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The Effects of Two Disparate Instructional
Approaches on Student Self-perceptions
in Elementary Physical Education

Constantine Chatoupis and Constantine Emmanuel

Using competence motivation theory, this study examined the effects of
Mosston’ spractice style (B) and inclusion style (E) on perceived athletic com-
petence of 111 fifth-grade students (62 boys, 49 girls). Teaching styles were
systematically applied for 12 weeks. Harter’ s Self Perception Profilefor Chil-
dren was used to measure perceived athletic competence prior to and after the
instructional intervention. Factorial analysis of covariance (Gender X Treat-
ment) on the posttest scores showed that there were no significant differences
between thetwo teaching style groupsin perceived athl etic competenceand no
significant gender effect (p < .05). However, both groups did significantly
better than the control group (p < .05). Moreover, a statistically significant
interactive effect (Gender X Treatment) was found (p < .05). Girls did better
with theinclusion style than with the practice style and the control group, and
boys did better with the practice and inclusion styles than with the control
group. Thisresult indicates that self-perceptions may vary asafunction of the
teaching styleand gender.

Key Words: physical education, teaching styles, self-perception, athletic com-
petence

Key Points:

» The effectiveness of two disparate teaching methods on children’s competence
beliefswas assessed.

» Themotivational climate was manipulated to affect perceptions of competence.
*Students’ characteristicsinteracted with instructional strategiesto influence self-
perceptions.

Introduction

A major goal for physical education (PE) teachersisto motivate studentsto partici-
patein physical activitieson aregular basisand encouraging themto adopt lifetime
activity habits. The intent of the Greek PE curriculum (16) reflects this goal. The
literature hasreveal ed that perceptionsof competencearesaid to beaprimary factor
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that affects students’ motivation (20, 21, 34), and they are also associated with
choice and degree of students’ involvement in activity and sport (9). A setting that
hasthe potential toimpact children’ s self-perceptions and competence beliefs, and
inturn motivation, isthe school because almost al children can bereached in that
setting. Therefore, PE teachers are the ones who can foster enhanced perceived
competence by selecting appropriateinstructional strategies.

The Spectrum of Teaching Styles

Goldberger (12) states that each scientific discipline should have a conceptual
framework that can provide researcherswith definitions and parameters, and serve
as arepository for gathering results. A conceptual framework, commonly used in
conducting research and deliveringinstructioninschools, isthe Spectrum of Teach-
ing Styles(4). According to M osston and Ashworth (32), the Spectrum consistsof a
continuum of 11 styles, each of which emerges as decisions shift between teacher
and learner. Styles A, B, C, D, and E represent the teaching options that foster
reproduction of past knowledge, whereasstylesF, G, H, 1, J,and K represent options
that invite production of new knowledge.

The focus of this study is on two of the reproduction teaching styles, the
PracticeandInclusionstyles. StyleB (Practicestyle) isthefirst styleinthe Spectrum
that involvesthe student in the decision making process(32). For thefirst time, nine
impact decisionsof theimpact set are shifted to the student. Theimpact setincludes
decisionsmadeduring theteaching-learningtransactionthat definetheaction. These
decisions are posture, location, order of tasks, starting time per task, pace and
rhythm, stopping time per task, interval, attire and appearance, and initiating ques-
tionsfor clarifications. The teacher observes student performance and offersindi-
vidual and private feedback to each student. Also, he or sheisavailable to answer
guestions by the students (32).

In style E (Inclusion style), apart from the nine decisions of the impact set,
studentshaveto maketwo additional decisions: select alevel of difficulty (an entry
point) that is appropriate for them, and check their own work against criteria pre-
pared by theteacher (32). Inthisstyle, theteacher does not give feedback about the
performance of atask. This is the responsibility of the student. The role of the
teacher isto prepare the tasks and the level s of difficulty within each task, observe
student performance, answer questionsby the students, and respond to the students’
roleindecision making—that is, to communi catewith studentsabout their accuracy
in self-checking task performance and their appropriate selection of the level of
difficulty (32).

A basic difference between styles B and E lies within the conditions for
learning (32). In style B the teacher provides asingle level of difficulty within a
giventask, and all students perform at that level of difficulty. In style E the teacher
designs the tasks in such a way that the learners choose among several levels of
difficulty and then enter the activity at thelevel of their choice.

Self-perceptions of Competence

Harter’s (19) competence motivation theory is specific about ways of enhancing
competence. A central construct in Harter’s model of competence motivation is
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perceived competence. Harter (19, 20) argued that perceived competence refersto
one's domain-specific self-esteem as it relates to the competence dimension of
self-esteem and isanindicator of students’ sense of what they can do and how good
they areat different tasks. Harter (22) viewed children’s(6-12 yearsold) perceived
competence as separate domains, i ncluding schol astic competence, athl etic compe-
tence, social competence, physical appearance, and behavioral conduct.

According to Harter’s (19, 20) model, a factor that can influence perceived
competence is optimal challenges. Optimal challenge, according to Harter (19),
refersto situationsin which theactivity ischanged or modified tofit thechild rather
than the child to the activity. This notion is also supported by other authors who
believe that instructional strategiesthat allow for task or equipment modifications
can bevery effectivein effecting competence beliefs (34, 46, 47).

Self-perceptions and the Spectrum

Compared to style B, the climate provided by style E, as Goldberger (13) has
hypothesized, can improve learners’ emotional development. Based on the notion
of optimal challenges (19), the Inclusion style should hold potential in promoting
self-perceptions: In style E individual differences are accommodated because ac-
tivities are modified to provide different difficulty levels (32) and thus, optimal
degreesof challenge. Weiss(48) arguesthat ordering skillsfrom simpleto complex
or making intra-skill modificationsis a path of providing optimal challenges and
thus increasing perceived competence. Several theorists recommend that style E
shouldleadtostudents’ successintask performance, which shouldleadtoimproved
feelings about oneself—that is, self-esteem, self-concept, or self-confidence (11,
31,32, 35).

Although self-esteem devel opment isone of the most important outcomes of
teaching PE in Greece (16), few Spectrum studies have investigated constructs
concerning the self. Specifically, Chamberlain (6) examined the effects of style B
and style E on self-concept of fifth-grade students and found no significant differ-
ences. Harrison, Fellingham, Buck, and Pellett (18) studied the effects of styles A
and B on self-efficacy of 58 university students. According to the findings, self-
efficacy increased for al students with no significant difference in style. Similar
resultswerefound in another study of self-efficacy. The elementary students (240)
inSalter and Graham’ sstudy (37) showed no differencein sel f-efficacy whentaught
withinthe Command and the Guided Discovery styles. Perhapsmost relevant to the
present study, Goudas, Biddle, Fox, and Underwood (14) examined the motiva-
tional effects of style B and style E in track and field. Twenty-four girls, 12 to 13
years of age, were divided into two groups based on the teaching styles imple-
mented. Resultsindicated that girlsin the Inclusion style group had higher percep-
tionsof competenceintrack andfield athleticsthat their counterpartsin the Practice
stylegroup. Inother similar studies(24, 42, 46) theresearchersused approachesthat
share characteristics similar to those of style E to manipulate the motivational
climate in the class. They found that students in task-involved conditions demon-
strated higher perceptions of competence than their counterparts in the control
classes.

Presently, little is known about the effects of teacher behaviors that support
inclusion practiceson primary school children’ sperceptionsof athletic competence
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in PE settings. Given this lack of empirical evidence, it seemsimportant that this
areaof investigation receive further attention from researchers.

The primary purpose of this study was to examine the effects of style B and
style E on fifth-grade students’ perceived athletic competence. A secondary pur-
pose was to examine differences in perceived athletic competence between boys
andgirls, aswell astheinteractiveeffectsof teaching stylesand gender onperceived
athletic competence. Important information about differences in learning among
groups of students with different characteristics (e.g., gender) is concealed when
only group means are used to compare control and experimental group data (41).
Therefore, wefelt justified in factoring gender in the statistical procedure to seeif
boys profit from one style and girls profit from the other in terms of perceptions of
competence. Two questionswere addressed in thisstudy: (a) Will the conditions of
style B and style E make a difference in students’ perceived athletic competence?
and (b) Arethereinteractive effectsbetween stylesof teaching and students’ gender
on perceived athletic competence?

Method
Participants and Setting

A total of 111 (62 boys, 49 girls) fifth-grade students from three public schools
located in one of the eastern municipalities of Athens, Greece, participated in this
study. All three schools were representative of the schools of that areain terms of
indoor facilities, sport equipment, and the PE curriculum taught. Twointact classes
from each school wererandomly assigned to thethree groups (treatment groupsand
control group). A total of 37 studentsparticipatedinthestyleB classes(24 males, 13
females), 34 in style E classes (19 males, 15 females), and 40 in control classes (19
males, 21 females). It should be noted that the students did not know whether they
werein the treatment or the control groups. The students, who were approximately
10 years old (M = 10.11 years, SD = 0.39), came from similar socioeconomic
background (middle class). Moreover, none belonged to ethnic or religious minor-
ity groups. Male PE teachers had taught the students during the previous school
year.

Thestudy lasted 12 weeks. PE wastaught twice aweek at 45 min per on.
Teaching took place in the gymnasium of each school used by the students during
their regularly scheduled PE classes.

All students were taught by the same teacher, who had 8 years of teaching
experienceinelementary PE settings(third- to sixth-gradelevel). Whileabroad asa
post graduate student, and later as an in-service teacher, he was trained in the
appropriate use of the Spectrum of Teaching Styles. In addition, in his most recent
years of teaching, he had presented numerous episodes of the teaching styles (in-
cluding styles B and E) to elementary school children. Also, he was new to the
students of the present study. Having one teacher provide all instruction helped to
control for unplanned variability in the teacher factor. The students received an
orientation to theteaching prior to thefirst session. Thisincluded anintroductionto
the two teaching styles. However, they did not know they were participating in a
research project. The parents were asked to sign a consent form for their child’'s
participation.
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Sport Skills

Thesubject matter taught included sport skillssuggested by the National Analytical
Program of PEfor thefifth grade (16). Thiswasdonetoretaintheecological validity
of the findings and be consistent with the National Curriculum. Therefore, during
the 12 weeks, the following skills were taught: volleyball (set, underhand serve,
forearm pass), basketball (one hand set shot, jump shot), and association football
(throw in, forward pass, kick). Theteacher planned the sessionsfor each stylegroup
(organization and management of students and equipment aswell asthe skill tasks
taught) and spent 3 teaching hours(three sessions) toteach each sport skill. All skills
werenovel tothestudents, and none of them had received formal instructioninthese
skillsprior tothestudy. Theteacher presented theskillsinsuchaway astoresemble
sport-like and game-like situations. Therefore, there was a match between the sub-
ject matter taught and the perceived athletic competence questionnaire. The tasks
werethe samefor the style groups (treatment groups) and the control group.

Treatments/Teaching Styles

Thetreatmentsfor thisstudy involved sessionson sport skillsthat were presented by
theteacher in either style B or E. In style B, therewas one singlelevel of difficulty
determined by the teacher, whereasin style E, the teacher provided multiplelevels
of difficulty within each task (32). In the present study, the factors that determined
thelevelsof difficulty werethesizeand theweight of theballs(i.e., small, medium,
large), the size of the baskets (small or large), the size of the areaon the volleyball
court (large or small), the height of the net and the basket, the width of thegoal, and
the distance (close, in between, far) from agiven target (the basket, the goal, or the
areaonthevolleyball court).

To ensurethat each student in the style E group would select alevel that was
difficult enough but not too difficult for him/her to perform askill successfully, the
teacher did thefollowing:

» Heurged studentsto survey thedifferent level sof difficulty withineach given
task, select an initial level for performance, perform the task, assess their
performanceagainst criteriawritten onthetask sheets, and decidewhether the
level was appropriate for performing the task in accordance with the criteria
for correct performance(32), and hitting atarget. If they could not performthe
task and hitthetarget, thenthey hadto choosealower level. If they could, then
they could try amore difficult level to challenge themselves.

*  When students were unsure about their ability level and could not decide on
the difficulty level, he asked them to select the least difficult level. After
completing some attempts and realizing at which level they were most ca-
pableof performing, they could makethedecisionabout anew difficulty level
(4.

Also, ineach style E session, theteacher devel oped dial ogues between each student
to ascertain the student’ s ability to compare his/her own performance against crite-
ria(32). The above verbal behavior (Nos. 23, 24, 29, 30, 31, 32 on the checklist in
Appendix B) was monitored and checked on the style E checklist by the observer
every timehehad to make observations. Most of thetimes, studentscould verbalize
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what they were doing (identify the correct or incorrect performance and correct the
errorsin case of anincorrect performance).

Following the suggestions of Mosston and Ashworth (32), in both teaching
styles, communi cation among the students was kept to aminimum, and comparing
each other’ sresults was not encouraged because both styles are designed for indi-
vidual and private practice. Thefocuswas not for studentsto compete against each
other but, instead, competition was against oneself and one’s own standards (32).
Also, in both teaching styles, knowledge of performance was the salient form of
feedback. Theteacher worked with students on an individual basis and focused on
technique as long as learning new technique is amajor objective of the Greek PE
National Curriculum (16). Knowledge of performancewas used to inform students
of their competence in the sport skills. Furthermore, task sheetswere used to assist
thestudentsin remembering thetasksand cutting down onrepeated explanationsby
the teacher (32). For style B lessons, the task sheets included verbal and pictorial
information about what to do and how to doiit (criteriafor the correct performance).
For style E lessons, the task sheetsincluded the same verbal and pictorial informa-
tionaswell asinformation about thefactorsaffecting thedegreeof difficulty andthe
different levelsof difficulty within each task.

Control Group

We decided to have the control group be involved in PE lessons. In this way the
treatment and the control groups were similar in the sense that al students were
involved in PE activities. The teacher made attempts not to exhibit behaviors that
could bespecifictostyleB or style E becauseaccordingto Gall, Borg, and Gall (10),
a study can be more valuable to the extent that the control and the experimental
groupsaresimilar except that thecontrol group receivesnotreatment or an alternate
treatment to that given to the experimental group. Thus, the teacher consistently
utilized an approach that included verbal presentation of the task, demonstration,
practice, and closure. Also, he interacted with the students only for organization/
managerial and discipline purposes. Therefore, it can be said that the control group
wasexposedtoa“laissez faire” type of strategy.

Theemployment of acontrol group, likethe one described above, served two
purposes. First, research designs that include a control treatment group or afalse
treatment group are less susceptible to the Hawthorne effect and the John Henry
effect, aswell asto compensatory equalization and resentful demoralization than
those that do not (10, 40, 43). Therefore, attempts were made to minimize the
influence of those psychological factors. Second, at the same time students of the
control group werenot deprived of the opportunity to beinvolved in PE lessonsand
thusto learn during the 12 weeks.

Instrumentation

The athletic competence subscale of Harter’ s (22) Self Perception Profilefor Chil-
drenwas used to measure perceived athl etic competence. According to Harter (23),
this subscal e measures how competent a child feels at sports and games requiring
physical skill and athletic ability and is designed for children ages 8 to 15. The
subscale consists of 6 items. Each item of the subscale is given scores ranging
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between 1 and 4. A score of 1 indicatesthe lowest perceived athletic competence,
and a score of 4 indicates the highest perceived athletic competence (22). The
subscale has been used in PE contexts (29, 33), and itsvalidity and reliability have
been demonstrated by Harter (22) and several studiesin the physical domain (49).
Apart from the athl etic competence subscal e, the questionnaire included some de-
mographic information such asthe name of the students (theinitials), schoal, class,
sex, and age.

Pilot Study

Prior to the main study, a pilot study was conducted to check the reliability of the
measuring instruments and record the decision making process. The pilot study
lasted for amonth. One hundred and ninety-four fifth-grade students were used to
estimate the reliability of the athletic competence subscale. Cronbach’s alphawas
computed to assess the internal consistency of the subscale and was found to be
satisfactory (o = .78). It should be noted that the students of the pilot study had
similar characteristicsto those who participated in the main study.

The teacher, who & so participated in the main study, implemented the two
teaching styles. Theteaching period lasted 20 days and took place in aschool with
threefifth-grade classes. Thetesting days preceded the teaching period of the pilot
study because we did not want the students to be influenced by the two teaching
styles, which would contaminate their responses to the questionnaire. This may
have affected the reliability results. Furthermore, the students of the pilot study did
not participate in the main study.

Pretest-Posttest Procedures

Theinitial administration of the questionnaire (pretest) was given 1 day beforethe
study started, and the second administration of the questionnaire (posttest) was
given 1 day after the completion of the study. One class session was used to admin-
ister the perceived athletic competence questionnaire to the students in al three
school settings. Prior to completion of the questionnaire, instructionsweregivento
the students on how they should completeit. The same administration and instruc-
tiondirectives, asspecified in Harter’ s(22) manual, werefollowed. It took students
40 min to compl ete the questionnaire.

Toavoidsocially desirableresponses, certain procedureswerestressed. First,
studentswereaskedtowriteonly theinitial letter of their first andlast name. Second,
they were told that there were no right or wrong answers. Third, the students were
told that their PE teacher would not be shown the answersthey gave. Fourth, it was
stressed to the studentsthat the questionnairerel ated specifically to their PElessons
and to thetaskstaught during the study and not to sports and gamesthat they might
beinvolvedin outside school.

Style Analysis Checklists

Fidelity between the teacher’ sinstructional behavior and the style-specific behav-
iors was ascertained through systematic observation by means of style analysis
checklists (39). Each style-specific analysis checklist containsalist of sequentially
organized behaviors/decisions and role description categories that should occur in
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an episode conducted in style B and E (see Appendices A and B). The coder must
determine whether the behavior in each statement was exhibited by the teacher (T)
orthelearner (L) by circling theappropriateindicator onthestyleanalysischecklist.
The style B checklist contains 28 possible behaviors and the style E checklist con-
tains37. Inboth styles, 26 of the possiblebehaviorsareidentified asonesthat should
be exhibited by theteacher for pure styleimplementation. Theremaining behaviors
should be exhibited by the learner (1). Also, behaviors exhibited by the incorrect
party (teacher or student) arenot circled (8).

Observation Coding Procedures and Observers Training

L essonstaught to both treatment groups were audio-videotaped every other week,
enabling teacher behavior to be analyzed. Also, the control group was audio-video-
taped becausewewanted to check that theteacher did not adopt behaviorsthat might
bespecifictostyleB or E. Observer reliability waschecked every 4 weeksto ensure
that the observer wasusing the checklistsaccurately. Thevideo camerawaslocated
inadiscreet place so asto reduce students’ reactivity toit, andincluded all students
and theteacher inthe picture.

Two observers were trained by the lead author to use the Practice and the
Inclusion style checklists. Training lasted approximately 10 hours. Withinthese 10
hours the two observers, with the help of the lead author, devel oped and discussed
the various definitions of the behaviors mentioned on Sherman’s (39) checklists,
discussed atypical styleB and E episodeand categorized thebehaviorsidentified on
the checklist, practiced some observations on some videotaped lessons, discussed
any discrepancies in the observations between them, and kept practicing until the
inter- and intra-observer reliability, estimated with Scott’s coefficient, exceeded
.75. All thelessonsof the pil ot study wereaudio-videotaped, and the observersused
them to undergo training.

Data Analysis

A preliminary ANOV A onthepretest scoresyiel ded significant differencesamong
the group means, F, . = 3.216, p = .008. Thus, a factorial 3 (Treatment) X 2
(Gender) ANCOV A was run on the dependent variable scores. The covariate was
the pretest scores on the athletic competence questionnaire. As a post hoc test, the
Bryant Paulson generalization of Tukey’s HSD procedure was used (3). The .05
level of significance was employed. Scores from the 6 items of the subscale were
averagedtoprovideaprofileof thesubscalemeanfor each student. Theseindividual
meanswere averaged again to come up with the group means.

Results

Fidelity of Teaching Style Implementation

Sherman’ s checklists were utilized to verify fidelity of teaching styleimplementa-
tion. Sherman established scoresof 21 (80%) and aboveto verify styleimplementa-
tion(1). Inthisstudy, scoresof between 24 (91%) and 26 (99%) were obtained from
oneof thetwotrained observers. Fidelity betweentheteacher’ sinstructional behav-
iorsand the style specific behaviorswas ascertained.
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Table 1 Pretest and Adjusted Posttest Means for the Dependent Variable
By Gender and Treatment Groups

Gender/Treatment group Pretest M Posttest M
StyleB
Boys 20.61 21.90
Girls 19.67 20.34
Total 20.28 21.12
StyleE
Boys 21.04 21.72
Girls 17.45 22.38
Total 19.45 22.14
Control
Boys 20.93 18.54
Girls 21.03 20.04
Total 20.98 19.32

To calculate intra- and inter-observer reliability, Scott’s Pi coefficient of
reliability was used (45). Theinter- and intra-observer reliability was between .70
and .95. According to Gelfland and Hartmann (cited in 45), coefficientsfor reliabil -
ity that take into account chance agreement (like Scott’s coefficient) should be
higher than .60.

Perceived Athletic Competence Subscale

After adjustment by the covariate, there was a significant main effect of the treat-
ments, F, ., = 14.093, p=.0001. Post hoc analysisrevealed that style B and style E
groups significantly outperformed the control group, whereasthere was no signifi-
cant difference between style B and style E groups. Girls (M = 20.94) scored higher
than boys (M = 20.76) on the questionnaire, but this difference was not significant,
F. 1 =223, p = .63. Also, asignificant interactive effect of the Treatments and
Gender on perceived athletic competencerevealed, F, |, =4.504, p=.013. Post hoc
analysis showed the following. For boys, significant differences were found be-
tween the posttest means of each of the treatment group and the control group; the
differences among the treatment groups were not significant. For girls, significant
differenceswerefound between the style E group and control group, and the style E
group and style B group (see Table 1).

Discussion

Thedisparateteaching stylesimplemented in thetwo treatment groupsdid not have
distinctively different effects on students' perceptions of athletic competence, as
seen in Table 1. In particular, post hoc analyses of the adjusted posttest means
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revealed no significant differences between the two teaching style groupsin their
effects on perceived athletic competence. This pattern of results supports those
reported by other, similar studies (6, 18, 37). According to Graham and Heimerer
(15), nonsignificant differences between instructional methodologies are not un-
common in pedagogical research. However, the findings of the present study calls
for the question, why thisnonsignificant difference?

A possible explanation might be that the teaching period did not include
enough sessions to enable students to feel competent in the various sport skills
taught. More sessions during those 12 weeks might have resulted in revealing
significant differences between the two treatment groups. We could not have more
than two sessions per week or alonger intervention period because school regula-
tions did not alow for this. Future studies should consider the frequency of the
sessionsaswell asthelength of theintervention period.

Animportant findingwasthesignificant differencesin adjusted posttest means
between the teaching style groups and the control group for perceived athletic
competence scores. The control group was not taught with any standard teaching
style, and teaching was not structured in the same way as in the teaching style
groups. This finding enables us to argue that when the teacher or the lessons are
deliberate in the teaching-learning process and outcomes and students are given
decision-sharing responsibilities, their performance in the emotional domain is
enhanced. Evidencefromresearch, inwhichthetreatment groupsdid better thanthe
control group, atteststothat notion (7, 26). Apart fromtheempirical support, several
authorshaveargued that achievement ismaximized whenrolesareclear, theteacher
emphasizes instruction, and the teacher takes responsibility for student learning
(30). Goldberger’ s statement that “while teaching behavior (i.e., use of the various
styles) isnot the only factor which affects student behavior and student learning, it
clearly can haveasignificant affect” (13, p. 435) begsfor teachers’ attention.

With respect to gender effects, irrelevant of the teaching style, ANCOVA
revealed that the adjusted posttest means of boys and girls on the athletic compe-
tencequestionnairewerenat significantly different, withgirlsyielding higher scores.
Thisresultisnot consistent with theliterature, which showsthat usually boysscore
significantly higher than girls(5, 25, 36, 44, 50). Considering that all skillstaughtin
the present study are masculine-typed skills, and in general boys display more
positivecompetencebeliefsonsuch skillsthangirls(24, 25, 27), the present finding
isdifficult to explain.

However, when gender was factored into the analysis, ANCOVA yielded a
significant interactive effect on perceived athletic competence (see Table 1). Girls
of styleE had higher perceptionsof athletic competencethan girlsof style B andthe
control group, whereas boys profited most from style B and style E than the control
group. It seemsthat when girlsare given the opportunity to choose among different
levelsof difficulty within agiven task and, thus, have an entry point fromwhich to
succeed, they display more positive self-perceptions, even on skillsthat are mascu-
line-typed. Thisresult can bevery important for pedagogical community and teach-
ers, considering that girlsare not so positive about their competence on masculine-
typed sports (e.g., football, volleyball, basketball; 24, 27). Designing tasksthat are
planned at different levels of difficulty to accommodate the vast differencesin a
class, or introducing equipment and skill modifications (asin style E), seemsto be
an effective approach to teach girls masculine-typed skillswithout affecting nega-
tively their self-perceptions.
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Previousresearch (7, 28, 38) hasrevealed that gender does not interact with
instructional approachestoinfluencetheaffectivedomain. Neverthel ess, thepresent
finding corroborates Griffey (17), who found that gender isan important character-
istic to consider in Aptitude Treatment Interactions (ATIs)! and holds potential for
hel ping usto understand how instruction is mediated by individual characteristics.
Thiscallsfor focusing on which instructional approacheswork best for subgroups
of studentswith different characteristicswithin the classes, in addition to between-
classanalyses.

In conclusion, within the limitations of this study (i.e., 111 primary school
children performing tasks suggested by the Greek National Curriculum), the fol-
lowing recommendations can be made for enhancing fifth-grade students’ percep-
tions of athletic competence: (a) Either style, regardless of gender, can be used to
teach the subject matter taught in the present study; (b) style E seems to be more
effectivefor teaching girls; (c) boyscan betaught with either style B or style E; and
(c) the effectiveness of a selected instructional approach depends, amongst other
things, on certain characteristics of the learner (2) such as gender, and thus the
teacher should possess a variety of teaching styles to reach more students (1, 32).
However, more replication studies, aswell asfurther research conducted in differ-
ent school settings and with different age groups and sport skills, are needed to
support or refute the above findings. In addition, it will be interesting to examine
which students choose difficult task-performance levels and which choose easy,
and theway thischoiceisrelated to perceived competence devel opment.
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Note

tAn ATI occurswhen one or more characteristics of the learner (i.e., gender) and one
treatment variable (i.e., teaching style) interact to affect at | east one dependent variable (i.e.,
achievement) (41).

Appendix A:
Practice Style (B) Analysis Checklist

Practice Style-Analysis Checklist

PHASE ONE: SETTING THE SCENE/ROLE IDENTIFICATION
TL 1 Locatesand positionslearners.
TL 2. Namestheteaching style.
TL 3. Statestheobjectivesof theteaching style.
TL 4. Describesthelearner’srole, the*shift” in ninedecisions.
TL5. Shift posturedecisiontolearners.
TL6. Repositionslearners.
TL 7. Describestheteacher’srole.
TL 8. Asksquestionsfor roleclarification.
TL9. Answersquestionsfor roleclarification.

PHASE TWO: SETTING THE SCENE/SUBJECT MATTER IDENTIFICATION
TL 10. Announcesthegeneral subject matter.
TL11. Announcesthe specific task(s).
TL 12. Déliversthetask(s) tothelearners(“show andtell”).
TL 13. Establishesquantity and quality of task performance.
TL 14. Establishesorder of task performanceif not random.
TL15. Establishesparametersand logisticsfor the nine decisions.
TL16. Solicitsand answersquestionsfor task clarification.
TL17. Shifts starting time decision to learners - “You may begin when you
areready”.

PHASE THREE: PERFORMANCE OF THE TASK
TL18. Performsthetask(s).
TL19. Makesthenineimpact decisions, within designated parameters: posture,
location, order, starting time, pace and rhythm, stopping time, interval, attire
and appearance, and questionsfor clarification.

PHASE FOUR: EVALUATION AND FEEDBACK
TL 20. Movesaround classroom, monitorstask and role performance of individual
learners.



TL21.

TL22.

PHASE FIVE
TL23.
TL 24.
TL25.
TL 26.
TL27.
TL28.

Self-perception and Elementary PE / 15

Evauateslearners, offersindividual and private feedback to learners about
task androles.
When deemed necessary, adjusts episode at critical moments.

: END-OF-LESSON CEREMONY (“CLOSURE”")

Locates|earners.

Summarizes main points of lesson.

Offersfeedback to learnersfor role performance.
Answerslearner-initiated questionsfor clarification.

Announces coming events.

Closesthe episode (i.e., collects equipment and material's, rearranges class
room, bidsfarewell to learners, dismissestheclass).

Appendix B:
Inclusion Style (E) Analysis Checklist

Inclusion Style-Analysis Checklist

PHASE ONE: SETTING THE SCENE/ROLE IDENTIFICATION

TL1.
TL2
TL3.
TLA4.
TLS.

TL6.

Locatesand positionslearners.

Namestheteaching style.

Explainsthe concept of inclusion (the* slanty rope” principle).
Statesthe objective of the style.

Describestherole of thelearner, emphasizing the privacy of selecting
an entry point (the“plug in” decision).

Describestherole of theteacher.

PHASETWO: SETTING THE SCENE/SUBJECT MATTERIDENTIFICATION

TL7.
TLS.
TLO.

TL 10.

TL11
TL12.
TL13.
TL 14
TL 15

Announcesthe general subject matter (and why selected).
Announcesthe specific task(s) (and why selected).

Deliversthetask description (individual program) to thelearners.
Describesthefactor determining degree of difficulty and thevarious
levelsspecified intheindividual program.

Describesthe quality, quantity and order of tasks.
Deliversthecriteria; explainsit and how to useit.

Establishes task-appropriate parameters and logistics.
Answerslearner-initiated questionsfor clarification.

Announces: “Y ou may beginwhenyou areready.”

PHASE THREE: PERFORMANCE OF THE TASK

TL16

TL17
TL18
TL19
TL20

. Acquiresequipment and materials (i.e., individual program and cri-

teria).

. Conducts self-assessment and selects an entry level for task(s).
. Performsthetask(s).

. Makesthe nineimpact decisionswithin designated parameters.
. Initiates questionsfor clarification.
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PHASE FOUR: EVALUATION AND FEEDBACK/LEARNERSROLES
TL21. Hasthecriteriafor evauating task performance.
TL22. Monitorstask performance.
TL23. Comparesand contraststask performance against criteriaintrinsic to the
task.
TL 24. Drawsconclusionsabout task performance.
TL25. Offerstask-related feedback.
TL 26. Decideswhether to continue or change entry point placement.

PHASE FIVE: EVALUATION AND FEEDBACK/TEACHER ROLES

TL 27. Hasthecriteriafor evaluating role performance.

TL 28. Monitorsrole performance.

TL29. Comparesand contrastsrole performance against criteria.

TL 30. Drawsconclusionabout role performance.

TL 31 Offersrole-related feedback after the learner has made entry point and self-
check decisions.

TL32. Answerslearner-initiated questionsfor clarification.

TL 33. Whendeemed necessary, adjusts episode at critical moments.

PHASE SIX: END-OF-LESSON CEREMONY (“CLOSURE")
TL 34. Locatesand positionslearners.
TL35. Summarizesmain pointsof |esson; announces coming events.
TL36. Offersrole-related feedback based on objectivesof styleE.
TL 37. Closestheepisode(i.e., collectsequipment and materials, rearranges class
room).
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