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Abstract: Problem statement: To be an accredited teacher education program,igaiysducation
teacher education (PETE) programs must fulfill ttegional standards established by the National
Association for Sport and Physical Education (NARPE order to meet the standards, a PETE
program needs to have the cooperation of the fatiguhree levels of instructors: Specialist Teasher
(STs), Inservice Teachers (ITs) and Preservice fexac(PTs). The STs are those who teach at
colleges or universities, possess advanced degvihsfull/associate/assistant professor titles and
teach theoretical and skill courses. They partieipa the academic activities of the PETE program;
for instance, they serve as academic advisorsrestdictors of the PTs. The ITs are those who pesses
teacher certificates, bachelor or higher degredscanrently teach physical education/activity césss
at middle/high schools. They also participate ia #tademic activities; for example, they serve as
cooperating teachers providing guidelines and supdor the PTs. The PTs were college students
who were studying in a PETE program. They intentledecome PE teachers at K-12 school levels.
They must complete the student teaching requiresranprimary and secondary school class settings
in order to graduate from colleges or universiti@pproach: The purpose of this study was to
examine the differences and similarities of TeagHd®haviors (TB) and Learning Activities (LA) in
Physical Education (PE) class settings taught bythiree different levels of teachers. Participardee

45 PE teachers from the three levels and theiresitisdfrom a university and three high schools in an
urban city of the United States. A total of 90 tass taught by the three levels of teachers were
videotaped and coded using the Direct Instructioshdior Analysis (DIBA) systemResults:
Findings of the one-way independent group ANOVAeaed that eight out of 13 variables were
significantly different (p<0.05) among the threedks of teachers with respect to the TB and LA
exhibited by the participants as: Informing, F §4L, Preservice Teachers (PTs) > Inservice Teachers
(ITs) > Specialist Teachers (STs); Praise/Encouregs, F = 14.422, PTs > STs > ITs; Feedback, F =
15.036, STs > ITs > PTs; Controlling, F = 8.997sPTITs > STs; None of the Above, F =17.313, ITs
> STs > PTs; Motor-Engaged, F = 5.043, ITs > PTSTs; Cognitive-Engaged, F = 6.049, STs > PTs
> ITs; and Waiting for a Turn, F = 4.890, ITs > PISTs. No significant (p>0.05) differences were
found on the following five variables among theetrlevels of teachers: Observing, structuring,
guestioning, preparing and get equipment/reloca@mmclusion: In conclusion, the STs appear to use
more Feedback TB than the ITs and PTs and the msidaught by the STs tend to engage more
cognitive activitiesThe PTs appear to utilize more informing, praiseéemagement and controlling
TB than the ITs and STs. Students taught by thetdid to have more Motor-Engaged and Waiting
for a Turn activities than students taught by tis &nd PTs. The ITs appear to utilize more None of
the Above behaviors than the STs and PTs. The ¢eswcti the three levels tend to use the behaviors o
observing, structuring and questioning in a simitenner. The results of the present study faalitat
the establishment of a new set of data in TB anddr/Acollegiate, high school and preservice teagher
to modify and improve their instructions in PE slagttings.
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INTRODUCTION regard to how teaching behaviors are related to
students’ learning activities in physical educateass

Research on Teaching in Physical Education (RTsettings over the last three decades (Graham, 2008;
PE) has accomplished remarkable achievements igiames and Cruz, 2005; Keatiegigal., 1999; Martin and
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Kulinna, 2004; McKenzieet al., 1984). With those Kulinna et al. (2006) also urgently pointed out that
abundant findings from the studies in Physicalskillful physical education teachers should posshes
Education (PE) at various school levels, reseascherskills to minimize off-task behaviors and maximize
have summarized that the characteristics of effecti learning activities in stead of spending their sléime
teaching and learning environments in physicalhaving children listening, standing and sitting.
education were: (a) clear objectives and contents Researchers in the field of physical educationehav
covered; (b) well-organized and appropriateused different systematic observation instruments t
expectations; (c) meaningful task and high succatss investigate, describe and compare the differences a
(d) smooth transition and low in management tineg; ( similarities of teaching behaviors and studentsivig
appropriate guidance and active supervision; (§hhi levels in physical education classes (Banville and
percentage in student-engaged time and low pementa Rikard,2001; Keatinggt al., 1999; Martin and Kulinna,
in student-waiting time and (g) teacher’'s enthumias 2005; Mitcell et al., 2003). Significant linear
and equitable support (Brophy and Good, 1986gorrelations (rs) between teaching behaviors and
Pangrazi, 2007; Graham, 2008; Parker, 1995; Siedent learning activities with rsanging from 0.26-0.4have
and Tannehill, 2000). The characteristics stategv@ab been found (Martin and Kulinna, 2005). For example,
became essential guidelines and strategies faringai  Martin and Kulinna (2005) examined whether teachers
novice teachers to become effective teachers (@raha intentions to teach lessons more active physicadye
2008; Graham and Heimerer, 1981; Pangrazi, 200#elated to teaching behaviors (e.g., demonstradimd
Siedentop and Tannehill, 2000). promoting fitness) and investigated whether teaher

Meanwhile, many previous studies in RT-PEbehaviors were associated with the time their sttede
focused on how teacher and student behaviors wergpent on various activities in 43 physical edugatio
associated with The Direct Instruction Model (DIM) teachers (20 from elementary schools, 11 from maidd|
physical education (Andersaa al., 1979; Rosenshine schools and 12 from high schools). They found that
and Stevens, 1986; Sweeting and Rink, 199€3ber, general instruction and management teaching betsavio
2001). Rosenshine (1979) illustrated that the DM i were negatively related to students’ moderate to
physical education possesses clear learning goalsigorous physical activities; but those instructibn
adequate time for instruction and practice. Morepve behaviors were positively associated with students’
this model is characterized by: (a) appropriatgesttb  standing, sitting or even lying behaviors.
matters for learning abilities of students and Ifhwyer To be recognized as accredited teacher education
level cognitive engagement but meaningful tasks angirograms, Physical Education Teacher Education
easy maintain high success rate on skill attempts oPETE) programs in the US must fulfill the standard
students through monitoring performance of studenestablished by the National Association for Spord a
and providing immediate feedback (Brophy and GoodPhysical Education (NASPE) for Beginning Teachers
1986; Graham, 2008; Pangrazi, 2007). (National Association for Sport and Physical Edimgt

On the other hand, numerous studies from the fiel@003) in association with the criteria of the Natb
of teaching physical education concentrated onidea  Council for Accreditation of Teacher Education
of Academic/activity Learning Time Physical Eduoati (NCATE) (Banville and Rikard, 2001; National
(ALT-PE) as a means of assessing effective teachingssociation for Sport and Physical Education, 2003;
and learning outcomes of students (Godlsbat., 1983;  National Council for Accreditation of Teacher
Parker, 1989; Placek and Randall, 1986; Slettal., Education, 2002;Mozen, 2005;Banville, 2006). In
1998; Silvermanet al., 1988). In 2000, the US order to align and achieve the standards and ieriter
Department of Health and Human Services (USDHHSPETE programs must involve the coordinating works o
and US Department of Education (USDE) havethe three levels of educators: Specialists Teachers
established guidelines for quality K-12 physical (STs), Inservice Teachers (ITs) and Preservice fleac
education programs. The national goal for K-12 stho (PTs). The STs are those who teach courses at the
physical education emphasized that 50% or more ofiniversity/college level, possess advanced degkites
class time should be spent with students beingfull/associate/assistant professor titles and teach
physically active (US Department of Health and Hama theoretical and skill/activity courses in PETE maigs.
Services, 2001). In order to meet the national ,goalThey regularly participate in the academic ackgtin a
Martin and Kulinna (2005) suggested that teacherseacher education programs. For example, they sexve
should provide physically active classes that m@&eém academic advisors and instructors of student teache
student opportunities for various physical actastivith  (also called PTs). The ITs are instructors who esss
at least 50% of class time. Graham (2008) andeacher certificates and master degrees, currently
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teaching physical education classes at the higbadch schools located in the East Coast of the US. After
level. They are also involved in the academic &@lwy  obtaining the permission to conduct this study fri
in PETE programs. For example, they serve as comstitutional Review Board of the university andeth
operating teachers to guide PTs’ teaching intepghi  administration of the high schools, the informed
their schools. The PTs are college students who areonsent forms were delivered to the teachers agid th
currently studying in PETE programs. They intend tostudents. The research design and the videotaping
become physical education teachers at K-12 schogirocedures were explained to the teachers. Both the
levels. They must complete the student teachindgeachers and the students gave informed conseortebef
requirements at K-12 school levels in order to gedel  the videotaping process began.
from a university/college. The STs (aged 38-61 years) had 5-30 years of
Theoretically, the STs are the skillful teachensl a teaching experiences and taught 2-4 physical eduncat
the role models of the PTs. The ITs are the teachbo  skill/activity classes and 1-2 theoretical couraegeek.
have sufficient knowledge and skills to teach ir th The ITs (aged 28-52 years), possessed 5-20 years of
field/gyms of physical education; they are the mosteaching experiences  and taught  physical
valuable resource that has positive influenceshia t skill/activity/fithess classes five days a week4 3-
instructional skills during the internship periodr fthe  classes a day. The PTs (aged 21-23 years) werer seni
PTs. Meanwhile, the PTs learn and develop the #aken college students studying in a PETE program. The PT
pedagogical knowledge and skills from the STs dred | had about seven months of teaching experiences and
Hence, it would be imperative to conduct a study taaught physical skill/activity/ fitness classes 8dys a
identify and compare the features and differences iweek, 1-3 classes a day. The subject matters iadalv
teaching behaviors and learning activities in ptalsi the physical skill/activity/fithess classes in tberrent
education class settings taught by the teachemheof study were team sports (e.g., basketball, soccer,
three levels. The problems are: What are the feataf  football, volleyball and baseball), individual spor
the teaching behaviors among these three levels ¢€.g., track and field, swimming and gymnastics),
teachers? Do the same teaching behaviors work imdividual activities (e.g., aerobics, dance andjajo
different physical education class settings? Ifahewer and fitness (e.g., weight lifting and circuit proedi
is no, what are those differences? Are there anfitness exercises).
differences in regard to students’ learning agctilévels In addition, the curricular requirements and the
taught by the three levels of teachers? If the anssy  standards as outlined by the state, school disteod
yes, what would be the differences? Regrettalitfe ~ the three high schools were: (a) basic motor and
information is availabléo answer these questions. manipulative  skills, Cardiorespiratory endurance,
According to Silverman (1991), although researchflexibility, muscular strength, endurance and body
studies on teaching physical education havecomposition; (b) to participate in physical acied that
accomplished abundantly, the majority of the stsidie develop  physical fitness  skills, demonstrate
were conducted at the K-8 school levels. In addjtto ~ fundamental motor, non-locomotor and manipulative
the knowledge of the investigators, no studies havékills, understand the effects of activity on thoelp and
been conducted to examine the three levels of éolsca the risks associated with inactivity, understan@ th
in a PETE program. A lack of information and relationship between physical activity and indivatiu
understanding in answering the questions statesteabo Well-being; (c) students willhave the necessary
might have contributed to the limited success ia th knowledge and skills to establish and maintain s
PETE programs. The purposes of this study, thegefor fitness, participate in physical activity and maint
were to identify and compare the features andPersonal health (New York State Education
differences of teaching behaviors and learningvitiets ~ Department, 2007).
in physical education class settings taught by the The class sizes for the STs, ITs and PTs were 15-
teachers of the three levels and to provide insigind 26, 20-65 and 20-32 students, respectively. Sihee t
recommendations for further improvements of thesubject matters involved in this study related toren

PETE programs. than 10 physical activities or sport skills, it was
important to note that the major concern of the
MATERIALSAND METHODS “Learning Activity” would be reflected by the tintbat

the students actually spent on the Motor Engagetl an
Participants: Participants (N = 45) included 15 STs Cognitive Engaged tasks.
(11 males and 4 females), 15 ITs (9 males and 6
females) and 15 PTs (10 males and 5 females) ad th Instrumentation: To collect data that served to address
students from an urban university and three urbigh h the purpose of the present study, the Direct lotitn
20
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Behavior Analysis (DIBA) (Zakrajasek and Tannehill, «  Off-Task (O): Student is not engaged in an
1989) system was employed. The DIBA system was a  appropriate motor or cognitive task
previously validated systematic observation instnm
designed to collect data on teacher and studerRrocedures: During the investigation, each participant
behaviors and could be used for teaching performanowas videotaped twice while they were teaching dued t
analysis (Zakrajasek and Tannehill, 1989). The DIBAentire lesson was recorded; therefore, a total @f 9
system was characterized by those behaviors idsthtif lessons (45 participants, two lessons per partitjpa
by the researchers of the DIM (Fieldiegal., 1983; were videotaped. Prior to actual videotaping, six
Graham and Heimerer, 1981; Rosenshine, 197%ractice sessions were conducted to allow the relsea
Zakrajasek and Tannehill, 1989). Additionally, #her assistants to become familiarized with the videiop
was a “Comments” section on the ‘DIBA Recording process. Digital video camcorders (Sony DCR TRV
Sheet’, which allowed the recorder to write down350 NTSC, Japan) were utilized to perform the
his/her notes about the lesson. These notes waald lvideotaping tasks, the selected physical activitglall
useful when the researchers explained and illestrat lessons were videotaped from the moment when the
what were the reasons behind the quantitative déka. teachers officially started the lesson until thacteers
DIBA was composed of 14 categories in which eightdismissed the class. During each videotaping sessio
categories were used to determine teaching belsaofor the camcorder was placed in a non-obtrusive logatio
the teachers and six categories were used to decidginimize any reactive effects.
learning activities of the students (Zakrajasek and
Tannehill, 1989). The following were the eight Data collection: The data were collected using interval
teacher’s behaviors and six student’s activities: recording and event recording techniques. The \ater
~ recording reflected the percentage of class tiraé tthe
* Teacher Informing (I): Teacher tells, explains, teachers and their students exhibited/spent on the
demonstrates, reviews, or summarizes teaching behaviors/student activities that wereneelf
« Teacher Observing (O): Teacher silently observesby the DIBA; whereas the event recording refledtes
watches, or monitors student performance occurrence frequency that the teachers and their
* Te_ach_er Structurm.g (S): Tea(_:her Stresseyudents utilized/showed on the teaching
objectives and important  points,  directs popayiors/student activities that were defined by t
performance, or 5|gnals trgnsmons . DIBA; Siedentop and Tannehill (2000) described that
* Teacher Questioning (Q): Teacher asks questions L n .
event recording involved placing a tally markedtba

that are intended to evoke a verbal or motor " . . -
response coding form each time one of the predefined

« Teacher Praise/Encouragement (P): Teachepehaviors/activities categories was observed. This
: : eerc:edure resulted in a cumulative record of discre
performance or attempts events that had occurred during the observatioioger
. The measurement unit of Rate Per Minute (RPM) was
’ Te_acher _Feedback_ (F): Teacher gives feedback th% ilized if the duration of the observation waé ISIH’&)d
'_? |mr;r11ed|élte, splﬁuflcgr.]thaskhreIevant discioll in minutes because the RPM data could produce a mor
' eacher Contro mg( ): eacher uses 'SC'_p'T_aryappropriate illustration of what occurred duringe th
comments or actions to criticize or to justify observed episodes (Siedentop and Tannehill, 2000).

authority , , Two observers were trained for coding the 14
* None of the Above (N): Teaching behaviors are N0yenayioral categories of the DIBA (Zakrajasek and
related to the instructional process _ Tannehill, 1989). Prior to actual coding, two preet
* Motor engaged (M): Student is actively engaged ingegsions (120 min sessignwere conducted, so that
an appropriate motor task/activity they became familiarized with the coding process.

* Cognitive Engaged (CE): Student listens to orgyrthermore, the observers were required to reach a
reads about subject matter and gains information |nter-Observer Agreement (I0A) of 0.85 regarding th

* Response Preparing (R). Student gets ready teeliability of the data collected. The IOA for tharrent
respond to a learning task study was calculated as suggested by the general

+ Gets Equipment/Relocates (GR): Student isformula for computing reliability of interobserver
following teacher’s direction or information to get (Siedentop and Tannehill, 2000). The IOA were

the equipment or move to a different location checked on each coding day.
*  Waits for a Turn (W): Student is waiting in a line After all the lessons were recorded, the following
for his or her turn to practice a task procedures were executed. Interval recording teghni
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was used to code the videotaped lessons, producingble 1: Mean scores in percentages of class tilmat the

percentage of time that the participants and their participants spent in 90 physical education classeshe
d h defined behavi . thirteen behaviors using the DIBA system (N = 45)
SEt\L/Jenetnlt’choprzinntgo\?vgfs ea|2:)e uie”(:leto C?)daewt(f)]res ;Zﬁgga\—/ariables Specialist (%) SD Inservice (%) SD Preiser(%) SD
B:
i i i nforming 25.50 11.86 28.80 13.73 46.18 13.13
Iessons_, resultmg in a frequency_qf the behaworz_;l bserving 0 685 1700 S5l 1493 o
categories exhibited by the participants and theisstucturing 36.00 1456 25.40 14.09 22.83 12,58
students. The RPM was used as the measurement uffjfsierms %9 PO Pyt 5
with the event recording to describe and compaee threedback 12.90 579 920 482 299 185
frequencies among the behavioral categories (Sieden {onwoine .00 000, 23, %2, %R 018
and Tannehill, 2000). The “Recording Procedures” inkAA: o 4650 Lss 5620 l67 4334 1573
the DIBA (Zakrajasek and Tannehill, 1989) were cg;ir._-zzgngd 31.20 9.86 20.74 9.79 32.00 10.08
followed throughout the entire coding process. Resp-prepare  6.80 265  5.60 148 337 1.62
Equipment/relo  13.50 8.79 6.40 359 7.8 4.17
Waiting 2.90 1.07 9.70 4.27 13.73 5.32

Data analyses: First, the percentage (for interval data) Note: TB: Teaching Behaviors; LA: Learning Activities.a&e/Enc:
and the descriptive statistics (for RPM data) werePraise/Encouragement, None Above: None of the Ab&@egn.-
computed on the 14 behavioral categories of theADIB Engaged: Cognitive-Engaged, Resp-prepare: Respapiqing,

. . quipment/Relo: Equipment/Relocation and Waitingaititig for a
Second, one-way independent group Analysis Ot
Variance (ANOVA) was utilized for the RPM data
analysis. The independent variable was the thnesde The percentage date reflected the features of the
of teachers (STs, ITs and PTs) whereas the dependefyiee |evels of teachers and their students spesit t
variables were the 14 behavioral categories of thejass time on the 13 behavioral categories. Results
DIBA system. It was important to note that the 14thoyealed that, in the teacher Informing categohg t
category (i.e., Student Off-Task) was not able & b pTg spent 46% of class time which was 17 and 20%
included in the current analyses because of NQuore than those of the ITs and STs, respectivelnts
occurrence or very low occurrence frequency.on the same category. In the teacher Observing
According to the design of the DIBA, the recorder caieqory, the ITs spent 17% of class time that2vasd
neec_zled to write down hls/her_notes on the “Commientsgoy more than those of the PTs and STs, respectively
section of the ‘DIBA Recording Sheet’ at the end Ofghent on this category. In the teacher Structuring
podlng for each lesson. These comments and notes Werategory, the STs spent 36% of class time whichMas
important and useful because they could help the,q "13% more than those of the ITs and PTs,
researchers better understand and analyze tr}%spectively, spent on the same category. In theher

observation results. Praise/Encouragement category, the PTs spent 7% of
class time which was 5 and 7% more than thoseef th
ITs and STs, respectively, spent on this catedarthe

. . teacher Feedback category, the STs spent 13% s cla
The purposes of this study were to examine angime which was 4 and 10% more than those of the ITs

compare the features and differences of teachingnq pTs, respectively, spent on the same category.
behaviors and learning activities in physical edioca

| i ht by the STs. [T 4 PTe e On the other hand, in the Motor Engaged category,
c atss fselttélln%s :]aug t | y tte 'S ? ?r? DIS,IA ' students taught by the ITs gained 56% of class tirat
out © ] ehavioral categories ot the ! WEr€ \was 9 and 13% more than those of the students taugh
analyzed; wherein eight categories determined Hwaw t .
. . . by STs and PTs, respectively, on the same categjory.

teachers performed and five categories determioed h .
the students learned. The IOA values over the 1 he cognitive engaged category, students tauglthey
behavioral categories for the STs, ITs and PTs wer Ts gained 32% of class time that was 1 and 11% mor
0.89, 0.90 and 0.85 respectively, thus meeting thdhan those of the students taught by STs and ITs,
criteria for systematic observation research (Siegre ~ eSPectively, on that category. In the WaitingdoFurn
and Tannehill, 2000). category, students taught by the PTs had 14% of

A total of 90 lessons were videotaped and codedWaiting time that was 4and 11% more than thoséief t
The measurement units were percentage and RPM. Tiséudents taught by ITs and STs, respectively, @n th
mean scores in percentages of time that the texadsl Same category.

RESULTS

of teachers spent in the PE classes for the 13vimehha The descriptive statistics of the 13 behavioral
categories using the DIBA system are presented icategories of the DIBA in RPM data for the teachers
Table 1. and the students are presented in Table 2.
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Table 2: Descriptive statistics of 13 variablesnfr@®IBA system
using Rate Per Minute (RPM) for 90 lessons taught b
specialist, inservice and preservice teachers

Table 3: One-way independent group ANOVA compariad
variables from 90 lessons taught by specialisgriise and
preservice teachers

Variables Levels M SD Min. Max. Variables F (2, 89) p<
Teacher behaviors Teacher behaviors
Informing 1 2.617 1.014 0.823 4.179 Informing 3.541 0.033

2 3349 2271 0.419  8.928 Observing 0.091 0.913

3 3.613  0.761 1.793  5.210  Structuring 1.021 0.365
Observing 1 1.149 1.126 0.000 4.167 Questioning 1.070 0.347

2 1.129  0.810 0.148  3.182 Prai/encou. 14.422 0.000

3 1.224  0.722 0.277  3.250 Feedback 15.036 0.000
Structuring 1 2.622 1.504 0.894 7.400 Controlling 8.997 0.000

2 2479  1.426 0.559  6.290 None above 17.313 0.000

3 2.007 0.948 0.640  4.241  Student activities
Questioning 1 0.529 0.362 0.040 1.432 Motor-engaged 5.043 0.008

2 0.365  0.807 0.000 0.500 Cogn-engaged 6.049 0.003

3 0.349  0.234 0.000  1.033 Preparing 1.555 0.217
Prai/Encou 1 0.248 0.164 0.000 0.659 Equip/Relocat. 0.905 0.408

2 0.138  0.245 0.000 1.028 Waiting 4.890 0.010

3 0.525  0.402 0.000 1725 Notee * Table F(01)@2, 89) = 2.39. Praise/Enc:
Feedback 1 0.946  0.601 0.106  2.965 Praise/Encouragement; None above: None of the abGogn-

2 0.693  0.537 0.000  2.067 engaged: Cognitive-engaged; Resp-prepare: Respepdsng;

3 0.274  0.204 0.000 0912  Equipment/relo.: Equipment/relocation and Waitijaiting for a
Controlling 1 0.000  0.000 0.000  0.000 tym

2 0.010  0.027 0.000 0.111

8 00917 0156 = 0.000 = 0.577 = Controlling F = 8.997, p = 0.000, PTs > ITs > STs;
None-above 1 0.362  0.294 0.000 1.444

2 1.284 1.366 0.000 7.333 None of the above F = 17313, p= OOOO, ITs > STs

3 0.116  0.138 0.000 0520 PTs; Motor Engaged F = 5.043, p = 0.008, ITs > STs
Student activities PTs; Cognitive engaged F = 6.049, p = 0.003, STs >
Motor-engaged 1 3596 1758 0250 8400 prg s Ts and Waiting for a Turn, F = 4.890, p 00

2 5215 2612 0.000 10.758 )

3 4348 1339 >aa4 7414 PTs > ITs > STs. Results of the one-way independent
Cogn-engaged 1 2.755  1.084 0.736  4.891 group ANOVA provided further evidences regarding

2 1880  1.109 0.000  4.210 the differences in the teaching behaviors and iegrn

3 2432 0.710 1138 = 3867  activities in physical education class settinggtaby
Preparing 1 0.205  0.205 0.000  1.059

2 0278 0249 0.000 1000 the three levels of teachers.

3 0.304  0.217 0.000  0.880
Equip/relocat. 1 0791  0.311 0.261  1.788 DISCUSSION

2 0.665  0.469 0.000 1.594

» 3 0688 0359 0182  1.445 According to previous researchers in the field of

Waiting 1 0.383  0.304 0.000  1.000 . X ! . .

5 0873 0915 0000 2500 teaching in physical education, the theorgt_lcal a_nd

3 0.963  0.929 0000 3810 Mmethodological theme most frequently utilized in

Note: The measurement unit was RPM; M: Mean; SD: Stahdar
Deviation; Min: Minimum and Max: Maximum. WaitingVait for a
turn; Equip/Relocat: Gets equipment or relocatesgrGengaged:
Cognitive engaged. Level 1: Specialist teacherseL@: Inservice
teachers and Level 3: Preservice teachers. The \atihble, Off-
Task, in the original DIBA system was not includadthe analysis
due to no occurrence or very low occurrence dutiegnvestigation

The one-way independent group ANOVA

teaching effectiveness in physical education over t
past several decades was the percentage of chass ti
that teachers and their students spent in thegotes
(Faucette and Patterson, 1990; Martin and Kulinna,
2005; Mitcell et al., 2003; Silvermanet al., 1988).
Silverman (1991) indicated that recently researcler
the field of education have given much attentiohdav
time is spent in physical education class settifigs.

evaluating the 13 variables of the DIBA for the 90further this “Class Time Utilization Rate” themdnet

lessons taught by the STs, ITs and PTs are presante
Table 3.

current study examined the class time featuresOin 9
lessons. These features reflected not only the

The analysis conducted on the one-way independemiercentage of class time that teachers and stusipets
group ANOVA revealed that the mean RPM scores weren teaching behaviors and learning activities dsb a

significantly (p<0.05) different among the threedks of
teachers with respect to the following eight teaghi

the relationships between various teaching behsvior
and learning activities. The findings were inteiregt

behaviors: Informing F = 3.541, p = 0.033, PTs 3 and somewhat surprising because the percentage of
STs; Feedback F = 15.036, p = 0.000, STs > ITss; PT class time that the participants spent on a nunober
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teaching behaviors and learning activities in #tisdy  behaviors than those of the ITs and PTs (Table 3).
were much higher than those of the previous studies Regarding the students’ activity levels, the firghirof
First, the teachers of the three levels in theerir the current study were inconsistent with the figdimof
study spent their class time on several teachingraucette and Patterson (1990), whereby they raporte
behaviors in different ways when compared with thethat the rates of students’ activity levels were03&nd
results in previous studies. For example, teacimetise ~ 16.5% taught by specialist and non-specialist teech
current study spent their class times on the Infiogm respectively. The rate of students’ activity levigdand
category were 26% by STs, 29% by ITs and 46% byn the current study were 47,56 and 43% for the,STs
PTs and on the Structuring category were 36% by ST4Ts and PTs respectively, which were higher thars¢h
25% by ITs and 23% by PTs. According to aof Faucette and Patterson (1990).
comprehensive review of literature by Silverman To aim at investigating the status and effect of
(1991), he summarized that the majority of the pals teaching processes related to physical activity and
education teachers spent about 25% of their class t fitness levels in school physical education program
on informing, explanation and demonstration. Keating et al. (1999)examined 15 physical education
Second, the students in the present study speht hi teachers’ teaching behaviors and the learning iiesv
percentages of class time on the motor engageexhibited by their students using a Computer System
category (e.g., 56% taught by ITs, 47% taught bg STfor Observing Fitness Instruction Time (C-SOFIT)
and 43% taught by PTs) and the cognitive engagethstrument. Keatinget al. (1999)found that all 15
category (e.g., 21% taught by ITs, 31% taught bg STteachers spent their class time on instructing,agegy
and 32% taught by PTs). These two learning aatiwiti and observing their students with no time spent on
were regarded as instructional products by previoupromoting and demonstrating physical activities and
researchers (Pangrazi, 2007; Shuwe al., 1998; fitness. While their students only obtained 8% laks
Silvermanet al., 1988). Silverman (1991) summarized time on Motor Engaged activities and 29% of claset
that the majority of the students were physicalitive  on walking, 63% of class time was spent on standing
less than 30% of the time and less than 15% oftiitm&t  sitting, or lying down. Obviously, the findings tfie
was spent practicing at the appropriate level. &ltgh  current study were quite different from the findsngf
the findings of the current study might sound sofmsw Keating et al. (1999), in which the students of the
surprising to the researchers in the field of tgagh present study spent nearly half of the class time o
physical education, it appears to be a new tremligsn Motor Engaged learning activities (i.e., 47% of the
consistent with the requirement recently recommendeclass time taught by STs, 56% of the class timgttau
by the US Department of Health and Human Servicedy ITs and 43% of the class time taught by PTs).
(2001), in which the national goal for school plogsi Martin and Kulinna (2005f)ound that middle and
education programs emphasizes that 50% or more d¢figh school physical education teachers spent 72% o
class time should be spent with students beingheir class time on general instruction and managgm
physically active (US Department of Health and Hama behaviors while their students spent over 60% a$<!
Services, 2001). time on non motor-related activities, such as, ditam
Third, in contrast to the previous studies (Fatecet sitting, or lying down. What the students reallyl din
and Patterson, 1990; Keatimgjal., 1999; Martin and the rest (40%) of the class time, according to Mart
Kulinna, 2005), we would like to discuss how andywh and Kulinna (2005), were walking or engaging in onot
the participants in the current study exhibitecchitag  activities. In contrast, the current investigatifiund
behaviors and learning activities differently. Fette that the students taught by the three levels afhieies
and Patterson (1990pund that specialist physical spent slightly more than 50% of class time engaged
education teachers employed informing, structuringmotor-related learning activities; thereby implyitigat
questioning, feedback and reward teaching behaviorthe teachers in the current study spent nearlydidtie
whereas non-specialist physical education teacherdass time on motivation, instructing and managing
utilized silent monitoring and attending teachingtheir students.
behaviors. In general, the teaching behaviors eyeglo Some possible reasons for the high percentage of
by the teachers in the current study were congistgh  class time on Motor Engaged activities as compared
the findings of Faucette and Patterson (1990). Iwith those previous studies might have some things
particular, the STs in the current study exhibitedre  do with the following two factors: Subject matterk
guestion and feedback teaching behaviors than thiose the lessons involved in the current study. The extbj
the ITs and PTs. The STs, however, exhibited lessatters of the classes included in this study were
Informing, Structuring and rewarding teaching basketball/fitness (18 lessons), volleyball/fithedsS
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lessons), yoga (6 lessons), dance (4 lessons), As the three levels of teachers and their students
soccer/fitness (4 lessons), baseball/fitness (6oles), scored differently in the 14 categories of the DIBAS
gymnastics (6 lessons), aerobic (6 lessons), tef#his Department of Health and Human Services, 2001) over
lessons), weight lifting/fitness (4 lessons), swimg(2  the 90 lessons, we would like to have further discas
lessons) and jump ropeffitness (2 lessons). Ambeg t follows: The STs scored higher on Cognitive Engaged
90 physical education lessons, 55 lessons werand Feedback than the ITs and PTs, since the pysic
individualized activites and 25 lessons wereeducation activity courses in this study were coselo
characterized by using small group format. Reseaisch of a high percentage of students in the PETE nwjor
indicated that teaching individualized activitissch as cognitive learning was an integral part of the
circuit fitness exercises, aerobic exercises, danceurriculum. The STs provided more corrective and
martial-arts and yoga, demanded more instructionaspecific movement oriented feedback for studente T
behaviors (e.g., informing, structuring, questignand  foundation for higher performance in providing was$
reward); therefore, students’ ALT-PE could Feedback and involving students in “Cognitive
significantly increase because teachers’ teachingiearning Activity” might be attributed to the in-oli
behaviors and students’ learning activities ocalrre and comprehensive knowledge on subject matters and
almost at the same time (Faucette and Patters®®; 19 solid teaching experience of the STs.
Martin and Kulinna, 2005; Pangrazi, 2007; Rink, 200 The ITs scored higher on Motor Engaged and
Rosenshine, 1976). When applying the pattern ofVaiting for a Turn categories than those of the &id
teacher-learner in individualized activities to dea PTs. Thereby demonstrating that the ITs were the
general physical fitness for team sports, the #@igtss practitioners who knew how to maximize students’
turned out to be individualized activities. RinkO@)  ALT-PE. They had the skills to motivate their staote
indicated that effective teaching requires goodto participate in the activities they offered. TWaiting
managerial skills and classes can be managed fdor a Turn and Motor Engaged behaviors might be
students’ success in physical education by maxigizi attributed to the ‘class oversize’ (over 80 studegmér
time on task, opportunities for practice and usingclass), which was an overwhelming factor in urbayhh
individual or small group exercises. Hence, theifigs  school physical education class settings. Obvigusly
of this study suggested that, to increase studestoM maintaining a high level of motor activity might lae
Engaged time, teachers should carefully select theolution of dealing with the discipline and control
subject matters, such as, various fitness exereiads issues inherent in oversized classes.
individualized activities. The PTs scored higher on the Informing,
The impact of national healthy and physical Praise/Encouragement and Controlling categories tha
education objectives. The Healthy People 201Ghose of the STs and ITs. According to our obsérmat
objectives for school physical education might have the PTs tended to be the “hands-on” educators who
significant impact on how the three high schoolgtdé  enjoyed demonstrating the motor skills/techniqugs b
and the subject matters they selected. As mentionetthemselves. They demonstrated with enthusiasmgusin
above, since the national objectives were prombied a great deal of praise and encouragement to their
the US Department of Health and Human Servicestudents. Despite their enthusiasm, they mightbsot
(2001), the physical education standards as odtlime proficient in delivering appropriate quantities of
the state, school districts and the three high @isho demonstration/explanation and praise/encouragetoent
have paid high attention to providing moderate tostudents, thus possibly explaining the high scanes
vigorous physical activities in physical educationInforming, Praise/Encouragement obtained by the. PTs
programs. Moreover, providing 50% or more of classHowever, when Informing and Praise/Encouragement
time in physical activity along with maximizing skent  did not work as expected, the PTs turned to use
opportunities for appropriate practice have became Controlling.
essential criterion for determining whether a lesgo In addition, the reasons for the similar scores
effective and successful (Graham, 2008; Martin ancamong the three levels of teachers (Table 2) on the
Kulinna, 2005; Pangrazi, 2007; Rink, 2003). If all Questioning, Observing, Structuring, Preparing and
levels of physical education teachers could provideGet-equipment/Relocation  categories  might  be
50% or more of class time for their students toagieg explained as follow. Questioning is the favorite
in various moderate to vigorous physical activities teaching behavior used by all three groups for
children in our schools would become physicallyefit motivation and for checking students’ understandihg
and healthier through our physical education pnogta similar amount of behaviors shown by the three gsou
thus accomplishing the goal of the healthy peoplE02  in the Questioning category is the physical edocati
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lesson instructional pattern, which implies that noRecommendations and implications. The current
matter you are STs, ITs, or PTs, you have to use study was initially designed to investigate therent
certain amount of questioning teaching behaviors testatus of a PETE program and all data were colecte
stimulate students’ learning activities and deliyeur  within that program. To the knowledge of the
teaching objectives. Observing teaching behaviorsnvestigators, this was the first study involviriyde
occurred during students’ practice. Observing bimav levels of physical educators in a PETE program. The
is essential for effective teaching, because byindings of this investigation have the following
observing, teacher can make decisions on whetleer thimplications to PETE programs and future studies on
students need more help or feedback, or whethtdrefur teaching in physical education: (a) systematic
instructions are needed. The three levels of teadhe observation techniques are useful for evaluating
the current study demonstrated a similar patteingus teachers at all levels in PETE programs and meéuling
the Observing behavioral category. for helping them develop certain specific teaching
Preparing and Get-equipment/Relocation behaviorabehaviors; (b) teachers involved in PETE prograins a
categories are dependent on how teachers manage amoth the high school and college/university leveds
organize their lessons. This is highly relateddw/lthey  learn from each other; (c) providing 50% or more of
apply the Structuring behaviors. The reasons for thle  class time for students to engage in various moeéoa
three levels of teachers scored so closely in theseigorous physical activities is a key criterion for
behavioral categories might be attributed to theassessing whether a lesson is successful or not in
assumption of the PETE program, in which the Pamle teaching physical education; (d) multiple teaching
from the STs and ITs; the ITs learn from their realstrategies, such as the Spectrum Teaching Styles
experiences and the documentations of the st&yeqmil  (Mosston and Ashworth, 2002nd DIM (Graham,
school district and the STs learn from studying the2008), should be taught and reinforced in PETE
educational theories, the guidelines andprograms because this is crucial for the PTs taiabt
recommendations of the professional organizatiog.,(e the essential knowledge and skills to meet the aieéd
NCATE and NASPE) and their teaching experiences. Itiverse learners and (e) strengthening the cooperat
implies that, in the profession of teaching physica of the three levels of teachers within a PETE paoyr
education, an individual might have formed someis vital. Specifically, the new Initial Physical
common patterns along with the structure of the PET Education Teacher Education Standards (National
program. Association for Sport and Physical Education, 2007)
must be shared with the ITs or cooperating teachers
CONCLUSION because the ITs are the major resource for thet®Ts
develop teaching skills during the field experieacel
The present study examined and compared thmternship in actual school settings. Since a PETE
features of teaching behaviors and learning a®ivin ~ program is to prepare physical education teactikes,
physical education class settings taught by thre®Ts should be trained and tested in an environment
different levels of teachers using the 13 behaViorawhere they grow the knowledge and skills so thayth
categories from the DIBA (Table 1). With respecthte  will eventually become successful physical educator
percentage of class time that the participantsbébeu
over the 90 classes, the findings appear to shatv (@) REFERENCES
the three levels of teachers spend nearly halfhef t
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