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‘The purpose of this study was to assess the differences
between all level (K-12) physical education majors and - ~

. elementary education majors with a specialization in physica)
education, " An experimental teaching unit (ETU) with pre and:
posttests was used to determine student achieVement,‘and
‘differences between teaching groups in various criterion
process variables. The entry group of all level physical .
education majors was also compared against a group of student _
teachers who taught the exact ETU. Results indicated that the , .
two entry level groups were basically equal in overall :
teaching effectiveness. However, entry level physical ‘
education majors were mdore effective teachers than the student
teacher group based on student achievement, feedback, and in
assessed criterfon process variables (management, activity,
mgtor engagement and ALT). v \
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' Over the past ten to twe]ve years the major focus in pedagogicai research ‘has

been dn the area of teacher effectiveness. Hany of the studies have dealt with

the inprovenent of teaching skills and/or the.pffect of teacher/student behaviors

- on student achievenent (HcKenzie 1976, Pieron 1982, Wurzur 1982 Yerg 1982,

etc.). The subjects used in this research have uainiy been student teachers and

| preservice interns who are engaged in either ]aboratory peer teaching or 2 pubiic g

schooi early fieid experience. Within the last few years there has been 2 slight~é

trend ineresearching the effect of early field experiences on student teacherse

~and the effect of certain programs within a teacher preparation progran on actual

teaching skill attainnent by its interns. The purpose of this type of research

is to evaluate teacher preparation prograus\in the;developuent‘of teaching skills
\kand its subsequent effect on sthdent\iearning.\ A study by Paese (1984) conciudeq o
‘that studegt interns during their first field experience had higher rates of

. student motor engage-ent ‘less management time, etc. than student teachers during

an experinentai teaching unit., Of course that study cannot make any

9eneraiizabie concldsions.‘but does held the department frod‘which‘those studentskf“ﬁf

. are being prepared reaiize that student interns lose developed teaching skills if*pk
there is a large gap of time between the attaimment of those skiils and student |
teaching. Coﬂkinued research in this area wiii iead teacher educators to some if
generic reconnendations for teacher preparation programs. Interns cannot
matntain teaching skills if they are not given the chance to continually practice
and use those teaching skills, especialiy during last few selesters prior to
student teaching. There still is 2 need to 100k at the first two years of a
teacher preparation program i{n order to ascertain the effectiveness of that part

of the program, since most research has . concentrated on the finai two years.'j

- The purpose of this study was as follows: 1) to assess the differences bet&een



;11 levei\(K-IZ) ph}sical education majors and elementary educ{tidnsmajors with a
sgecializatioﬁ fn physical education dufing an exberimental\teathing unit on a
ngvel golf task yith fifth gradelst:ﬁenfs, 2) to determine if a significant
qhange‘occurred within each group when sompafing pretest and posttést\sches, and
3) to determine theslgvel 6flsign1ficance between groups on a teachef process

skill, and criterion,proceSS»vakiab)es (manageheﬁt time, activity time, engaged

motor, academic learning time, etc.).

Methods and Procedures

Subjecis and Setting “

During the study five a]l level physical education maJors and five e]ementary
education majors with a physical education specia11zation were used as subjects.
There were four females and one male in each group. Each of the ten preservice
interns had been involved in an elementary methods‘ciass with the same instruttor
andkwgre\involved in their first sxperience in the public schools agéthe time of
data collection, Also, durfng\the time of data collection al1sidtérns yefé
‘midway through the five week fieldegxperience. ATI interns weré@p]qced 1n;ah
glemenfsry sthool in the ceh%tra‘l gs area and all were aSsignedv to a fifth
grade physical education class. Class size rangéd from twenty to twenty-six
pupils per class with the average for each tescher‘at{twenty4£wo pupils per

~class., Al]\student interns were first semester junidrs during thé*time:oftdata

collection.

]
¥

Experimental Teaching Unit

The modified experimental teaching unit used for this study was the Georgia ‘
Physical Education ProJect (Graham, Soares qnd Harrington 1983). An ETU is an
alternative to a largekprocess-prpduCt studies and it has been demonstrated to be

quite useful in teacher effectiveness research (Arharti1979, Berliner and

-



‘Tikunoff‘1976, Gall 1977, etc.). Inke typic;T\BPoieﬁtfproduct study etudent
;learning 1s;the outcome\or product\osed tn assessing\teacher effectiveness. In
this modified ETU the objective was for fifth grade students to h1t a tennis ball
- with a plastic hockey stick into a circle which was thirty yards away. The

objective was to hit the ball into the circle in as few strokes as possible.

ObserVations and Data\Collection /)\ o ' L

tach student intern was given three days notice that they wou]d be 1nvo]ve§:ﬂn

\

teaching a2 noyel golf task to his/her c]ass. The intern was told not to discuss

this with any other student 1ntern in order to ninimize.{gacher reactivity. All
\1nterns were told that they would have sixteen hockey sticks and twenty-four
tennis balls to work with Each 1ntern pretested h1s/her c]ass and then taught a
twenty minute 1esson relating to the no‘el gol f skill After the tnenty ntnute 'f
lesson the class was given a posttest. Doring both pre and posttests students |
were given two&ottenpts at the task. The oojective was to get the‘ball into the
_cincleffn as few strokes as possiblet Students were split up among the testers

and were only allowed to go one at a time.

Each twenty minute‘iesson"wes videotapeo and then cooed for\amountsiof activity
~ time, (time spent in skill practice/game play) nanagenent time, (orgenization)
'1nstructiona1 time, (rules, techniques) motor engagement (1nd1v1dualtstudenta
practice during activity time doing motor tasks) acadenic learning tine, (student B
success when performing Motor tasks) and teacher wverbal feedback to students. .
Obeervations of videotapes were combteted by a trafned“obsefver using the ALT-PE

)

Observation System (Sfedentop, Tousignant and Parker 1982) Definitions of all i

the above categories are included in the text Developing Teaching Skills in’

Physical Education, (Siedentop 1983.)//J//,~
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 Reliability R

Inter- observer agreement was checked twice by having another trained observer
~code “the videotape and then comparing results by using the scored interval uethod
of ca]cu]ation (Hawkins and Dotson 1975) ‘ 0verell re]iabilities on each category

\ ranged~from .80 ALT 'to .93 on management time for an overall re11ab111ty of .85.
Anal!si

A t-test was computed on all variables between the two groups of teachers and
k

7\_~with1n groups\on pretest/posttest results to ascertain 1f any differences were

signifzcant. Average mean scores on each var1able and 1n posttest results on
each group were also compared with live student teachers who did exactly the same\‘
is ETU a year prior to data collection for thﬁs study. A
é : \ -
Results

~ Teacher Groups ~'~:V\ : o o S

‘E1ementary education majors had a lower amount of 1nstruct1on time and a higher
amount of class activity time, Differences between groups on the above ;ariables
were stgn1f1cant P < .0l. The group of teachers who were all level physical
education\majors~had‘a hfgher rate of engaged tfme\Alt (timeespent by students
actually practicing/doingya motor-task) than the elementary education group of
teachers 32%. This difference was also signifdcant‘P <\.01.* Mean percentages in
management, academic learning time, and teacher verbal feedoack were very close

- between groups and not significant P > .0S5. The data between the two groups of

iteachers on selected variables is 111ustrated in Table 1.

Table 1 goes about here

Pretest/Posttest

An improvement from pre to posttest in the novel golf task would be a decrease in



S

7the nmuher of strokes per trial, The students in the c]esses of‘the alT level
;: 1nterns uere abTe to reduce their average strokes per trial frem pre to posttest
by .9 strokes. This was 2 signtficant improvement P < .05. The students ‘in the
"classes efdelementaryieducation majors also reduCed\the1r‘strokes per trial\in\
the novel golf skill from‘pre to posttest-by'exactly 1.2 strokes. This reduttien

'was also significant P < .01, Table 2 111ustretes‘this data.

Table 2 goes about here

Comparison"with Student Teachers

Five student teachers who wereiall 1eve1 physical edueatien majors also had
completed an ETU with fifth graders the previous year. This data was part of
another study, but it was decided that the addition of this data would help the
\\overall ana]ysis of this study and this teacher preparation program. The four
Q\fema]e and one male student teachers had at least one field experience in the
pub]ic schools and one elanentary methods class wfth the same instructor as the
ten entry level interns. Student teachers had more instructfon time, nore -
management time and less ectivity tiue engaged motor, and academic leerning time
than the two grqups of entry Ieveliinterns during their ETU, Feedback by the
;teachers was epproximately‘the same for at]ethree groups. Table 3 illustrates
~ the differences between the student teachers and both entry Tevel intern groups

»‘

1n selected variables.
"L

Table 3-goes about here .

As demonstrated in Table 2, classes of both entry Tevel interns were able to

sfgnificantly reduce thefr strokes per trial from pre to posttest. Student




\teachers ciasses aiso reduced their strokes per triai from pre to posttest but

ﬂthis reduction was not significant P> .10, Table 4 iilustrates this data.

Table 4 goes about here

+ ’

Conclusions/Discussions e | e C\
MR

Both groups of entry level student interns had approximately the same amount.of
uanagenent time within their twenty minute lesson.w Percentages of nanagenent
.Jmere at an acceptabie.ievel for both groups. The aii level group of interns had
slightly more than double the instruction when conpared with the elulentary
education interns. This difference was significant. The\oniy explanation fork
this is that all levei physical education major has had more skiil\cTasses and
were‘usuaiiy involved in athletics during high school, thus becoming much more
technicai during the lesson they taught.. Both groups uere‘taught in methods
class that instruction 1s important, but teachers should attempt to lilit
instruction as long as there is sufficient feedback The eleuentary education
group seemed to follow this principie. The aii levei fntern probably reverted
back to the way they. were taught much more than the education major. The way
teaching interns uere taugnt motor skills has a powerfui ianuence, many tiles
whitewashing what was learned in teacher educationu Students in the eienentary
education group of teachers had classes involved fn activity tine ;ore than tne

all level group. This difference of 10% was also significant, but both groupsk

~had an acceptable level of activity tinekwithin the twenty minute lesson. In a

normal skill lesson at Jeast two-thirds of all alloted time should be spent in

(‘activity and the rest of the time roughly spiit between instruction and . '
management. A very inportant variabie ‘1s the opportunity a Student is given by
the teacher during activity tiue to. practice 2 skiii (endaged motor). Even |
6 \ ‘

»



though‘the interns of the all ievei group had less activity time, they had
students engaged in practice 9% mare than the elenentarykeducation group of
interns. As‘mentioned earlier this difference was also significant; The mean
kdifference between the- two ‘groups on ALT and feedback was approximately the same
and not significant. Even though the elementary education group offinterns had
more activity time, the all levei‘groon were able to give students more practice
time within the activity time. With f;edback being the same, this exolains why
ALT was approximately the same betneen the two groups. Both groups were able to
significant]y reduce their students' strokes per triai from pretest to posttest,

aithough the reduction in the classes of the eienentary education interns was

even more significant.

One recommendation for\iurther study would be to have a longer ETU of fortj
minutes or two twent} minute lessons, If percentages remained the .same for
activity time, engaged wotor, and. feedback in a ionger ETU, ALT would more than
likely be higher in the classes of the all level group. This couid also have led
to more significant resuits on‘the posttest.‘ Another suggestion is to do another
posttest at least two weeks after the ETU and first posttest. This wouid
demonstrate the iong term effects,of teaching teacher process skills, etc

What is guite interesting was the comparison of the.two\entry ievei groups;of
interns with a group of student teachers who completed the same ETU., When
comparing the student teachers with the entry level groups, the student teachers
" had significantlyimore\tine spent in nanagement (organization) and less time in
activity, less time in student motor engagement and ALT. The student teachers'

classes also reduced their\stroke5~per trial, but this reduction was not

significent,



When just conparing the two entry level groups, one night suspeet that tne;gll
level najorS*would be more effective teeoﬁers than the elementary educetioni
majors at this point of’teacher preperatiogr During epproxinatetf\tne first 2
1/2 years the all level major has had more skiil c]esses ‘more d1$c1p11ne
oriented classes, etc. than the elementary eddba\jon intern, so'Mhy were they
~equal in teaching effectiveness? It {s the contentton here that the courses«
taken and experiences during the first 2 1/2 years of teacher preparation did not
nake ¥ difference in.teaching effectiveness, Host major/minor skill\classes do
not teach interns how to teach an activity, Discipline oriented courses ‘such as
‘kinesiology, uotor learning, exercise physio]ogy. etc. do not teach an intern how
“ to teach In these preparation programs interns did not have any real
pedagogical courses untiltthe first nethods class. This s why both groups came
into the methods class field experience at an equal level of teaching ability.
and performed roughly the same in the ETY uhich\uas at the end of the netnods\

class field experience.
{

k\Another question is why were the student teaehers the least effective of all

. three groups when nost would feel that they should be the most effective? In
.this teacher preparation program as in nany others, interns spend anywhere from
six months to one year prior to student teaching without any practice\of ¥
teaching. A regression in teaching skilTs\and»effectfveness should be expected
if student fnterns do notwcontinuevto\practice teachjng skills and have these |
Cskills nonitored by trained teacher‘eduqatOrs right up to student\teaching.

~ Another reason student teachers decrease in teaching effectiveness might be

because they begin to teach l1ike their cooperating teachers uhowneny timeskare

less than effective teachers,



‘The utflity of an ETU has been demonstrated in the professionai iiteratore. In
fact, the Qhio State University is considering having student teachers do an ETU
\\at the beginning of their student teaching experience, This ETU which invoiyed :
different groups of interns in a teacher preparation program is a valuable
assessment tooi for a teacher education program, . If other teecher education
programs did similar studies soue{generai recoamendations could be nade for
teeqhgr preparation, One uajor‘reconnendation frou this study is that interns

k’ must be given more chances to practice teeching skii]s (iabs‘ field experience.
etc) than just one or two methods courses. These experiences must be spread over

ko four years with treined teacher eduCators. Of course there is a need for

~discipiine oriented courses within a\teecher preparation progran, bwt they shouid

not 1imit the amount of time studeny interns spend in the actuai \
teaching, hsk yourseif two questfons. A student intern in a teacher preperation\
program is ieerning to becoue & teacher, thus in order to beco-e a teacher, what

must he/she practice? Is fiveftbkfifteen hours prior to student teeching enough
“tiue spent in ‘the actuai*prqctice of teeching? Improvenents in teacher |

preparation programs are nerrantedi



REFERENCES - S

. -
. ~ N . "

-

Arehart, J. E. “(1979)\iStUdent“bpportunity to learn related to student achieve-

ment of objectives in a probability unit' - Journal of Educational
Research 72 253-258. ; - . |

Berliner, D., and Tikunoff W. (1976) “The Ca]ifornia beginning teacher |
evaluation study: Overview of the ethnographic study . Journal of -
Teacher Education, 27 24-30. :

-

Gall, M, (1977) 'The 1mportance of context variables in research on teaching

ski]]s .. Journal of Teacher Educat1on, 28 (3), 43-48.

Graham G., Soares, P. and Harrington W. (1983). Experienced Teachers' {<~
-effectiveness with intact classes: An ETU study . Journal of
Teaching Physical Education 2 (2), 3-14.

Wawkins, T. and Dotson, V. (1975}, "Reldabiiity scores thit delude:. An Alice

in wonderland trip through the misleading characteristics of

interobserver agreement scores in fnterval recording®. In Behavior
 Analysis: Areas of Research and Application Edited by Ramp and
~Semb. New York: Prentice-Hall, \ . \

" McKenzie, T. (1976)."Deve]opment\and;evaluation of a nodeiebehaviora]ly\- based

on teacher training center For physical education., (Doctoral
disertation, Ohio State University) Ann AFbor, Hichigan University
‘Microfiim, No. 77-2457. ‘

Paese, P, C. (1984).. 'Conparison of teacher behav1or and criterion process
variables in an experimental teaching unit (ETU) taught by pre-service
physical education majors at the entrafice and exit levels". Paper
presented at the Olynpic Sc1ent1f1c Congress. Eugene, Oregon. -

Pieron; M. (1982). 'Effect1veness of. teaching a psychomotor task, Study jn a

micro-teaching setting. In studying the teaching in physical
. education, Liege, Belgium: IIESEF iInternatfonaT Asso;{atfon for

PhysTcal Education In Higher Educat1on) Eds. Pieron, and Cheffers,
J. 79- 89 .

S1edentop.\D (1983) Deve]oping teaching ski]ls in physical education, Palo
A1to CA: Hayf¥eTH

Siedentop, 0., Tousignant M. and Parker, M (1982)\ Academ1c 1earning time -

~ physical education: Coding Hanual 1982 Revision. Columbus: !ﬁe
Ohio State University__Schoo1 of Health thsfcaT Education and
Recreation.~

. 2
Y,

Wurzur, D. (1982). "The effects of daily mon1tor1ng and feedback to teachers
and students on academic learning time - physical education of :
selected students in university physical education®., Paper presented ;
at the AAHPERD National Convention, Houston, Texas. :

refineuent of a motor skil]™. Journal of Teaching Physical ‘Education,
(1)) 38 46. ‘ Y . .

Yerg, B. (1981), 'The 1npact of se\[cted presage and process behaviors on .the




Table |

Between Teacher Groups

Comparison ot Selected Variables

“VYariable

Grdup ;

Mean

SD

~ Management

lhstructidn

ActMty

‘Engaged .

Motor

ALT

Feedback

All Level
"~ Elem. Ed.
Al Level
Elem. Ed.

Al Level -
Elem td.

: All Level
‘ E!e‘m.‘ Ed.

All Level

“Elem. Ed.

All Level

Elem. Ed.; .

T

17% .

16X

. 66%

17%

8%

6%

4%

16%

- 18%

28%

21R

1.60

456

8.16
326

369
725

3.69

401
6.39

126
100

\:.576
' 5.04
- 6.06
o 6
124

421

01
| ol
26
2%+

68

14



: Tablé 3 -
Comparison of Selected Yariables
Between Groups With Student Teachers

L S

. Hanagement Instruction Activity Engaged ALT Feedback

Hotor

ALT 7%

Level

Elem. Ed. 16%

Student “27x

Teachers

75

AN

8%

21%

66X 41X 16X 28%

6% 32% 18X 27%
53% 19X 13% 27%
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< Tabled |
Compartson of Pre/Post Scores N
~Within All Teacher Groups

P\re . Post “Net Gain t - p

N

52 -9 277 05

All Leve!

-

Elem Ed: . 78 66  -12 471 01 = .
/ + Student 62 55  -70 173 .16
. Teachers o - o

| ?able 2 :
Comparison of Pre-Post Scores
Within Teacher Groups

Varisble  Group  Pre/Post NetGain t p

Pre to Post Alllevel 61/52 -9 277 05
Elem Ed. 78/66 ~ -12 471 0l
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