{other three training groups These conclu51ons suggest that |
‘tteacher training in physical education does have an impact
usffefon teacher behavior in Division II games ciasses G '.‘y
o The study was designed to identify common teaching PR
"”ffbehaviors between teachers with similiar amounts of teacher }il?;?‘
"t73;.tra1ning 1n physical education The analysis attempted to L
.jydescribe the impact various amounts of teacher training in, .
rﬁi;fphysical education had on teaching behavior There was no {.1-}V“
| *uff;fintention to suggest that one teaching behavior was any more S

'*"fi.geffective or superior than any other .bﬁhﬁlflfi?;jﬁlf
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”f"~. various teaching methods, educators are encouraged to

A Introduotion iwf.ﬁflfc,:f;*V _th'iyj'?p;fffld'3"'d PR

. C A

”"f’ffanalyze teacher behavior in elementary school physical

'"i:educatl°n classes based?oanlanders

personal philos0phy of education and the philosophy of

utilize a: variety of teaching methods (Bilbrough & 'trggfiéiff:

may be defined as a general way ofjwding and controlling

i:analysis.and Bellack‘

| 1. STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM~ = - -

The teaching methods a teacher utilizes reflect'aJ; ‘{A‘f‘fh.r{

education—GUrrently prevalent in a culture or country ':f%%:rt}
(Logsdon Barrett Ammons, Broer, Halverson McGee & | -

Robertson, 1977 Mosston 1966 Schurr,;l967) Since all fﬂf%;f;

children w1ll not, and do not respond 1n the same way to

dones,‘l963 Kirchner, 1966 McCarty & Associates, 1973
Mosston,.l966 1972 Schurr, 1967) This means that the

teacher must diver51fy Ihe kinds of verbal interaction jfdf:tfe*?5"’

utilized in a learning 51tuation (Siedentop,,1976) _
' Dav1s and Wallis (1961) state that’"a teaching method
learning experiences (p 249) A teaching method may be ﬁfﬁtﬁ3dfl* g
further defined bffascertaining how large a role the student:fﬁflfii
has in the decision making process (Bilbrough & dones.21963'fifffaf?
Kirchrer .. 1977 Mosston, 1966) s

between teachers and pupils in an educational setting

Robbins (1973) developed an observational instrument tor% £
(R

'f(l966) interacti

v’fouphpedagogical;moves?'_y”




Robb1ns asqertalned that the 1nstrument fulfilled the need
to rel1ably descrlbe the 1nteraction between teacher and {?ji;yc
pup1ls 1n the phys1cal education sett1ng One of-the t, ;ljjﬁ B
questlons Robb1n5//kl973)‘study generated was ?“Is teachIng;g;

behavlor related*to the length or amount of teacher

: -

----- . : .
Nl 1. Voo

'fﬁ:.f?v K1rchner (1966) hypothes1zed that teacher behav1or and'

,”gggi;How a classroom teacher ut1lizes the various methods SRR
Ve luand techniques ‘in her: phy51cal ‘education’ period Wl]] vvufﬁiﬂ?‘
.+ depend -upon several prior factors. The first™ - SRR s
- consideration; ‘and. somet1mes a l1mit1ng one 1s the e
‘@fnﬁjqual1f1catlon and experIence of the T T e

. L

szfi Accord1ng to Mosston (l972) teachers may be "locked 1nto“ ak?;ff-”

”Ai'gﬁVen style of teachIng due to an 1gnorance of/alternativeslfiujr“5
Thus attentlon has been drawn to the p0551ble impact teacher

tra1n1ng programs may have on an individual s teachﬁng ‘:Ti;f;;z

methods




A different‘teaching behaviors than_teachers with
different amounts of training? Eifi'

N [ . . . B N .
t | LI - .
.

+ - R LT f \\;.‘
. C. Significance of the Study . :.' S I
Teaching is the interaction between teachers and
students In order to study teaching behavwor, it is
necessary to observe the 1nteraction between teachers and

udents within an educationai setting

there is a pauc1ty of research on the poss1bie

: ll~1mpact . cher training has upon teaching behaVior,,this

vrstudy attempted to ascertain 1* any such relationship exists :
"1n the physicai education setting B T R
Fishman and Anderson (1971) stated _ {
. efforts ‘to describe .the teaphing process will
~ result in the availability of ‘concrete ‘evidence by
- which: to effect a change in the substantive content .

- of professional education programs and lead to . .
‘ improved teaching in physicai education (p 16) o

training program must be teacher behavior
Descriptive anaiytic research of teacher behaVior represents
a start 1n the direction towards enhancing teacher training

_‘programs (Anderson. 1971)

D, Assumptionsv o . - )
{1- The StUdY assumed that ‘the coded records of teacher f?;v
| behavior in the physicai education games setting ;}’y' )
provided a sufficient sample of the total teacher fig.;-ff
behavior iﬁphysical education;games iessons ,“;;;;jgfgr:



2.

_i;

2

i 4‘.

5.

*1§

The: study assumed that observer bias was minimal.

- E. Delimitations ‘

The study was delimited to‘a sampie of ten teachers

: ho]ding a. four year Bacheior ‘degree.

The' subjects aii taught w1th the Edmonton Separate .

SchooivBoard taught Division II, and taught the games |
segment of their phySical education program ' “
The. study was delimited to a ]TSt of possibie subJects -
prov1ded by the Edmonton Separate Schooi Board R
supervisor of phySical education o o ',;ﬁ‘t o
The study was delimited to- Robbins (197%) ih;}}ument*' "h

for analy21ng teacher behav1or in elementary schooi

> , .

phySicaT education The study prov1ded 1nformation on

those aspects of the teacher student interaction

' described in: Robbins (1973) instrument

The study was delimited to those behaViors thCh
occurred every five seconds, no attempt was made to
account for the behaviors which occurred in the

intervening intervals

oY e e

“\ -
'fThe presence of an observer 1n the gymnasfum may have \
faffected the teaching behavior of the teacher invoived

;“;The sample_pay not have been representative of the ' -

L
0. . . Ld

_‘population s‘y;”' ~]', P o e
. gThe deiimitations Timit the generalizability q} the ‘;,l,,' |



.Vresults to other school boards,=other grade leve]s, or
| ;other segments of the program | _\7“- ' ,\> t ki ca
r4;v;The sample of teachers participated voluntarilywsthus
| H  the sample was opportunistic i | . u"wh_,
Nk »5{7*At the end. of the study it was discovered that one of
| 3 fvthe teachers did not hoid a four year Bachelor degree |

The teacher heid a Graduate Diploma iny education issued 1.ﬁfi<
iz,trom a foreign 1nst1tution However the teacher 1nvolved
Uk had over fifteen years teach1ng experience, and '7 ‘y‘
u‘ﬂitherefore, 1t was decided to include the teacher 1n the ';d o
‘“tdBacheior of Education sample group ‘ h : ‘ d -
".'S;ihOne teacher was interrupted for two 1ong periods of timett;f‘

”"Qby announcements over an intercom Under ordinary " |
7‘“circumstances this would be. recorded as non physicai
education structuring, but it was fe]t that this would :j.
\\ ;>bias the teacher s; normai" teaching behavior,, B

,therefore, it was deleted from the sampie ‘“

"f’_7.l At the end of the. siudy it was discovered that the )
' 'f_General Physical Education Specialist group had oniy onet;g- B
:,member. thus this indiv1duai may not be representative SRR

tﬁof this training gPOUP

G Definttion of Terms e

3}-1;.iElementary Schggl Phygical Education -v”This term refersta;dl*

. toa program of physiqal activities for grade one ‘f.iv"

v,_‘_”through six"‘(Robbins, 1973, p_/a)




.u'Interaction'- ThTS

':persons such tha::

1nvoive skill development and act1v1ty 1n games of low

r’organization, individual and. dual. act1v1t1es. team

sports and creative ga7f')iKinch"' 1966 p. 189)

x | >4 relationship between;n”

the behav1or of one is stimuius

‘*l;to the behav1or of the other“ (English &
'f\-:_Enghsh 1958 p 270) o o

'Teacher BehaVior;4 "The behav1or patterns a teacher '

: exhibits in’ performing instructional duties when in

tfinteraction with pupils"'(Wesson, 1973 p 7)

Eiementary PAysical Eggcation Spec1aiist - Teachers who, ) .

dfgas a part of their teacher training, have received N
F@jcredit in at )east eight accredited half courses (three~ﬁ. B
_;credit hours per course) specific to ages five to tweive 'gf‘

chin phys1cai education or movement education

,ggeeneral Phys1cai Education Sgegiaiist - Teachers who as?;:h;
;i‘a part of their teacher training. have received credit )4
)Cin at’ least eight accredited halg}courses (three credit 'J\L)
'thours per course) 1n physicai education not ;pecific to;“)g;
"""_i_\ages five to tweive -’ - e k oo -
-ffﬁeﬂetel_lseiningi— Teachers who, as a part of their e

flteacher training, have received credit 1n at Teast one:r}é”
" and not more than seven accredited half courses (three‘“fw‘»
j_)credit hours per course) in physical education or s i
| movement ecucatioms ..o
?)-NQ_Izgiﬂigg:— Teachers who,‘as a Part of their teacher;’srﬁﬁ7

54~jfftrainin9. have taken no accredited courses in physicai SR

. A



| f . education or;moyementfedUCation;": -
R, Organization of the Study | A
_d This report of the descriptive analySis of teacher
‘gtraining in phy51cal education and teacher behavior 1n

'vDiv1s1on II games classes utiliZing a modiﬁied vdrsioy of

:’pRobbins (1973) 1nstrument conSists of Slx chaptersi,f

'- Chapter One has introduced the problem and stated the

L ;’fresearch questions Also presented were the assumptions.,_it--7

'»i_ﬂ?limitattons delimitations and definitions of terms, all of.3i,
‘j{which prov1de relevant back round information for this

e study was also presented

'ZJiffgstudy The significance of ’
| | Chapter Two prov1des th‘ theoretical background for thefff?
,”:;ﬁ;StUdY SPelelcally. research 1n clas%rdom 1nteraction e

- ,i;analysis and research in interaction analySis and phy51cal fl;?

”‘Pq}education is rev1ewed

: Chapter Three presents the deSign of the study ‘ 1
n!ffSelection of the population organization of the classrooms;rfi;
-fcharacteristics oﬁ the groups, instrumentation observeri;}{?ft
: 7iftraining.:observer obJectiv1ty and reliability, data unf .:.‘
l-collection and procedures used in data analySis and display,yafi
- tliare reported flf¥fﬁj7d”tif *:ﬂiff}f‘ft_’ -A ve »i. , Wi{ Y
| Chapter Four reports the results of the:study The
éyifgiwithin group analyses, between group analyses and the -
qufiresults of "the’teacher training determination form are.-:
Aittf:tdiscussed L e e T

Chapter Five pPesents a critique and implications fffff;?;



7Qf'ar1s1ng from the use of a, mod1ficat10n of Robbins (1973)t7j3

; j]}1nstrument

The final chapter presents the f1ndings conclusionsff;fzﬂ

:fand suggest1ons for further research
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II REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE
, The purpose of th1s chapter is to prov1de the ol
“1theoret1cal background for thts study The chapter w1lT

‘ g'review classroom 1nteraction analysis as. weTl as survey h g

*ffpertinent research in the area of 1nteract16ﬁ‘analysis and

vﬁphy51cal educat1on TQf,‘?-fd o

"'-;A CTassroom Interaction AQaTysis i;ljkjﬁfﬁ;ﬁg?,;;;‘,lk"'

The purpose of‘ﬁnteraction analysis is. to examlne tHe.ﬁwﬂ._

'JEVhfteaching process 1n order to gain an understand1ng of the “hd?ﬁ

”’Tf;ffﬁworld of the classroom The researcher colﬂects accurate

'fIVdeescr1ptive records of the verbal actions of students and

'»;ifteachers, then anaTyzes them to enable a better.ffhf.]'f fkt?¥«7

“*V;;~funderstand1ng of the events (Anderson,.1971 Bellack 1966)»ffqu

Many cla531fication systems have been developed

““t?fthlanders (1970) stated

'“.j;Interactton analys1s ref ] not to one system but to
.- many systems for .coding’ séontaneous verbal oo
" communication, arranging ‘the data into useful

55%ﬁdisplay and. then analyzing the results in order to fVaf,~ e

°'“ifqustudy patterns of : -teaching and Tearning (P '28).

'th-Q?;Differences 1n these systems usuale occur 1n the categoriesf-f}’

iifsthe researcher chooses in order tﬁ/anaTyZe the fffi{.iknﬁ;$a77*f

B fjfteacher student interactton WThe analys1s of the data

’ &Tfif?usually involves frequencies and sequences Of behavior

“.Vﬂf;(Andepsen, 1971) The categor1es are reflectlve of the

L amrk in WhiCh he WO"KS

TF:E nterests of the researcher as weTl as the theoretical




. .‘ i~ :

'ij;fTeacher Talk - Resgg e

Teacher TalK

'; lgggggr Talk \In tiation

Flanders and his co worKers between 1955 and 1960

| édeveloped a. ten category observational instrument which

il;Flanders (1970) described as a system wh}‘h analyzes chains“:'
;iof events where an event is the shortestzoossible act an |
f'observer can record One event leads to another which forms fj}i’h
;;chains of actions A pattern is a chain of events that can ;f?yilf
_fbe readily identified occurs frequently and as such can be;?:;fi
ifgiven a label These patterns of behav1or are descriptive ofhidaix
Lfmodels and strategies of teaching and learning The ': |
. ?a};ten category system was developed primarily to analyze the
-7#fd1rect/indirect 1nfluences within the classroom as indicated_;fjgf
Vi;;by theiverbal 1nteraction between the teacher and students 1ii;ii"

;;f!The categories were as fOllows (Flanders.11970 p 34)

.P'e;#f*f lndigect Influence 's'gfiv“w-:,fj»f* -

1 dooepts feetings.
. r 2 Praises or encourages‘,;f?;.5a'yf}?l,g'5h

3 Accepts or uses idea ﬁ: pupi] fi’fféf'i:,V;""” S

5 Lecturing

6 Giving instructions o SRR
p..".,' o

i

’f\f;i~ 4 Asks questions it;?i{'ihfifiifigfsijiﬂitfflff;( e

el 7 Crﬂticizing or justifying authority | fﬁh;7jlff5fi‘f
StdentTlK ! - S



!f;i7fto physical education since they do not account for

'l'afem,HDougherty. 197])

”1*;at;i;§;fgs°]ic1ting'-»act1ons to sollc1t a verba]

';fReflexive Moves

BREN
9 Pup11 talk -~1n1t1at1on
10 Silen\e or confusion e S N
Bellack and h1s co workers (1966) developed a category S

Azf}system where the Verbal acttons of teachers and students aret -
‘1;ﬁclass1f1ed in four pedagogical moves wh1ch are class1f1ed F¢}§
Tf:1n terms of the1r pedagoglcal funct1on r*jﬂfﬁfﬁ5“'h7 |

;;J(Bellack 1966 1970) These categor1es were '7,ffj;fi;a£:¢.~

t¥{1n1tiating Move " »?1;eg;,ffgﬁif;gfeff}}gﬁgftff}igff;f:”'f”u"

L fj',Structur rr\?\ .- setting the context for further =~ -

}tﬁffbehaviors

physical or mental response

“151{'13 Respond1ng"'actions which occur 1n reSbOﬁse t° if?
:3°atf,and fu]fill the expectations of the sol1cit1ng it};J
'ﬁ“ff4Q€iReact1ng "occurs 1n react1on to the other three;if{
{titcategories but are not directly eliC‘ted bY .f;;;

| li:flng Interaction Analysis and Physioal Education _;:;fg_,7¥i--n“

..3}Most 1nteraction systems have been deve1oped fOP;ut,_,ﬂf”d”

:;ftffclassroom use and are therefore 11mited tn their applicat1onffdf

*'Anderson (1971 1975) 1ndicated that




«fresearchers 1n the area of physical education are beginning S

ffto develop SYStems which adeQUately describe events 1n the PaCE

3 rffphysical education setting The events are cla551fied into 3f3u§

' 'f.fmejkingful categories so that a. conc1se picturunof what

7-;happened may be formed

The folldwlng 1s a rev1ew of what 1nstruments have been :s};

e ﬁ:developed and what aspect of the physical education setting;;ﬁl f

'”be';;hthey focussed upon

Nygaard (1975) utilized Flanders (l966) system of

'J'ffff;interaction analySis to analyze the verbal behav1or of"’““”ad’”r

| ihwl?fteachers 1n a physical education setting No attempt was 7}:fg?ﬁ

7‘ﬁ3?ffmade to. account for non verbal behavior The results,iphivigt;iiit

' ffﬁ{indicated that the primary 1nteraction pattern was: one. of :g;itfg

'-’fﬁj[lecture followed by silence °r confusion f°]]°wed by

J'hfelecture Male teachers had a different primary 1nteraction ?fiiéif

“ﬂ;l{pattern than dld females There were also different primary?;[fj;f

f‘53ff;interaction Patterns and category emphasis at different :ffﬁtll

"tfflgrade levels

‘fsfi:if(1967) to analyze the relationship between pattenps“ofxgpiisﬂfi.,
: teacher. beﬂbavior and the social emotional climaté. in®
 ;fhfffphya1ca1 ethation classes The results indicatedfsix
ﬁh"ii;{patterns’of teaching behav1or in physical education éi’SSesfflﬁﬂ

'-ff-;-f_'_of which. two’ were climate-related.

v' e

rAffifty category system was developed by Bockhout

“‘recorded verbal behavior as welliasw*:*nﬁvhf

'xﬁf?}movementfresponses in’movementfeducation clasges Her D

o ff;categories‘ n°1Uded o




.TQ' ‘)_}fy.<'”

| l Movement tasks - method
2{ Content SE |

3 Gu1dance |
4 Student Responses

' Low 1nter Judge agreement limited the usefulness of this

:_ﬁj 1nstrument in the fi’ldnsffnvifiildi.t . R :
T A system for analyzing augmented feedback by teachers'fﬁb
e 1n phys1cal education‘classes was developed by Fishman it ;f:

(1974) The student receives feedback about his motor

'V*ijperfopmance from his own sensory system but this feedback

;°may also be augmented by the teacher Augmented feedback by
'i‘lwﬂ the teacher may take the form of knowle?ge Of performance °"*l3

Ttyledge of results (Marteniuk l976) There is a

vi7$>signbficant relationship between augmented feedbacK and
S motorﬁlearning The purpose of Fishman s (1974) study was toff;
:'ffi de31gn a procedure to record how teachers prov1ded augmented&r

.”.3: feedback Fishman observed video taped lessons andfstgofstedjf:

’fﬁsf that the system may be too complex for live situations e
Fishman s (l974) system was modified by Tobey (1974) to"fﬁ
e describe and analyze occurrences of augmented feedback 1n i

q!fif physical education classes Results indicated that feedback

‘was freqUentlyfused and was an influential variable in .f?iffii

}A system to describe the teacher s role jn the ;;jf;fffﬁff

/;i learntng activitygselection process in physical education

ff classes was developed by Hurwitz (1974) The major “i"' e

,~At:categor1es uti'“”



~H'>l D1rectorv'r"”

w-,.

2 Predictor (of consequences)

el

3 Identifier (of alternat1ves)

4_‘Encourager ;“v:a,;v.iﬁdﬂfﬁ ;." !

JF{g;The resuhts 1ndicated tpat further development of the o
gf;]instrument was needed 3‘!fﬂ;ﬁj7Af*f*;gg,l_5;{;;t»3jji3553.jf
' Dougherty (1971) suggested us1ng a modificat1on of

'”F]andeps (1970) system of analys1s by addlng an eleventh

;3category of meaningfu] non verbal act1v¥ty”, and d1v1d1ng

'WffVﬁteacher talK“ into categgrles for 1nd1vidual and group
RN

'id?'ffﬁinteract1on Dougherty di not report any research WhiCh had |

Y;;:_-,.}f"j:utihzed thls s modified. version

A multi d1mensional s:stem to code student behaV1or.

'”*rtiiifrom vadeo taped physical

jff’tLaubach (1975) Each stude:t s behav1or was 1nd1vidua11y Zfiﬂj;f

student was do1ng the activuty'$¥ﬁfh

”ffﬁ)r non movement

of physical act1v1t1es

on of the function fff:ffﬁﬁ‘.di!‘




5

f'{analyie’eighty?threevyideortapes The data descrtbed the

-?foccurrence of' phys1cal act1v1t1es. the prov1swon of

: .];feedback the dtstrtbut1on of student behavior,;thethiuh

. acti\” ty se]ect]on » ‘ wonloe

"';fo?ECheffers adaptat1on

"'*3d1str1but1on of teacher behavlor and the teacher s role 1n ? i

- / B 7

Martlnek Za1chkogsky and Cheffers (1977l ut1l1zed
( heffers. Amldon & Rogers, l974¢nof

SRS ;j;Flanders (1966) system to determtne the effects of vertical”ﬁ”‘

'““'ffifand:hor1zontal teachlng metha:s on.the development of

‘spe01f1c motor sktlls and self concedt ln elementary aged

'zfuf?children Vert1cal teachlng patterns are those where all the;f;f

.-EﬁfjdeqiSIOns concerning the learnlng environment are made by

"lv”ffffthe teacher In hor1z°"ta] teach1ng patterns the dec1s1on

'”*5gtffmaklng process is shared by the teacher and the students

:huyfg(Lydon, 1978) The study utiltzed Cheffers adaptatlon to

'€71dent1fy teach1ng patterns Martinek et al (1977) concludedfﬁif

ﬁd’lifhthat Cheffers system was more accurate than Flanders _lf"ﬁafﬁ"

"tl;:dsystem

Lydon (l978) also utilized Cheffers (l974) modtfied

| “33isystem to determine verttcal and horizontal patterns of

'3*%dfﬁiteachtng The purpose of the study was tO determ1ne thef;tf*~;}ﬁ”

‘tdd?ffheffect offvariable dec1sion-mak1ng teaching models upon the frjff




i o et
A

:. N . . . ' » . v° . : : ’ . ' " .
y ‘

The instrument was an adaptation of both Flanders '1966)
| :,l.and Bellack’s (l966) systemfxfor analy21ng interaction

‘ 4,'iBellack’s div1sions of teach1ng behaVior were used as the
'T~;zfiframework for the caté@ories 'Whl]e Flanders 1nstrument andtjft
';;éffproc¢dures were used as the model for the development of the%wlh

verbal and non verbal _;5f?»

.g.fflinstrument The 1nstrument c;yh

534

'Tfiinteraction and as such capt"redﬂmanchruc1al events 1n the o

d*”fffgymnasium The 1nstrument was primarily de51gned to 1dentifyfjé:

'5fq;;and’analyze teachlng behavior in a phy51cal education f?f“i;;

el

| 7T2 wesson (1973) utilized Robbins (l9732 instrumentifﬁ

ﬁﬁy@fﬁfiﬁinvestigate the effects of teacher behaVior, on pupil 14

'l”-fgfiself concept in elementary sehool physical education The f~'”**

ﬁftentative conclusion was that if teachers had p051b1ve '7?fl”ff
'lr”5:;traits. student self concept would be higher, and conversely

vaf1f the teachers had negat1Ve traits. student self concept

¥ :',».“,'

?”ieffdf;would be lower L L S e T B
o iPickard (1974) utilized Robbins (1973) 1nstrument to 'f;7

':“fﬂf}fexamine teacher béhavior in 9rade~five gymnastics Theff

. ;ffifténtative results_werelfhat each teacher taught in a unique -

r. Pickard (1979)"has- continued this. research to

/ﬁidentiﬁy common ’acher behaviors utilizing prospective

::teacher‘yoffphysﬁcﬁl”education as subJects As yet 'ne

have'been reported"'“



e
o This chapter has prévided the theoret1cal background
‘;tfor the present study Selected research in phys1cal
; ffﬁeducat1on util121ng descriptive analyt1c systems, Was
:reviewed to 1nd1cate the scope of. the f1eld Most | »
5%@?y, ;descp1pt1ve-ana]ytic*systems,utilized in phys1cal educatvon
%%; ‘iare Stl]] in the development phase |

¢ [N k "%
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111 THE'DESIGNAQF THE STUDY

Thls chapter descrlbes the select10n of the populat1on

the classrooms 1nvolved characterist1cs Of theogroups,.

"1nstrumentat1on observer tra1n1ng, observer obJect1v1ty and'

‘"rellablllty, data collectlon, and data analys1s and dlsplay

"”jt

rf‘

'A Selection of the Populatlon '

/

A list of teachers teach1ng D1v1s1onftI phys1cal B

'h; educatlon was obtained from the superv1sor of physical

,.rﬁe‘educatlon for the Edmonton Separate School Board Ten ﬂv

iiteachers from thls l1st were randomly selected and asked lf:1‘

u fthey would partic1pate in the study Four teachers refused L

"~;.to part1c1pate for var1ous reasons, and as a result

’substltutes were randomly selected from the or1ginal l1st

”’»ensure that the ten teachers selected had varyzng amouhts of‘r.e

2ﬁilThe superv1sor of phys1cal educat1on was then contacted to 7v

e

teacher tra1n1ng in phys1cal educatlon An. offlcial request o

1‘for permlssion to observe these ten teacher was then -

” forwarded to the Edmonton Separate School Board .

A sample*size of ten Was sereeted for observat1on f'
because Robb1ns (l313) Wesson (l©73), .and Plckard (l974)
ut1lized sample populations of ten teachers |



B Organization of the Classrooms

Padfield (l973) and Bell (l974) in thelP surveys

r 1ndicated that teachers prefer teaohing the games segment of
dthe phySical education program Kirchner (1970) has also
7stated that "teachers usually have the knowledge and |

";experience to 1nvent su1table games lessons" (p 148) Ihus,

- the games section of the program was selected for

h?.observation Since the teachers may be more comfortable

| f‘teaching this section of the physical education curriculum

w'-included stating

: behav1ors occurred 1n each lesson

_ranged from twenty four to thirty one students Four male f ”}t;r

:for these variables

A letter was sent to,each teacher confirming the dates:’

| and times of observations (Appendix A) ‘A paragraph was

m; ,"”f'

In the observation se551ons please teach a segment
..of your games program. “Ski 11 acquisition and
development should be a part of everx,games lesson

fThis statement was included to ensure that some teaching

._,\_

Four grade four classes, two grade five classes. and

. four grade six classes participated 1n the study Class Size-p E

g'teachers and six femalesteachers constituted the sample | |
r‘pOpulation Since Bennett (l976 p 176) indicated that age,

“/sex size of class or facilities had an insignificant

R

E 1mpact on teaching method no attempt was made to account

g™



20
C Characteristics of the Groups
| A short questionnaire was submitted to each teacher 1n .

vftorder to collect some personal data (Appendax B)

R Information concerning profe551onal training 1n phy51cal

-g'feducation, attendance at phy51cal education conferences and

phySical education 1nserv1ces memberships 1n profeSSional

:”ﬁf.'physical education organizations v1s1ts by a phy51cal _3*"

| bgeducation consultant years of experience teaching

ufelementary physical education, attitudes towards teaching

‘,‘}phySical education and the amount of time ﬁer Week devoted

”fitto teaqhing phy51cal education was collected from each

‘”.1f:teacher The questionnaire was collected after the final

Vfafobservatlon r:'”

No Trainigg Grg_g

The—no training group 1ncluded teachers who as a part .j:”

o of their teacher training, had taken no accredited courses fT'f'

'rin phySical education or movement education

There were two members 1n the no training sample group,,‘ﬁﬁ

l_one female and one male One teacher taught grade five and

' the other taught grade s1x Both of their classes had

"7labetween twenty five and thirty students Neither teacher wasirfi”

:hi,a member of any profeSSional physiCal education 47"”

’fnorganizations nor had either attended any physical education

'l]'conferences in the last five years One teacher had attended

R w’

'{’two phy51cal education inservices One teacher had not had\_

“al’_any physical educaticn consultant Visits in the last five



= _1years wh1le the other had had three v151ts The teachers

Q

. had" taught phy51cal educat1on for f1ve and s1x years

‘f-respect1vely. One: teacher taught phy51cal educat1on for 270 .

faf”m1nutes per week wh1le the other taught phys1cal educaﬁlqp

"for 68’ m1nutes per week When preparlng the1r Physical
‘sv'education lessons both teachers utll1zed var1ous reference

'gmatertals When asked to character1ze thelr feel1ngs about ”

‘“fgteachlng phy51cal educat1on one teacher stated he would

“:[Choose t° teach Physical educat1on even if he d1d nqt have izt”l

}53fto and stated that he loved teachlng the SUbJeCt The other’fzﬁﬁ

l'iﬂffteacher stated that she would not choose to teach physical

'*keducat1on and- characterized her feel1ngs as. d1sl1k1ng
nygteach1ng physical educatvon _,“Vit* H;ﬁl}tff?lf*

General Train1ng_ﬁrg_g

The general tralntng group 1ncluded teachers who ‘as. af;éf:]

;f»part of the1r teacher tralnlng, had rece1ved CPedlt 1n at

k“,-g_least one and not more than seven accredtted half courses

“?'h_(three credlt hours per course) 1n phys1cal educat1on or_t{ﬂf“ B

?Tgtﬂmovement education

The general traln1ng group was comprlsed of five 1? R

“k“*:fmembers, two males and three females Three of these B

hk-teachers taught grade four, one gﬁhde five and one grade

"L;:.s‘x Class size in this group ranged from twenty four to

”thirty one students Two of the teachers had no courses 1n 5

'H*“elementary physical educatlon two had taken two courses and;; N

ﬂ’_;one had taken four courses in elementary school physica] "xf“,7



-

‘ phySical education in the late nineteen forties while threeﬁi*"

-7

t(;7

i education Two of the teachers had taken two courses in -

general phySical education while the other three teachers

had taken none Dne teacher had last taken a course in j“"

;»éj'others had taken courses between 1965 and 1969 and one .

L -.f'i

- '. i3
A

teacher had taken a course 1n physucal education in 1971

0

None of these teachers were members of any profesSional o

phySical education organizations and only one member had

participated 1“ a PhYSical education conference One teacher;jff

had attended ten phySical education 1nserv1ces during the }5”ﬁf
last five years, another had attended two The remaining W

teachers had participated in one phySical education

.'--.inserVice and one teacher had not attended any such
)H'VfiiV 1nserVice One teacher had been VlSlted thirteen times by a
phySical education consultant one eight times one tw1ce,;,ff:n

; one once and the remaining teacher had not been v151ted at,s_#'

any time during the last five years by a phy51cal education e
consultant One teacher had sixteen years experienpe and ;’:1'"'
four others had between s1x and ten years experience |

teaching elementary phys1cal eduoation One teacher taught

physical education for 380 minutes per week one taught for ff'ﬂt

120 minutes per week and the other three teachers taught

physical education between 60‘and 70 minutes per week Threei*"

| teachers utilized other references and teacher guides when ,75'

preparing their physical education lessons one teacher onlyi;:f

used other references, and one used the gu1des only to ,3

| prepare her lessons Three of the teachers would choose to f"'

.

e
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teach phy51cal education even 1f they dld not have to, and

two*teachers would not Four of the teachers characterized

their feelings about teaching phy51cal education as liking ‘

"ilivit and the remaining teacher claimed 1nd1fference towards--

i teaching thS1cal educatton ,?j}71f{;ﬁl o e

2o,

Elementary Physical Education Sgecialist Group

The elementary phySical education spec1alist gr0up

\ v 7'

1ncluded teachers who, as a part of their teacher training,,,;;

had received credit 1n at least eight accredited half

: .)

. courses (three credit hours per course) spe01fic to ages ‘
five toctWélve in physical education or movement education
There were two members 1n the elementary physical

education spe01alist group. one male and one female One of

"’lt:’ these teachers taught grade 51x and the other taught grade i%l?

four The class enrollments were twenty three and

twenty four respectively Both of these teachers had maJored

; ';-in elementary school physical education Dne teacher had

taKen eight elementary phySical education courses while
other teacher had taken twelve Ne1ther teacher had taken
| any general physical education courses They had taken their Qi

last courses in physical education 1n l972 and l973

ke°ﬂ respectively ‘Neither teacher was a member ofeany

profesSional phys1caL;Zducation organizations nor had
either attended any physical education conferences Both |
teachers had participated 1n two physical education S

inservices during the last five years During the last five



"*“years these teachers had been v151ted by a phySical

‘g education consultant three and four times respectively One

Zy-teacher had s1xteen years eXperience and the other twenty 'f»f*t“l

'ﬂfﬁ{tfyears eXperience teaching elementary school phySical

‘37;education One teacher taught phys1cal education 240 minutes;hf’r.

"5f;fper weeK and the other taught phySICal education 90 minutes'

i‘»ftf;per week Both would choose to teach phy31cal education eventvtrhf

| fp:?if they dld not have to and characterized their feelings ;;]rf,i

'i*ijfabout teaching phySical education as liking ﬂt

General PhySical Education Sgecialist Grogg

The general phySical education specialist group

']ffincluded teachers who, as a part of their teacher training;;fff:!i

S

"thad receiVed credit in at least eight accredited half -

""'757¢fcourses (three credit houps per course) in phy51cal

47h‘education not spec1fic to ages five to twelve "';”rtbbtiiﬁfﬁﬁ

The general phys1cal education spec1alist group had

‘Jisﬁlfonly one member. a female This teacher taught a grade Slxlun:htﬂf

"class w1th thirty students had a maJor in phySicai

:”t~}f;education w1th twenty one general phySical education courses P

o af"and one course in elementary school phy31cal education Her t[i.,-

;ﬁﬂﬁfijlast phy31cal education counse was in 1974 This teacher was ' L

ﬁ_fnot a member of any profesSional phySical education

'*tfjﬁgorganizations but had attended five phy51031 education :

‘*filconferencesuand one physical education inservice during the i.ff'”

i”v.ﬁJlast five years A physical education consultant had visited

:tﬁf,ﬁher six times during the last five Years She taught 263 ﬁff”-”"

. v . RIS
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‘ig,minutes of phy51cal education per week - and had one year of

fexperience 1n teaching elementary school phy51cal education._l 5‘

'"ir.She would choose to teach phy51cal education even 1f she dld

e
R

V";not have to and claimed that she liked teaching the subJect

' .h7ti‘D Instrumentaticn }f.;f;"}dfﬁ”5

Robbins (1973) developed seventeen behav1oral

fﬁcategories utilizing a framework of four strategies

':77f teachep structurlng ;i"teacher solic1tation S pupll

“fffoutlmned in Table 1

'f57ﬁﬁresp0nse,.:"teacher reacting {_and a fifth area of'"other jflf?

"fﬂThe seventeen categories contained 1n the flve areas are ﬂd-g{i

AR

The present study focussed on teacher behav1or rather

':iyflythan pupil behav1or 1n the physical education setting

foéipRobbins (l973) instrument was designed prlmarily to

e ]l%identify and analyze teacher behav1or and therefore,,it was i,f‘i

"fﬁhchosen as the instrument to be utilized in this study Otherfpﬁf

ER 1nstruments de91gned to analyze teacher behav1or focus on

‘ “flghlonly ?99 aspect of teacher behav1or Many of these 7,-tfr!>fl;'5

s

,,;1nstruments are also restrictiVe 1n their employment in o

fe?[flive observation 51tuation Robbins instrument was capab‘e'ygkfe

*:?tg; fof capturlng a mope complete portrayal of teacher behavror

zi'f*ef;and was. designed for live observations Therefore. Robbins

tuf;}instrument was ascertained as being the most su1table of theff}fl

k

'7fpresently available lnstruments for analy21ng teacher fgfff;ﬁf

] .T75;fbehEVior in a physical ed0cation setting

Robbins (1973) and Uesson (1973) described the \"LTl;figj;

e ST



%

CATEGDRIES FOR OBSERVING TEACHER BEHAVIOR e
_ xIN\ELEMENTARY SCHOOL PHYSICAL EDUCATION”,v_,J‘r__-

JJ'?;;TEACHéRff3;??1{@{Phys1oal Education centred structhrfng ”
S o e type behav1or ~‘»~.._:_ R

\‘*7ﬁf27:ST§UCTURI~GTiféffNon“phys1ca1 educatuon behavior ;fff;;e:ﬁ;f;“

arCommand, aUthOPItar1an d1rective‘jf R

. TEACHER T -
A D ;5L1m1t1ng,,restricting directlve !

o SOLICITING .-

Lo o aw |

{nTeacher questioning vufg”f;[v}ﬁ”jgrf;fjiﬁgﬁzJ}

- ffiﬂffﬁef7Q$ﬂ;ﬁ;{Pupils verbal response |

AR R T e S ngupils activ1ty resp0nse
o TRESPONSE - AR
ﬁ"ﬂ¥¥3”53iil,*;Lje93gPup11s 1n1tiat1ng action n;?ﬁnjiwvff Q j},1-=

’fff*}ffipéjConfirmlng performance reactions
”7fffiif;Conf1rming behavior reactiops

"Véf;fﬁ;fEACHEﬁ”?ffe;e;}7Correcting (rejecting) perfOrmanceﬂffmiiﬁf;f;?ff

- re ac t 1 ons

:fﬁf;ffrfﬁjf“€71?;afgfizifcorrecting behavior reactionsfffeiff;yffi75:7iﬁf
“AL REAGTING . oo o e e
A e -"“gExtending reactions

ﬁ v;?Focussing reactions»ti{f?iquffr7




‘.viinstrument for anaiy21ng teaching behav1ors in elementary ';A;tf
,“7glschooi phy51cai education 1n detail A further description N “
i ;}ffof the.seventeen qategories is included in Appendix C Aiq ‘
. .” Before the study was initiated, 1t was decided to jj;;;jti

*ﬂ;};icoliapse Robbins (1973) three categories of'i"Pupils l_ R
1';i?fiéverbal response*i "pUpils actiVity response";‘and “pupils ‘.fi
Lf?i;;initiating action 1nto one category of "pupil response e

3”"ftiiThis deCiSion was made because the main concern of this

iffffjpesearch was teacher behavwor If a codabie teacher activity
'”-iffztlcoincided with a pupil response the teacher activ1ty was
”fﬁﬁ}:given precedence and recorded\ __sz”i:iﬁ3fsiiiﬂb{ ‘_..cs,

: Shortiy after observer training was initiated it was .__ﬂ
'ttf,fjrdiscovered that memorizing nﬂmbered categories was diff}cu]t “
Taffand confusing After discussion wlth the University Of ‘.yih
"777x;EfA'be"ta Division of gducationab.Research SerVices. a new...v'_"“.j B
f>%1etter coded system of categoriZing behav1ors was S

/.

'h”fif?:f‘mpiemented This system faCilitated memoriZing the ;f55;ftf,%ff?

”"Qip:;categories as the ietter codes were more meaningful The

x:;f;,letter codes used i"ﬁthis study are found in Tabie 2 with | :f

”w{igifthe revised"behavioral categOPies

"'feonce the observer training procedures had been

l

'”*gffinitiated it became apparent that the observers could not hd’?

11i1ﬁ{fagree on - the use of the categories in Robbins (1973)

’""*-”"if“‘i‘.j,imstrument FHCK and Sem,e"_}_f':'(‘»]978) suggested training with :

;7”fﬂia cpiterion or an;e pertrcoder but in this case. neither

:",7ifwas availab e;

QThe categories were therefore redefined to

{?ihe satisfaction o th"other two observers/ Categories were :;ﬁﬁ




I

’7°~?tABLE;2;»~£ o
EEML§EQ_QAl§QQ&L§§_EQB_Q§§§BMLNQ_IEACHER BEHAVIR .
- INELEMENTARY_SCHOOL PHYSICAL EDUCATION ¢~ - .~ /= -

.!','

e R e T e T S *{*é7~f1}{fff:f“f7?fi};i;;q;vjf>
, TEACHER " PE " Physlca1 Educat1on centred structur1ng e

f;f'STRGCTURiNGif{ﬁﬁQ?%Non physical educat1on behavxor 'ia;}; éeeﬂ;af;i3

TJT&TEACHER'L’ffTJTiQEQ 4;;3ﬁi;wg, »
"”*V%f;:.";;?*ﬁ"jaLI;'fL1mit1ng, restr1ct1ng directive ¥~;;?_a;f S

"a'?J;r??ig[;QU;v]Teacher queStioning vaﬁ';ifi;;b-.

'7#§Conf1rming performance react1ons

'°73f?Canf1rm1ng behavior react1e”'"'”’f' i

leCOPPeCting (rejeCtlng) perforhance R
,’Peactions S ahh

‘ff Correcting behavior reactions :iﬂjf£f‘

:ft Extendtng reactions »x“

'ngiFocussﬁngﬂreactions ﬂ

~ stlence-or Confusion



i ?*hfzredefined by compiling the suggestions of the three -?f.~'»
:difaobservers about the categories The redefinitions, 1n most f~]fdi

i fases,(served to cﬂarify Robbins (1973) definitions ;fﬂ{»ﬁ§;7

;_T?Kﬁﬁflsee Appendix D)Vj B e :
i A tifh“ interval for observations was introduced to

| ?ifﬁf!Robblns (1973) instrument In prev1ous studies utiii21ng

% “7f?Robb1ns 1nstrumentu reference could only be made to such

*§<jfff:things as’ proportion of recorded tallies b[pause each tally

'"}ifdid not represent a uniform time unit The timed 1nterval ”:r%y;?

. ;b}:fobservations allowed the matrices to be compared |
l*f?;?s;\fistically Since Gpldberger (1974) suggested u51ng a e
ﬂrhree or five second time interval. a three second time
1 :interval was initially utilized However, at the~f1rst live

'“7'5ﬂfobservation 1n the training schedule, 1t was found that this

g _”fﬁinterval\was too short A five second interva] was . then
“:vff{;:utilized and was found to be more manageable ;;[fﬁ;fsiiffggs;fp;
“ififﬁf“ When an observer missed or added an opservation, .

'li551nter observer synchronizat/yn was lost This error was

thgyalmost.impossible to remedy as there were three hundred to ijffi

”*effffour'hundred observations per class In preV1OUS StUdleS

dif:ut11121ng a change‘of behavior mode for coding behav1ors, -w;d'“s

?the volume of observations was not as extensivei’Tofremedy

‘532any.potential loss of-dbserver synchronization’a;second and

ﬂsynchronlzation'was now lost:'the line where the error‘




'fﬁf:wouid be availabie UTtimately. only one observer was_faﬁ'ﬁg

. "i.-_fneeded >

"ftff7fvarious amounts ‘Of teacher training Three observers Ss
”*flfjattended on observation‘ﬁéys when an observer reliability
-h=;fomeasure was being taken At this time each obserVer was

Shrjhreqdired to indiVLdually determine by s1mple observation tbeﬁl{f

= *ﬁfltype an amount of training a teacher had received The
’-Tchobservers recorded their determ;nations on a’ form (see

. . n '5‘{3. ) . | o ‘ . _;_. E v-' . "! ° ‘.» } | . »; 'f. N : ,." oL : . l:,v- :’30‘"‘-
ﬁV?occurred was relatively 51mp1e to find and correct
‘ Three observers were trained to use the observation,'ji e

1nstrument This was done to ensure that on observation days

1fwhen a reliability measure was being taken an observer

j":'fi_"f"E Teacher Training Determination Form ;3'€€£{xsfjf i
: It was not known whether the 1nstrument would 1nd1cat§

D :

t?any differences 1n the teaching behaVior of teachers w1th
) N+ )

€

The observers also recorded the reasons for their

’#”7'53determinations on this form Teacher training in physieai

:°5ffifeducation may have an 1mpa°t °" aspects °f the thSiﬁgl

“?f}.education setting'which were unaccounted for by Robbins

f(1973) instrument Therefore the observer determinations may "

“‘ﬂ'grfhighligﬁt the_unaccounted for aspects




f‘, F Observer Training |
: i. A manual for training observers was provided by.v
-,Robbins (l973 p. 144-189). “The manual provxded 2 detailed
' analy51s of,the categOries and two sample lesson f | |

Stranscriptsi Once the categories were learned, the observers

';;;were to prdbtice coding v1deo taped lessons and live lessons
‘,until a Scott’s coefficient of .75 was achieved The A' i
2procedures recommended by Robbins were followed as closely
:\as possible ">""' __"fy ,“ '_ '} |
' Initially the 1nvestigator and one observer: trained to

| become reliable coders After severalrseSSions, a de0151on
vwas made to bring 1n a third observer to aid 1n thev

A;f;fformulating of criteria for interpretation of the i,, »

g categories..‘-‘ | u"i‘ | o - ~~
' Approx1mately two hours was spent discuss1ng and
learning the categories before any coding began DlSCUSSlOﬂS‘

‘about various cateQOries continued throughout the training

program ' ihddfa, | \”. e :' e :

The two lesson transcripts provided by Robbins (1973)

were coded and discussed When all three observers{agreed onf

the categories employed to’describe the transcriptsf}

: practice was begun using Video tapes Tapes were provwded by

the University of Alberta Department of- Movement Education -

" and the . University of Alberta Departmenttof Secondary

7‘{Education These tapes did not specifically focus on teacher*' -

idﬁghavior but time did not allow for rec0rding new tapes
"Appnoximately f0urteen hours were spent coding video tapes
, R . "J'vj'ﬁ"' .



32
Arrangements were made to observe Six thirty minute

sess1ons of a grade three class, and six thirty minute T

' - sessions of a grade four class Due to unforeseen

.;c1rCUmstances only four se551ons of each class were

observed Live observ 1 ns were interspersed w1th

~¥i V1deo taped observations expedite the training program
: The last live observ 1on~was to have been.the'se351on .

where reliability measures i: e obtained‘ Since this’class

,was cancelled, the first obServa 'on in the observation

N N <
. .
1 . . ' - T .
E . - . .

'schedule'was'used for this,purpose

._G Observer Objectivity and Reliability

The researcher established observer reliability and L

"l”objectiVWty'by'testing herself against another trained

- ;;observer at ten se551ons throughout the observation

'hj'schedule One out of every three observations per teacher

' }was carried out w1th a second observer to establish observer; o

lﬁ_f_fobJectiVity and reliability

Robbins (1973 p. sdl utilized Scott's (1955)
\f_,coeffic1ent technique at a crit;cal level of 75 to BO as

*~fdescribed by Flanders (1966) as a means of testing inter-,l}f'

s

e land intra Judge agreement Flanders (1968 p l3) found that

_kiBales adaptation of Chl square was less appropriate than o

'T.Scott's (1955) coefficient because Scott's coeffic1ent 1s ';

| unaffected by low frequencies can be adapted to percent
'Affigures can be estimated more rapidly in the field and is'{%f-

f.}more sensitive at higher levels of reliability. ﬂ:“.‘



. . N . "/' :‘;}&

Scott (l955) descr1bed the coefflc1ent as a method of
_report1ng the extent of 1nter observer agreement in
' ass1gn1ng overt or verbal behav1ors to a set of categor1es

vThe requ1rements for ut1l1z1ng Scott's coeff1c1ent are. that

fobservatlons be dupl1cated in.a random sample of the total
;set of responses be1ng studled M1tchell (1969) ma1nta1ned

' that Flanders 1napproprIately ut1llzed Scott’s coeff1c1ent

ti‘whereas Anderson (1972) ma1nta1ned that Scott’s coeff1c1ent

'_1was used correctly because Flanders scale was nomlnal

'5‘ categor1es were mutually exclus1ve and observatlons were
:fﬁcapable of be1ng dupl1cated | B | f‘-h |
u Flanders (1966) cautioned that 1nteract10n results mustf
: be lnterpreted caut1ously because when ut11121ng Scott’ 1
_coeff1c1ent, the error 1ncreases w1th the decreaSIng ’ﬁ’ ‘

-!frequency of a category It should also be noted that

‘ ';;Scott’s coeff1c1ent 1s concerned w1th percentage agreement

and 1s 1nsen51t1ve to the order 1n wh1ch the observatlons ;a‘:
"""were made Lo '. -‘ e .
| Flanders (l966) stated that 1f reliab1l1ty levels of e
' 85 were obtained then ,analysis should be consxdered

7»adequate Due to the 1ncrease 1n categorles, from ten to -

o 3 ‘seventeen and also the addltion of the non verbal -

1nteract1on response Robbins (1973) altered the. acceptable f -
| level to .75, O o
| . Flanders (1966) and Browne (l97l) 1nd1cated that e
._fScott’s coefflclent was not totally adequate, but contended ,;A.

S
R ] Lo s

"_nom1nal scale categorles be mutually exclus1ve and that S



ST e

}that it was the best available at that time Letters were‘
sent to Dr. Flanders. Dr . Robbins Mr Pickard, and. the
University of Alberta DTVlSlon of Educational Reasearch .
Serv1ces, to ascertain whether Scott’s coeffic1ené\w§; still
the best available Each expert 1n analyZing interac on |

data responded to the letter (Appendix F) stating that

Scott’s coefficient was still the best coefficient available, ;}ﬂs‘f

f to establish observer ob3ect1v1ty and reliability

SCOtt'S CQeffTCTent is described in Appendix G and the - .

calculations of the ten observation reliability checks may

be found in Appendix H The average Scott’s coeff1c1ent

\f'v achieved was 795 The ten coefficients ranged from 74 to e

85 From these figures 1t was' ascertained that the data U

.“'fi collected was obJective and reliable

Observer bias was minimized as none of the observers N r
"f were aware of the ampunt of trainlng a teacher had received

| in phy51cal education ThTS 1nformation was obtained after

o the thlPd observation

ER S
» 3

H Data Collectjon  ¥"' s R
'_ The raw data 1n this study conswsted of behav1oral -
categories coded on keypunch sheets This method of coding

allowed the researcher to move directly to keypunching ;”U- v

without havidg to transcribe 13 000 p1eces of Original data'V:f”“ ol

Robbins (1973) and Pickard (1974) each observed three }h{f%°ﬁ5

lessons per subgect The observational schedule mvolved

three qonsecutive visits to each classroom so that the z}iii»ﬂf*f
T el L e e T T T

A




contwnu1ty of the lessons could be preserved

The equxpment cons1sted of a Sony cassette tape d
: recorder w1th two eag Jacks A forty f1ve m1nute tape of
'ult1me s1gnals was suff1c1ent for each class -

The cod1ng procedures descr1bed earl1er were followed

ifiml Data Analysis and D1splay - PRI |
Accord1ng to Flanders (1970) approx1mately 400

7ﬂ:observat1ons are necessary 1n order to construct a matr1x

~,f'_LAs Flanders system conta1ned ten categor1es and the rev1sed

"'driRobb1ns system conta1ned flfteen categor1es,:1t was

:‘ffnecessary to have approx1mately 900 observat1ons per matrlx'f*{" '

\

‘;f=to account for the larger number of categorles wh1ch may

'Ehg;have resulted 1n low frequenc1es 1n some cells A f1ve

| ~fj,matr1ces

Yakes (l973) and Anderson (1978) in the1r studles basedil;, o

*’“*;Q'second 1nterval for observatlons in a th1rty m1nute class.” .

l5ffproduced 360 observataons per class Three classes pPOdUCGd |

f1080 observat1ons wh1ch allowed for the constructlon of the't'.ldl

'vy.:on the Observatuon System for the Analys1s Of Pr1macy

TfflReadlng Lesson (Browne,,l97l). utilized the Unxversity of

'E?TI,{A]bepta computer program Test l3 to generate 1nformat1on

’Tf;vabout the raw data Procedures were undertaken to produce "Lsf

, 15 X 15 matrix for- each teacher.
b Total frequency of behavior
. Frequency of each category




el -
AN

.Afconflrm1ng behavwor represented by the sum of

ﬁLgPR -CB, CB-CB,’ ca PR.

Percent frequency of each category. o

..;Frequency of each cel]

.,rPercent frequency of each cell

o 3.5.' ‘

Percentage of command d1rect1ve/response cyc]e RPN

ffrepresented by the sum of CO PR, - ¢0- CO PR CO

.’57p%3represented by the sum of: LI-PR, LI-LI; PR- LI
;P?Percentage of open direct1ve/response cycle ,
”-frepresented by the ‘sum of op PR op op PR op f
- {E'Percentage of the questlon/response cycle h'h h o

'*'fﬁirepresented by the sum of : QU PR QU QU PR QU 75;;7:§g'2f5

,~fPercentage of teacher reactlon of pratse or

Percentage of teacher correct1ng (reject1ng)

.P'Percentage of teacher react1on of praise or

B

.';Percentage of teacher correctlng (re3ect1ng)

-

?ZPPercentage of l1m1t1ng d‘PeCtive/reSponse cycle R

fconf1rm1ng Performance represented by the ~sum off’%*l =

rpR cP, cp\cp cP- PR ~§_m;f_., i~?.tf:;p,,_fa,;__tm,

ﬂ;fperformance represented by the sum of PR RP RP RP | ipfﬁ
 RP-PR.. Jfai j‘,fj, s T e

?_behav1or represented by the sum of PR RB,. RB RB':R*RRR'P'R
'EQRB -PR. 5_f,._ | ,”, “ '", ? i‘ .“:__, f"

;}?Percentage of the teacher coach1ng/response °y°]epf'ﬁ"i*
'ffrepresented by the sum of PR EX, PR FO EX -PR, .
- FO-PR, EX- EX FD FO EX FO FO EX | "_ .
;ffDarwin chi square comparisons 'pr33§7lf::mgﬁ7ji-f=fff:ﬁ



S 2) between gr‘OUpS

*inf* within groups.g;ﬁffihp.gt‘ ,'; .”7.;s~1?«*
33'2) between groups .'h . | H _} i |
Vfﬁd;dfcomparison of proportions of oategoriesil i

'-nft) within group,,,.i' “'” ' v
"Tgfjjz) between groupg J;fxefr}fia;;;'jﬁifttfi.‘,iitgﬂf,t5ﬂf7
(;?:b;;{CompaPISOH of proportions of cells A

SR

- 1 ) w1 thjn groups ; l R

“:fQComparison Of PPOPOPtlon of patterns of behav1orjf?;7j}f*i

"”i) w1th1n groups,.~uf75r7
| $57“12) between groups

It 1s 1nappropr1ate to statisticaiiy compare

7g_1nteraction matrices utilizing a Ch1 square because it 1svf7f"*'"

fiiﬁtwo distributions are significantly different“

’rd ch1 square 1s more appropriate because it 1s based on theiél

o Ch1 square (Darwin 1959) was utiiized Ihe‘DarWTH

: 57}’1nsensttive to sequence (F]anders,‘lgss) To test whetherhifsfiggi

r . a Daf‘w'tn e

o assumption that each event affects probabilities of the

-ucif - succeeding event or ts one dependent F]a"de”f5

o 1966 )

A*ﬂ stated that interaction events are more than one dependent'3°w

\

r'; but the additionai dependence 1s not as 51gn1fican;hf

:rj,the amount of training they had received in phy51ca1

';”7355 egucat‘°" The gpoups were Elementary Physical Education

‘..,“.,"

The subJects were divided into four groups

T:cording to

Speciaiist General Phy51cal Education Specialist General

Training. and No Training The Darwin chi square was used tofﬂf

compare within group metrices and between group matrices G}ffﬁ:;f:




R

To aid in v1suaiizing the findings of this\study.tdi‘;

';data was 1nterpreted in terms ot proportions To determine ‘

‘ihi{whether proportions of each category,.ceii or pattern of |
”3fbehav10r differed Significantiy at the 01 level between

5‘friigroups, and within groups, a Chi square procedure was S

”":%applied In preVious studies a Z test or a Tukey procedure

”f@:dwas appiied but as Test 13 generated a chi square comparison:{fgi“5

S e

d.”,f'Univer51ty of Alberta Div1510n of Educational Research

'J;fSerV1ces to use it "jfiiﬂffd5;{ithﬁff;fxﬁi;v";j“'“”“”

"s*fttminute ciasses whiie teaching games iessons Observations
~l;hwere made on a five second time intervai bas1s and o

'7ffcategories recorded on a score sheet then Keypunched for

.givana]}'S'ls Test ]3 was USed to ana]yze the data

S observer obJectiVity and reliability were established
’”"“f?fby hav1ﬂ9 xf

"7¥3ffﬁout of every three for each teacher An average Scott"f:tu
'Egddfcoefficient of 795 was achieved and as such the data was*ﬂtn'

'°”;gj;ascertained as being objective and reiiabie

: Ten teachers were observed for three consecutive thirtyiftﬁ i
jsecond observer present at ten observations one«ffifff;

e T

The study was Dlearily designed to identify common‘ﬁf:iff"

"°r{{;ﬂeach1ng behaviors between teachers W1th simiiiar amounts oflgnj’f”;

?'f teacher trainingfbn physicai edﬁcation had on teaching

:??;teacher training in physical education. The following ﬁthﬁﬁfJVe?



behav1or There 1s no 1ntent10n to suggest théf:one teachfng

behav1or 1s any more effect1ve or SUperlor than any other




This chapter describes the results of the analySis of

the data collected The first section reports the w1thin 3517,4;.

iff?f;group analyses,;the second section describes the between

“"igfgroup analyses and the final section gives an account of the

\77}f{firesults of the teacher training determination forms

A matrix was constructed from the data collected in i'fih

‘”s‘f{}}the observation sessions, fOP each teacher (see Appendix 1)

‘“T"fAll of the follow1ng statistical analyses were performed _Tffh;n;°

, :57;:fut1lizing the 1nformatl°" from these matrices

| ﬂ,idg;for all statistical analyses was set at 01

1“aﬁfﬂfA Comparisons of category Usage Within Groups

Following Flanders (1970) lead the significance level

A summary of the proportion of tallies devoted to

*ifﬂffvarious Categories by various teachers may'be found in

“zﬁqtiTable.3 These DPOPortions are the column totals of the ;iidiafﬂﬁi'

"af’matrices

nidf%grepresented by PE was the second most frequently recorded

T igtcategory This category was utilized an average of 20 7% of
___Hifjthe teaching time Teacher 07 of the general training group
fVTl?f;futilized physica7“education structuring more frequently than HT

”qxt?any other teacher'

The category of physical education structuring

“33% of 'the time. Teacher 06 of the'f

wT7rﬁfgenerafﬂtrainino_;reup utiiizedfthis'category‘16 i%_of the°'11j?”’”'

f:f,ffﬁteachiﬂg't’me“

less_than;any other teacher




o

CoTABLE'S

| PROPORTION OF TALLIES DEVOTED 10 EACH CATEGORY BY TEACHER ™~

Category GEN GEN GEN GEN GEN - ELS ELS INTONT pES?*;ﬁ;iﬁfa
ST 03 04‘__05 __19 07 05 08 oz 03 o

e m ';f§é7j“;f1s 8 20 3 6.1 19 1 33 0 17 5 23 2 27 o 2. 5 23 1f;§5;fff“
NP 1 4 0 7 v 2 5 6 - 2 G :70 6 0 9
_,,HilﬁfECQ:?f 77 9 4.9 7.5 9 6 6.4 5;5@{5;5?f4 466 . Qﬁﬁff;ji;
f 'f:yfijfh¢;ﬁi 0. 3 o. 3 o 3 0 q ':yif7f0 10 3 0 {jff7“i*’
s ;,ffféﬁffﬁ;f-1 01t 2, 2‘ 0.8 1. 918 0.8 11 1.4 0. sgij;;l;i]
’"“ 1§;;;?$kg;;1j4s 7 48 3 59 9 57 5 34 1 49 6 44 8 50 8 4s 5 58 2T}ﬁff}f;;
M‘,’{f*ffdéfjf}[ 1.9 3 3 01705 2, 5 2. 9 o 2 0.4 0.5 ov:f;;f7”f5




~ frewently

o

. ".":',l -

Non-phy91cal education strueturing,.represented by NP e

o was utiiizedgw“

;average of 0. 7% of the teaching t1me

.J,07 of the generai training group

the”time

hdirective._represented by CO was the most
],;;réceéaéag fver rage of 6 3% of the teaching time Teacher 10

;any other teacher' 9 6% of the teaching
time Tea“ of the no training group used the command
directive 4

of the time,:iess than any other teacher
The iim* '

y 'irective represented by LI was utilized

i an average 'o:'the teaching time Teacher 05 of the

elementary al: education spec1aiist group utiiized this

frequently ?t%'of thetteaching time Teachers

07 and 10 of the generaﬁ training group and teacher 01 of
the general phySicatfeducation:specialist group never

utilized this category :

.p;;ry phy51cai education spec‘a]1st o

Hf:the no training group never utiiized

more frequently than any Other '_}ifesﬂ,:,

i,

iteacher soiic1tation This category was ﬂ;wﬂf@*j?ffgfl;

,trainingﬁghpupTutitizédﬁthisfcategdry;moréﬁg)[?ﬁzljiE?te




~fiiahfaverage of 1 28% of the teach1ng t1me Teacher 06 of thprfc;'?
o f"general tra1n1ng group ut111zed th1s category most
ﬁ;frequently 2 2% of the time Teacher 01 of the gemerad
r“tﬁfphys1cat educat1on spec1allst group recorded teacher ;ff‘f:';f,;’f”
; 7.fp;quest1on1ng Bﬁf:f,the tlme. Tess than any other teacher L

The pbpil response category represented by PR was the

'igtiifmost frequently recorded category gn aTT cases Th15

fj;fr ategopy was recorded anAaverage of 49 7% of the teach1ng

.;t1me Teacher 06 of the general tra1n1ng group had th1s

categor‘y regtster‘ed most frequently 59 9% Of cthe t1me

rﬂfi%Teacher 07 of the general tra1n1ng group had thls category &;tfifﬁ;
‘recorded the least 34, 1% of ihe teach1ng t1me It should be,jf{jf:jf
$j9  ;.noted that these percentages do not accurately represent the;f%ft¥"”5

’}amount of student activity 1n a c]ass because thTS category o

”7rtrwas only coded when a codable teacher act1v1ty dld not ~35T;}**7’\

'Vt:fco1nc1de with 1t ,"r,g;ffzf,ﬁT,ffy*'

ﬂ

The conflrmtng performante category represented by CP

*{fi;ﬂwas ut1lized an average of 1 2% of the teach1ngjtime

”*5fﬁeacher 04 of the general tratntng group ut1lized th1s

t7*tﬁﬁcategoryfmo‘” frequently than aﬂy Otheﬁ,teacher 3 3% of theff*;;ﬁiiﬁ

educatvon L



"

' feducation spe01a]1st group used this category more

"T;ff frequently than any other teacher 1 7% of the teaching
';"?ftime Teacher 07 of the genera4 training QPOUPv teacher 02 Lo
»T;of the no training group, and teacher 01 of the general =
'Iiijphysxcal education speciaiist group utilized this category .5¢t;t
“tif 4% of the teaching tlme. less than any other teacher Lol

Correcting or rejecting behav1or represented by RB was

Tt”afiirecorded an average of 1 94% of the teaching time Teacher:"'

'7f07 of the general training group utiiized this category more ¢gff?
;}frequently than any other teacher' 3?3% of the teaching

g S B SN ;1gg_

7;n“time¢* _;,her 03 of the general group and teacher 09 of the ”ftf;g
ﬁf5f%{}no training group recorded th1s category 6% of the teachingf'ffiﬁ
7f5ff;*t1me, less than any other teacher e e

ﬁzifThé°extend1ng Performance cateQOPY represented by EX

“"@7iwas utilized an average of 95% of the teaching time
"""""fff"._{Teacher 03 of ‘the. general tra‘"ing 9'“0“8 recorded ""s o

'*ificategory 9. 7% of the teach1ng time more frequently than any;:fggi
fé*QQt;Other teacher Teacher 07 of the general training group and o
__”[31teacher 01 of the general physical education spe01alist
‘ﬁifihgroup utilized thif

7teacher reaction 1% of the time. less .

""ff}frequentiy than the other teachers bt f;ﬁiﬁ;‘g1;;394;;;;,gig41>“7

“yTeacherffocussing represented by Fouwas ‘the most

hfifrequéntiy recorded‘teachefvreaction. It was:uﬁtiized an ’»:,féf
'verage of 9%'0 sthe teachingitime' Teacher 08 of ng S
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: utilized focusSing 4. 4% of the time, lesS'than the other
teachers. } _" o ”“ . ‘
Demonstration represented by DE was utilized an average
of 4% of the teaching time éTeacher 09 of the no training :
iﬂi group recorded this category 9 6% of the teaching time (more«
- frequently than any other teacher Teacher 10 of ‘the. general
.V'{ training group utilized this category less than the other
teachers 0.4% of the teaching time. ‘ ;

Th% silence or confu51on category represented by SC ”
occurred an. average of 1. 34% of thegteaching time Teacher -
03 of the general training group had this category recorded

3 2 8% of the time. more frequently than any other eacher
Teacher .08 of the no training group never utilize%\this
category , ‘ '

A comparison of column totals wél\tabulated for each

teacher matrix and analyzed to. ascertain whether teachers g i@ '

with similiar training exhibit significantly different usage
of the categoriés A summary of these comparisons may be 1]
found in Table 4. No within group comparisons could be made
with the general physical education specialist group as thls'kb
group had only one member. - ﬂ 5 t,'ih;;. ?h-“ﬁ.
o The null hypotheSis that teachers with similiar
training do not exhibit significantiy d?}ferent usage of the.\
categories was . rejected in all cases at the - 001 level of -
h significance. The categories which contributed the most to '
Y ‘this significant difference were. physical education |

structuring, demonstration, focussing. and pupil response

' - .



TABLE 4 . 4

COMPARISONS OF COLUMN. TOTALS WITHIN GROUPS

A

" Teacher : Chi-Square DF' Probx  Categories With More Than,
v S S E AP, 5% D1fference in Usage

GEN 03/04  .45.802" 12i-"ﬂ001\  {‘ yf?avf None B
- GEN 03/05 96.081 12 001 PR 13.2% v<fDE7°5‘5%°'
. GEN 03/10 130292 12 001 PR 10. 8% FO 5.24 DE 6, e
~ GEN 04/06 169;766¢_ 12 .001 PR 1. 1% FO- '5.4%. //
| 'GEN'04/1o  124:797'if12"‘«.001 PR e 7% FO 7. 2% DE 5. 2%
“'GEN'oéfjo '?‘933355.';12.A 001 . Nome -
GEN 07/03 132.302 12. 5‘.001,,. PE;j6,2%°;“,fPR*12;5%j;f:1
GEN 07/04 ~ 99.957 12 .001  PE12.7% PR 14.7%

S

GEN 07/06  210.0060 12 .001. - PE16.9% PR 25.8%
"GEN 07/10 162;311Dw'41 .00t PE 13. 9%73-‘zPR'23;4%~"
| 162.311 N 3. 4%

M voz/dg-?’377r°53éﬁf13w""1001",_ f,z<ff OE 6.9%
ELS 05/08°  136.099 - 13 'f ,b6{‘;i”pE .71 o e

'Géhf general training group _
'NT: no training group ‘ : N
ELS: elementary physical education specialist

;7.’*Prob Probability
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B education structuring. pupil response, focuss1ng, and

47
| When teacher 03 was compared w1th teacher 04 and 5
teacher 06 of the general training group, no one category 1
ontributed more than 5% of the Significance

When teacher 07 was compared with any other teacher in ,

,'the generai training group, physical education structuring

“,or pupii response contributed the most to- the 51gnificance

':? When teacher 10 was compared with teachers 03 and 04 ofi

the genera] training group,:pupii response focu551ng and

-1'demonstration contributed the most to the 51gnificance

when teacher 06 was compared with teachers 03 and 04 of:tjkﬁ

.the general training group\\pupil response contributed the

°'most to the Significance Demonstration aiso contributed to 7‘="”

'the significant difference between teachers 03 and 06 Wh1]e»iﬂf7

) focussing also contributed to the difference between

teachers 04 and 06

When teachers 02 and 09 of the no training group were { ,,‘ R

\

'(.g compared demonstration was the only category Which :»f“_,

contributed more than 5% of the svgnificance

When teachers 05 and 08 of the elementary physicai

/’

A S
education\specialist group were compared. physical eduqation-

.7 structuring and focussing were found to contribute the[most -

v

to the significance ,755,~'i»f"';.' Qg'dfl':ﬁfg'i‘ 51;

A]i of the paired teachers 1ndicated a 51gn1ficant .f;tsf;:h

difference in category usage The categories which

gg contributed the most to this significance were physicai

T g demonstration.;For seven out of ten teachers. these ‘ifj_:,:!'

e e
o “X»" ST S
TR L .
Tl



 categories were foué,qf:thézfjve-most'freqdentijﬁeeorded"fi =

categories.|

N TB chpariﬂons of Teaching Patterns Within GrOUps

Teaching patterns were examined w1th1n groups to
'8

';fascertain whether teachers w1th 51m111ar training exh1b1t7 SR

‘ ﬂisignificantiy different usage of various teaching patterns el

Teacher Soiiciting[Response Cycies

i
,v

“The teacher soiic1t1ng/response cycies were examined A7f-tf}ff

rfj;iwithin grOUps The results are reported 1n Table 5

L

»"fidirective (CO&/response (PR) cycie represented by the sum

paY of CO PR CD CO PR CO The nuli hypothe51s that teachers

'“.ﬂ5w1th 51miiiar training do not eXthTt s1gnificantiy

The first pattern of teaching examined was the command fftd

ggdifferent amounts of the command directive/response pattern ;rtf]:{f

1;was reJected in nine cases at the 001 Tevei of

Trfﬂsignificance The anaiysis between teachers 03 and 04 1n the

E generai training group..teachers 06 and 10 1n the generai

o -
”;‘training group and teachers 02 and 09 in the no training

.Tifgroup accepted the nuii hxgothe81s

Teachers 06 and 10 of the generai training group, and'ij'

Tfteacher 01 of the generai phySical education spec1alist

‘Vﬁfitgroup utilized the command directive/response cycle more

' 'f’than 50% of the teaching time The elementary physica‘

f’jg;education specialist 05, and teaghers oz and 09 of the no

' ffftraining group utiiized this pattern between 40% and 50% of;"hjfffﬁ}

\I B B . B




G0 4130 Lo0i

. GENO0B/10  0.18 NS
o eEN07/03 53.35 001
 ' jj;g*ésﬂf07/04ﬁ'14§§é4f7gbbjf>
E w81¢f@®¥?

-

i rinN 03/0675555f441’1501i'
o GENO03/10 - 35.12 001 1.
~ GEN 04/06 54.50 .001

.~vﬁ‘5f'Gﬁﬂﬂ07/1o
x7'17ﬂaﬁf?102/09 0.12 NS
': f55??§fo5/o8

. Teacher X1

a9

' COMPARISONS OF TEACHER SOLICITING/RESPONSE CYCLES =
N T S RO

""fé7wiTHiN'GR°Up5 fs>7:'-w

| (degrees of freedom

?”frﬁ,%f,;,f'f f;_.%i'”

~ comana/
o -ReSponseﬂ-f

Limiting/f\;*. '
Response '

Response

Cycle o

Open/

Cyele =,

Questlon/ | o

Response

LT FEE

2

IXé3u,

o
-

e 03/044~5eb,15;sfnsf;:'}

5. 99-_:5;-;3_.",6,"01}

32 NS

88 NS
{Qégpﬁﬂéf;f :
;SS}f;&Sff
0.00 NS
55473f;N5ﬁ3*--

[ © o oo’ © o o =) o“ o |

- - N
ST IR T I

NS
NS
;efNén
NS
CRs
’7ffN5Q)
NS
0 N5
N

0.0
514
1.42
nbﬁé?i}

0.03
00
0.57
gi;pjfj
2,01

~ﬂveﬁGEN.‘general training group
- NT:.no training group .

¢ ELS: elementary. physical education specialist
"'fff;*prob Probab 11ty ”"" v “ L

.)’. .

CYCle " fnff
iPE@bg;ff:*w

N
NS
-?ﬁ§,} B

s e v
.03 NS
NS
Ns
ws
'NSlff?;ff.



500

| vthe time Genera1 training teachers 03 and 04 and

:L:e]ementary phy51cal ucation spec1alist 08 utilized this

;7pattern between 30:

"-1of the general training group ut1lized the command

:and 40% of the teaching time Teacher O7jv_ I;

stdirective/response pattern between %Sz/and 30% of the time :_ei_,

“tin*In ail cases this pattern of teaching was the most

'htpf’ﬂfrequently used Teacher 06 of the general training group

‘”‘1fjfused it more frequently than any other teacher 53% of the

=1~foteach1n9 time. while teacher 07 of the general training

',ﬁ_group utiiized 1t less frequently than any other teacher

~j”f22 6% of the time.

The limiting directive (LI)/response (PR) cycle

”uf»represented by the sum of LI PR LI- LI PR LI was the nextffi¥}7
| -“ﬁ;ppattepn.of teaching examined The null hypOth331S that f;;ﬂfafl5 

i fteachers with 51miliar training do not eXh1b1t Significantly;pf;?;

’f}iefdifferent amounts of the iimiting directive/response cycie

"fsiwas accepted in all cases

CALL of the teachers utilized the limiting

'7yifjdirective/response cycles less than 1% of the teaching timelﬁl*gfa

”"*ijTeachers 07 and 10 of the general training group -and- teacher?}fﬁ7h

;f{;01 of the genera] physical education speciaiist group never o

fjfp;t;utiiized this pattern: of teaching "L»}T%sae~ e

i The open directive (OP)/response (PR) cycle representediffigf
‘»“*Qﬁ?by the sum of: (OP-PR, OP-0P, PR-OP, -was’ examined within ©

| .3fgroups The null hypothesis thaf‘teachers with similiar

‘fffjfvtraining do ndf exhibit significantiy different amounts of

:,;the open directive/response cycle was accepted in ail casestﬁf;ivh




"'""ffffthe sum of QU PR OU QU PR QU was then exam1ned The nullﬁ

hypothESlS that teachers wi th s'im1l'|ar trammg dO TlOt

**pt;géxh,b1t s1gn1f1cantly d1fferent amounts of the

'*ﬂ”Qﬁllquest1on/response cycle was accepted 1n all cases

"-ﬁ,ﬂ indicated any S‘Q”IF?Q%

| Aﬂfj c0mmand d1rect1ve/response cycle

Elementary physical educatlon speo1al1st 05 and teacherf¥¥w?

09 of the no tra1n1ng group were the only teachers to

| ut1llze the open d]rectwve/response cycle

The quest1on (QU)/response (PR) cycle‘represented byﬁ

vv‘y: Teacher 06 of the general tra1n1ng group, teacher 05 ofifqtf
the elementary phys1cal education spec1alist group. and

teacher 02 of the no. training group ut1l1zed the ;~[fg;}f5f“’"*i

question/response pattern between 1% and 2% of the teachlng L{ti
t1me The remaining teachers utillzed this teachlng cycle L
less than 1% of the time S f S l e A. f : 1.' :

| The onlyéleacher s01101t1ng/response cycle that

ht d1fferences w1th1n groups was the ‘

| Three pairs cf teachers d1d not dlffer s1gn1f1cantly
when compar1ng any teacher solic1t1ng/response cycle
teachers 03 and_04 oe and 10 and 02 and 09 |

ofjthe percentage use of teacher

‘ g “ FENE RO
soliclt1ng/ sponse cycles by indivxdual teachers 1s *f[ugﬁ?{;;gjc
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The teacher reection of pra151ng or confirming

performance (CP)/response (PR) cycle represented by the §Em;

of CP PR CP CP PR CP - was examined w1th1n groups The 35,f{ﬁ}ﬁ?

"ﬁ?f}null hypothe51s that teachers w1th 51mlliar training do notfff;t;f

“;ffiffexhibit stgnlficantly different amounts of ﬁhe the praisingf73ﬁ5f7

) *f[?or confirming performance/response CyCIG was’ accepted ‘"

'iitﬁ{five cases and reJected 1n seven cases at the 001 level of

teitiéi

'"°1f7f519niftcance . 'Q*;“f’5f*eiw"'

Teacher 04 of the general training group utilized the 1}}?

’~5ﬁiteacher reaction of praising Or confirming

'nutﬂperformance/re5ponse cyCle 4 4% of the teaching time

: ﬂ;fTeacher 05 of the elementary phy51cal education specialist

e

i?f;group utilized this teacher reaction pattern 3 6% of the

"“ffffteaching time Teacher 07 of the general training group

Fi“{utilized this cycle 2 9% of the time and teacher Q3 of the flgfgff

"?ﬁ}?general training group recorded it 1 5% of the teaching

pttffitime The rema1n1ng teachers used the teacher reaction of -éfﬁfi

T°?7frpraising or’ confirming performance/response pattern less f}ffffff

than ,% f_of.-. the time

The teacher reaction of correcting or reJectind

Tﬁg;}fperformance (RP)/response (PR) pa\iern representediby the




001 ]eve] of SImeican\ée 4,

Teachers 03 04 and 10 of the genera] training grou%

"?Tfiand teachers<05 and 08 of the eiementary thSTCa] education.ffiadﬁ

T.Qj;fspecialist group utiiized correcting or reJecting

"7V*;,lperformance/response patterns between 1% and 2% of the

<

"*:pg'teaching time The remaining teachers recorded thTS pattern “ff;

c:x;jfgrless than 1% of the teaching time

"il?f;confirming behav1or (CB)/re5p0nse (PR) pattern r?presented

The analy51s of the teacher reaction of praising Or

| w“f;nby the sum of CB PR CB CB PR CB was ascertained as nOt

“N”fifteaching

'5ﬂfbeing significant as no teacher utilized this pattern of

The teacher reaction of correcting or reJecting

v';f;ajbehav,o, (RB)/response (PR) pattern represented by the sum
.,,,jgof RB PR, “RB- RB PR- RB was examlned w1thin groups The

”fo?null hypotheSIs that teachers with simiiiar training do not };y

"’”ifjexhibit significantyy different amounts of correcting or.

*ﬁﬁkiiirejectTHQ behavior/response cycles was aécepted i" s‘x cases




”?*aftjcycle between 1% and 2% of the teachlng t1me Teachers 03

ﬁ?’;}fand 04 of the general trainlng groupvutGGChe" 09 °f ghe no.

.‘rﬁfg;:traintng group and teacher 01 of the general physical

'V1education spe01alist group ut1lized this teacher react)on L

(jﬁfﬁﬁ,,,i;cycre less than 1% of, the. teaching time..

The teacher coaching (FO EX)/response (PR) cycle

”ngrepresented by the sum of:. PRCEX, PR=FO, EX-PR, FO-PR,
:fEx -EX, FO- FD Ex FD FO- EX “was examined w1th1n groups The ifé
?ﬁ;null hypothe51s that teachers with 51miliar tra1n1ng do not»fQ;
:,;?feXhlblt significantly different amounts of teacher f l;lli'w
lfi;icoaching/reSponse pattern was accepted in five cases Sevenf;5j
f;frfcases were rejected at the 001 level of 51gn1f1cance o
-i Teacher 08 of the elementary physical education |
‘&_f:specialist group utilized the coaching/response pattern :
27, 1% of’ the teaching time Teachers 03 04 and 07 of the

: ?general training group, teacher 05 of the elementary S
‘:phys{cap,education specialist‘group and teacher 01 of the

e T
et

:Trgeneral phy51cal education spec1altst group utilized this jﬁ;f{]

f Tl

;h;teaching cycle between 10% and 15%.pf the teaching time .
;ﬂZTeachers 06 and‘“0 of the general tralning group and teaché“ijet

572fof the nc”tralnfnﬂ group utilized this_cycle between 5%



b Utl]lZlng a Darwin chi square The results are reported”‘n

&f“ﬂe 51gnificantly at the 01 level thus reJecting the null .ih;fffi

B IR . 5 e . S S I
S TP W S

A summary of the percentage of use of teacher

ol 'reacting/response cycles is presented 1n Table 8

C Comparisons of Teacher Matrices Within Groups R

A matrix was constructed for each teacher and compared

&’ . \.'

Table 9 The null hypothesis that teachers with similiar
training do*not exhibit significantly different teaching

behav1ors was accepted in eleven out of:twelve cases

Teacher 07 and 06 in the general tramning group differed S

hypothesis

Nb within group comparisons could be made with the

general physical education specialist group as this group
had ondy one member.ge_;jﬁ,?;ffifw SO e s -
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" TABLE 9.

. DARWIN CHI-SQUARE COMPARISONS

(degrees of freedom

: werrniggoubs«

210)

¥ .. Teacher .

Darwin
Chi-Square

‘Converted
Z-Score‘

PPOb*

_GEN 03/04
. GEN 03/06.
GEN- 03/1d

. GEN 04/06 .
-~ GEN 04/10 -

~ GEN 06/10

| GEN 07/03

" GEN 07/04
" |GEN'07/06

. GEN 07/10
| Nf’*02/09,4
ELS 05/08;_

LY

139

184,
190.

209

181
167
278
'e162
- 160.
{257

190.
157.

48
462}:
8
B
6
4
P
24
13"

.45, B
.
42“,”

Y

. -3 7674

. -1.2539.
+0.9513

-0.0156
-0.9677

+2.7248.
-1.4106
'2.1807f;;_

©-1,3666
‘¢-2;5407 |
2.2206

3.1157
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NS
ns
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TABLE 10
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A

'PROPORTION OF TALLIES DEVOTED T EACH CATEGORY BY GROUP -

-

"‘Categ¢ry b ,

Elementary
Phys. Ed.
Special1st Spec1allst

sGeneraT
"Ed.

Phys.

Geqara1
TrainIng

‘Tréining)."

Phys. Ed.

-“_;AStructuring;

Non-Phys ., Ed.’
'Structur1ng

.. Command

Directive'

Limiting -
-Directive

Oben‘Directive :

‘ Quest1on1ng

: iPupil Response

‘Confirming

vPerformance o

Confirming
‘ Behav1or

;»:iCorrecting

_PerFormance

V:Correcting

"rBehavior oo

fExtending

;f Focussing

*.Demonstration

:Silenpe

20.3

- 1.4 :
41,3 -

'j,%Ji 

5 .

.. ;if6  Ed
1Q9[ f‘; |
% S FEe
l 403

o7 7

23

4

A

.9

o
- b o .
7

21\;

3 !‘

7.1

v ”Z,i*ii 
0
38

1.8

26.

o |

2.6

T
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education speCialists recorded this category 20 3% of the
-ateaching time In all cases this was the second most ;
- frequently recorded behavwor "A _Tz] %QV{ {_»_ AR

Non phy51cal education structuring represented by NP

61

":‘was utilized by the general training group 1 3% of the time.-

o by the general physical education speCialists . 9% of the f;;f
time by the no training group 4% of the time and by the'..f
. Velementary phy51cal education specialists' i% of the 2 '
T:teaching time Non- thSlcal education structuring was the jfii'
.most infrequently observed category for the elementary SR

o phySical education spec1alists

The command directive represented by CO was the most

frequently used teacher solicitation used by any groug The

a "general training group utilized this directive 7.1% of the L

,.teaching t1me, the elementary physical education speCIalists S

'5.4% of\the time. the no- training grpup 5.3% of the time,

and the general phy51cal education spe01alists 4 9% of the

'teaching time

The limiting directive represented by LI gas }e

.utilized by the general thSTCai education specialists “The
| general training and no training groups utilized this type ;7‘

of solicitation 2% of the teaching time, and the: elementary

rfphysical education specialists gave limiting directives 6%
_'of the teaching time ];‘31'4;; - “\f"'*gﬁj'i Gj T,T;r

The open directive represented by DP was utilized by L
~-Jthe elementary physical education specialists 3% of the

.teaching'time, and by the‘no training group i% of the time

.",'i ‘

Y ';" .

i
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The generat’physical education spec1aiists and the general

|

training groups never utilized this teaching behavwor ThTS e

"._
Catr

’behav10r was the most 1nfrequently used categ ry by the no -

training and genera] training groups

Teacher questioning represented by QU occurred 1n the Iff

nLelementary phy51ca1 education spec1aiists and general
‘[ftraining groups classes 1 4% of the teaching time The no

"hf,training groupwutilized thTs category 1. 2% of the time and

‘jthe general phy51ca1 education speCialists 6% of the

g gost frequently recorded category in ail cases The general Vﬁg_;

The pupil response category represented by PR was the.

:liphysical education speCiaTists registered this category

v 58, 2% of the teaching time, the general and no training

“?groups 49. 1% of the time. and by the eTementary physTC&l

ﬂ‘education speeiaiists 47 3% of the teaching time It must bei;f~
tremembered that this category does not necéhsarily representhhll'
M”{:ithe totaT amount of student activ1ty as it was onTy recorded:;-'
;"fdif a codable teacher activity de not cOincide with Tt\ E
The confi rming performance category represented 4by CP »_ !

*'-was never utilized by the generaT physical education

'"'specialist group The general training group utilized this

'4'@category 1. 7% of the teaching time, the elementary physical t‘

'jeducation specialists~i 6% of the time and by the no '

‘Tt training QPOUP 4% of the teaching time ._;;(i'51:'

The confirming béhav1or category represented by CB\was

‘tnever utilized by any of the training groups Robbins (1973)?

-
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"f{'and PlCKan (l974) also found that thTS category was not

| ‘7fffutilized by elementary phy51cal education teachers

The correcting or reJecting performance category

;5ﬂ;represented by RP. was utilized by the elementary phySical

”’lfeducation specialists 1 5% of the teaching time. by the

# .

"“~}[§;general training group B%eof the time by the no training

o ;\ff,represented by RB was used more frequ k

’ .',,.‘gr‘oup 5% of the time, and by the- gener?l physwal education-f_*; .

"tﬁspec1alists 4% ‘of the teaching time | |
| The COPPeCtan or reJecting behav'or category

tly than confirming

?’behav1or, confirming performance, and correcting performance7“}p

/

| i,categories in.Jhree out of four training groups The

'?elementary phy51cal education speCialists used this categoryl;fg

"'gw1th the same frequency as the confirming performance

ff.5category, but more than either confirming behaVior or.

fycorrecting performance The no training group utilized

"'f;correcting behav1or 2 6% of the teaching time the general
"&'v .

‘:;training group 2 1% of the time, the elementary physical

;‘s,feducation specialists 1 6% of the time and the general

- Vle:phys1cal education spec1alists 9% of the teaching time

The extending performance category represented by EX TT?;

"7lfwas utilized by the elementary physical education

ltspecialists most frequently 1 9% of the teaching time The.ﬂ5°&

‘”"_l_igeneral training group used this category 1% of the time,,,fﬂ-31

jthe no training group 4% of the time. and the general

”19}iphysical education,specialists 1% of the teaching time

"'~irgreacheptjocu_sing:represented by FB was the third most 1ffrj
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- frequently used category tn all cases It was also the most ,;;?,

;‘Tfrequently used‘teacher reactton category The elementary

" “»Tgl§phy51cal educatton spec1alists recorded thts cateéary 13 4%

”ﬂft;of the teachtng ttme,_the general tratntng group 8 4% of the

"':'1ftime the general phyStcal educatton spec1altsts 8% of the

ﬁffjttme, and the no tratntng group uttltzed focuss1ng 7% of the l

| 7frf:teach1ng time

Demonstration represented by DE comprtsed 5, 4% of the PR

| ”tquteachtng ttme for the no tratntng group The elementary

"ﬁfiffphy51cal educatton specialists utiltzed thts category 4 3%

‘trg:teachtng time ,pfkdiﬂff';-

o of the ttme the general tralntng group 3 8% of the ttme

©and the,general phy51cal education spec1alists 1 2% of the y‘.f"

The s1lence or confus1on category represented by SC

:fgjoccurred in the general training group s claSSés 1. 8% of the 5ﬁfj

3ff?%eachtng ttme The general physical educatton speczaltsts

"fiff%recorded th]s category 1, 7% of the time the no traintng

iT?;{fngroup 1% of the ttme, and the elementary phyStcal educatton

'*'s;fspe01alists 4% of the teaching ttme

A compqrjson of column totals was tabulated for each

;jgroup matrix i_dfanalyzed to ascertain whether dtfferent

3 3 ’_.

iitraining groups exhibtted significantly different usage of

J t7ijfthe categortes A summary of these compartsons may be found

’?ﬂffﬁ;in Table 11.

The null hypothesis that teachers with Simi]iar?;f;fjﬁ»"&:5f

'“7I€ﬂftratning do not exhibit: signtflcantly dtfferent«usage of

““""ifcategortes than,teachers with different'amounts of training




ef”fIJCOMPAkxsoNs OF COLUMN TOTALSﬂeT“»

| :BETWEEN GROUPS

N T T
tas . .

"fijfeﬁéup;f Ch1 square Degrees of Prob* Categor1es w1th

freedom ,,‘-=+ -more ‘than 5% .
RN --357;- d1fference in usage

8 ?-QT?fPES/GEN?f;;84 753 " ;fj2 ;f;ff:5001;if5f}ffék 9: 1%

o PES/NT o 72.a3 "  ffi3f}°ff3?;oo1ff,7Lf.?§§ 9 1% -
eelf7fELS/NT ;f?123 628 ' ”ffj3jfff{j§;oo1 PE 6.2%. FO 6. 4%

- :;f};;ELs/PESf?¥i57 437  ;;;}13fii¥fe¥;o01 pR 10 g% FQ 5 4% .

”*'ffff}ELS/GENf;;ﬁss 846 _;fﬁja?};{iffgoo1e»:53,;ggq . 0% i

»”»EQGEN general tra1n1ng &POUD

j:fif;,ELS elementary phys)i
,eﬁjffff*Prob PFObabilityw

~ “ NT: no training grou?
" PES: general physica/ education speciallst
ica \educat1on spec1a11st




'7i;ﬁfiwas reJected in all cases at the 001 level of 51gnificance

an;PeSPOHSe. and teacher focus51ng reactiOns

The categories which contributed the greatest to this

j;: Significance were phys1cal education structuring, pupil

The no tralning group when compared with the general : ffg

”'*fjiitrainlng gpoup and the elementary phy51cal education

'”irfffspec1alists,'shbwed that the category of phy51cal education 1ffd;

"7ffffstructur1ng contributed most to the SIgnificant difference

.,aa:swhen comparing column totals

.*.‘?’

When the general phy31cal education spe01alists were

".;f'"‘compared with’ the other three training groups the category

"‘f;rywhich contributed the most to the significant difference was f‘"

‘.a*itfpuP’] response. The general physical education spec1alists

| f%indicated an average of 9. 7% mOre occurrence of the category

»»La51;fpup11 response than the other three QPOUDS

The teacher focussing category was shown to contribute

%*Ff:the most to the significant between group difference When

‘1'“A,?fthe elementary thSical education SpeC1a“Sts were compared ‘nf

° w] th the cher‘ thr‘ee training groups The e‘e"‘entary

’;*ﬂig;fphysical education specialists utilized this category an

x'bffriaverage of 5“6%5kmore than any other'group ff;vn'*m.twrukaiu‘

three'mpst frequen ly“recorded categories'for all groups ii“q




'*‘nimef67h‘?
E Comparisons of Teaching Patterns Between Groups

\ ,t_s‘_p_;
Teachlng patterns were examined between groups to

“”*3fin3¥ascepta1n whether teachers WIth dlfferent amounts Of

'w?ffﬁtra1n1ng exhibited sign1f1cant1y d1fferent usage of var1ousf§;i

”“*lfi?}teaChIng patterns

Teacher Sol1c1t1nglﬂesggnse Cxcle

The teacher soliCit1ng/response cycles were exam1ned _ﬁfff

’“*&f3ttibetween groups The results are reported 1n Table 12

The flrst pattern of teach1ng exam1ned was the command-ﬂff

| iit‘fdire&t1ve (CO)/response (PR) cycle represented by the sum 3111”
:.E?ﬁ?of CO PR CO CO PR CO The null hypothe51$ that teachers’fﬁjr

'e"*f-f;fw1th 51m111ar training do not exhlblt 519ﬂ1f103ntly

'jn“?idifferent amounts of the command directive/PeSPonse patternﬁﬂft

*”ffffthan teachers with different amounts of tra1ning was

':“tiféﬁfrejected in two cases'“°i‘

"”%7ﬂmfin three”ﬁases at the 001 level The general tra1n1ng group

“’fz;ra1ning group d1d not d1ffer s1gn1f1cant1y and Qﬁ;=

:”f{ff; i:_.\--‘accepted the nun hypothesus_f‘




“’fiiiffABLEijzl,ff{f:j}Rf5;¢ﬁjﬁfflﬁ*77”.“V*

‘;7’f{ﬁ COMPARISONS OF o

.f*__.

, .TEACHERISOLICITING_RESPONSE‘CYCLES <
| "-Viﬁ BETNEEN GROUPS

(degrees of freedom 1)Rf¥f@’ff?;f[;{ﬁf§?f,?

”ﬁ*;Command/ Limiting/ Open/ Question/,;;.5
R esponse Response Response Response SO
'“,@ Cycle Cycle Cycle :-g Cycle

"%,,QQ“E@! general. traid?ﬁg.group‘
- TNT? . no traji ning ‘grot A

“PESY ‘general’ physijiizx

ELS elementar“. :




.lh;{:t;;;rhtéi?i;;?it;l;i’:if}li;;°;figéi{wfff7i;fffff;ﬂfT};ff?iﬂ“
S The limiting directive (LI)/response (PR) cycle ‘
'.Ti*represented by the sum of Lr PR LI LI PR LI was compared

~“f;tbetween groups The null hypotheSis that teachers with e

"77,Lsimiliar training do not exhibit significantly different
.¢Jﬁﬁfr;amounts of the limiting directive/reSponse cycle than R
‘?_‘,;tiﬁteachers with different amounts of trainlng was accepted ‘" g
'fffiall casesi_‘i,fETGJL";wf' s i “AW*?f; L i
) .“ The elementary physical education specialists utilized
'{f:lthe limiting directive/response cycle 3% of the teaching
';T;Etime ‘the general training QPOUP 2% °f the time th
fffiigenepal physical education specialists 0% of the time whiie
rfrtiithe no training group used it l% of the teaching time The
“fd?ﬁelementary physical education specia‘ist QPOUP utilized this fi

’;ffhfjteacher solicitation more than-any other Qroup ﬂfkfi~f7:ﬂ¥;:

S The open directive (OP)/reSponse (PR) cycle was then fi§;;
_def?ffcompared between groups This cycle is represented by the g
o sm of’_'OP PR, “op-0P, PR op The null hypothesis that
N _t'__i.»teachers with’ simi:liar training do, not exhibit significantly

'75iﬁdifferenﬁ»amount “of;the open?directive/response cycle than




R

e e S T e T e e

group utilized this teacher solicitation more than any other

V“i : group _ et LT A Lo e
g The question (QU)/response (PR) pattern respresented by o
the sum of ~Qu- PR QU QU PR QU was compared between -
groups The null hypothesis that teachers w1th 51miliar

training do not exhibit significantly different amounts of

the questicn/response pattern than teachers W1th different

amounts of training was accepted in all cases PR

», The elementary physical education specialists utilized

the question/response pattern 1 2% of the teaching time. the.}f??
general training groupp 8% of the time. the generél phySicalﬁéf}f
VlS% of the time, while the o trainingi;;fi

education specialists
group used the question/response pattern 9% of the teachingfff;j
time The elementary physical education specialist group BN

utilized this teacher solicitation more than any other-gp]i;iﬁiﬁr




"ﬁjiﬂih?ﬁffﬁefdtﬁéffgﬁouhséf* tfgi.fh;{ SRR

Teacher Reacting/Resggnse chies

B A

Teacher reacting/respOnse cycles were examined betweenﬁﬂngf;

niigg{groups The results are reported in Table 13

“1;The teacher reaction of praising or confirming Do

t ':‘iperformance (CP)/response (PR) pattern represented by the

':.»;visum of pR cp CP CP CP PR was examined between groups

U The nun hYPOthesis that teachers with simmar trammg doff--_-

':iiftnot exhibit significantly different amounts of the pra151ngf}fjffi

"'"f};or confirnﬁng performance/response cycle than teachers withfﬁffi:

¥§”*f{fdifferent amounts of training was rejected in four out of

ig;six cases at the 001 level of significance The ccmparisonégt:ﬁll

fg,;~ibetween the general Physical education specia]ist group a"dfﬁaffff

training group and the comparison between the

,"vi;;e'emegtary physical education groﬂp’and the generai training o

‘.ffﬂ_ggroup accepted the nul.

:1hypothesis : e
The general training group utiiized the praising or

,ffffffconfirming performance/response cycle 1 9% of the teaching




BETVEEN GROUPS : 2 T

(degrees of freedom -

Confirming Correcting Correcting Ly Teacher
Performance Per formance .Behavior Coachlng s
/ Response o/ Response / Regponse /Response ;-: :

Cycle Cycle o Cy@le. Cycle

" pgs 'gone.ra,
ELS:: element;




’correcting or reJecting performance/respons

&

| 13
LN\ |

not exhibit significantly different amounts of the
\.

cycle than

hteachers with different amounts of training was reJected in |
gone case at- the .01 level and in two cases at tNe 001, level
:of significance The null hypothesis was accepted\in three :

cases.

The general training group utilized the correcting or PN

rejecting performance/response cycle 9% of . the teaching

’;“the correcting or rejecting

@

'time, .the no training group 4% of the time, the general

physical educaticn specialists .6% of the time. and the

elementary physical educatioq spec1alists 1 8% of the
vteaching time. |

‘The analysis of the teacher reaction of praising or

. i_ CO"flPMlﬂQ behavior (CB)/response (PR) pattern represented .

by the _sum of ‘PR- CB CB- CB CB PR was ascertained as not

- being significant in any comparison because this cycle was ";
;’_fnever ufiliged by any of the groups.

The correcting or rejecting behavior (RB)/response iPR)

;4 cycle represented by the sum of PR RB RB RB RB- PR, was
-anajyzed The null hypothesis that teachers with similiar
;ftraining do not exhibit significanmly diffe

ent‘amounts of A
' havior/responsF cycle than : ?$\S\;

.V.iteachers with different ‘amounts. of training was rejedred in
5 ,two dases at the 01 level ) significance. In four cases ;,j ,
. the null hypothésts was a epted. *f‘,ea‘;‘: ;f o
L ’q;/]be | al'training gr gp utilized the teachen e



_iteaching"time,ftne"no training_group 2.2% of the time, tbej.

ygeneral‘physical education-specia%ists' 3% ofithe time;y |
while the elementary physical education specialists utilized
this cycle 1.2% of the teaching time. IR |

" The teacher coaching (EX FO)/response (PR) cycle was N

then examined between groups This cycle is represented by ;
the sum of : PR-EX, PR-FO; EX- PR, FO- PR, Ex EX, FO-FO, EX FO,

i FO-EX. The null hypothes1s that teachers with similiar "”@h‘

training do not exhibit signifacantly different amounts of

“the coaching/response pattern than teachers with: different

. amounts of training was rejected in threewcases at the 001
level and accepted in three cases. = . - ER

B The general training group utilized the’ ,]i,f B

| coaching/response pattern 11, 5% of the teaching time._the no
training group 9, 7% of the time. the general physical | |

| education specialists 12. 4% of the time, while the gf-v;
=»elementary physical education speci/r;sts utiliz&d this ta‘

pattern 19. 5% of the time. ‘; R i

| The elementary physical education speciéﬁist group

‘j utiﬂized confirming performance, correcting performance and

coaching patterns more frequently than any other group The

general trainingagroup utilized these three pattenns of f “

teachina with the second greatest frequencygf‘“t

o

| , Each of the between group comparisons indicated a ."5“
‘, signiﬁicant'd Ference in at least one teacher




75 -

| A summary of the percentage of use of various patterns
. of teaching behav1or by various training groups is presented

' n Table 14,

o ¢

F. Comparisons of Group Matrices
.‘ A matrix was constructed for each of the four groups
and teaching behavior was compared utilizing a Darwin -
chi- square The results are reported in Table 15 The null
hypothesis that teachers with similiar training do not
exhibit significantly different teaching behav1ors than
teachers with different amOUnts of training was accepted in
‘five out of six cases. [t the .001 level df 51gn1f1cance.
the elementary physicalfeducation specialist group and the
.»pgeneral training group iffered significantly in their
‘~teaching behavior resulting 1n the reJection of. the null
hypothesis R o R
':G Results ofwthe Toacher Trainihg Determination Form | )
Of the ten teacher" observed. in only one case were all

t in determining a teacher s

three observers inoorrf?
fitraining In this case ' observers mistook ‘8 teacher with
| hno traihing as a teacher with general training in Sﬁysical

this choice were that every child

in- the class had a piece’of equipment and all children were

- education. The reasons fg

always active.77"
| sKills*””h‘

I



S

OTABLE 14

© 'SUMMARY OF PERCENTAGE USE OF -

- VARIOUS PATTERNS OF TEACHING BY GROUP

Teaching

© o Pattern - F
- S ~Specialist Special1st

  51émeﬁiéF9. *Géheralu f " NO '« General

P.E. . " P.E. _Tra1ning .»;Training:"f

~ ‘Command/
Response-

= Cycle

. Open/ L
v~Response -

" Cycle- ,‘447&

" Question/

Response :
Cycle :

'" jConfirm1ng e
.. Performance = 1.
/Response s

Cycle

o “Correcting{?Lff?fﬁw
~~ Performance
| /Response S

Cycle

"',,Corregting

36.4%  50.9% 40.8%  .id0%
Cycle R TR PR TR AR

' ,Limiting S
Response . -

L B PR T TN B

S s ey e

”fJLBX}f]ﬂnif. }Bxff  §};ff;4%f;-jf*; ~;9%{ ]

;{51f9%?;515f'; iO%":‘Vi;fiQ5% o ,1;9%ff ”_
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"*5'7f;EABLgf1$;;;f$§;?'7“ -

DARWIN CHI SQUARE CUM?ARISONS
BETWEEN GROUPS

'lﬁfh"de°'¢é5j¢f&fr?edom'%;210r»f]ife*

P
e

v — : ,ho "‘ ‘ ‘ " - . v E 'A :‘ I: . .:' S .‘ ‘~ - . " - ‘Afi’ ..‘. '. ‘.
o GrdUp_;T' . Darwin L"' Converted _;'Prbb*\'=
ERNA SR A & chi square . L-score . e

: VJVééN/NT*~’f 137,56 ;57'f793;saé71¢;frf.NSf?}LT

< APES/GEN ‘l»\'180 °4v;;7f; 1e3;4§3i;f;555;&sﬁfefff‘
NEES/NT E 125 555i1*{;ef54;§é§3f¥;51; ~§;;; _e,f~.Tf:“*

fvjf¢ ;e}ﬂ§§fELSZN§;fe ; '191 631f7fff§5<:f89555¢;1f;-NSf;ff,gfﬁgn“i”‘

f'?fff° o ELS)PES : 189 a4e3?f;'fe&- 9841i]f§5;;N§e?ﬁef.f;i;,if”

ELS/GEN };2 286, 947f{e5f 34883 oot

EEN general tra{ning groupa.,i,ﬁ.;ﬂf’gj 1T'lj”; S T
'QT no.training group - - ; S T
ES ‘general physical, veducation specialist ST R
E elemehtapy physical e ucation spgcialist RS R S




>

fVi'determinvng a teacher s training The other two observers

’Hfj»ydetermined that this teacher had no training when she was a

'u“f1member of the generai training group The reasons for this

tiiy;ch01ce by the incorrect observers were the TacK of pupii

K

L activity. a smaii percentage of students WTth equ1pment the

ivilarge number of students watching other students, the skilis

"f:lltaught and the fact that this teacher carried a copy of the

l'.r} lesson plan w1th them

;ii.f;‘" their determinations Ks in the prev1ous cases the

In three cases two out of three obserVers were correct
' s“,reasons for these determinations were the amount of student
‘“>activity. ciass organization, and iesson content N

e _ sl
In five cases 50% of the time. aii three observers

7sf‘were correct in; their d erminations The Use of smait

fgroUps every chiid active and indirect teaching methods

t;findicated an elementary physicai education specialist The

‘71t;observers determined that the use of more direct skills and

”7t~ytraditional teaching methods indicated a general phy51cai

: -:leducation ‘specialist. Chderen watching otmar “children, the -
‘_g_playing of traditionaT games. and Tines of ch'i dren wait1ng‘)lv._l'-'f'f{_.‘[}f-{_’-':
'uYﬁfto have a turn indicated to the observers a teacher with no:F‘f~3F-i

’ -J;training Teachers who seemed to have a QrasP of the fessonf?fffﬁf*

'ifi?content but were not as~sure_in class organiZation andt?&%ﬁfsfﬂ?7ii




: ."‘n

e jff'.{7.§f

most frequently recorded reasons for these determinations

were lesson content presentatlon class organization, and

student activity "f_f.gjf}:}jﬁt;jf.T7fr'ff'7"’

All of the sample groups and paired teachers within |
groups indicated a 51gnificant difference in category usage L
The categories whi h contributed the most to this
significance betfgen groups and within.groups were physical |
education structuring, pupil response and focuss1ng . i h‘
Demonstration also contributed to the significant difference 'L*
1n the within group comparisons The command T
: directive/response cycle was the only teacher S
| ait soliciting/response pattern which indicated any signtficant
| differences between groups or within groups. All of the

teacher reacting/reSponse cycles indicated a significant

’*fff} difference in at least one. comparison between groups and

”d'i Wlthln groups Dne;gomparison if'between group matrices

1nd1cated a significant difference between the elementary .Aff&i




. CRITIOUE ap IMPLICATIDNS ARISING FROM THE. usE oFA
: ~ MODIFIED. ROBBINS’ (1973) INSTRUMENT ._“;i]ﬁ};f}{f

This chapter provides a describtion of the refinementsféffbf

"b73f1ntroduced 1nto Robbins (1973) instrument and the

‘”il@'implications arising from them A critique of the categoriesfijjtz

‘:":used 1n this study is also presented

fi;[¥7A Refinements to Robbins (1973) Instrument

Robbins (1973) instrument provided valuable data/ |

”’*f,aconcerning teacher behavior but was found to requ1re some

1f_]'jrefinements for use in this study

The altering of number coded to letter coded categoriesb.fihi

| “ajffacilitated the learning of the categories

"75f,n pesu]ts At present the categories areﬂope

V,}ifinterpretatif

A detailed train*sp manual should accompanyL o

"W5;ﬂRobb1ns (1973) instrument if there is to beiany consistencyi;i;ff

'nnftstudies Theimanualfshould provideiaranscribed lessons and

‘w"7fvideo tapedvc.asses»wiv

tobindiv1dual;ihfh

\}and may be interpreted differently in variO“sffifif

icoded answer sheets with iﬁj{fﬂ f?ﬁmi



‘*fﬁ;ffound to be manageable but more experienced observers may R

%Sittwish to utilize a three seCOnd time 1nterval 1" order to

ai iﬁlcapture a’ more complete and accurate picture of teacher

';_fibehavior The timed interval observations allowed the

'“’fj;matrices to be compared statistically because each tally

“7.fjfrepresented a uniform time unit In preVious studies

' ";t:utilizing Robbins (1973) instrument reference could only betf{;:lJ
- ‘1'"._.;made to such thlngs as proportions of recorded tallies The ..ﬁ

*si»fistatistical analysis used in this study was found to prov1degpf.};

'“”;,;valanJe information '“f.f,ﬁf7’fﬁ;j‘f{];§7:;;j¥'ff¥f~*”

A different time signal was superimposed on the Signal jff?*"

:v}jtape every twenty observations to aid in computing observer fﬁf&;;f

ii’ffiagreement thus if inter-observer synchronization was Lost

15f;;j(1973) Instrument

: eﬁi-the error was relatively simple to remedy Ths method was tfi ;fﬁﬁt

N

S

a S Critique of the Categories in the Modified Robbins'

» The,categories of?Robbins (1973) insxrument were found‘_guyig




'iffff}The redefining served to clarify rather that change the -ifff;'?ff

:~~fffcategor1es

Teacher Structurinq Catggorie

e Physical education structuring represented by PE S
:iiifinvolved the teacher talking about the lesson This categoryf;tltﬁ
}ittffwas usually followed by a teacher solicitation Thas ‘_»ll'ﬂk
}"ifslcategory was often confused with teacher focussing. teacher f{j{};
.vﬁjfﬁextending and to a lesser degree the other teacher reacting j}f;if
.Hl*ffcategories This occurred in many cases when the teacher e
5;rif;reaction manifested itself in the form of lecturing type R
ffﬂ??behavior The behavior was then coded as physical education'f;if;r

tf?hfstructuringli

but in fctual fact it may have been a teachep ff}ﬁ?7?

"'?;ffreaction such.as:extending performance
| In future studies utilizing Robbins

;(1973) instrument giﬂl??

“{"ffthe teacher reaction categories could be subscriptedidnto

'figifginterjecting type reactionapand‘lecturing type reactions'lbit;i;i}



Robbins (1973) this should be recorded as non physical

education structuring By definition he is correct but 1n-7V1
this case it was deieted from the sample since it was felt |
that recording it would misrepresent the teacher s normai gff’

teaching behavior._;;ful e L
| In future studies a deciSion must be made whether or
not to record interruptions by an outside source This |

decision wouid depend on the interests and theoretical ff,g;ﬂ;

posi’ ;i’on_ of the researcher,._,_: AL



giégthe activity Robbins based this definition on the framework
’iiﬁf?jfof movement analysis which has four aspects of movement The

lﬁdf?f’”qpservers in this study had problems recogniZlng thls

':?category and frequently confused it with the open directive

”hfifwfurther 1nto seventeen elements It was eaS1er to recognize

’ﬁiﬁ_f;how much control the teacher had than how much ChOlce the “’ii

L'ﬂﬁgpupil was given.‘;:3?[;?f%fifjffl“3f°fﬁff¢rr*"w*'

0

The open directive categoryhyepresented by OP was

,N{7defined to include directives which have more than one (

__possible response where the teacher specified one aspect of
'ithe»adzivity This category was redefined by employing the

,,fsame'reasoning described in the preceding paragraph when 'ﬁj- ?5

g}{”category because the movement aspects oan be broken down yff;;

“iﬁcategory as being when the student controlled two aspects of B




S v n'»;

does not aliow for a great deai ofdtime to meke a decusion /d‘

H fi and many times the 1nteraction may be misinterpreted It wasdﬂf;?
felt that the time interval which allows for the stat1st1caigff?5

_ comparison of the tnteraction matrices is valuable and the :
:P?Ei error in meaniidfﬂf?ld be minimized with more experienced :ﬁ?f~7
SRR S L e

coders 'sjﬁfdjsgffgj“td"

The pupi] response category represented by PE was T
defined as anythino verbai or physicai that the students 'fiffﬁ
did This category only occurred when a codabie teacher 'fie_;;vl

activity did. not coincide with it because the main focus of T

dfiié;:this study was teacher behavior For the same reason ;xﬁ;;i??i
"*ngfaobbins (187

chree originai pupil response categories

"1'7, were coiiapsedfinto one categOPY °f P“Pf':besPonse

'iff;nguture researchers may wish to utilize the original




ST

‘affnre1nforce, or confirm a student’s performance None of the

““?ﬁfﬂﬁobservers had any problems With this category
”'} fr :

'éonfirming behavior represented by CB was def1ned as'a

w"tf»teacher reaction to a student’s manners deportment or the ii:;;f;

fﬁffjiway they treatyd others..This category never occurred in anyffe'“

| and Robbins (1973) also found th‘ls to:be the case: Robb&ns

':‘57T¢considered the inclusion of this category necessary from a ;5%,.
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" The extend1ng reaction category represented by EX was
\

defined as the teacher adding somethlng to. the student'

| response, wh1ch is new to the act1v1ty This category was

occas1ona11y confused with teacher focuss1ng in the early

'xstages of observer tra1n1ng but w;th exper1ence th1s erron
occurred less frequently |

{
def1ned s the teacher directing aftention to -one aspect of

]

The focu551ng react1on catego;f'represented by FO was

the student’s act1v1ty, the act1v1ty does not change Except
“for the occassional confus1on of this category with the
extending category the-observers had.no other problems with
ity | |

| The demonStration category\represented py DE was
def1ned as when a teacher or pup11(s) performed for the rest
of the class In future studies this category should be
subscr1pted:1nto pupil(s) demonsérat1on and teacher |
'demohstration because pupil(s) demonstration does not belong 3’.
in the teacher reaction sect1on L S i IR

The teacher not only performs for the rest of the

’ fe v,
‘s" . Y

of studentso In future stud1es th1s“

.. glass, she may. demonstrate for one sﬁgdent or for a groups

NS

! & ! outd@be 1nctugggHJC%»
\the def1n1t1on L, T

The'Silehce or COnfusion'category'repregented by'SC '
waS:recorded'when no other codakle activfty was being
‘performéd. In this study utilizing a timed interval, when

4



the students did not reSpond to a teacher solicitation in

S

ten seconds it was recorded as s1lence or confus1on The:
.observers had no problems with thls category

[ -~ L )
R
\’\.\ - "

-_C.hSummery,r .
Th1sschapter has provided a cr1t1que and 1mpl1cat1ons‘
ar1$1ng from the use of a mod1f1ed RObblﬂS (1973)

. instrument. The/refinements 1ntroduced to Robb1ns

~ ~f

instrument and the categor1es ut111zed were d1scussed

L3



k f[ group 1ndicated a 51gnificant differ nce Comparing patternS"55'“

‘-‘the categories n a un -ue way. f‘.yff

R . \

Vi. SUMMARY CONCLUSIONS AND SUGGESTIONS FOR FURTHER
RESEARCH , +

&

| The ‘ma jor purpose of this study was to- examine teacher 5
}behav1or in DiViSion 11 games ciasses to ascertain whether
there was any reiationship between teacher behaVior and the

{ mount of teacher training in phySicai eduCation an

S
-nd1v1duai had received

the study and suggestions for’further'research}
: LN : ' ' . .

N

A Findings and Conclusions )

Research question one asked if teachers w1th Simiiiar -

training exhibited common teaching behaViors

When category usage was compared within groups,‘aii

}pairs of teachers differed Significantiy at the 001 ievei fx

of 51gnificancéﬁ This indicated that each teacher utiiized '
i B PR

When eight patterns of teaching were compared within .
{ groups an average of 2 4 patterns in the general training ii
group, one pattern in }he no training group and three B

v”patterhs 1n the elementary phySical education specvalist

of teaching indicated that teachers with Simiiiar trainihg

,'do exhibit common teaching behaviors

Gne pair of teachers in the general training group.

el

L

L)

Ihis chapter presents fhe findings’andrre$uifs_arising_.

zf'when compared utiiizing a Darwin chi square, indicated a R



I-behaViors - s

;‘i) | y’_ L ‘: (‘ - . goi

significant difference‘in their teaching behavior The

average Dan1h Ch1 square for all w1th1n group comparisons

‘ w1th1n the generai training group was .57947 which is not

51gnificant Th]S 1ndicated that teachers w1th generai

training‘inlphysical.education do exhibit;commqn teaching_

. , -
Darwin chi square comparisons within groups for the no

k%;yaltraining group and the e]ementary phySical education\

: spe01alist group a]so 1ndicated no 51gn1ficant differences

This supported the conclus1on that teachers with 51m111ar i~!"

training do exhibit common teaching behav1ors v{.;pi 5 i.QjV

In generai teachers with 31m111ar training appeared to. .

__fexhibit common teaching behav1ors because their patterns of.”

»ilteaching and teaching matrices were similiar, although theirf;u

5fcategory usage was unique to: each 1nd1v1dua1

Research question two asked 1f teachers w1th 51m111ar

"/

'*,ﬁftraining exhibited different teaching behav;ors than

h;7;teachers with different amounts of training

When category usage was compared between groups, all

'L_comparisons were significantly different at the 001 ieVel

*i'iof significance Each group of teachers utilized the

:'~wcategor1es with a. significantly different frequency

When the eight patterns of teaching were compared

,__--

between groups, the elementary phy51cal education specialist
group and the no training group or the general phy51cai o |

education spe01alist group differed s1gn1ficantly in four ‘77

-'steaching patterns The general training group when compared

e

s et -



. \ . - . :
w1th e1ther the no tra1n1ng group or the' elementary phySICal S
.educat1on spec1al1st group 1nd1cated three s1gn1f1cantly |

}d1fferent patterns of teach1ng When the general phy51ca] PR S
‘education spec1al1st group and the no tra1n1ng group were -

.}compared two patterns of teach1ng were swgnlflcantly

‘d1fferent | o o ~;*,'“'-df¢f f‘.‘a o *"‘ | ‘Lff,;
‘ The elementary phy51cal educat1on/spec1al1st group .‘ ; E
e appeared to oe the most unique of the four differently ~~" 'n
: ff‘ tra1ned groups The elementary phys1cal educat1on spec1al1st |
: group spent less t1me than the other three tra1n1ng groaps . Jf?&l

o ut1l1zing the command d1rect1ve/response cycle,and more tlme
utiliz1ng the other three teacher solic1t1ng/response | |
cycles. the conf1rm1ng performahce/response cycle,.the;‘7
correcttng performance/response cycle and the teacher :
.Coach1ng/response cyole The general phys:cal educat1on o
spec1al1st group and the no tra1n1ng group appe§red to be ‘

i;;{de the most s1m1l1ar when compar1ng patterns of teach1ng |
T‘/l ‘because they dlffered 1n only two out of e1ght patterns of
e teachlng e | “;' R . ;
y.; E When the elementary phy51cal educat1on spec1al1st group
'3' and the general tra1ning group matrlces were compared i, e
V util121ng a Darw1n ch1 square, they dlffered 51gn1f1cantly ‘.;ff;
at the 001 level of s1gn1ficance No other 51gn1f1cant . |
d1fferences in, teacher behav1or were 1nd1cated in. any of the
- between group analyses | | o |

o The no tra1ning group matr1x when compared w1th evther; -

the general physlcal education speclalist group or the )
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general training group matrices appeared to exhibit the

'l,/*””mo/ﬁ similiar teachlng behaviors because their Darwin r'\hhf.

‘ffchi squares were the lowest When Phe general phySical |
'voieducation specialist group and the general training group

’martﬂices were compared there appeared to be a greater

o difference in their teaching behav1ors‘because their Darwin-»‘

i;Chl squares were higher A trend emerged where the '

‘(qelementary phys1cal education specialist group appeared to .T,;.'

‘exhibit different teaching behav1ors than the other three

l;training groups because their Darw1n ch1 squares were higherw7' -

! than the rest

In general teachers with similiar training dld not

| 'than teachers with different amounts a training A trend didf}fggf

vtlemegge where the elementary phySical education spec1alist

:I*bgroup appeared to teach in a more unique way than the other-bfh3=7

’,ffthree training groups

It 1s difficult to conclude at this p01nt whether

q‘bteachers w1th s1miliar training teach 1n a. s1miliar way or;;*”5:7f
a;y'if teachers Wlth similiar training exhibit different |

l'fteaching behaviors than teachers with different amounts of

“ training The number of teachers.&n.gggh of the training
o groups woulq have to be 1ncreased before any significant

'tconclus1ons could be reached regarding these questions

However in this study, teachers with similiar training 7;_,f

appeared to exhibit common teaching behaviors During this

'iﬁstudy the elementary physical education specialist group

oy

,:"fappear to exhibit significantly different teaching behaviors]fﬁb"
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ltappeared to exh1b1t more un1que teach1ng behav1ors than the

P
\‘\ P

'-f,other three trainlng groups
B P1ckard’s (1974) conclu51on that 1nd1v1dual teachers =
1'1 taught in: un1que ways appeared to be contrary to those of

‘,thls study Pickard util1zed frequenCIes of behav1ora1 o

.f,catég.r1es to compare teacher behav1or then category usage t'

"h \\’WasAcompared in th1s study the same conclus1on was reached

3

‘-ffHowever" when patterns of teach1ng, orrteacher matr1ces were
'vh;icompared, s1m111ar1t1es w1th1n grbups and dxfferences y7f.

| ;between groups became apparent Ihe stat1st1cal compar1sbn
'1f_of teach1ng patterns and teacher matr1ces w1th1n groups and
ltfyp;aof teacher behav1or 'fﬁ{anffgff7*fjffy;ffﬁ:ffiffﬂ'ffffftfﬂhi
| The teacher train1ng determ1nat1on form completed by

. .a}i;the three observers supported these tentatwve Con01U510n5

;'5fﬁffThe high percentage of correct determ1nat1ons 1nd1cated that |

"Hfjteachers w1th s1m1l1ar tra1n1ng exh1b1ted s1m111ar teach1ng

f**{.ﬂfbehaviors The results of th1s form also 1ndicated that

’*°’<gf{greater impact on lesSQP COnten;, class °rga”’zat‘°n""

T_iteachers with different amounts of tra1n1ng may exhiblt

szﬁdifferent teachlng behaviors 'T ": LT '_‘ | *
T The results of the teacher tra1n1ng determ1nat1dﬁhform Ti;}
;t1nd1cated that tralnlng 1n phys1ca1 educat1on may have a =

vht:]presentation of mater1a1 and student act1v1ty than on q“'“'

t 7ff teacher behavior as analyzed by Robb1ns (1973) 1nstrument
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B Suggestioqs for Further Research
" More test1ng is needed analyz1ng teacher behav1or and 431

(N

-

o teacher tra1n1ng 1n D1v1s1on 11 games classes ut1l121ng
23 Robbins (1973) 1nstrument The numbers in the groups need
.'a‘sh; to be 1ncreased to make the samples more representatlve of
E : the var1ous¥}ra1n1@g groups The mod1f1cat1ons to Robblns
R 1nstrument and procedures, as suggested earl1er if -,
| "1mplemented in future stud1es would fac111tate the learn1ng hctﬂ
vt{i of the categor1es and would allow the data to be analyzed _ |
S stat1st1cally P ":} ) ‘_ s ERNLEE e “ﬂ
| ~“ For ﬁuture use a deta1led manual should be de51gned |
1nclud1ng a more deta1led descrwpt1on of the categor1es,‘t€;5¢':
| lesson transcr1pts and v1deo taped classes w1th coded answerﬁsdd
7“Vh{. sheets w1th eXplanatlons for the categdr1es USed Tt

Robbtns (1973) 1nstrument should also be utlllzed to

"f_ analyze teacher behav1or and teacher tra1n1ng 1n other areasff ”

of the phys1cal educat1on curr1culum and at other grade ;?;.f;*,f

levels These st dles would ascerta1n if the results of thisffﬁf
study would be s1m1l1ar for other grade levels and areas of j}pfl
the phy51cal education curr1culum ,fffagtffuy f __”h.__ )

It would be of value to set up a parallel study to one'jf:;a

ut11121ng Robb1ns (1973) instrument analyz1ng teacher

behav1or and teacher tra1n1ng 1n physlcal eductton, :ggﬂ.fi,i;Tf”

g :
analyze the 1mpact vartous amounts of teacher trainwng in oo

physical educatlon has on lesson content presentation of

h: matertal class organization and student act1v1ty
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,_1 C. Summary -r:4;‘,; ﬂ:,f._z”

R

Th1s chapter has presented the ftnd1ngs and concluswons -

o ar1s1ng from the use of a modif1ed verston of

- .Robb1ns (1973) 1nstrument to ana]yze the pOSSIb1e | e
| relat1onsh1p between teacher tra1ning in phys1cal educatton -

| 'yand teacher beha;;or in Divis1on II games classes The e,L'

u U
oy

‘Hftentatlve Qpnclu51ons were that teachers w1th 51m111ar'

‘f,tralning appeared to exh1btt sim111ar teach1ng behav1ors and

! 5hfthat the e]ementary phy51ca1 educat1on spe01allst group

.i}appeared to exhibit more uanue teaching behav1ors than the fftf

‘”fother three tra1n1ng groups The conc]us1ons suggest that

'dtf‘teacher train1ng in physical educatlon does have an 1mpact

'1]research A_’

k“gon teacher behav1or 1n Division-II games classes

This chapter also Jncluded?suggesttons for further

BN -
L e )
e '. * oA

L Sie
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.,research I am conductvng

101"

A [

Jan. 15, 1980°

A

Dear

ThlS letter conflrms the dates and times to observe

_your phy51cal educat1on classes. The dates-and times are as

lelqws. |
a. DATE: - TIME: -
. a.: DATE : T TIME: o | {s/
c. DATE: oTiME: o

If these dates are not'suitable please contact me at home:

- 434-3880; at work 432 3919; or leave a mes5age at:

432- 3652 |
In your observat1on sess1ons please teach a segment of

your games program Sklll acqu1s1tlon and developmenf should .:.

bea part of every games lesson S BN

Thank you for your cooperat1on w1th regard to thef

«

‘Yours‘trUIy,

r

| Catherihe‘E.'Campbeli
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APPENDIX B

" TEACHER QUESTIONNAIRE



* NAME:

P T
4:‘ . ’ i - '

* TEACHER QUESTIONNAIRE
: . ) ) 7

SCHOOL

~ GRADE TAUGHT DURING DBSERVATION SESSIONS o
NUMBER IN CLASS: o

. How many un1vers1ty courses (three cred1t hours) have

‘~fyou rece1ved credtt for in elementary school phys1cal

.1'How may years experlence do you have in teaching

lveducatlon (courses spec1f1c to ages 5 to l2)¢

."How may univers1ty courses (three cred1t hours) have you‘

rece1ved credlt for in general phys1cal educatton (Or :

’fcourses spec1f1c.to ages 13 and. up)’
' \! e L
~When was your last course in phy51cal educat1on7

S What degree(s) do you have’ Please 1nclude your maJor L

-

'iand mlnor ,_]f'_~"w L?,Q»";.jno»y”: '?f;f.f~-' !

.thre you a member of any profess1onal phy51cal educat1on

A

’4,v‘_organ1zat1ons'7 If yes how mggy? |

.yeHave you attended any physlcal educat1on 1nserv1ces 1n ‘
"fthe last five years'> If yes how many’ft)f"f : |
;erave you attended any physical educat1on conferences 1n hﬁ.ff
u?fthe lasﬁ f1ve years° Ifayes how many7 _y A
ll_How many t1mes has a thSlcal educat1on consultant

".vis1ted you 1n the last five years7 When was the most

recent v1s1t7

. \.—:.a

elementary physical educat1on (include this year)?
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10 WOuld you choose to teach phys1ca1 educat1on 1f you d1dv,

‘,not have to’

'11._What reference materaals do you use when prepar1ng you

2

‘phys1cal education lessons7

‘ a.
b

»None . ";‘ iv-}- S e
_Local Gu1de e e <Ql,‘j/ﬁe TR
| A]berta-gu1de'-" L s »,:) AR

jf_d._‘other gu1des s

other references (books) .“;-j'-*f_ j'.‘r. t}"

’t.tz;iWh1ch statement best descr1bes your feel1ngs about

'Fcteach1ng phy51cal education’ gbrcle one

a.

: 7~bf‘

b,- '

,’teducat1on

1 love teach1ng phy51cal educat1on
I ]'ke teaCh‘”g phys1ca' educat1on ﬂ}}f;ﬂfgf';‘

I am 1nd1fferent towards teach1ng phys1cal

@ -

.t?I d1s11ke teachlng thS1cal educat1on "fff”f"

.7jI hate teach1ng phys1cal educat1on

g

E?Thank you for your cooperat1on in f1111ng out thls 1,fﬁ:”'“'"

t?rqueStIOnnaire All yoﬂr responses will be held 1n the : R

”"Yours truly

 \‘:str1ctest confidence
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fﬂe;Structur1ng is used to g1ve 1nformation.lfacts..1deas

'i;or1entat1on to the students

"”¥3€pupils responses

- DESCRIPTION OF - ROBBINS"(1973);CATEGORIES- s\<>%
The descr1pt1on of the seventeen cate90r1es is a :
.rsummary of Appendtx F (Robb1ns,‘1973 p. 157 176) in f
tRobb1ns' thests o ' .

—

‘ﬂfStructurxng This sect1on 1nvolves 1ntroduc1ng' organlz1ng,'en

'p\ann1ng, exp1a1n1ng, descr1b1ng, and summar1z1ng

1. Phys1ca1 Educat1on Centred Teacher Lecturl_g ’:QT
" 3 i

l*ftBehaviort- Thts category\1s behav1or wh1ch 1s dlrectly
"sﬂ;frelated to the Phy51cal Educatton lesson but does not

r?.;ﬁsolicit a response from pup1ts. nor, 1s 1t a reactton to

;f!fefi)Vf"Today we w111 be work1ng on d1fferent body
& g shapes o f; s _'w A :f:"f’h"'t |
S V?f]tzf"f“We are go1ng to d1v1de 1nto sma11 groups to

, work on the apparatus

2 on-gh251ca1 Educatlon C:htred Lectur1ng Behav1or -?7“

HV?Any teacher behavior which does not relate to the physxcal :f;.f-'

"-f'educat1on lesson

.' ___'J]Q_E l__e. _ /
e ;,tznii)- »There will be no volleyball pract1ce th1s
afternQOn ffi 3t V,p(;ijif‘ SRR

‘ rst%t};g)f “As 1 call your name, answer yes

. el e

'f*ftéa¢555556ﬁ{aftiﬁf565@

or

avior - This section involves teacher



f} category the teacher behav1or falls 1nto

o

hd G.Ev-' e . - N . e . i
ez e vl T e " )

- Examles:

'tiﬁfbehav1or whlch l1m1ts the students response but leaves up,
ifi;tto two aspects of the act1v1ty uncontrolled and more than'u
""'gfone response 1s poss1ble : BT

‘f?)and many responses are poss1b]e K;'*".'
3}35¥Afjfj*ll* “Move anywhere in the gym

-3})response

behav1ors Wthh are 1ntended to ellc1t a- response from the

pup1l(s) The behavxor must be an 1ndependent or a new task. ],,_}

The control a teacher exerc1ses W1ll determ1ne wh1ch , f*‘

3 Command AuthorltarianJ Directive - ny teaChef{"’

%

o behav1or whlch completely controls the students pe§p¢n5éfrs_{i_az

. 1) "S.It down : 3 )
2) '"Bounce the ball three trmes

L1m1t1ng or Restr1ct1ng Dlrect1ve-- Any teacher‘."

»"t'- Any teacher behavior wh1ch

'L”rfffquest1ons the students about the content or procedure of thetf“:“

fﬂact1V1ty Students respond with elther a verbal or physicalf _lgl

) LA




R T T -

1t1)d

‘"Can you show me four ways to move along thea

t] bench7“-"

| : °2) )

5"Are you steadler w1th your feet together or

'_h W1th you& feet apart R

. - 2
._ “ R ; . R . s : o : . . : Lo

students

o is verbal

| Exa les}””

,Lr?t._’

Pup1l Response - Thxs section covers any response by thel; "

7 E_ptls Verbal Response - Any pup11 response wh1ch

OP a phys1cal subst1tute for a verbal answep
: ..l'”t:” t.h - : y‘ _. e '
Question "Which shape 1s stead1er9":ﬂf

Answer F"The base 1s b1gger

8 Pup11 Act1v1ty ReSgonse - Any pup11 response wh1ch

RN .‘"\.» I

‘,D1rect1ve *"sff*adWh*“

7-;*Response Ch11dren s1t down jf;j;gjf@,ﬂﬁﬁgi;;;,,

»D1rect1ve ;“Show me a balance

"ﬁhResponse Ch1ldren perform a balance

e ”EZQ Pug 1 Inttiatiug Actlon - The pup1l of h1s omwn 'iifffhff
e volitton, SR R
"[w,f'E mgle ‘

in1tiates 1nteract10n w1th the teacher

—

°‘°'can 1 turn in the ah.._ygﬁﬁ“i"

o

Students are moving:over obJects one child |

. P

Answer -‘"A W'Ide Shape dlvl;,g. .‘ : | .ﬁ.." bl

B 1s a phys1cal activity .fififi?nﬁﬁ°§aQva.3?”7f?f<;;hi;:ff}ffn‘
_?lff sE__mele_ - e N

.The students are jump1ng.,one pupll asks '"Haw}{,;,{Tf
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moves under an obJect, and the teacher accepts v

thts behav1or

Teacher React1ng,Behav1or'- This section covers any teacher };*

teacher reacts to the pup1ls activity;’
- E amples: | B i

Hf‘yt)*fResponse A pup11 perform1ng a sequence

}'ié;).af*»fffr i.r‘c7;React1on "Good Mary. T l1ked that'" i
e "2f5~12tiQResp0nse A pUP“ is batting a ball

%[T;yReactmon'\*Well done. you h1t it "Tg,_77"w““"'

'h:{,li} Teacher Conf1rm1_g;Behav1or Reactions" The teacher

reacts to the pup1ls general deportment prop1ety, manners,_ ;

R or the way they treat others
s ”f:Qfﬁ)fiResponse\ A ch1ld sits qu1et1y el

'”53ffﬂgReactwon? "Mary. you are s1tt1ng so QU1et1yd"r:.};i
ﬂ”jlf;;ZYfJResponseh A chlld follows direct1ons S

#~f{fng;774jhﬂi“ff*ffReact1on‘ "You are behav1ng well "’;;*"“'11 o

12 Teacher_Correctinh‘Performance Reactiinf?f?fﬁvfffjfh”

e teacher corrects activity response :h{;;rf;th&;f;,;;%;:hhfh;;.
_ E : ]e . ’ o QJ‘
R 2) ~class do not stomp o

";f 13 Teacher Correctini Behav1or Reaction§r-'The teacher'fJ;

' corrects the pupils genera1 deportment prafriety, manners,_g:y

‘ -\t‘ B



By S R R R

or the way they treat others

_'E a‘

19‘5,1'-5' I,
“"1l 'Mary stop push1ng

'h2) "Class you are too no1sy e

l4 Teacher Extendlfg_React1ons - The teaoher attempts e
];vt° add vary or. extend the responses of the pup1ls;f_n;
| Exambles: o /N
ks '”Mll? “Try)changtng d1rect1ons wh1le y0u are runnlng " h‘&‘

| “'; 2) "Sometlmes vae fast,’somet1mes slow

]5 Teacher FocussLQuReachons - The teacher fOCUSSes

¥i'v‘}the pup1ls attent1on on one aspect or the act1v1ty

.E._"ng__ © ' | '
'”w*;jfbfffgéf 17 | Bend your knees when you land "-{'””

2) T"Polnt your toes

e l6 Demonstrat1on -1Th1s category 1ncludeslany b
"»;fdemonstration performed by the teacher, student or groups

"gGiTalof students e N o | :
L Exa _mgle

7_ill The teacher performs a forward roll

2) A student shows h1s sequence m*f[f::ﬂftejfhhfs;;ﬂffiﬁ

g l7 Silence or Confus1on - Th1s area 1ncludes :

‘thbi{unproduct1ve act1vity or s1lence of a durat1on longer than

‘ifggifthree seconds ~f?f51'v S o S
ﬁf"‘ i ”) Students s1t doing nothing

2) Children are runn1ng about uncontrollably
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R e , o B 5.

"REDEFINITIQN'OF,RDBBLNS’ftlQTS)_CATEGDRIES;,“

e

PE Phys1cal Educatlon Structur1ng -'ta1K1hg about the g
lesson o o ~}.:7 - ‘*é*AV |

ehExamgtes:b;" L | . e |

| j), "Now we are go1ng to d1v1de 1nto groups : j;f-

| - 2) .“Follow thrd gh 15 1mportant W .

{ These MAY and probably ;XLL be fol]owed by a sol1c1tat1on

L
NP Non Phy51cal Educat1on Structur1ﬁg - ta1K1ng about .

- someth1ng not related to thealesson |
;;9}1?- "There w1ll be no, brownles today

2) "Go to the classroom and’ open your notebooks (RN

SR S T TR L i e ,
' TEACHER SOLICITING a) expect a student response, and b)

must be a new task To be a new tasK the act1v1ty MUST
L - change someth1ng added or subtracted 1s not a new act1v1ty

The class 1s JumpIng and are now runn1ng,i runnlng ;js%;“

a new activ1ty BUT 1f runnlng W%ﬁ added run and J“mpv,)fff3

then 1t was extend1ng (a reactlon)

”ff” / If\a plece of(equ1pment 1s added to the act1v1ty, 1t 1s

Ei extension (react1on)a

"N,

then it 1s a new \as'," L

BUT,'1f the act1vity aTso changes,

If act1vit1es re comb1ned 1e work1ng on runn1ng,,iu.f°
] /.,..f”" N . Lo

then Jumping,_then balanc1ng. each was a new act1v1ty and so

Ly et .

1s the comenatigﬁ\ BUT 1f the sequence was the pr1mary




.'\T .

tact1v1ty, then the add1ng of new tasKs is extending“

;CD Command»91rect1ve - complete control only one response\;Vv'

L,!y';:ﬂ  hh?::

o | E - »le ‘  / | , \ \\ \( }. g | // 4_

L

'11s possable

:.'ht) '"g s stop ,A\Qh1st3ef “"Clapfsnétc;f"' e

. 2) . "Show me a headstand ””w,fhf_t} - i
3) ~"Run go the other side | “7_;-f”_;-f |
‘:fANYthlng to do wath\olass structure or managementq'ﬁé}e
7”sett‘UQ'UPv QPOUp1ngj\agt>a\partn§% s~ tOvbe categorﬁzed as =
:f4a command | o i h | il_ ’ hq'h ’h‘ ?
.ihoLI LlﬂullﬂQ_QlEQQllx_ -.More then one response is poss1b1e
5'»If the teacher spec1f1es two aspects of the act1v1ty, 1t 1s

fy

‘.s;11m1t1ng - e | SIS
V_ME—*EElE,&5,j»“« ST T e
hj‘°:f%r;gsf1J p"H1t the ba]l w1th your racKet towards theh;f.f,5»7fff

".7ffg;§jff"Run and change direct1ons

'V?ffﬁoP Qpen D1rect1ve x More than one.response s~ poss,b]e;frhéﬁfm%;n{
.,‘if;teacher spec1fies one aspect of the aCt1V1ty ?, SR e
1) "Show me a balance LA A .

'M/ve the ban .

| ﬁﬁfianyth1ng w1th a u?“ :n_;f,t SN e e
f?_ijR Pug1l Resggnse'- anything tha;tf‘fM”GM”tt“ 4
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physical. A codable teacher activity takes precedence over a

-

codable pupiT activity.

- TEACHER REACTING - is NOT a new task, BUT, it.may be a
~-directive. The teacher does this in reaction to a student
Hesponee; React ions ﬁdy be directed to an ind{viduél or to a
group | |

.
o

cP Conf1rm ng Performance - pralses. encourages, relnforces

",

or confirms. o o A

1) "GOOd w
' 9) "You h1t the. target e

" CB Confirming Behavior - to do with manners, depor tment,

o etC- . - o RN .
& ) ) o ,4‘,3\’ . ' . o a

',-Examgles:

1)7 "You listened well.*

[3 ...'
2)-'¢Tﬁankﬁyou fOr'being‘quiet.ff

»

- RP ReJect1ngf(correct1 ng) Performance - Coqrect1ng the

activity a child is engaged in.
~ 1) "You can do. betterAthan gﬂﬁ??
- 2) ‘”No That’s not r1ght "

3

ki o
P

_RB Reiecting*(qgrreetiggl Behavior - correcting the behavior

‘of a student.

| Examgles:.'»'v S - -

) \xu/w
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1) "an‘attention;"

2) "Don’t hit John."

,NdTE: If ANY of the'performancefor behavior categories'are
1n the form of focuss1ng attent1on on- an aspect of the |
act1v1ty or 1nvolve extend1ng performance or behav1or they -
are categorlzed under~focuss1ng and extendwng, NOT
conf1rm1ng and re3e0t1ng Therefore, if the teacher suggests"
ways to rect1fy the problem, or to 1mprove performance or

”behav1or it is extend1ng or focuss1ngi*

- EXxa Egle

a., "No Mary Stretch‘.a.l.1s focus51ng .
b. "Good. Now try turn1ng as you jump "...g;is'
R extend1ng o | o
"c, "Yes; That 15 r1ght ":u.;{is»confirming performanCe.

EX Extend1ngéﬂeact1on - adds someth1ng to. the response

E mgle ~: . ", _=}J. . '_A“' . e
' 1) "Make different shapes whi le Jumplng 0

2) “Somet1mes travel forwards, somet1mes sideways

'pro Focussing*Reaction - focusses attention on-one aspectvéft

- the act1v1ty, it dog; not change the act1v1ty
Exa mgle
| 1) “Try to land softly

f 2), "LooK at the target."
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© DE Demonstrat1on - 1f the teacher popil or. group performs |

ffor the rest of the class, it 1s demonstrat1on

'SC S11ence or Confus1on - is recorded if no codable act1v1ty

~ is being performed or- 1f the ch1ldren do not respond to a

'PJ' d1rective for ten seconds



- APPENDIX E

K1

~ TEACHER TRAINING DETERMINATION FORM .

\



R AT
- A TEACHER“TRAINING’DETEﬁMINATION FoRM'
CTEACHER: o
SCHOOL : |
CTRAINEDE B

"fa,  Elementary Physical Education Spec1al1st

lb,szeneral Physical Education Spec1a11st ,.»

 v,cL'$General Phys1cal Educat1on Tra1n1ng

v NN

o siamAToRE
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Dear Catherlne

.“ ‘./-‘ o

ﬁYork Un1vers1ty
o Facu]ty of Educat1onj,
' u;fDownsv1ew 0ntar1o

L '-.Novenb}er.‘ 1, 1979

.q‘.

ThanK you for your letter w1th respect to your M Ed

f.th651s I w1ll answer your quest1ons 1n order

5.'

.v ::1

Although I have not worked extens1ve1y w1th a; t1me  'f: ;

1nterval I was more concerned w1th behav1ors 1. d1d do:57?;:7
. some exger]ment1ng w1th a 3 second b]eep on a tape The\if:f:ff
'g_urecorders actually recorded only at a change of S
"ffbehav1or S1nce the tape was moving at a predetermlned f"wz

*speed decod1ng could be recorded every bleep (or 3 |
*?fseconds) By working in th1s way, no behav1ors are e
{m1ssed You m1ght f1nd a longer t1me 1nterva1 would be e
= ;affeas1ble If seemed eas1er for the recorders to record
)fchanges of behav1or rather than to be concerned w1th ;.ff:dﬁ;7
lﬂft1me as’ well ‘h’ | | y '.. : “_ | .v' i':' o 'dh
.\iUnfOrtunately.:I have not found a better stat1st1c than_ff»jf;
:hEScott’s coeff1c1ent : . -

,§j1 have not carr1ed out any matrICes comparlsons so I 't,_,,

‘":cannot recommej? anyth1ng better than Darw1n s

'ffCh1 SQUare ,;~;;.;;77':]3;'s~:-ceg,)je-:;iv.;vff"

I recommend that you wr1te to Garth P1ckard School of

'"f;Phys1cal Education, Unlvers1ty of Reg1na, since he has been‘»hdyvl

LA

L 1 .



 .7£do1ng some work w1th the 1nstrument o - ! ‘;‘.Q"j  L
-;«%\; P]ease g1ve my regards to. Patty—and C11ve I would be

””fintepested 1n youﬁ?f1nd1ngs Please contact me 1f you have

: -f*any further quest1ons _‘f,ﬁ : 3.?17‘75,‘f“

 '5a_'?'.*ff-"?;ja:_S4,;/Sinceﬁe1y,14»

. Stuart G Robbins -

0:.'”-
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‘~University of Regina
Faculty of Educationf_k

' Regina, Saskatchewan;df

October 23 1979 -

Dear Ms- Campbell | :
' It ls interesting to hear that you are 1ncorporat1ng

”‘fStu Robbins instrument in y0ur the51s worK Presently. OUPA

’ ‘f';department lS utilizing it exten51vely 1n order to better

‘?understand our teacher training program

Regarding your questions the time 519nal was

ﬁfgftransmitted to the observer and onto the codlng tape

‘r:simultaneously from another tape recorder (Spe01al wiring

4ﬂ?f3was used) The 1nterval 51gnals helped the observer maintalnfii :

’"ﬁthe three second coding during'"long codes 1e SePleS Of
P'

*djf;B’s or 1 s It was disregarded when various interactions j”f_f.*f

o short codes were occurring within the three seconds

We are st1ll~us1pg the Scott’s coeff1c1ent It seems

A

| 5ff“our training methods have not changed drastically and ‘the

HfﬂZ?sults are’ satisfactory - ft‘hf"'fiiﬁﬁ”dfifhddi‘ffflffﬂifdi

We hawe done little w1th the matrices Ba51c percentagefp

i 3disp1ays have been used We ape ppesent]y working W'l th OUP

"3Vucomput1ng services to accommodate the matrix data

When I critiqued Stu s 1nstrument there were problems -JT

e f*W1th category 6 and l7 To date we have not altered 6 but sl

V'f'fhave added category 18 confusion leaving category 17, as

"f}silence ?»f-nfjj_fplfjiu e }wfnpj o {,{*,fFV?V»V”“
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I w1sh you good lucK I hope thls 1nformat1on 1s what ﬂ

  you requ1re; If any more 1s needed please feel free to

'-5contact me!

© Sincerely,

~Garth Pickard” 1 e
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Educatwona] Research
Oakland, Callforn1a e
~ October 16, 1979
Dear Ms=-Cam6be11r';f;;rl,Atfi ':‘:'v T
Regard1ng your quest1ons Scott lS about as good a:

L coeff101ent as you w1l] ftnd Its primary use 1s in observer )
- tra1n1ng It gets hlgher as observat10n becomes more

Jsllconststent when two or more observers view the same f1eld A {of

'f:rScott coefflclent or any other 1ndex of re11ab111ty 1s

I”¢1nconsequent1al 1n any argument whlch attempts to establtsh

‘:;ithe valldlty and reltab1l1ty of an 2gservat1on precedure“'ijb-T

'*r7Just as 1t 1s useless to argue about the re11ab111ty of a

'fypaper and penc11 test oln th1s Iatter argument let any test

‘?e":fg1nto account the error var1ance of the data

°

d*“?;ftof s1gn1f1cance (F ; etc) of an 1nferent1al system take s

Don t use She Darw1n ch1 square It tends too often to

"7f[fre3ect the null hypothes1s and does depend on the *N" of the
t?7@ff-;fmatr1x Test your more important vartables (whether they be
| ﬁfﬂjffcell frequenctes clusters of cell frequencleS. OP COIUNn

"77lf»totals w1th ord1nary ANOVA

Good luck w1th your research

‘:._", o

B S1ncerely yours, R
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j"f”"f".‘.where }y’}$*75'}fﬁ$'f353 55{555
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. SCOTT COEFFICIENT "PI* -

Po - Pe

00z Pe

: '-}j' f Po is, the percent agreement L fci .':afﬁ~vj'y“”
.i“fb Pe 1s the percentage agreemen} expected by chance i
“ found by squarlng the proport1on of tallles 1n each

Category,‘summ1ng over all categor1es and f‘” '

mu1t1ply1ng by 1@0 _-;77

S R e e
".Zfiﬁgﬁgféfjbd;sg@jp;zjff.';;;;;Q}jﬁaig.jhfg“'

k 1s the nu f_r:of categorles;gfff75“;r;t*}'f‘*’*"

’"°5§jb Pids the proportwon of tallies falling in.each
| category g;]ff];};jfﬂgifffSFJZV'f“fif7§:?>ff*5iﬂ*”;”*'

T”fififScott’e coeff101ent 1s the amount that two observers

.)

a:ffexceeded chance agreement d1v1ded by the amount that perfectrfdjﬁ

N

“‘hf,fagreement exceeds chance (Flanders.v1955»~P 13)

P &
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'W

CALCUCATION OF SCOTT'S COEFFICIENT

Teacher

Teacher

Q

" Teacher

- Teacher

”y 'Teacher

-Teacher
Teacher:

Teécher:

o

| Teacher

o

01

03

04

05

09

P

.7887811

" .800042

~ 18205803
17393038

© 77995183

750429

| .8510357
7936642
~ . .B532635

Teacher 10°  .7513458

“Average Scott’s coefficient = 79479637
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