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Abstraet

The purpose of this study was ta describe and interpret cooperative leaming in a

secondary school physical education program. A multiple-method case study design was

used to investigate the physical education environment. One eighth grade girls handball

class in its first year ofcooperative leaming was compared to an eleventh grade girls

handball class in its fourth year of cooperative leaming. The qualitative inquiry included

interviewing the students and the physical education teacher, taking field notes, and

analysing relevant documents. A modified version of the task structure observational

system (Siedentop, 1994) was used as a quantitative measure of the iostructional ecology

of the two physical education classes. Data revealed that both classes had low

management, transition, and wait times. The grade eleven class spent less time in

instruction and more time in engagement than the grade eight class. Both classes showed

a similiar amount of opportunities to respond during activity, but the eleventh grade class

exhibited higher successful student responses. The cognitive engagement was integral to

the functioning ofboth units. This included time used by the students, instead of direct

instruction by the teacher, for leaming a skill, reviewing materiaJ leamed, planning a

strategy at the beginning ofagame, implementing change in activity during the game,

and retlecting on activity after the game. The study reveaIed that both teacher and

students understood and could visibly see the benefits that cooperative Iearning offered

to the physical education program. This example ofcooperative leaming in physical

education incorporated the basic elements of positive interdependence, individual

accountability, face...to-face interaction, social and interpersonal siriUs, and group

processing, wmch are germane to effective cooperative leaming.
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Abrégé

Le but de cette étude était de décrire et d'interpréter l'apprentissage coopératif dans un

programme d'éducation physique au niveau secondaire. Une classe féminine de handball

de huitième année dans sa première année d'apprentissage coopératif a été comparée à

une classe de handball féminine de onzième année qui en était à sa quatrième année

d'apprentissage coopératif De l'observation systématique par l'entremise d'une version

modifée du système de structure de tâche a révélé que les étudiantes de onzième année

passaient moins de temps en enseignement et plus de temps au jeu par rapport à la classe

de huitième année. Les deux classes ont montré un nombre similaire de chances de

répondre lors des activités 7 mais la classe de onzième année a démontré des résponses

plus appropriées. La majeure partie des deux unités était la composante cognitive­

c'était le temps utilisé par les étudiantes au lieu de l'instruction directe par le professeur.

La composante cognitive était employée pour apprendre une nouvelle habileté~ revoir du

matériel acquis, planifier une stratégie au début d'une partie~ implanter un changement

d'activité lors de la partie et réfléchir au sujet d'une activité après [a partie. L'enquête

qualitative a révélé que le professeur et les étudiantes avaient compris et pouvaient voir

les bénéfices que l'apprentissage coopératif avait à offrir qu programme d'éducation

physique. Les cinq éléments de l'apprentissage coopératif identifiés en class formelle ­

interdépendance positive, la responsabilité personelle, l'interaction face à face7 les

habiletés sociales et interpersonelles et le traitement de groupe étaient retrouvés au

gymnase.
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CHAPTERl

REVIEW OF LITERATURE

The researeh in generie education bas focused on what cooperative leaming can

do for the classroom. This accounts for the majority of research in cooperative leaming

and provides a basis for the research in cooperative learning in physical education.

This review presents the research., theories, and methods coneerning cooperative

learning in generic education., curriculum innovation in physical education, methodology

in physica1 education, and cooperative leaming in physical education. It is hoped that

this review will contribute to the understanding and interpretation of the questions

addressed in this study.

Geoeric Cooperative Lesming

Cooperative Learnini Methods

One of the first cooperative leaming strategies ta he developed was the Jigsaw

(Aronso~Blaney, Step~ Sikes., & Snapp, 1978). In the Jigsaw approach., groups are

given topics which have the potential ta he subdivided into mini-topies. Team members

become experts in the various mini-topies and meet with members of the other groups

who are studying the same material. After learning the materialll experts retum to their

'home' groups to reteach the material, and in domg so., leam about the other mini-tapies.

Students are then tested individually on the materiaJ leamed.

Jigsaw II (Slavin, 1980) is an adapted version ofAronson et al's (1978) method
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that uses improvement scores to create inter~team competition. Students study the same

material with eaeh student focusing on one tapie. The students are tested individually,

but add their improvement scores to create a team score.

In the Co-opC~p learning strategy(~ 1985) each group ehooses a topie,

then subdivides the topic into mini-topies. Each group member is responsible for

preparing a paper and presenting the material to their team. The group synthesizes the

information from each of the mini-presentations and makes a presentation to the class on

the whole topie. Students are evaluated by their team for their mini-topie presentation~

evaluated by the teacher for their paper, and evaluated by both the class and the teaeher

for their tea.m presentation.

Cooperative Seripts (MeDonal<l Dansarea~Garland., Holley, Collins, 1979) is a

cognitive learning strategy whieh requires student pairs to read an assigned passage. One

student serves as a recaller and attempts to summarize from memory what has been

leamed. The other student serves as the listener/facilitator and attempts to correct errors

in the recall and to facilitate the organization and storage of the material. Cooperative

Scripts relies on intrinsic motivation to facilitate both individual and group performance.

Student Teams Academic Divisions, aIso known as 'STAD' (Slavi~ 1983)~ have

groups vieing for recognition as 'Super Teams' based on each team member's knowledge

of the academic material. STAD teams help each other study and complete worksheets

after which students take individual quïzzes on the material. Students are given

individual improvement scores based on pretest to post-test leaming gains which are

added together to create an overall team score. Rewards are distributed to deserving
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teams during a recognition ceremony.

Teams-Games-Tournaments~also known as 'l'GT' (DeVries~ Slavin, Fennessy~

Edwards & Lombardo~ 1980)~ is a cooperative learning strategy similiar ta STAD with

the exception that TGT uses weekly tournament points won in face-to-face competition

ta detennine the contribution ofeach member to the team. In TGT~ heterogeneous

groups work together to leam the material. After the practice session is complete,

students meet with two other students with similar abilities to play a game which

involves answering questions similiar ta the ones on the worksheets. The student who

answers the MOst questions correetly wins six points for bis or her team~ the Middle

scorer takes four points; and the low scorer gets two points. Team scores are added and

weekly newsletters recognize the most successful teams and individuals. After each

tournament the winner is bumped up one table and the loser is bumped down one table to

ensure that the competition is fair. Although sorne researchers (Kagan~ 1989) criticize

TûT for including the competitive element., it was included as a means of introducing a

'game' element to engage the interest of students that were otherwise bored with the

material (Slavi~ 1983).

Learning Together (Johnson & Jobnso~ 1975) involves groups of students

working together on a single assignment sheet. Although students are expeeted to learn

the academic material, the main focus of this strategy is on promoting positive group

interactions and interpersonal skills, which makes this technique particularly useful for

improving the prosocial behaviour ofchildren (Johnso~Johnso~& Anderso~ 1983).

This is accomplished through the assignment afroles (i.e.~ recorder, encourager,
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summarizer<hecker) appropriate to the activity.

The Structural Approach (Kagan, 1990) provides teachers with a flexible~

selective method of implementing cooperative Iearning. Most cooperative methods

provide one design for organizing the classroom~and focus primarily on the development

ofa specifie type of learning (e.g., acquisition of facts, social-interaction skills, learning

strategies or higher level thinking). Incon~ the Structural Approach offers a

repertoire of content-free activity structures which teachers can select from and apply to

their content area. This flexibility allows teachers ta foster the types of siriUs students

exhibit the strongest need for, or which are the most appropriate for a given lesson or

topic.

The various cooperative leaming strategies have been developed as alternatives to

the competitive classroom. They have been developed to enhance academic achievement

(Johnson & Johnson., 1989; Johnson~ Maruyam~ Johnso~ Nelson & Skon, 1981;

SIa~ 199Oa), to improve the students' affective domai~ ta improve interpersonaJ

relationships and to improve one's psychological health (Johnson & Johnso~ 1989;

Johnso~ Johnson & Maruyam~ 1983; Siavin., 199Oa).

Cooperative LearniD~and PsycboIQlUcal Heaith

Students require psycbolagical hea1th and stability to build and maintain family,

community, and career relationships~to establish a basic and meaningfu1

interdePendence with other people, and to participate effectively in society (Johnson and

Johnson, 1994). Johnson and Johnson (1989) found that COOPerative experiences are

positively related to a number of indices of psychological health, namely: social skills,
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social perspective taking, and self--esteem.

The importance ofsocial skills bas been addressed throughout the literature (Lew"

Mesch, Johnson, & Johnson, 1986; Janice" 1980; Johnson and Johnson., 1974, 1994~

Siavin, 1977). Johnson and Johnson ( 1994) wrote that "interpersonal and small-group

skills fonn the basic nexus among individuals" and if individuals are to work together

productively and cope with the stresses and strains ofdoing SO" they must have a

modicum ofthese skills" (p. 69).

Lew, Mesch, Johnson & Johnson (1986) found that socially isolated and

withdrawn students leamed more social skills and engaged in them more frequently

within cooperative situations than within individualistic situations, especially when the

group was rewarded for doing 50. A study by SIavin (1977) reported that emotionally

disturbed adolescents who experienced cooperative leaming were more likely than

traditionally taught students to interaet appropriately with other students. This effect was

still present five months after the end ofthe study. In a similar study" Janke (1980)

discovered that cooPerative leaming had positive effects on interactions among

emotionaIly disturbed students.

Johnson &. Johnson (1974) found that cooperation promotes more frequen~

effective and accurate communication than do competitive and individualistic situations.

Johnson &. Johnson (1974) also found that cooperation promotes more constructive

management ofconflicts than do competitive or individualistic efforts.

Social perspective taking is the ability to understand how a situation appears to

another person and how that Person is reaeting cognitively and emotionally to the
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situation (Johnson & Johnson., 1989). The opposite of social perspective taking is

egocentrism., the embeddedness in one's own viewpoint to the extent that one is unaware

ofother points of view and of the limitation of ooers perspective. Johnson & Johnson

( (989) found that cooperative leaming experiences tend ta promote greater perspective

taking in the cognitive and affective domains than do competitive or individualistic

leaming experiences.

Selfesteem is "ajudgement about ooers self-worth, value and competence based

on a process of conceptualizing and gathering information about oneself and one's

experiences" (Johnson & Johnson., 1994, p. 66). Siavin (l990a) suggested that

self-esteem is the most important psychological outcome of cooperative learning

methods. Johnson and Johnson (1989) conducted a meta-analysis examining over eighty

studies comparing the impact ofcooperative, competitive and individualistic experiences

on self-esteem. The results found that cooperative efforts promoted higher self-esteem

than did competitive (effect size = 0.58) or individualistic (effect size = 0.44) efforts

(Johnson & Johnson, 1989). In this meta·analysis each study was rated in five areas of

methodological adequacy to detennine its quality. This included nmdomly assigning

subjects to conditions't having a well-defined and unambiguous control., controlling for

experimenter and curriculum effects and veri fication that the experimental and control

conditions were appropriately implemented (Johnson & Johnso~ (989). The findings on

psychological heaJth and cooperative leaming were consistent across hi~ medi~ and

low quality studies.

In the meta·analysis there were studies whlch contained a mixture of cooperative~
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competitive and individualistic effons and there were others which were purely

cooperative. For example, the Jigsaw (Aronson et al, 1978) is a combination of

cooperative and individualistic reward structures and Student Teams Achievement

Divisions (Slavi~ 1980) is a mixture ofcooperation and intergroup competition.

Johnson & Johnson's (1975) Leaming Together is an example ofa purely cooperative

reward structure. Johnson and Johnson (1989) found that the pure operationalizations of

cooperation had a significantly stronger impact than the mixed operationalizations

(cooperative vs. competitive, mixed = 0.33 and pure =0.74; cooperative vs.

individualistic, mixed = 0.22 and pure = 0.51).

Cooperative LeamiP& and Intex:personal Relationsbips

Cooperative learning experiences, when compared with competitive and

individualistic instructio~ promoted considerably more Iiking amongst students, with

effeet sizes of0.66 and 0.60, respectively (Johnson & Johnso~ 1989; Johnson et al,

1983). This was true regardless of individual differences in ability level, sex.,

handicapping conditions, ethnie membership, social class differences., or task orientation

(Johnson et al, 1983). The cooperative students developed considerably more of a

commitment to and caring for each other no matter what the initial impressions ofand

attitudes towards each other were (Johnson et al, 1983). When only the high quality

studies were included in the analysis., the etfect sizes were 0.82 for the cooperative versus

competitive, and 0.62 for the cooperative versus individualistic (Johnson & Johnson,

1989). Johnson and Johnson (1989) found higher effect sizes for the 5tUdies using pure

operationalizations than for studies using mixed operationalizations (cooperative vs.
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competitive~ pure = 0.79 and mixed = 0.46; cooperative vs. individuaIistic~ pure = 0.66

and rnixed = 0.36).

Johnson and Johnson ( 1989) reported that cooperative experiences tended to

promote greater social support than competitive (effect size = 0.62) or individualistic

(effect size = 0.70) efforts. Johnson and Johnson (1989) also found that in the higher

quality studies the effect sizes were even stronger (effect sizes = 0.83 and 0.7t,

respectively). For the pure operationalizations~Johnson and Johnson (1989) found

higher levels of social support than of that for the mixed operationalizations in both the

competitive and individualistic efforts (competitive, mixed = 0.45 and pure = 0.73;

individualistic, mixed =0.22 and pure = 0.77)

SeveraJ researchers have suggested the benefits ofcooperative learning to school

likeability (Astin 1985; Bli~ 1972; Kulik & Kul~ 1979; Noel,1985; Tinto, 1975).

Tinto (1975) in her literature review, concluded that the greater the students' involvement

in their leaming experience, the more likely they were to persist to graduation. In a

similar study, Noel (1985) reported that students were more likely to stay in school if

they were satisfied with their learning experiences. Astin (1985) concluded that student

involvement academically and socially in the school experience was the driving force to

persistence and achievement. In addition, other studies (Bligh, 1972; Kulik & Kulik,

1979) have showed that college students reported greater satisfaction with courses that

allowed them to engage in group discussion.

Cooperative Learninl: and Achieyement

Johnson & Johnson (1989) examined over 375 studies conducted over the past
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ninety years on the success of competitive~ individualistic and cooperative leaming

structures in promoting productivity and achievement When ail studies were included in

the anaJysis, Johnson and Johnson (1989) found that the average cooperating student

perfonned at about two-thinis a standard deviation above the average competitive student

(effect size = 0.67) or individualistic student (etTect size = 0.64).

A number of the studies contained a mixture of cooperative, competitive and

individualistic efforts, and others were pure. When the results of pure and rnixed

operationalmttions ofcooperative learning were compa.red, Johnson and Johnson ( 1989)

round that the pure operationalizations produced higher achievement (cooperative vs.

competitive, pure =0.71 and mixed = 0.40; cooperative vs. individualistic, pure =0.65

and rnixed = 0.42).

Johnson and Johnson (1989) reexamined the studies which investigated time-on­

task and fOWld that cooperators spent more time on task than did competitors (effect

size=O.76) or students working individualistically (effect size = 1.17). These results

suggested that cooperative leaming groups spend more time-on-task than students in

competitive or individualistic reward structures.

KuJik and Kulik (1979) reported in their literature review on college teaehing that

students who participated in discussion groups in class were more likely to develop

positive attitudes towards the course's subject matter. In a similar finding, Johnson and

Johnson (1994) concluded that when compared with competitive and individualisric goal

structures, cooperative leaming promotes more positive attitudes towards the subject

area, more positive attitudes towards the instruetional experience, and more ofa
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continuing motivation to learn about the subject matter.

The application, evaluatio~and synthesis of knowledge and other higher level

reasoning skills are often neglected (Johnson & Johnso~ 1994). However., cooperative

leaming promotes a greater use ofhigher level reasoning strategies and critical thinking

than do competitive or individualistic learning strategies (Gabbe~ Johnson & Johnson,

1986; Johnson & Johnson., 1989; Johnso~ Skon & Johnson, 1980; Skon, Johnson &

Johnson., 1981). Johnson & Johnson (1989) found that cooperative learning experiences

promote more frequent insight into the use of higher level cognitive and moral reasoning

strategies than do competitive or individualistic experiences (effect sizes = 0.93 and 0.97.,

respectively). Cooperative learning bas also shown to he an important procedure for

lnvolving students in meaningful activities in the classroom and enhancing meta­

cognitive skills (Brown, Collins & Dugui~ 1989).

Slavin ( 1990a) also examined the effects ofcooperative leaming on student

achievement in bis review of literature on elementary and secondary school students.

The review examined over sixty studies ofvarious cooperative leaming methods and

their effect on achievement. The results found that the methods that emphasize group

goals and individual accountability, in particular Siavin's Student Team Leaming

Methods (STAD, TGT), were consistently more effective for increasing student

achievement than were other forms ofcooperative learnin~with a median effect size of

0.30 for aIl measures and 0.21 for standardized measures (Sla~ 1990a). AJthough the

results were moderate, Slavin ( 1990a) suggested that they were importan~especially

when taken into account with the positive social benefits that cooperative learning bas to
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offer.

Elements ofCooperative LearniO&

Siavin (199Oa) reportl:d tbat cooperative learuing methods "can and usuaUy do

have a positive effect on student achievement" (p. 52). However, the acbievement

depends on the essential features ofgroup goals, or positive interdependence, and

individuaJ accountability.

Johnson, Johnson and Holubec (1988) defined positive interdependence as "the

perception that you are linked with others in a way so that you cannot succeed unless

they do (and vice versa), that is, their work benefits you and your work benefits them" (p.

4: 6). Positive interdependence is what differentiates cooperative learn.ing from group

leaming. Abrami et al (1993) reported that

the most important factor which differentiates group learning from
cooperative learn.ing is the degree ta which group members function
interdependently... cooperative learn.ing centres around students
interdependence. . . Traditional leaming activities may have student
interdependence; cooperative learning aetivities must have them. (p. 16)

Another impottant component of cooperative leaming is individual

accountability. Siavin ( 1986) defined individuaJ aceountability as "the team's success

depend[ing] on the individualleaming of all team members" (p. 5). The incorporation of

individual accoWltability and positive interdependence into cooperative learning teaching

methods is crucial. According to Slavin (19908), "Cooperative learn.ing can he an

effective means of increasing student achievement. but only if group goals and individual

accountability are incorporated" (p. 151).

Johnso~ Johnson and Johnson..Holubec (1993) added three other elements if
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cooperative leaming was to he successful: face-t~face promotive interaction~

interpersonaJ and small group siriUs and group processing. Face-t~face interaction was

simply a description of the structure of the students' leaming environment. This physica1

proximity promotes leaming because the students are more accessible to help~ share with

and encourage one another (Johnso~ Johnson & Holubec~ 1988). For example, if there

was a group of four students in a tight circle facing each other, their physical

arrangement wouId be more conducive to leaming than would a group of four students

whose desks ail faced the front of the classroom.

Abrami et al ( 1993) defined interpersonal skills as the "ability to engage in verbal

and nonverbal interactions with others" (p. 142). lnterpersonal and small group skills

include leadership, decision-making, communication and conflict-management

interactions. Thus, groups with positive interpersonal skills would display negotiating,

integration of ideas, active listening, acceptance ofdifferences~encouraging, and so on

(Bennett, Rolheiser-Bennett & Stev~ 1991). Since groups cannot function effectively

without interpersonal skills, teachers must teach them (Johnso~ Johnson & Johnson­

Holubec, 1993). For the best results, they should he taught through the use of modelling,

direct instruction and practice (Abrami et al, 1993).

Johnson and Johnson (1990) also addressed the issue of teaching cooperative

skilIs. Students do not instinctively know how ta interact with each other and they must

first be taught these skills and motivated to use them in order that time spent in a

cooperative leaming environment can he productive. To teach interpersonal and small

group skills, Johnson and Johnson (1990) reported that students must:
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1. See the need to use the skiIl,
2. understand what the skiU is and when it shouid he used,
3. realize when and how they are going to use the skill,
4. reflect on their use ofthis skill, and
s. persevere in the practicing of the skill.

The final step ofpersevering May he the MOst important step in the process.

Johnson and Johnson (1990) reported that "students have to practice cooperative skills

long enough to go through the stages ofawkward enhancemeot, phony enactment, and

mechanicaJ use of the skill to automatie routine use where the skill is fully intemalized"

(p. 30). This is accomplished by continuing to assign a necessary cooperative skill.,

continuing to give students feedback on the frequency and performance ofthis skill., and

rewarding the group with bonus points when members use the skill (Johnson & Johnson.,

1990). This structured approach increases the use ofthe cooperative skill and eventually

leads to the mastery ofit.

Group processing is the "specifie tinte to discuss how weIl the group members

were at achieving their goals and maintaining effective working relationshipstf (Johnson.,

Johnson & Holubec., 1988, p. 1:28). This May include discussing actions which

enhanced or demoted the group's success and/or the teacher's feedback on the

effectiveness of the groups.

Princjples for Success iD Cooperative Leamin&

Edwards and Stout ( 1990) reported that to achieve benefits from cooperative

leaming., there must he three vital components: cornminnent, pacing and support.

Commitment means that the undertaking ofcooperative leaming continues., even through

the rough times. For exampley if a teacher comrnits himselfiberself to cooperative
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learning for a year~ they will he more likely ta carry out this commitment Teachers must

pace the program by beginning with one lesson in one subject that they feel comfortahle

with, and continue in this area until the cooperative process is going smoothly socially,

emotionally, physically and academically (Edwards &. Stout. 1990). Subjects can then he

added as teacher and student competence develops and social skills added as the need

arises. Finally, there should he others that support you in your endeavours (Edward &:

Stout, 1990). Whether it he one other teacher that you meet with on a weeldy basis, or

the district cooperative leaming support group that meets monthly, if someone is there ta

share your difficulties and triumphs., the greater the drive will he to succeed

Sapon-Schevin and Schniedewind (1990) suggested some principles ta achieve

the full potential ofcooperative leaming. First., the rime spent in revising teaching

methods should aJso he used to examine subject content Simply because a lesson is

incorporated cooperatively does not assure its value. For example~ using cooperative

leaming techniques ta caver the same mathsheets with more efficiency does not

demonstrate the full potential of cooperative leaming. Second, cooperative learning can

he used to help students leam about cooperation. One way this can he accomplished is

through debates on humanistic issues that normally divide us on the basis ofage, race~

gender or physical condition (Sapon-Schevin & Schniedewind.. 1990). For example, a

cooperative discussion in a grade eight class on birth ranking would probably illicit

different responses towards the advantages and/or disadvantages of tirst., middle, or last

barn in a family. Thir~ teachers have to apply cooperative learning to all aspects of the

classroom. The processing ofcooperative values should not just he limited ta the
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discussion period following the lesson, but it should be evident in the remainder of the

day and eventually, in the students' everyday lives. Processing happens in the class aIl

the rime as students Ieam to trust and respect one another, as they leam to work together,

and as they receive messages about the way they interaet with one another. These events

arc of importance to the teacher and ta the smooth functioning of the class (Sapon­

Schevîn & Scbniedewind, 1990). Finally, cooperative Iearning should he promoted not

because it is similiar to what is already donc, but because it is differcnt and bas greater

potential to enhance Ieaming. Sapon-Schevin & Schniedewind (1990) suggested that "by

using the priociples ofcooperative leaming., teachers and students alike can be

empowered, crearing schools that are truly cooperative and a society that works together

to accomplish a goal" (p. 65).

Issues and Concems About Cooperative LeamiDe

Although the research points ta the Many benefits of cooperative Iearning

(Johnson, Maruyama, Johnson., Nelson & Skon, 1981; Johnson & Johnson, 1989;

Johnson., Johnson & Maruy~ 1983; SIavin, 1990a), some authors have addressed

their concems on several issues (Sapon-Schevin, 1994; Slavin, 1990; Abrami et al,

1993). Abrami et al (1993) reported sorne of the practical concems as being physical

arrangements, noise, time, and curricuJar materiaJs. Since the physical arrangement is

based on face-to-face interaction (Johnson., Johnson and Johnson..Holubec~ 1993),

students often work on the flOOf, in the hall, or in the library with minimal supervision.

Abrami et al (1993) advised that teachers notify the caretaking staffand other teaehers of

the students' working conditions. Another practica1 concem about the cooperatively
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structured classroom is that there is often a louder noise leveL Abrami et al (1993)

reported that "teachers must communicate to the principal and fellow teaches that the

increased noise is not evidence of lack of control but ofstudents aetively engaged in

leaming" (p. 63). Another factor to consider with a cooperatively struetured classroom is

that aetivities often take longer to complete than if they are done individually. Abrami et

al (1993) suggested, "If there is a great deal of pressure to cover course content then it

would he best to use cooperative leaming orny for short structured aetivities" (p.63).

Finally, Abrami et al (1993) reported that because cooperative leaming is a relatively

new teaching curriculum, it May he difficult to find appropriate curricular materials for

sorne topics, and further suggested that colleagues work together to develop units for

different subject areas and grade levels.

Slavin (1990a) wamed that "ifnot properly constructed, cooperative leaming

methods can allow for the 'fiee-rider' effect., in which sorne group members do all or

most of the work (and leaming) while others go along for the ride" (p. 16). In additio~

certain assignments can create a situation where the students who are perceived to he less

skilful are ignored by other group members (Slavin., 199Oa). This "diffusion of

responsibility" is detrimental to the effects of cooperative leaming but can he eliminated

by making each group member responsible for a unique part of the task and by holding

students individually accountable for their leaming (Slavin, 1990).

Sapon-Schevin ( (994) identified sorne of the problems with cooperative leaming.

She stated that the content of cooperative learmng often represents the same curriculum

implemented in groups where there bas been linle attention given to divergent
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perspectives or meaningfulleaming. S8JXln-Schevin (1994) argued "boasts by

cooperative leaming advocates that cooperative leaming can he used to teach anything

have resulted in just that: teaching anything, as opposed to something important"

(p. 185). Another limitation ofcooperative leaming is i15 implementation as a thing

apart from the rest of the school day. Schools that still support competitive school wide

activities give mixed messages to students. In additio~ Sapon-Schevin (1994)

commented:

Trying to have heterogeneous groups ofstudents wode together in schools
that make no other attempts to address issues of racism~ sexism.,
homophobia, classi~ and traeking is not adequate ta alter students'
perceptions of one another or irnprove their interactions. (p. 185)

Another limitation ofcooperative learning is that mandating teacher and student

behaviour disempowers both teaehers and students (Sapon-Schevin., 1994). Models of

cooperative leaming that specify the curriculum, or schools that mandate one specifie

approach., limit the extent to which teachers and students take ownership of the subject

materia!. Sapon-Scbevin (1994) reported that a major problem with cooperative leaming

techniques is that there are often incompatibilities between the content and the process.

For example, a cooperative leaming lesson on World War II leaves the students with a

singular perspective about the inevitability of conflict and the relative lack of importance

ofcooperation. One other problem with cooperative leaming is insuring the inclusion of

each student within his/her group. It may he that teachers are j ust Itsimply placing

students in groups and hoping Dice things [will] happen" (Sapon-Schevi~ 1994., p.185),

rather than insuring that cooperative leaming activities provide emotional support.
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Similarly~ insuring that students are developing the appropriate social skills may also be

difficult Finally, Sapon-Schevin (1994) suggested that "ifcooperative leaming bas met

with acceptance because of its apparent simplicity~ perhaps we should ask if simplicity

is compatible with systematic~ thoughtful, comprehensive implementation" (p. 186). In

this respect~ ifcooperative learning training programs "keep teachers tram assuming full

ownership and responsibility for implementing cooperative leaming ... maybe training

is incompatible with education" (Sapon-Schevin., 19947 p.186). Sapon-Schevin

summarized:

Embraeing cooperative leaming as a school-wide philosophy would
requite the revamping ofour curricul~our pedagogy~ our grouping
patterns, our grading and assessment procedures and our staffing patterns.
Our goal should not he to implement cooperative leaming as simply as
possible, leaving intact the underlying beliefs, structures and practices of
teachers, parents, administrators and students. Rather, our goal shouJd he
schools in which cooperative leaming can function as a catalyst-forcing us
to uncover and dismantle the structures that separate and damage children
and reinvent schools that embody social and educational equity and
justice. (p.189)

Although it is not without its shortcomings (Abrami et~ 1993; Sapon-Schevi~

1994; Slavi~ 1990a), the generic research bas suggested that ifcooperative leaming is

used to its full extent, incorporating the basic elements ofpositive interdependence,

individual accountabiIity, face-to-face promotive interaction, interpersonal and small

group skills and group processing, then the benefits will far surpass those offered by

traditional methods (Johnson & Johnson, 1989; Johnso~ Johnson & Maruyama, 1983;

Johnson, Maruyama, Johnson~ Nelson & Skon, 1981; Siavin, 1990a).
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Recent Innovation in Pbysical Education

Critical Thinkini Model

The importance of inquiry and critical thinking in physicaJ education bas been

addressed by several researchers (Ennis, 1987; McBride, 1991; McBride, Gabbard and

Miller, 1990). McBride ( 1991 ) suggested taking a closer look at critical thinking in

physical education because of the potential for teaching critical thinking in the

psychomotor domain. Ennis ( 1987) defined critical thinking as "reasonable and

reflective thinking that is focused on deciding what to believe or do" (p. 10). McBride et

al (1990) argued that students will need to he able ta perform h.igher-level thinking skills

in order to make the kinds ofdecisions necessary ta survive in a rapid1y changing world

McBride ( 1991) reported that for critical thinking to accur

the leamer must first he given the opportunity to inquire. OnIy during
inquiry can critical thinking siriUs he activated througb such cognitive
functions as comparing, contrasting, drawing inferences, and testing
hypothesis. . . The teacher must relinquish some of the responsibility for
analyzin& evaluating, diagnosing, and providing direct feedback to the
students... The leaner needs to assume responsibility for thinking for
herself or himself In effeet the teacher weans the students from the
traditional stimulus-response model,. where leaming chietly occurs by drill
and repetition., to a situation where the students aetively pursue solutions
and engage in critical thinking. (p. 117)

McBride (1991) proposed tbat critical thinking for students consisted of four

components: cognitive organizing,. cognitive action, cognitive outcomes, and

psychomotor outcomes. Cognitive organizing referred to the nature of the problem or

challenge. "A common trait separating effective critical thinkers from their less effective

counterparts is the ability to initially concentrate on identifying the correct problem"
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(McBride, 1991, p. 118). Cognitive action referred to the ability to "use the infonnation

generated during the organizing stage to retine responses, make judgements, and

fonnulate hypotheses" (McBride, 1991, p.119). McBride (1991 ) grouped the cognitive

and psychomotor outcomes together, "The way to assess the hypotheses generated from

the cognitive action phase is to test them, which moves the leamer ioto the cognitive and

psychomotor outeomes phases ofthe critical-thinking processIf (p.119).

McBride, Gabbard, and Miller (1990) stated:

The goal ofproducing individuals who can work independently and create
new alternatives to accomplish desired objectives is universal to
education. Physical educators know that individuals who merely replicate
a demonstration or respond to a teacher stimulus are being limited in both
their movement and cognitive development. (p.201)

Self-ResponsibiJjty Model

Hellison (1990, 1995) developed the student self-responsibility model, which bas

been a successful student centered modeI. The self responsibility model was initially

promoted as a means of teacbing self-responsibility to at-risk youth.

The model teaches selfand social responsibility through a process of
awareness, experience and decision making, and self-reflection. The
subject matter is sport and exercise. .. Self responsibility is
conceptualized as empowering at-risk youth to take more control of their
lives, to learn how 10 engage in self development in the face of a variety
of external forces, including socialization patterns, peer pressure, self...
doubt, lack of concept and skills and limited vision oftheir own options.
(HelIiso~ 1990, p.38)

He has advocated a progressive set of goals which take into account both the

teaching learning progression and a hierarehy ofvalues. Hellison (1995) identified these

goals through a five level sequence:
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LevelI: Sufficient self control to respect the rights and feelings of
others.

Level II: Participation and effort in program content.
Level m: Selfdirection with emphasis on independence and goal setting.
LevellV: Caring about and helping others.
Level V: Application of four levels outside the gym.

Hellison (1995) bas suggested five strategies which have been developed to put

the levels into practice: awareness talks~ success at each leve~ individual decision-

making, group meetings and reflection time. Awareness talks and suceess at each level

acquaint students with the value of the program and the meaning ofeach level.

Individual decision making builds negotiation and choices into the levels. Group

meetings enable students to share ideas, opinions and feelings about the program~ but

more imponantIy~"to give students practice at group decision-sharing and decision-

making" (Hel1iso~ 1995, p. 47). Reflection time allows students to examine the reasons

for, and consequences of their behaviour.

HeUison ( 1995) recognized that the student self-responsibility model would not

solve today's social problems~ but that

providing today's young people with guidelines for, and practice i~ taking
responsibility for their persona! well-being and contnbuting to the well­
being ofothers [could] make a ditTerence in what they value and in the
choices they make. (p. 8)

Teaçbina GaInes for Understandina Agproach

The Teaching Games for Understanding (TGFU) approach bas been developed as

an alternative ta the traditional model in phYSlcal education (Almond, 1983; Griffin,

1996; Mitchell? 1996; MiteheU~ Griffi~ Oslin and Sariscsany~ 1995; Tumer~ 1996;

Werner, Thorpe and Bunker, 1996). Whereas a traditional teaching model follows a
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series of highly struetured lessons relying heavily on the teaching of skills and

techniques, the TGFU approach stresses the importance of the student making correct

decisions in the light oftaeticaJ awareness (Werner et al, 1996). This taetical model of

teaehing games bas evolved due to inadequacies being revealed in the traditiona1, or

technical~ model. Werner, Thorpe and Bunker (1996) observed that the teehnicaI model

contained

a large percentage ofchildren acbieving little success due to the emphasis
on performance~skilful players who possess infleXIble techniques and
poor decision-making capacities, performers who are depeodent on the
tcacher/coach ta make their decisions, a.~ a majority of youngsters who
leave school knowing little about games. In addition ... skills that were
taught often did oot transfer to the game, children approached this phase
ofthe lesson with Iow motivatio~and the skills were focused at the
average child (p. 28)

While the technical model typically uses infonning, extending and refining tasks

to master motor skills before a game situation is introduced (Rink, 1993), the taetical

approach focuses on the"what to do?" within the game context before the question of

t7how to do?". Lessons stan witb a modified game which presents an appropriate taetical

Problem. The skiUs that are needed to address the problem are identified and taught,

before retuming to the game which stresses the correct application of skiII within a

taetical context (Mitchell et aL (995). This is achieved by modifying the number of

players on a team, the coW't size and the type of equipment used (Wemer et al, 1995).

For example, ifa teaeber wants hisIber students to examine the problem ofmaintaining

possession of the ball, an appropriate way to begin this lesson would he by establishing a

game form that forces students to think about keeping possession. A game of3~n-3 in a
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20 x 20 yard area in which the goal of the game is to keep possession for 5 consecutive

passes~ forces each team to concentrate on keeping possession. After a short period of

time players will he able to answer teacher's questions about the goal of the activity and

ways to achieve the goal. ln this manner, the students are involved in more decision

making and understand how their leamed skills are applied to the game situation.

Players then proceed to a structured practice segment., which focuses on solving the

tactical problems (Griffin., 1996). After sufficient practice, students return to the initial

game and apply their siriUs ta the taetical situations.

The TOFU approacb uses these taetical situations in other games, which are

grouped through the Games Classification System (Almond., 1983) ioto the areas of

invasion games, net/wall games., striking/fielding and target games. Mitchell et al (1995)

suggested that ltby getting students to think taetica11y about games we are more likely to

enable them to transfer effectively from one game to another" (p. 7). Research

comparing the TGFU approach ta the technical approach bas shown that in a 16 lessan

field hockey unit the TGFU students improved significantly more in knowledge of the

game, improved significantly more in control and decision making dW'ing game time and

yielded greater satisfaction than the technical game students (Turner, 1996).

Cooperative Actiyities in Physjcal ELhrcation

Mosston and Ashworth (1986, 1994) provided an early identification of a form of

cooperative leaming in physical education. Through their spectrum of teaching styles7

they identified the shifting of responsibilities from the teaeher to the student. According

ta Mosston and Ashworth (1994)9 teaching styles may he placed along a continuum based
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on their emphasis of teacher-centered and student--centered decision making. The tirst

five styles (command, practice, reciprocaJ, self-check and inclusion) are

characteristically teacher--centered. The instruetor makes most of the decisions related to

subject matter and the conditions surrounding the teaching-leaming process (Mosston &

Ashwo~ 1994). Ifa teacher was to use the first five styles with the same subject

matter, the emphasis would move from a very direct teaching style (cornmand), to

practicing specifically descnbed skills at stations (practice), ta working with partners on

prescribed tasks (reciprocal), to perfonning the tasks individually (self-check), or to

being aIlowed to achieve objectives within various performance levels (inclusion).

In the above styles, the student bas been involved in the physical, social and

emotional realms. The involvement in the cognitive realm bas been limited. Beginning

with guided discovery, the learner must cross the discovery threshold (Mosston &

Ashwo~ 1994), which provides the opportunity for inquiry and critica1 thinking. With

guided discovery, the teacher leads the learner toward discovering a concept, principle or

idea that was previously unknown to the learner (Mosston & Ashworth, 1994). If the

student ventures too far from the path towards discovery, additional guidance is

provided. With convergent discovery the learner "discoverfsJ the solution to a problem

and Ieam[s] to clarify an issue and arrive at a conclusion byemploying logical

procedures, reasoning and critical thinking" (Mosston & Ashworth, 1994, p. 249). The

divergent production teaching style has the leamer "engaged in discovering and

producing options within the subject matter" (Mosston & Ashwo~ 1986, p. 190).

Where the discovery styles converge to more ofa specific solution, the divergent
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production style attempts to seek multiple solutions to a problem (Mosston & Ashworth.,

1994). Additional cognitive operations such as categorizing, synthesizing and

hypothesizing are frequently engaged The student determines which solutions are

applicable ta the problem an<L therefore bas greater control ovec the specifics of the

subjeet matter (Mosston & Ashwo~ 1994).

Base<! on the definition ofcooperative leaming, those styles specific to

cooperative leaming would include a combination of the reciprocal., inclusio~ guided

discovery, convergent discovery, and/or divergent styles. The reciprocal style contributes

to the development of social skills through students working with and receiving feedhack

from peers. The inclusion style contributes the elemeot of the inclusion ofalileamers.

The discovery and divergent styles contribute ta the development ofcognitive skills

where the student takes more responsibility for hislher learning.

Physica1 educators have since sought to incorporate cooperative leaming iota

physical education. Writers bave applied the research findings from the generie field to

discussions on cooperative learning's incorporation into physical education (Mercier,

1992; Ounn and Wilso~ 1991). Other authors have addressed the issue of cooperative

games in physical education (Orlic~ 1978, 1982; Decker, 1990; Olakas., 1991;

Grineski, 1989; Deline, 1991).

Mercier ( 1992), in her discussion ofcooperative education., related one of the five

outcomes which characterize a physically edueated persan [National Association of Sport

and Physical Education (NASPE), 1992]. The outcome suggested that a physically

educated person values physical activity and its contributions to a healthy lifestyle. More
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specifically, that person appreciates the relationship with others that results from

participating in physical aetivity (NASPE, 1992). Mercier (1992) made sorne

recommendations for achieving these outcomes in a cooperative leaming physical

education class:

1. Begin with pairs.
2. Begin with activities that are already cooperative.
3. As with anything new, there will he problems initially. Persistence is

advised
4. Modelling ofthe skills byadults in the educational setting will he the

greatest contributor to success in teaching social skills.
5. Exclusive use ofcooperative leaming is not advocated.
6. It may take what appears to he a great deal of time in the beginning to

introduce and reinforce social skills concepts and practice.

Mercier (1992) suggested that by incorporating a successful cooperative learning

program which emphasizes social skills instruction,"remarkable changes will occur in the

students' behaviour ... Students [will] enjoy each other, feel good about themselves, and

value physical education and healthy, active living" (p. 87).

Deline (1991) used the concept of 'focus words' to incorporate game and physicai

activities that provided students with opportunities to practice utilizing cooperative

values, skills and strategies. The focus word was simply a word introduced al the start of

the lesson in the wha~ why and how fonnat. The 'whar was the definition of the wor<L

the 'whyt included a statement and example of why it was importan~ and the llow

included specific cooperative strategies for students to utilize the word. Deline (1991)

suggested that by incorporating a cooperative based social skiIl unit at the beginning of

the year, students would he more able to uti1ize. practice, and apply these skills in later

units.
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Ounn and Wilson (1991) promoted cooperative leaming in physical education

suggesting the role of the teacher is to develop the cognitive, social and psychomotor

capabilities of students in their classes. They defined the social dimensions of leaming

as involving cooperating, listening, decision-making, supporting and providing

feedback. Dunn and Wilson (1991) provided the following guidelines for the

incorporation ofcooperative leaming into physical education:

1. Activities should he structured 50 that a feeling ofpositive
interdependence among group members is establisbed . .. Give each
student a specific role or assignment

2. Goals and expectations should he communicated clearly to enhance
group skills, ensure responsible learning of materials and attain
appropriate skiU performance levels.

Dunn and Wilson ( 1991) described a "Leaming Togetber" format suggesting that

students have various roles in group work such as performer, observer, presenter, timer,

leader and collector. These raies are adaptable to the group's needs but allocate

responsibility to each group member. Within the group the roles change regularly,

sometimes during a single lesson and sometimes at the beginning of a new unit. A grade

and/or feedhack is based on the group's performance, and therefore encourages groups to

work together. Students are given responsibility for reciprocal instruction by modelling

for and teaching one another (Dunn & Wilson, 1991). Authors from generic education

(Jobnso~Johnson & Holubec, 1988; Kagan., 1990; Slavin, 1986) have recommended

that teachers assign students to groups so that within each group students are as different

as possible, while between each group teams are as similiar as possible. These

heterogeneous teams have the henefit of more able students taking on the role of the
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instructor as they learn the material by teaching il. Likewise, the less able students

model the leaming strategies of their teammates (Abrami et al., 1993).

The generic based proposition papers in physical education (Mercier, 1992;

Deline, 1991; Dunn and Wilson., 1991) have suggested that cooperative skills and values

play as much a part in the gymnasium as they do in the 'reguIar' classroom. Ounn and

Wilson (1991 ) stated that "physical educators cao have as much success using

cooperative learning in the physical education classroom as any contained classroom

teacher" (p.23). Deline ( 1991) reported that the gymnasium provides an excellent

medium for introducing a variety of cooperative values and skills and that these skills

will greatly enhance any physical education program.

Cooperative Qames

Cooperative games are defined by Orlick (1978., 1982) as games in which

everybody cooperates, everybody wins and nobody loses. Children work together toward

a common end., rather than against one another., giving each child at least partial

responsibility for the accomplishment of a goal or successful outcome (Orlick, 1978).

The main difference between cooperative games and cooperative leaming is individual

accountability. While cooperative games may have individuaJ accountability,

cooperative learning must have it (Abrami et al., 1993). However, the use of cooperative

games in physical education has an important relation to cooperative leaming. Decker

(1990) stated that cooperative games: stress inclusion rather than exclusion of children.

concentrate on each individual's abilities rather than their disabilities or deficiencies,

tend to loosen the fear of failure, promote student problem solving, and foster positive
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student interactions like communication, understanding, sharin~ and trusting.

Glakas ( 1991) suggested that games with cooperative means and emis are the

most helpful in developing cooperative skills. When designing games., the following

variations should he incorporated:

1. Cooperative games with no losers ... these games encourage 100
percent participation where everyone is a winner.

2. Collective score games ... these gantes encourage two teams to work
towards a common goal.

3. Reversai games - although this game deals with the traditional concept
ofwinl1oss, there is a reversai of the team scores or players.

4. Semi-cooperative games ... in these games, maximization ofactivity
and equal opportunity are emphasized.

Glakas (1991) proposed that if games are designed in this manner, they will promote

cooperation, participation, acceptance and fun.

Grineski (1989) compare<! the prosocial behaviour interactions ofkindergarten

children during participation in bath cooperatively and competitively structured games.

Prosocial behaviour was defined as aets of generosity, altruism, sympathy, helping,

cooperation.. protection, physical comfort and sharing (Waxior-labo & Yarrow-Radke.,

1982). Grineski (1989) reported tbat there was a higher incidence of prosocial behaviour

exhibited by children during cooperatively structured games. Of the 230 prosocial

behaviours exhibited byall students, 228 (96%) were associated with the cooperative

games (Grineski, (989). These students appeared to he happy and enjoying themselves,

while the competitively engaged children appeared quiet and anxious and often exhibited

antisocial behavi0 ur. Grineski (1989) suggested that because games can affect a child's

prosocial behaviour, the teacher bas the responsibility of selecting, modifying and/or
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creating appropriate games. To help guide cooperative game development~Grineski

(1989) posed the following questions:

1. Will the game allow the players to work togetber, share ideas~ support
each other, and make meaningful contributions to a goal that is
achieved through collective effort?

2. Does the game present a challenging problem for the players ta solve
collectively?

3. Does the game bave an educational purpose in developing
psychomotor~cognitive and affective skills?

4. Is the game designed 50 that all players bave nmnerous and equal
opportunities to achieve the selected outcomes?

5. [s the gante child~entered?

Teachers are responsible for the structure oftheir games. [t is through the examination

ofthis structure and the understanding of applicable games tbat children's prosocial

behaviour will profit (Grineski~ 1989).

Sport Education Model

Siedentop (1991) suggested that "the sport education curriculum model ...

represents a form of cooperative leaming within the context ofspo~ and could easily he

adapted to become a full-fledged cooperative leaming model" (p.238). Originally

proposed by Siedentop, Mand and Taggart (1986), and more recently fonnalized by

Siedentop ( 1996), sport education is now part of the physical education curriculum in a

number ofschools in North Ameri~Australia and New Zealand

The sport education model adopts six primary features that are characteristic of

institutionalized sport These are (i) that sport is done by seasons, (ii) players are

members ofteams and remain in that team for the entire seaso~ (iii) seasons are defined

by formal competition., which is interspersed with practice sessions~ (iv) there is a
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culminating event to each seaso~ (v) there is extensive record keeping, and (vi) there is a

festive annosphere in which the season takes place (Siedentop, 1994a). This model

replicates organized sport in physical education with three exceptions. Ficst ofaIl't the

team statistics are emphasi.zetL but individual records are not kept. Secondly, modified

games and/or modified fonns of the sport are used as part of the formai schedule.

Finally, although the teacher usually acts as the coach ofaU teams, student involvement

is often used in decision making (e.g., scbeduling of games't dispute resolution" coaching"

refereeing, scorekeeping, collection of statistics). Siedentop (1996) reported that in the

sport education model students leam to coordinate and manage their experiences as weil

as learn individual responsibility and group membership skills.

Grant (1992) studied the introduction of the sport education model in New

Zealand secondary schools. The results showed that students accepted greater

responsibility, low skilled students leamed more" participation and attendance were

higher't and teams became more COOPerative than they did in the traditional approach

(Grant, 1992). Education about sport helped students to understand and value the

necessary attitudes and conduet required to make sport personally rewarding. It changed

the way the students thought about themselves and their peers while improving their skill

level and competence in sport. Grant {1992} concluded by saying that "the path marked

sport education is educationally friendly and shouJd not disadvantage teachers, students't

school't or society" (p. 314).

Onnond, De Marco, Smith, Fischer ( I9QS) compared a traditional basketball unit

with a sport education basketbaIl season in three ways: scores on teacher constructed
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knowledge tests~ students' attitude to basketball~ and the quality of game play. The study

examined one experienced male physical education teacher and bis two co-ed grade rune

classes. One class was assigned to the sport education model and the other the

traditional unit approach. To measure the changes in students' basketball knowledge

across the unit and the season, Ormond et al (1995) had classes complete a 15 item pre

and post test comprising of 5 truelfalse and 10 multiple choice questions. Pre-test to

post-test yielded similiar improvement between the two groups. Onnond et al (1995)

found that the traditional unit approach group improved by 1.1 point (9.2 to 10.3) and the

sport education group by 1.0 point (10.5 to 11.5).

The students' attitudes to basketball were assessed via written responses to the

question 'How do you feel about basketball today?'. These responses were categorized

into the three general categories of attitude~ skiU development and organizational

structure. These statements were further categorized into the time periods ofbeginning..

Middle, and end of the unit and season. Ormond et al ( 1995) found that the positive

attitudes for the sport education group increased from the beginning to the end of the

season while the traditional unit group exhibited a slight decrease. Onnond et al (1995)

also discovered that the sport education group was more concerned with team play and

officiating than the traditional approach group. While the sport education group was

concerned about ball distribution and teamwork, the traditional approach group was

concerned with ball movement which allowed a player to shoot (Ormond et al, 1995).

Likewise, individual skill statements from the traditional approach group focused on the

shots that they had made during the game while the sport education students commented
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on their need to work on specifie basketball skills. Onnond et al (1995) reported that the

total negative statements increased from the beginning to the end for the traditional

approach group while they decreased for the sport education group. Finally~ Onnond et

al (1995) ootOO that the traditional approach group expressed a concem for the lack of

facilities (e.g' 7 lack ofequipmen~ too many people al a basket). There were no such

statements recorded for the sport education group.

Onnond et al (1995) designated a panel ofexperts to observe the quality of game

play in videotaped sessions. The experts found that the traditional approach group

exhibited little to no semblance of team play and there was no attempt to improve it

(Onnond et al, 1995). Game play sessions were similiar in that they resembled a pick­

up, lacklustre style of play in which female students participated marginally. The

traditional approach group also failed to self-monitor the game in tenns ofscore and

infractions (Onnond et al7 1995). A critique of the sport education model revealed

graduai improvements in team play, overall participatio~attempts ta distribute the bail,

and utilization ofoffensive and defensive strategies (Ormond et al, 1995). Higher skilled

students demonstrated a willingness to pass off to lower skilled students and female

students were also passed the ball regularly as the season progressed (Ormond et al,

1995).

Hastie ( 1994) examined student role involvement in a speedball unit in a sixth

grade physical education class that used the sport education mode!. The purpose of the

study was to detennine the level of students' participation in the instructional task

system, and also in their roles ofcoach, referee, statistician, and scorer. Hastie (1994)
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examined 37 grade six boys in a middle school in Alabama who had never played

speedball. The teacher was a physica1 education specialist who had been teaching

speedball for t'ive years. The 37 boys were divided into five teams selected by the

teacher. This allowed for two matches to he played concurrently with the additional team

serving the duties of refereeing, scoring and record keeping for both games. Data was

collected over a three week period through the use ofvideo cameras. A modified version

of Siedentop, Tousignant and Parker's (1982) Academie Learning Time - Physical

Education (ALT-PE) instrument was used during practices, scrimmages and game play

ta measure the students 'activity engagement. For the non-playing raIes (e.g., scorer,

statistician, and referee) sPeCifie categories determined their attention to or involvement

in the game. Questionnaires, interviews and a teacher's diary were also used as part of

the triangulation process involving student perceptions, teacher perceptions and the

quantitative data on student performance.

Hastie's (1994) results showed that there was an increase in student engagement

as the season progressed (21.3% - 51.2%). In the student-coach directed sessions and in

game play, the offtask behaviours were almost non-existent These sessions were

characterized by considerable activity, both as a player and as a coach. The students who

perfonned the various roles of referee, statistician or scorer demonsttated high levels of

task congruence (Hastie, 1994). During the toumament round the referee was actively

involved 86% of the rime, wltile the scorer and statistician were fully attentive 96% and

97% of the bme, respectively (Hastie, 1994).

From a qualitative perspective" the data revealed that students wanted to he active
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in physical educatio~ especially when the outcome of that participation was meaningfuI

(Hastie, 1994). Instead of waiting around for their team to play, students were quite

prepared to take non-playing roles. He discovered that students valued the opportunities

for social development associated with team affiliation. In this study, the issue was not

the likeability ofbeing on the same team for a whole unit, but rather the length of time

that team composition would continue. Hastie ( 1994) also found that the students

enjoyed and aetually preferred having a student<oach over a reguJar physical education

teacher. This preference for a student-coach was not only because of the age

compatibility, but aJso the respect for their coach's knowledge and work ethÏc. Finally.,

after conducting interview sessions at the mid-season and end of season, he reported tbat

most students believed their skills had improved. Hastie ( 1994) stated that "aIthough

sport education may not he the most efficient mechanism 10 develop skills., it is

important to recognize students' perceptions of their skill performance and improvement"

(p. 16).

Siedentop (1994a) suggested that the sport education model not ooly provides

students with the opportunity to have fulfilling sport experiences., but it provides them

with experiences necessary for life. This May he what is needed to revita1ize physica1

education classes across North America.

Metbodology in Physical Education

This section describes the use ofvarious methodologies which have been used to

acquire teachers' perspectives and to observe the behaviours of teachers and students in
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the gymnasium. The task structure system will he discussed and this will he followed by

the value orientation inventory.

The Task Structure Observation System

[n physicaJ education, the teaching-learning process cao be viewed as an ecology

ofthree systems: managerial, instructional and social (Siedentop~ 1994b). The

interaction of these three systems form the ecology of the c1assroom. The managerial

system includes those tasks that are necessary to create an environment where leaming

and instruction can take place (Jones~ 1992). Examples of managerial tasks are: getting

equipmen~selecting teams~ establishing rules and moving from one place to another.

The instructional system involves the presentation and practice ofsubject matter (Jones~

1992). The social system is directed by the students' social agenda. Social tasks involve

ways that students seek social interactions during class (Siedentop~ 1994b). Thus~ the

task structure system provides a multidimensional means ofanaIysis. The teacher

presents a task to the class~ students then respond to the task demands and finally the

teacher responds to the students, holding or not holding them accountable for the task

(Jones, 1992).

The task structure observation system provides a description of time, task, and

student responses in the gymnasium (Siedentop, 1994b). The basic rime divisions within

the class are managemen~ transition, wann-up~ and instruction. Within the instructional

episode the focus is on the instructional task as the primary unit ofanalysis. Instructional

tasks ioclude cognitive, informing, extendin~ refining, applying, and routine tasks.

Student responses are also judged for congruence and appropriateness. ln addition, the
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teacher's methods of accountability are analyzed (Lun~ 1992).

Doyle (1986) suggested that accountability drave the task system. Accountability

refers to the strategies teachers use to establish and maintain student responsibility for

appropriate bebaviour, task involvement and outcomes. Without accountability there is

no tas~ and students wiIl onJy do as much as they are motivated to do by their own

interests. Accountability appears in the fonn of tests that students perform for grades,

teacher feedbac~ praise and reprimands~active supervisio~ challenges and

competitions, public recognition of perfonnance and records of student performance

(Lun~ 1992). Ultimately~ task systems are defined by what teachers hold students

accountable for~ both in the managerial and instruetional systems (Lun~ 1992).

A line of inquiry has been conducted utilizing the task structure system in

physical education (Dyso~ 1994; Tousignant & Siedentop~ 1983; Hastie & Pickwell~

1996; Jones. 1992; Lund, 1992; Rickar~ 1992; Romar~ 1995; Siedentop. Doutis.

Tsangarido~ Ward, & Rauschenbach, 1994). Tousignant and Siedentop (1983) found

that students were involved in one of four behaviours: on-task.. modified tas~ deviant

off-task, or off-task behaviour through competent bystanding. Students on the stated task

listened to the teacher. started the task as saon as possible. and did as much as they could

ta work toward the improvement of their performance. From their observations.

Tousignant and Siedentop (1983) discovered that students changed or modified the task

requirements:

The students who found the task tao easy or experienced low rates were
likely to drift toward a modified task. They changed the task by skipping
parts, changing the rules. or improving new forms... The modified tasks
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were more challenging because they were better adapted to students'
skills. Typically, the task modifications were Itwithin the boundaries of
the stated task If that is they received tacit or explicit acceptance from the
teacher. (p. 49)

The third behaviour observed, off task behaviour, consisted ofstudent involvement in

activities which interfered with the on-going lesson. Students who were off-task may

have been misusing equipment., talking during instructio~or fooling around. The fourth

behaviour was the competent bystander, whose off-task behaviour was less conspicuous

as it was dispfayed through the avoidance of participation.. This behaviour was

characterized by a student who would wait in line until it was hislher turn and then

before making a tom wouJd go to the back of the line ta avoid an oPPOrtunity to respond

Tousignant and Siedentop (1983) found that the degree ofcongruence depended on the

task presentation. In this study, explicit tasks typically led to a high rate ofon-stated task

behaviour. ln addition they found that the students negotiated with the teacher

depending on the task explanation, task difficulty and teacher monitoring.

Jones (1992) examined two elementary physical education classes using the task

structure system. Her data supported the existence of managerial and instructional task

systems a10ng with an informaI social task system. She found that the managerial system

was the priority at the beginning of the year. The teachers studied generally presented

informing tasks, added extensions, and then applied skills to rnodified game situations.

Jones (1992) discovered that the teachers rarely asked their students to perfoon refining

tasks; only three refining tasks were observed in 34 fessons. This is a common finding

in many physical education classes (Dyson, 1994; Romar, 1995; Rink, 1993), despite
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the literature emphasizing the importance ofrefining tasks in skill acquisition (Rink..

1993; Rikar~ 1992). Finally, Jones (1992) found that at the elementary level a less

formai accountability system was evident as the children were not involved in the formaI

grade exchange ofperformance.

A study by Romac (1995) described teachers' espoused theories ofaction and how

they were represented in the gymnasium. He examined four experienced Finnish

physical education teachers in the secondary setting. Romar (1995) discovered that the

teachers were confident in their persona! theories about physical education. These

theories were effected by their persona! background in sports, teacher education

programs, and by professiona! experience.

Hastie and Pickwell ( 1996) examined the student social system within an

coeducational elective physical education dance class. They discovered tbat the student

social system proved to he a strong force in determining classroom events. Many boys

would find ways to minimize work and to have fun white still doing enough to pass the

course. Hastie and Pickwell (1996) found that as a resul~ the teacher demonstrated clear

inequities in the treatment of the boys and the girls. This was evident through teacher­

student interactions and different patterns ofacceptable participation.

In a study of Il high school teachers, Siedentop et al (1994) reported that ooly

two teachers had students engaged in aetivity for 60% or more of the actual lesson.

Dyson (1994) found that 43% ofan elementary physical educator's class time was spent

in engagement in a manipulatives uni~ 62.4% in a cooperatives unit and 69.2% in a

climbing unit. Romat (1995) discovered in ms study of4 secondary school teachers that
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an average of only 51.4% of the c1ass lime was spent in engagement in units consisting of

a varied mix of aerobicsydance, gymnastics and basketball.

However, engagement lime does not ensure quantity or quality. The quantity of

student responses ta the instruction during engagement is coded as Opponunities to

Respond (Siedentop, 1994b). For exampleyeach lime a student 'bumps' the baIl in a

volleyball lesson is considered an Opportunity to Respond A study by Romar ( 1995)

reported oms of 1.6 per minute in gymnastics to 3.3 per minute in a high schooI

basketball unit. At the elementary level Dyson (1994) reported OTRs of 1.3 and 5.7 in

manipulatives units and 2.4 in a fitness unit AJsoythe quality of an Opportunity to

Respond is coded as either appropriate or inappropriate (Siedentopy 1994b). For

example, ifa student bumped the baIl with proper fonn, then it was coded as an

appropriate Dm. Romar (1995) reported that responses were appropriate from 59.7°A. in

a gymnastics skills to 83.1 % in a basketbalI skills. Meanwhile, Dyson (1994) found

appropriate responses of 77010 in a fitness unit and 930/0 in a manipulatives unit. Given

the research on student responses during engagement (Dyson, 1994; Romar, 1995), it

would appear that the quality and quantity of student responses is varied and often

depends on the subjeet matter.

VaJye Orientatioo [nyentory

Ennis (1994) attempted 10 classify curriculum approaches in physical education

thraugh the use ofvalue orientations. Ennis (1994) state~ "Value orientations represent

educational values or beliefs influential in curricular decision-making... and detennine,

in~ which content topies will he emphasized during instruction and the extent to
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which that content will he learned" (p. 163).

The value orientations ofdisciplinary mastery, leaming process,

seIf-actualization~ ecological integration and social reconstruction have been identified in

the curricuJum literature (Ennis, 1994; Ennis & Hooper, 1988; Ennis & Zhu., 1991;

Jewett, Bain, and Ennis~ 1995; Jewett & EMis, 1990). Disciplinary mastery orientation

places a priority on the mastery ofthe traditional body of knowledge within each subject

area. The leaming process teachers use knowledge as the foundation for the

development ofproblem-solving and decision-making skills (Ennis, (994). Both the

disciplinary mastery and leaming process focus on the body ofknowledge within the

discipline (Ennis, 1994).

The value orientations of self-actualization, ecological integratio~social

reconstructio~ and social responsibility focus on the affective skills necessary for

persona! and social success (Ennis~ 1994). [n physical education, the self-actualization

theory (Maslow, 1979) placed the focus on the needs and interests of the students as

perceived by both the teacher and the students (Ennis~ 1994). The ecological integration

value orientation has a curricular balance on the student, the knowledge base and the

social context (Jewett, Bain and Ennis, 1995). Social reconstruction teachers have

students becoming aware of the inequities, developing a commitment to refo~ and

designing strategies for change (Ennis~ 1994). Social responsibility advocates have

students becoming involved in group activities. using their abilities to further group goals

and interaeting together to solve group problems. This value orientation best represents

cooperative leaming since Itthe curricular priority [is] on content and tasb that encourage
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students to develop positive interdependence skillleading to social competence" (Ennis.

1994. p. 166).

Researcb on Cooperative LeamiDg in Pbysical Education

There has not been a great deal of research carried out on cooperative leaming in

physical education. There have been two studies which have examined cooperative

leaming and compared it to more traditional forms ofleaming (Johnso~Bjorldand. &

Krotee, 1984; Dyso~ 1995).

Johnson et aI (1984) studied the relative effects of the cooperative, competitive

and individualistic interaction patterns on achieving the skill of putting in golf One­

hundred and fifteen university students enrolled in five golf classes were pretested on

putting ability. These students were then stratified into equal groups ofhi~ medium

and low skilled to eosure an equal number of the various siriUs in the three treatment

groups (cooperative, competitive and individualistic). Johnson et al (1984) instructed

cooperative condition subjects to work together as a group of four in attempting to

compile the lowest score possible. Subjeets were instructed to assist other members of

the group by sharing techniques and giving encouragement If their compiled score for

the day was at least two strokes better than their previous best, each group member

would receive a golf ball. The instructor praised this group as a whole for making

criteria and/or working weil together. Johnson et al (1984) had the competitive condition

subjects assigned to homogeneous groups of four and instructed them to compete for the

highest ranking. These students were to continuously compare hislher score to the
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others, and to work towards being the best. The person with the best score at the end of

the day would receive a golf ball. The instructors praised the winners of each

competitive group for their performances. Johnson et al (1984) instrueted the

individualistic subjects to work alone, to ignore other students, and to be concerned ooly

with their own scores. lndividuals were awarded golfballs on the basis of whether they

had been able to improve on their previous best. The instructor praised these students

individually on their progress.

There were three tests used to measure achievement This included a 12-hole

puning course, a 15 foot accuracy and a 30 foot accuracy test (Johnson et al, 1984). The

results showed that the students in the cooperative condition putted marginally better on

the twelve-hole putting course and the 15-foot accuracy test than the students in the

competitive or individualistic conditions. In the 30-foot accuracy test the cooperative

students putted significantly bener than the othertwo conditions. Johnson et al (1984)

concluded that these results can he explained by the interaction that went on during the

engagement of their condition. Attitude questionnaires revealed that cooperative

students supported each other, gave each other advice, and encouraged each other to do

better. Cooperative students felt more positive feelings towards, and more support from,

both the instruetor and their fellow peers than did students in the other conditions.

Finally, the cooperative students had higher feelings ofpersonal adequacy (Johnson et al,

1984). The authors suggested that the implementation of the cooperative goal structure

may not he easy, and may receive sorne resistance by a body ofstudents who have been

competitively moulded throughout their academic careers.
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Dyson (1995) examined the incorporation ofa cooperative learning curriculum in

an elementary physical education program. The study described and interpreted the

cunicular and organizationaI differences between two grade fivelsix classes in a

volleyball unit. One of the classes incorporated a cooperative leaming format and the

other used a traditional format. Dyson (1995) found that the cooperative Ieaming format

contained lower instruction time, higber engagement time, and more refining tasks than

did the traditional fonnat. The students in the cooperative leaming format exhibited

more opportunities to resPOnd, with a greater percentage ofappropriate responses, than

the students in the traditionaJ Ieaming fonnat (Dyson, 1995). The teacher preferred the

cooperative leaming format over the traditional format because she found that it gave ber

more time to monitor groups of students and provide specific feedback to individuals.

Dyson ( 1995) reported that the students in the cooperative leaming format believed that

they worked well together, felt responsible for each other, listened to eacb other and

communicated weIl.

AJthough there is not an extensive amount of research on cooperative learning in

physical educatio~ the existing research does suggest that cooperative learning improves

motor skills and develops a positive atmosphere in the class - towards the instructor,

towards peers and towards cooperation. The present research is the next step in the line

of inquiry and will help ta further our understanding ofcooperative leaming by

describing cooperative leaming in a secondary setting.



45

Cbapter Summary

The research on cooperative leaming bas sbown that tbere are many beoefits with

its irnplementation. Cooperative Ieaming bas shawn to he more effective than

competitive or individualistic forms of leaming in iDCreaSing academic achievement

(Johnson, Maruyama, Johnson, Nelson & Skon., 198L Johnson & Johnson, 1989~

Sla~ 199Oa), improving interpersonal relationships and in improving the psycholcgical

well-being of its participants (Johnson, Johnson & Maruyama,. 1983~ Johnson &

Johnson. 1989; Siavin, 199Oa). Altbough there are many different strategies in

cooperative leamin~ the common similarities rest on the essentials of positive

interdependence and individual accountability (Kagan, 1990).

There bas not been a great deal ofresea.rch carried out on cooperative leaming in

the field ofphysical education. Most of the works done have been propositions guided

by the generic field and then applied to physical education (Deline., 1991 ~ Dunn and

Wilson, 1991; Mercier., 1m). There bas been oruy one study which bas compared the

effects ofcooperatï,,·e., competitive and individualistic goal sttuetmes (Johnson et al,

1984)y which examined the ability of achieving the slcill of putting. Johnson et al ( 1984)

reported that the students in the cooperative condition putted marginally bette! on the

twelve...hole putting COIme and the 15-foot accuracy test., and significantly better in the

3Q...foot accuracy test than the students in the competitive or individualistic conditions.

A study bas been conducted on cooperative leaming in the gymnasilDD (Dyson.,

1995)., which examined the incorporation ofa cooperative leaming format in an

elementary pbysical education class. Dyson (1995) reponed that the cooperative leaming
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fonnat contained lower instruction time~ higher engagement time~ and more refining

tasks than did the traditional format He concluded bis paper by suggesting that "it is

time to look more c10sely at cooperative leaming in physical education" (p. 17).

Fortunately~ the recent incorporation of the sport education model (Siedentop,

1994a) into many physical education classes in North America, Australia and New

Zealand bas brought attention to the benefits ofa competitive based model requiring

intra-group cooperation to function effectively (Hastie, 1994; Onnond et al, 1995).

When put inta perspective with the benefits of other personal-social development models

such as the critical thinking model (McBride, 1991; McBride, Gabbar<L and Miller,

1990), self-responsibility Madel {Hellison, 1990~ 1995} and teaching games for

understanding approach (Almond, 1983; Griffin, 1996; Mitchell, 1996; Mitchell,

Griffin, Oslin and Sariscsany~ 1995; Turner~ 1996; Wemer~ Thorpe and Bunker, 1996),

it appears that the responsibility of physical educators may now include a social

dimension. Siedentop (1992) bas stated that "we need to think differently about what we

do in the name ofphysical eduction" (p. 70). This May mean taking a serious look at

wha.t cooperative leaming bas to offer - to the student, to the teacher, and to society.
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CHAPTER2

RESEARCH PAPER

The following section presents a summary of the research conducted in the

cooperative leaming physicaI education classes. As a preparation for journal publicatio~

the research paper presents an introduction to cooperative learning, a purpose,

methodology~ results and discussio~ and the summary and conclusion.

Cooperative LearniDi and Generic Edycation

Since Dewey (1916, (938) initiated the idea of student collaboration on projects~

the notion of group leaming has intrigued both educators and researchers. Cooperative

leaming bas expanded on the idea ofgroup leaming and has provided methods, structures

and activities to make student groups more efficient.

Cooperative leaming has students working together in small groups to masteT

subject material. What differentiates group learning from cooperative leaming is the

degree to which the group members leaming depends on the students working together

(Abrami, Chambers, PouIsen, Howden, d'Apollonia, De Simone, Kastelorizios, Wagner

& Glas~ 1993). This is referred to as positive interdependence (Johnson & Johnson.,

1994). In cooperative leaming, student rewards are positively interdependen~ such that

the success ofone student is positively related to the success ofother students.

Although group learning may have positive Interdependence, it is a vital component of

cooperative leaming (Johnson., Johnson, & Johnson-Holubec, 1993).

In con~ traditionaI methods of teachlng incorporate either a competitive or
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individualistic reward structure (Abrami et al, 1993). A competitive reward structure

implies a state ofnegative interdependence between the students, where the success of

one student decreases the chances of other students' success (Johnson & Johnson, 1994).

An individualistic reward strueturey used solely, or in conjunction wi~ the competitive

reward structure, has independent student outcomes (Johnson & Johnson, 1994). In other

words, each student's rewards are totally unrelated to the performance ofother students.

Another difference between the traditional c1assroom and the cooperative

learning classroom is the active interaction that occurs. In whole c1ass instruction,

students often spend a great deal of time listening to the teacher and working quietly by

themselves. In the cooperative cIassroom, students are engaged in face-to-face

interactions, leaming and teaching one another (Johnson & Johnson, 1994). In the

traditional c1ass, the teacher bas the mIe of the information giver and expert in that

content ar~ spending a great deal of time instrueting and controlling individual students

(Abrami et al, 1993). In the cooperative classroom, the teacher plays the role of

facilitator, spending a smaller portion of time directing students, introducing and

surnmarizing the content (Abrami et al, 1993).

Considerable research has been conducted which bas compared cooperative

leaming to traditional types oflearning (Johnson & Johnso~ 1989; Johnson, Johnson &

Maruyama.. 1983; Johnson.. Maruyam~ Johnson.. Nelson & Skon, 1981; K~ 1990;

Siavin., 1990a) This research has demonstrated the effectiveness ofcooperative leaming

in increasing student achievement (Johnson & Johnson 1989; Johnson et al, 1983;

Siavin.. 1990a).. improving interpersonal relations and improving the psychological well-
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beingofstudents (Johnson & Johnson, 1989; Johnson et al~ 1981; Slavin, 1990a).

Slavin ( 1990a) found that cooperative leaming can be an effective means of

increasing student achievement, but only if group goals and individual accountability are

integrated iota the methodology. Kagan (1990) also stated that cooperative leaming is

characterized by specifie group goals and individual accountability. Benne~ Rolheiser­

Bennett, and Stevahn (1991) stated that individual accauntability "is realised when every

group member responsibly contributes to the accomplishment of group goalS., can

individually demonstrate wbat was learned from the cooperative endeavour., and

supportively helps all members of the group learn successfully" (p. 92).

Johnson., Johnson and Johnson-Holubec (1993) recognized that if cooperative

leaming was to be successful it must also include face-to-face interaction., interpersonal

and small group skills and group processing. Face-to--face interaction was simply a

description of the structure of the students' leaming environment. This physical

proximity promotes leaming because the students are more accessible to help., share with

and encourage one another (Johnson., Johnson & Holubec., 1987). For example., ifthere

was a group of four students in a tight circle facing each other., their physical

arrangement would he more conducive to leaming than would he a group of four students

whose desks aH faced the front of the c1assroom.

Abrami et al (1993) defined interpersonal skills as the "ability to engage in verbal

and nonverbal interactions with others" (p. 142). Interpersonal and small group skills

include leadership, decision-making, communication and conflict-management

interactions. Thus, groups with positive interpersonal skills wouJd display negotiating.,
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integration of ideas.. active listening~ acceptance of differences, encouraging, etc.

(Bennett, Rolheiser-Bennett & Ste~ 1991). Groups cannot funetion effectively

without interpersonal skiIls.. and teachers must teach these skills as they wouId academic

skills (Johnson, Johnson & lohnson-Holubec 1993). Since these skills do not magically

appear.. they must he 18ugbt through the use ofmodellin~direct instruction and practice

(Abrami et al, 1993).

Group processing is the "specifie tinte ta discuss how weil the group members

were at achieving their goals and maintaining effective working relationships" (Johnson,

Johnson & Holubec.. 1987, p. 1: 28). This May include discussing actions which

enhanced or demoted the group's success and/or the teacher's feedhack on the

effectiveness of the groups.

Slavin (1990a) reported that the major pitfall ofcooperative learning was that

students couJd copy off or rely on other students to do their share of the work. This

would result in "a free ride effect in which sorne group members do ail or most of the

work (and leaming) while others go along for the ride" (Slavin, 1990a, p. 16). Siavin

(199Oa) suggested that each group member he made responsible for a unique part of the

group's task and to have students individually accountable for their leaming.

Sapon-Schevin ( 1994) in her critique ofcooperative learning realized that

embracing cooperative leaming as a school-wide philosophy would require the

revamping ofcurricul~grading and assessment procedures.. and staffing. She suggested

that educators incorporate the underlying principles of cooperative leaming to "reinvent

schools that embody social and educational equity andjustice rt (p. 189).
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Although it is not without its shortcomings (Sapon-Schevin~ 1994; Slavin,

1990a), the generic education research bas suggested that if cooperative leaming is used

to its full extent, incorporating the basic elements of positive interdependence, individual

accountability, face-to-face promotive interactio~ interpersonal and small group skilIs,

and group processing, then the benefits will far surpass those offered by traditional

methods (Johnson & Johnso~ 1989; Johnso~ Johnson & Maruyam~ 1983; Johnso~

Maruyam~Johnson, Nelson & Skon, 1981; Slavi~ 1990a)

Cooperative Leamine and PhysicaJ Education

In physical education there is little research on cooperative leaming. Although

many teachers have incorporated cooperative activities and cooperative games into their

program, these programs cannot be defined as operational definitions ofcooperative

leaming (Dyso~ 1995). Although cooperative games and activities offer Many benefits

to its participants (Decker, 1990; Glakas~ 1991; Grineski, 1989; Orlick, 1982), they do

not meet a cooperative learning definition because they do contain the necessary

elements ofpositive interdependence and individual accountability.

Mosston and Ashworth (1986, 1994) provided an early guide to cooperative

leaming in physical education. Through their spectrum of teaching styles, they identified

the shifting of responsibilities from teacher to student. According to Mosston and

Ashwonh (1994), teaching styles May he placed along a continuum based on their

emphasis of teacher-centered and student-eentered decision making. The first five styles

(command, practice, reciprocal, self-check, and inclusion) are characteristically teacher­

centered The remaining six styles (guided discovery, convergent discovery, divergent
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production, learner's individual designed prograrn. learner-initiated, and self-teaching)

are characteristically student-centered Based on the definition ofcooperative learning,

those styles specific to cooperative learning would include a combination of the

reciprocal, inclusion.. guided discovery, and/or divergent styles. The reciprocal style

contributes the social siriUs of students working with and receiving feedback from peers.

The inclusion style contributes the element of the inclusion ofalilearners. The

discovery and divergent styles contribute the cognitive development where the student

takes more responsibility for hislher learning.

In physical education, severa! proposition papers have promoted cooperative

activities and/or cooperative learning. These have been based on findings from the

generic education research and applied to physical education (Ounn & Wilson, 1991;

Mercier 1992). Dunn and Wilson (1991) promoted cooperative learning in physical

education suggesting the role of the teacher is to develop the cognitive, social and

psychomotor capabilities of students in their classes. They defined the social dimensions

of learning as involving: cooperating, listening, decision-making, supporting and

providing feedback. Mercier (1992) also pointed to social skills as being the basis ofa

cooperative leaming program. She suggested that the acquisition ofsocial skills in the

students would not he immediate upon the starting ofa cooperative leaming program. "ft

may take what appears to he a great deal oftime in the beginning to reinforce social

skiUs and practice" (Mercier, 1992, p. 86). She recommended that modelling of the

skills by the teacher would be the biggest contnbutor to the success ofteaching social

skills.
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The research on cooperative leaming in physical education is limited (Dyson,

1995; Johnson, Bjorkland & Krotee, 1984). Johnso~ Bjorldand and Krotee (1984),

examined the etTects ofcooperative, competitive and individualistic interaction patterns

on achieving the skill of putting in golf Achievement for the three groups was measured

by a 12-hole putting course, a 15 foot accuracy test and a 30 foot accuracy test. The

results showed that the students in the cooperative condition putted marginally better on

the 12-hole putting course and the 15-foot accuracy test than did the students in the

competitive or individuaJistic conditions (Johnson et al, 1984). In the 30-foot accuracy

test the cooperative students putted significantly better than either the competitive or

individualistic conditioDS. Johnson et al (1984) discovered that the cooperative students

had higher feelings ofpersonal adequacy, and felt more positive feelings towards their

instructor and fel10w peers.

Dyson ( 1995) examined the incorporation ofa cooperative leaming curriculwn in

an elementary physical education program. The study descnbed and interpreted the

curricuJar and organizational differences between two grade fivelsix classes in a

volleyball unit. One of the classes incorporated a cooperative learning format and the

other used a traditional format. Dyson (1995) found that the cooperative leaming format

contained lower instruction time, higher engagement time, and more refining tasks than

the traditional format. The students in the cooperative leaming fonnat exhibited more

opportunities to respond, with a greater percentage of appropriate responses, than did the

students in the traditionalleaming format (Dyso~ 1995). The teacher preferred the

cooperative learning format over the traditional format because she found that it gave her



63

more time ta monitor students within the group and provide specifie skill feedbaek ta

individuals. Dyson ( (995) found that the students in the cooperative leaming fonnat

believed that they worked weIl together~ felt responsible for each other~ listened ta each

other and communicated weil.

Althougb there is not an extensive amount of research on cooperative learning in

physical education.. the existing research suggests that cooperative learning irnproves

skills and creates a positive climate within the class. This study is the next step in the

line of inquiry and helps to further our understanding ofcooperative leaming by

describing cooperative leaming in a secondary setting.

Purpose

The purpose of this study was to describe and interpret cooperative learning in a

secondary school physical education program. The following researeh questions

provided a guideline for the study:

1. What were the curricuJar and organintional characteristics of the handball units?

1. 1. How was the content organized and presented through the instruetional tasks?

1.2. What were the students' motor responses during the physical education content?

2. What were the teacher's perceptions of the cooperative learning program?

3. What were the students' perceptions of the cooperative learning program?

Method

This section anempts to describe how this study was accomplished by examÏning
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the participants involvecL data collection, data analysis, and reliability.

Participants

Teacber

This study examined two cooperative leaming classes ofone high school physical

education teacher from the Protestant School Board ofGreater Montreal. Mary Smith

was selected based on her 'effectiveness', as indicated by evaIuations from her

colleagues, principal and university content experts. She had been a cooperating teacher

for student teaching experiences for 18 years and was respected as a competent teacher

by the university faculty. Mary was a physical education specialist with 23 years

experience teaching physical education. For the past four years she bas incorporated a

cooperative leaming format in her physical education classes. Mary's initial interest in

cooperative learning came trom seeing results in her own children who were involved in

a cooperative learning based curriculum at an elementary school. She had read about

cooperative learning, attended workshops and was now presenting workshops to other

physical educators. Mary was chosen as a purposeful sampie (Patton, 1990) because of

her interest in innovative curriculum and her desire to better understand and improve her

physical education program.

Students

The two classes in this study consisted of24 female grade eight students (aged

12-13) and 23 femaIe grade eleven students (aged 16-17). The grade eleven students

under this teacher have had cooperative leaming physical education classes for three and
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a half years. The grade eight class had cooperative leaming physical education classes

for one previous semester. Ali students in this study were from a diverse multicultural

and moderate socio-economic group. Prior to the stan of the study, students were

subjectively classified by the teacher ioto low, average and high skillieveis. This pool of

various skilled students was then used to obtain a random selection ofskiIl levels by the

investigator during systematic observation of target students.

Data Collection

The teacher and the students in the two classes were systematically observed for

ten lessons each during a handball unit. The study involved non-participant observation

of all grade eight classes and ten of the 20 lessons for the grade eleven handball unit. All

lessons were videotaped and the teacher wore a wireless microphone which provided

teacher verbal data. Both classes were taught the same handball content by the same

teacher. Permission ta participate in the study was obtained from bath the parent and the

child through written consent (Appendix A).

A multiple-method case study design was utilized to investigate the physical

education environment. This included the use ofboth quantitative and qualitative lines

of inquiry. The quantitative inquiry was utilized througb a modified version of the task

structure observational system (Siedentop, 1994b) and the value orientation inventory

(Ennis, 1994). The qualitative inquiry included interviews, field notes and document

analysis.

Task Structure Observation System

The task structure observation system was the systematic instrument used to
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describe the ecology of the physical education classes (Appendix B). The primary focus

of the task structure observation system was the instructional episode, more specifically

the instruetional task. how it was organized and presented, and the way students reacted

to that instruction. The task structure observation system analyzed tcachers and students

behaviours during teaehing episodes and combined the use of duration and event

reeording (Siedentop~ 1994b).

VaJue Orientation IoYen10ty II

Mary completed the Value Orientation Inventory II (Ennis &: Chen.. 1993) al the

beginning of the study. The Value Orientation Inventory II is provided in Appendix C.

The purpose ofthis questionnaire was ta measme "the extent 10 wbich physicaJ educators

mue consistent decisions conceming curriculum and instruction that reflect value

orientations in their beliefsystems" (Ennis & Zh~ 1991, p. 33). Value orientations

represent educational beliefs influential in curricular decision-making and determine, in

part, the content that will he empbasized and the extent to which tbat content will he

leamed (Ennis~ 1994).

Interviews

The investigator used three types of interviews in this study: struetured

interviews7 focus group interviews and infonnaJ interviews. AlI interviews, with the

exception ofthe informaI interviews~were audiotaped and transeribed for analysis. A

struetured interview occurred with the teacher at the beginning and the end of the unit.

The purpose of the initial interview was ta obtain biographical data about the teaeber's

experiences with cooperative learning, workshops~ coaching, and related experiences.
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The final interview was used to provide the teachers purposes, goals, and perceptions of

her physical education program.

Focus group interviews involving two to four students occurred after each lesson

for approximately 10 minutes. Focus group interviews generally iDvolve a facilitator (the

investigator) and a small group of participants, which allows for a partially directed and

non-directed discussion to take place with respect to a given topic (Stewart &

Shamdasani, 1990). AU students in the two classes were interviewed on at least one

occasion. The interviews were conducted ta answer questions related to the students'

perceptions about the teacher's purposes and goals and their experiences in the lesson.

Examples of interview questions were: What were your goals for today's lesson? What

did you learn today? What were the positivelnegative aspects of today's lesson? These

were followed by questions to probe the students' answers.

InformaI interviews occurred with the teacher and students before and after the

lesson. Before the lesson the teacher talked about ber goals and tasks for the lesson. At

other times, informai discussions occurred related to the lessons taught, cooperative

learning, and the physical education program.

Field Notes

Field notes were taken during each class session and after or during observations

at the school. An organized method of taking and organizing field notes was

implemented (Schatzman & Strauss, 1973) (Appendix D). Field notes were written up as

soon as practically possible after the observation.
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Documents

Severa! documents were gathered for infonnation relevant to this study. This

included unit and lesson plans7 the teacher's daily and yearly scheduJe7 written tests, and

student Pr0jects. In addition, reflection questionnaires on both the grade eight and eleven

units were completed by the teacher at the end of the study.

Data Analysis

For this study, a multipie-method case study design, incorporating both

qualitative and quantitative techniques, was used to describe and interpret cooperative

leaming physical education classes. Locke (1989) expressed tbat one of the challenges

ofqualitative research is to malee sense of the massive amount of raw data that had been

collected. In this study this was accomplished through inductive analysis and constant

comparison (Glaser & Strauss., 1967; Strauss & Corbin., 1990). The analYSlS of the

interview data, field oates and documents was an ongoing process throughout the

research. As audiotapes of the interviews were transeribed., they were inductively

analyzed by coding and categorizing the material into themes (patton., 1990). This same

process ofanalysis was used for the field notes and the documents. The number of

categories were reduced tbrough further analysis ofthe data, by reading and re-reading

the data. The data collected was transferred ioto a database management program for

easy access.

The quantitative data obtained from the modified task structure observation

system~ 1994) was tabulated to provide an indication ofthe ftequenc;y, duratio~

types ofvarious tas~ aDd student response5. It wu anotœrcliJneœion which provided
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information about cooperative leaming in physical education. The observed tasks were

first classified as to type, frequency and duration within the managerial and instructional

categories. The instructional tasks were further classified into the specifie categories of

informing, extending, refining, applying, routine, or cognitive tasks. The students l

responses to these tasb and their number ofopportunities to respond were then recorded.

An analysis of the relationships between the task systems was conducted through the

identification of routines and patterns within the managerial and instructional categories

(Jones, 1992).

The incorporation ofa qualitative component in this study added to the

quantitative methods by providing another "slice of reality." This method ofcollecting

data through various data types is called data triangulation. Data triangulation results in

stronger internal validity than would result from a single data type. Dobbert (1982)

stated, l'Multiple methods enhance validity and reliability through increasing the number

of perspectives employed. Multiple perspectives permit checking ofall types of data for

accuracy and completeness ... add(ing) ta the depth and breadth of interpretation" (p.

265). In this study, data triangulation from videotaped observations, interviews, a

questionnaire, document collection and fieldnotes provided the support or

disconfirmation ofdata regarding the description and interpretation of cooperative

leaming in the gymnasium (Locke, 1989).

Reliability

Inter-observer reliability for tbis study was conducted for 200At ofthe videotaped

lessoDS. Inter-observer reliability, wbich implies an agreement between cadets (Van der
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Mars. 1989), was determined by one coder who independently coded 20% of the

observed lessons. Two lessons from each class were randomly selected for inter­

observer coding. The independent observer was trained by the investigator prior to the

study on how to use the task structure instrument. lnter-observer reliability was

calculated by a frequency count of(a) the number of coded events. and (h) the categories

ofteaching behaviours. Observers had a 89% agreement on the number ofcoded events

and 93% agreement on the categories ofteaching behaviours.

Results and Discussion

The purpose of this study was to describe and interpret cooperative leaming in

physicaJ education classes in a bigh school setting. In accordance with the purpose of

this study three research questions drove this inquiry (p. 63). The results are presented as

quantitative and qualitative inquiries. The quantitative inquiry will discuss the resuJts of

the teacher questionnaire and the tas.k structure observation system. This will be

followed by the qualitative inquiry which will examine the findings of the teacher's and

the students' perceptions of their physical education program.

Ouestionnaire

Prior to the study, the teaeher completed the Value Orientation Inventory II

(Ennis, 1994). The results indicated that this teacher assessed her own personal value

orientations as high in social responsibility and low in disciplinary mastery. Ennis

( 1994) found that the social responsibility value orientation was influential in decision

making for the urban secondary scbool teacber. The value orientations of leaming
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process~ self-actualization and ecological integration were all assessed as neutral. Social

responsibility advocates have students becoming involved in group aetivities~ using their

abilities to further group goals and interacting together to solve group problems. This

value orientation best represents cooperative leaming since "the curricular priority (is] on

content and tasks that encourage students to develop positive interdependence skills

leading to social competence" (Ennis~ 1994~ p. 166).

The Iask Structure Observation Instrument

In the ten Iessons observed both the grade eight and grade eleven classes showed

similiar findings in terms ofcurricular and organizational characteristics. These findings

are broken down into overall task selectio~ engagement tasks and opportunities to

respond.

Task Selection

[n the task structure observation system the first level was duration of teaching

episodes. The grade eight and eleven classes had similiar lesson durations and time

spent in managemen~ transition, waiting, and warm-up. In the grade eight class~

management time was spent at the beginning ofseven of the ten grade eight lessons

(Table 1). This was time spent to talce attendance and/or to malee announcements.

Managemen~as a percentage of class time ranged from 0.8% to 2.4%~ resulting in an

average of 1.1%. For the grade eight class management served as a time for structuring

and organizing the class before the lesson begun.



72

Table 1

Percentage of Lesson Time and Frequency ofTasks for Grade 8'5

Lesson Lesson Management Transition Wait Instruction Warm Engaged
# Duration Tirne Up Time

One 36: 17 (40) 6.80/0 (la) 2.00/0 (4) 32.5%(13) 7.0%(1) 51. 70./0 (I2)

Two 38:16 (33) 2.4%(1) 9.()O/ô (6) 10.5% (5) 19.8%(12) 4.6% (1) 53.'70./0 (8)

Three 37:37(41) 5.3%(7) 20.5% (4) 25.3%(15) 6.5% (2) 42.50/0 ( 1J)

Four 32:30 (19) 0.8% (1) S.OO/Ô (5) 14.r/ct (3) 13.3% (5) 66.8% (5)

Five 40:06 (29) 2.00./0 (l ) 5.1% (7) 3.90/Ô (3) [4.6% (9) 5.00/0 (l) 69.30/0 (8)

Six 38:52 (28) 1.5% (I) 6.5%(7) 21.3%(6) 10.5% (4) 6.9O/Ô (1) 53.3% (9)

Seven 38:51 (18) I.SO,/g (1) 5.5% (5) 10.6% (2) 13.3%(3) 68.8%(7)

Eight 39:56 (20) 8.70/Ô (6) 8.5% (5) 10.0010 (2) 5.20/0 (1) 67.7010 (6)

Nine 39:17 (27) 1.3% (l) 6.7"1'0 (7) 15.'701'0 (6) 9.6%(6) 6.8%(1) 59.9D.Io (6)

Ten 38:51 (24) 1.4% (1) 8.5% (7) 9.3% (3) 7,00/0 (7) 73.8% (6)

Aver. 38:03 (28) 1.1% (1) 6.10./0 (7) Il. '70/0 (4) 15.6% (8) 4.2%(1) 60.80/0 (8)
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Instruction for the grade eight c1ass had an overaH average of 15.6%~ ranging

from 32.5% in the first lesson to 7.0% in the final lesson. In con~ engaged lime

averaged 60.8% of lesson rime, ranging from 51.7% in the first lesson ta 73.8% in the

finallesson.

For both the classes, the amount of tinte spent in management tasks was

somewhat less than that found in the literature (Dyson, 1995~ Jones, 1992~ Romar.,

1995). In the grade eleven class., there were only two episodes of managemen~

consisting of 6.1% and 2.0% ofthe class time (Table 2). This resulted in an overall

average of0.8% oflesson time. Management time for the grade eleven class consisted of

announcements related to school activities. In lesson three high management time

(6. 10;0) was due to an announcement conceming a school-wide event. Normally., the

teacher would take attendance for this class when they were involved in aetivity 50 that

time could he used for productive engaged rime. In contrast, the grade eight class., with

Mary as their new teacher., was more struetured with a regular allotment of time for

attendance.

For bath classes, the amount oftime spent in instruction was substantiaJly less

than that identified by Romar (1995), who identified as much as 27% of the c1ass time in

instruction. Instruction for the grade eleven class had an average instruction tinte of

11.1%., somewhat lower than the grade eight c1ass, ranging from 5.8% to 15.40/0.

Conversely, the average engaged tinte was slightly higher than the grade eight class with

an average of 65.2%., ranging trom 51.9% to 78.0% of lesson time. In both the grade

eight and grade eleven classes., the amount of time spent in engagement was substantially
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Lesson Lesson Management Transition Wart Instruction Warm Engaged
# Duration Time Up Tune

One 38:46 (39) 7."]0,/0 (11) 2.3%(4) 15. ()% (11 ) 75.QO,fo (13)

Two 39:40(45) 11.2% (14) 3.2% (3) 14.6%(15) 71.OO,fo ( 13)

Three 36:52 (29) 6.1% (1) 9.1°,/0 (8) 2.5% (3) 15.4% (8) 6.1%(1) 60.8%(8)

Four 40:30 (26) 7.4%(5) 5.3% (3) 12.9%(9) 4.20/0(1) 70.ZO,fo (8)

Five 41:20 (29) 8.5% (7) 16.00/c, (5) 10.90,/0 (9) 5.7%(1) 58.8% (7)

Six 41 :50 (38) 9.4% (8) 17.3°,/0 (6) 13.00A (Il) 4.6%(1) 55.7010 (12)

Seven 37:45 (27) 2.0% (1) 7.5%(7) 22.8%(5) 9.8%(6) 5.911é(1) 5 l.90./0 (7)

Eight 38:06 (16) 5.4% (4) 3.8% (2) 5.8% (6) 7.00.10 (1) 78.OC»;. (3)

Nine 40:38 (23) 5.90/0 (4) 11.90/0 (4) 6.SO,/o (7) 3.91.10 (1) 71.6°1ct (7)

Ten 32:48 (23) 4.4% (5) 26.1% (6) 6.3%(4) 4.7%(1) 58.60/0 (7)

Average 38:50 (30) 0.8%(0) 7.70/0 (7) 11.1%(4) 11.1% (9) 4.2% (1) 65.2% (9)
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greater than results reported by Romar ( 1995), who cited an average of approximately

500/0 of the total class time.

Task Enp&ement

The second level ofanaIysis in the task structure observation system was the task

type that the teacher presented and the students responses to those tasks. The type of

tasks - informin& refining, extending, applying and routine were first identified by Rink

(1979). In addition, cognitive tasks played an important part in this cooperative learning

curriculum.

Cognitive tasks were defined by Dyson ( 1994) as tasks that required students to

ask or answer questions., problem solve, malee a decision, strategize or discuss

information related to lesson content during the lesson or in a debrief at the end of the

lesson. There was no physical activity during the cognitive tasks. In this study cognitive

tasks also happened prior ta the activity. Implementation of strategy prior to the activity

served as a means ofdiscussing or c1arifying sorne particular aspect of skill.

Infonning tasks., which are the first tasks after the presentation of information,

occurred in four lessons for the grade eight c1ass (Table 3). Informing tasks averaged

3.5% of the total engaged time, ranging from 3.00/0 in lesson five to 13.5°,4 in lesson

three.

Refining tasks focus on the quality improvement of the task or strategy. For the

grade eight class., refining tasks occurred in six of the ten lessons averagjng 16.4°1«1 of the

total engaged time. Rink (1993) bas suggested the importance of refining tasks and its

indication as a fonn of effective teaching. This concem
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Table 3

Percentage and Frequency of Engaged Tasks for Grade 8 Handball Unit

Lesson Engaged Infonning Refining Extending Applying Routine Cognitive
# Time

One 18:45 (12) 8.90./0 (1) 19.6% (2) 20.70./0 (2) 17.1% (1) 24.3% (2) 9.5% (4)

T'WO 20:33 (8) 41.9O/ci (3) 24.2% (2) 33.8% (3)

Three 15:59 (13) 13.5% (1) 26.4% (2) 11.3%(1) 28.90./0 (3) 20.0% (6)

Four 21 :42 (5) 9.70./0 (1) 57.4%(2) 32.90./0 (2)

Five 27:47 (8) 3.00./0 (1 ) 30.6% (1) 1.6% (1) 47.6% (1) 17.2% (4)

Six 20:43 (9) 34.3% (1) 57.00/ci (4) 8.70/ct (4)

Seven 26:44 (6) 61.8% (4) 38.2% (2)

Eigbt 27:01 (7) 23.00/c, (l) 68.1% (3) 8.90./0 (3)

Nine 23:31 (6) 72.00./0 (3) 28'<1% (3)

Ten 28:40 (6) 30.1%(1) 54.SO/ct (2) 15.1% (3)

Aver. 23:09 (8) 3.S% (0) 16.4% (1) 3.4% (0) SO.1% (3) 4.9% (0) 21.2% (3)
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for quality of student performance can he exhibited by teacher feedback
to the class or individual students about how they are perfonning ... [and]
exhibited very clearly by teachers when they stop student praetice and
focus students on achieving particular movement qualities ... Refining
tasks can have a powerful impact on student performance when the
teacher keeps the focus of improvement narrow and wben students are
held aceountable for actually working within the focus of the refining
task. (Rink, 1993~ p. 101)

Rikard (1992) suggested that refming tasks were important to skill acquisition. She

found that refining tasks resulted in moderate increases in low-skilled students wben

followed by specific feedback. In high-skilled students~ practice success increased by

14% over extending and applying tasks wben refining tasks were used (Rikard., 1992).

Extending tasks, wbich change the conditions ofpractice to alter the focus of skill

developmen~occurred in only three lessons for the grade eight classa Extending tasb

averaged 3.4% of the total engaged time, ranging from 1.6% in lesson 5 ta 20.7% in

lesson one.

Applying tasks~ which were modified games~ occurred in aH ten lessons for the

grade eight classa The average time spent in applying tasks was 50.7% of Iesson time~

ranging trom 17.1% in lessan one to 72.0% in lesson moe.

Routine tasks for both the classes involved a sub-unit ofaerobic skipping.

Students developed their aerobic capacity and skipping coordination as they attempted to

skip for a pre-selected duration of time. For the grade eight class~ routine tasks were

observed in two of the lessons~ averaging 4.9% of the engaged tinte.

One of the interesting findings in this study was the rime spent in cognitive

engagement. The grade eight class had cognitive tasks in ail ten lessons~ averaging
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Table 4

Percentage and Frequency of Engaged Tasks for Grade Il Handball Unit

Lesson Engage<! Infonning Refining Extending Applying Routine Cogmnve
# Time

One 29:05 (13) 17.<r%(3) 11.3% (1) 9.5% (1) 14.90.4 (4) 47.3% (4)

Tv.o 28:09 (13) 7.10/'0 (1) 10.701'0 (l) 50.5% (S) 22.3% (4) 8.9010 (2)

Three 22:25 (8) 11.90./0 (1) 48.0%(3) 21.90./0 (2) 18.3% (2)

Four 28:26 (8) 8.()O/0 (1) 3.7010 (l) 54.90./0 (l ) 32.6% (4) O.SO.lO (1)

Five 24:19 (7) 3.10./0 (1) 29.1% (1) S2.7%(2) 8.2% (1) 6.2% (2)

Six 23:18 (12) 5.3% (1) 26'<:>-10 (l) 4.00./0 (1) 29.20Jé (3) 21.90/'0 (2) 13.6% (4)

Seven 19:35 (7) 9.70/0(1) 42.8% (2) 8.50/0 (1) 33.00.10 (l) 6.00/0 (2)

Eigbt 29:43 (3) 91.8%(1) 8.rlO (2)

Nine 29:05 (1) 56.00./0 (2) 44.<r% (5)

Ten 19:13 (7) 37.50/0 (1) 50.6% (3) 12.00/0(3)

Average 25:20 (9) 6.3% (l) 15.7%(1) 2.6% (0) 46.7% (2) 12.2% (2) 16.5% (3)
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21.2% of the total engaged rime. This ranged from 8.7% in lesson six to 38.2% in lesson

seveD. Since the grade eight c1ass was learning social siriUs they spent more tinte in

situations where they could praetice these skills.

The grade eleven class was similiar to the grade eight class in its task presentation

(Table 4). For the grade eleven class the extending tasks averaging 2.6% of the total

engaged rime and refining tasks accounted for an average of 15.?OA. ofthe total engaged

time.

The grade eleven class had seven fessons with infonning tasks., averaging 6.3% of

the total engaged time. Infonning tasks ranging from 17% in lesson one to 3.7% in

fesson five. This study contained fewer infonning and extending tasks than did other

studies using the task structure system (Dysoo.. 1995; Jones, 1992; Romar, 1995). This

may he explained by the handball content and the cooperative leaming approach to

teaching. Although there were infonning and extending tasks, students leamed Most of

the skills cognitively and then applied them to the game situation. Drills in the fonn of

infonning and extending tasks were not used to the same extent that they would he used

in a traditional approach.

Applying tasks for the grade eleven class were similiar to those of the grade eight

class. Applying tasks occurred for the last nine lessons, averaging 46.7%, ranging from

29.20/0 in lesson six to 91.8% in lesson eight.

For the grade eleven class, a skipping unit accounted for the frrst six lessons and

averaged 12.2% of the engage<! tÎme. The rime was recorded as routine tasks and ranged

from 8.2% ta 32.6% ofthe engaged rime. The grade eleven class spent more time in



;"

'-

80

routine tasks than did the grade eight c1ass.

The grade eleven class spent less time in cognitive tasks than the grade eight

class. Although cognitive tasks were a part ofevery lesso~ they averaged only 16.50/0 of

the total engaged time. This result is similar to what was reported by Dyson (I99S). The

amount oftime spent in cognitive tasb ranged from 0.80/0 in lesson four to 47.3% in

lesson one. In lesson one the students spent a good portion of the period planning a

skipping routine that their respective groups would perform at a later date.

One difference between the two classes is the task explicitness during cognitive

tasks. Tousignant and Siedentop ( 1983) defined an implicit task as one in which "the

task presentation was done with no or very limited information; in such circumstances~

students had to know from previous experiences how to play the roles ofa participant in

such tasks" (p. 53). A generally explicit task was defined as one in which "the task

presentation included a general description of the fonn or the product ofan expected

response" (Tousignant & Siedentop, 1983, p. 53). A specifically explicit task was

defined as one in which "the task definition ineluded precise criteria to he used to

detennine the level ofsuccess" (Tousignant & Siedentop, 1983~ p. 53). Although motor

tasks were generally fully explicit for both classes, the cognitive tasks were given

differently. For the grade eight class, the cognitive tasks were usually specifically

explicit [Field Notes 8 (FNS), Lesson 1 (L1), p. 2]. For the grade eleven c1ass, the

cognitive tasks were usually generally explicit (FNll, L3, p. 9). The teaeher attributed

this to the fostering ofsocial maturity. While the grade eight class needed guidance on

what to do, the grade eleven class were at a level where the social learning was more
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effective without constant teacher assistance (Mary7 Interview 3 (13), p. 3].

The importance ofcognitive tasks in this study helps us to better understand the

nature of the cooperative leaming model. Evans (1990) commented that Many forms of

curriculum innovation emphasized the intellectual and cognitive elements ofphysical

activity. Jewe~ Bain, and Ennis (1995) identified the elements of the cognitive domain

as knowledge, comprehension, applieatio~analysis, syntbesis, and evaluation.

Sorne physical educators have identified the importance of learning through

tactical awareness (Almon~ 1983; Bunker & Thorpe, 1982; Griffin, 1996; Mitchell,

1996; Mitchell, Griffin, Oslin and Sariscsany, 1995; Turner, 1996; Werner, Thorpe and

Bunker, 1996). The tactical approach focuses on the "wbat to do?" within the game

context before the question of "how to do?". In this manner, the students are involved in

more decision making and understand how their leamed siriUs are applied to the game

situation. The sport education model (Siedentop, 1996) also bas students involved in

more decision making. Although the teacher usually acts as the coach ofail teams,

students' responsibilities include the scheduling of games, dispute resolution, coaching,

refereeing, scorekeeping, and statistics. McBride ( 1991) bas suggested taking a closer

look at critical thinking in physical education because of the potential for teaching

critical thinking in the psychomotor domain.

Students' Responses 10 Instruction

The third level of the task structure observation system was students' responses to

instruction during the lessons. Opportunities to Respond was used as a measure. For

example, each time a student threw a baIl it was considered an Opportunity to Respond
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Table 5

Student's Opportunities ta Respond (OTRs) and Appropriate Responses for Grade 8'5

Lesson Engaged Total OTRs Appropriate OTRs

# Time OTRs AlI # % #/Min

One 18:45 85 75/10 88.2 4.5

Two 20:33 69 61/8 88.4 3.4

Three 15:59 82 71/11 86.6 5.1

Four 21:42 61 48/13 78.7 2.8

Five 27:47 122 104/18 85.2 4.4

Six 20:43 73 64/9 87.7 3.5

Seven 26:44 138 129/9 93.5 5.2

Eight 27:01 159 143/16 89.9 5.9

Nine 23:31 97 9215 94.8 4.1

Ten 28:40 93 86/7 92.5 3.2

Average 23:09 98 87/11 88.6 4.2
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Table 6

Student's Opportunities ta Respond (OTRs) and Appropriate Responses for Grade Iifs

Lesson Engaged Total OTRs Appropriate OTRs

# Time OTRs AlI # % #/Min

One 29:05 95 87/8 91.6 3.3

Two 28:09 III 10219 91.1 3.9

Three 22:25 92 86/6 93.5 4.1

Four 28:26 101 94/7 93.1 3.6

Five 24:19 81 75/6 92.6 3.3

Six 23:18 107 99/8 92.5 4.6

Seven 19:35 114 103/11 90.4 5.8

Eight 29:43 132 125/7 94.7 4.4

Nine 29:05 141 131/10 92.9 4.8

Ten 19:13 116 111/5 95.7 6.0

Average 25:20 109 10118 92.8 4.4
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Opportunities to Respond included both offensive and defensive positioning, throwing

the baU, eatehing the balt running for the baIl, running with the ball and attempting to

block a shot. The students in the grade eight class had an average of 98 Opportunities to

Respond (OTRs) per lesson (Table 5). Opportunities to Respond were either coded as

appropriate or inappropriate. An appropriate response was one that had an acceptable

working fonn and a high probability ofsuccessful engagement (Siedentop, 1994b). For

example, ifa student threw the ball with proper fonn sa that it made it ta the intended

receiver, then it was coded as an appropriate OTR. For the grade eigbt class, the average

percentage ofappropriate OTRs was 88.6%. The ûTRs were an average of 4.2 per

minute ofengaged time. This number ranged from 3.2 in lesson ten to 5.9 in lesson

eight.

The grade eleven class had an average of 109 Opportunities to Respond per

lesson (Table 6). The average percentage ofappropriate OTRs was 92.8, somewhat

higher than the grade eight class. The OTRs per minute was 4.4, similiar ta that of the

grade eight cIass.

In this study there was a higher number ofOpportunities to Respond for both the

grade eight and eleven classes than thase reported in the literature (Dyso~ 1994; Jones,

1992; Romar, 1995). The percentage ofappropriate Opportunities to Respond was also

very high for bath classes when compared with similar studies (Jones, 1992; Rickard,

1992; Romar, 1995). The literature has supported the notion that high success with

appropriate tasks is an indicator of achievement In physical education (Ashby, Lee &

Landin, 1988; Sïlverman, 1991). Although for both classes there was only a small
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amount of inappropriate responses, the grade eleven class exhibited more appropriate

responses (92.8%) than the grade eight class (88.6%).

An explanation for these numbers being somewhat higher than those found in the

literature (Dyson, 1995; Jones, 1992; Rickar~ 1992; Romar, 1995) may have been

related to the type ofcontent that this study dea1t with. Handball, compared to volleyball

or gymnastics contains skills and movements that do not require as much precisio~

accounting for a high percentage of appropriate responses. For example, a closer

examination ofvolleyball reveals that the siriUs involve defined, precise siriUs such as

setting, passing, spiking and serving. These skills are easy to distinguish when

performed as being either appropriate or inappropriate, based on the direction,

height, and movement of the ball. Conversely, handball involves skiUs such as throwing,

passing, blocking, and running that have a wider boundary ofappropriate behaviour. ln

additio~ volleyball does not offer Many Opportunities to Respond in the game situation

for elementary students (Dyso~ 1995). A student may have one Opportunity to Respond

in a one minute rime period as he or she executes a forearm pass to a teammate. In

handbaJl, a student May receive the bail, run with the baIl, and tire a shot in a brieftime

period., and thus, accumulate a total of three Opportunities to Respond. This study

showed that handball oifered Many Opportunities to Respond in both practice and game

situations.

T~b«sOoWsfurme&Q~

This section discusses the physical education teacher's goals for the grade eight

and eleven classes. Although most of the goals were common for both classes, there was
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a difference in the degree that the motar and social skiIIs were emphasized.

Mary's goals for the grade eight handball unit were for the students to respect

onels peers~ to learn responsibility, to improve their social skiIls~ to develop cognitive

skills, to actively participate, and to have fun. The acquisition of motor skills was not a

prime focus. The teacher felt that by the end of the unit the grade eight class had met

these goals [Document Article 1 (DAI), p. 1].

Since the presence ofsocial skills was evident for the grade eleven class~ the

teacher put more ofa focus on motor siriUs. The teacher's goals for the grade eleven

handball unit were for the students to improve their motor skills~ and to assume more

responsibility by taking on the higher level social skill of leadership. Mary felt that by

the end of the unit the grade eleven class had met these goals (DA2, p. 1).

A breakdown of the marks revealed that for the grade eight c1ass the teacher

placed the most importance on participation (60%), with the remaining composites in

cooperation/attitude (20%), written test (10%) and uniform (10%). For the grade eleven

class the written test companent increased to 20% due to the addition ofa major project.

Consequently, the cooperation/attitude complnent was decreased ta 100/0.

Respectioa One's Peers

Mary believed that respecting ooe's peers was the Most important goal for her

program. tlWorking together with other people and respecting those people benefits

everybody, and 1wouId say that this is my ultimate goal" (Mary, Il, p. 3). For Mary,

respecting one's peers was a necessity for headway with the present grade eleven c1ass.

She explained:
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What caused me to get ioto cooperative leaming more is that when the
present grade elevens were in grade eight they were a very unruJy,
cliquis~ racial group which made me feel very uncomfortable and
nervous ... It was the tirst time l had ever seen this type of thing.
Teaching in a traditional teaching setup was Dot being effective. You had
groups that would decide "1 am not going to do it that way." You could
see that it was a large group to deal with . . . You had to do something
because you could see that this class was going to have one large division
and that was very scary. (Mary, U, p. Il)

For Mary, incorporating the social realm with a cooperative leaming program

meant benefits that extended beyond the classroom climate. Mary explained the

importance of the social reaIm in cooperative leaming.

For the students to lead a happy nonnal life once they graduate from here,
they need the communication skiUs, the listening skills, they need to be
able to relate to other people and MOst importantly, they need to leam to
respect everyone else. The ooly way to improve it is to teach it ail aver
again. These are skills as weil, although the learning may not be as
measurable as the motor skills. (Mary, Il, p. 10)

The teaching ofskills is very important. Mary sta~ "There is a whole language that

bas to he taught to them ... Leaming to compliment each other - They come in here not

knowing how to do that" (Mary, Il, p. 10).

One way Mary begins the path towards respect is by distinguishing friendship

from respect. She reported, "Often 1say to the kids, you don't have to be best friends

with everyone in your group but you bave to respect what they have to say" (Mary, Il, p.

(0).

Teaching about respect and other social skills meant that leading by example was

crucial.

1 think respect for anyone is important One thing kids do easily is
measure something that is fair and if two children misbehave and are
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treated differentJy, in tenns of punishment, then they will he the first to
say "that's not fair," and they are right. (Mary, Il, p. 10)

Respecting one's peers were ofextra importance in Mary's grade eight cIass.

JuJja., one ofMary's grade eight students, had a condition ofdwarfism. In a traditional

class, Julia might he ostracized because ofher needs and abilities. In Mary's class, Julia

played an important roIe in the process of leaming respect

It magnifies the need for respect for her special needs within the classa
Maybe it makes them more easily identifiable for the kids. l think one
issue of importance to me is that she shouid a1ways he made to feel part of
a group and not pushed aside because ofneed, size or ability. l think that
the kiels certainly have shawn no side of that. This is where cooperative
leaming is really important. (Mary, Il, p. 12)

At the end of most classes, Mary would finish with a display of this respect

between the teams by having them shake hands.

Mary asked the teams to line up single file, one team facing one way, the
other facing the opposite way (So that the front persons ofeach line are
facing each other). "In the excellent tradition, let's shake bands. lt Bath
lines move forwarcL as each student from each team shakes the hand of
each student from the other teant. One student is heard commenting "Do
we have to?'t. Most are excited to shake bands, most are laughing.
(FN8, L6, p. 43).

Acceptina Responsjbjlity

Responsibility was another important goal in Mary's program. Mary believed that

the more social skiUs students acquired, the more independent students became and the

more responsibility they assumed in leadership roles. She attributed the lack of

responsibility in teenagers to unrealistic expectations by society. "Leaming to be

responsible is very critical. Vou can't just expeet kids once they turn 14 to suddenly be

responsible without giving them an idea of how to do it" (Mary, 11~ p. 14). The changes
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in society have not resulted in changes in the curriculum.

l think kiels today are very individualistic in their lifestyle and they have a
lot of responsibilities and don't necessarily know how to handle those
responsibilities. Society has changed and 1don't think we have equipped
kids to adapt to those changes. (Mary, Il, p. 2)

fil arder to equip the students, "it is orny fair to teach them the necessary skills"

(Mary, 12, p. 6). Mary explained that the answer is not in giving them more

responsibilities.

One bas to understand that responsibility is something tbat is taught.
[Students] have ta leam how to accept responsibility and what
responsibility is - and once they have that concept, then how it works.
But you can'tjust say "Today we are going to be responsible". Vou can
get more responsible and give them more responsibilities but they really
have to leam how. 1 think unfortunately that some people feel, " The kid's
14, [she] should he responsible". That's fine to say but again she probably
carries the key of the front dooe around her neck. There's a little more to
it than that. (Mary, 12, p. 7)

The process ofteaching responsibility began with the group formation at the

beginning of the year. When Mary put the groups together she arranged them

heterogeneously both in tenns of motor skills and social sIriUs. She explained the group

fonnation.

They were allowed to choose a panner or someooe else that they wanted
on theu particular team and that was the only thing that they were
guaranteed. l then divided up the teams 50 that they wouJd he equal from
a few different standpoints. There was one or two leader type of kids~
others that might need a bit ofnurturing and a student who is perhaps
reluetant to participate because ofa self-esteem problem she had
somewhere down the Hoe and Just figured that she couldn't contribute
anything. (Mary, Il, p. 13)

It was Dot until grade eleven that Mary placed an emphasis on leadership roles.

She stated, "My objective at the [grade elevenJ level is to define/assign roles more



90

specifie to cooperative leaming. At this level coachesIIeaders come into play" (DA2~ p.

2). In the grade eleven class leaders had emerged and were identified for each group. "1

have observed that the leaders within each group know what their role is. It is also

apparent that the other group members know who they are and correspondingly faH ioto

'followership' roles" (FNII, L2, p. 7).

Mary feh that the allocation of leadership responsibilities to students within the

class resuIted in other social benefits for the student. Mary stated:

Often ifyou respect the child who knows something and allow them to
share it with someone else, it is good for everyone. It teaches
them the respect issue, it gives that child self-esteem, it keeps them active
and makes the child aware of their role within the class. (Mary, 1l, pp.
12-13)

For teachers considering implementing a cooperative Ieamingpro~ Mary felt

that they often feel tbreatened by relinquishing power and shiftiog responsibility to the

students. She expIained:

l think for some teachers they see cooperative Ieaming as a threat because
the teacher is giving the students more power ... and from the teaching
standpoint, you have a feeling that sometimes you are not in control
because YOU are giving the responsibiIities (and duties) to the kiefs. 1
still think that if it is fostered in the rigbt way the teaeher becomes the
facilitator and regulates the control. (Mary, Il, pp. 6-7)

Mary admitted that "there is a danger at first of the kids getting offtask but that with

experience you leam to bring them back" (Mary, 12, p. 5).

Three and a half years after the incorporation ofa cooperative leaming program

the teacher stated that this is one of the best classes she bas ever taught Now the

students can play and get along with virtually everyone in the class. Mary adde~
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"Interestingly enough, the kids who were the worst in terms of causing the division, today

are the leaders in the class" (Mary, 12, p. 12).

When other staff members were asked if they could see any benefits to the

cooperative leaming program, they pointed to the social improvement of this grade

eleven class aver the three and a half years. A classroom teacher stated, "If you could see

tbat [grade eleven] c1ass in grade eigbt, you wouId see that Mary's cooperative leaming

really works" (Steve, Il. p. 1).

Buildini Social SkiUs

Mary thought that the development of social skills was important in her program.

For her this meant that students learned to: encourage and support one another,

communicate with each other, be confident about themselves, and have a positive

attitude towards life. Accarding to Mary, the lack of social siriUs in the students could

he attributed to the lifestyle of today's society.

In today's society the whole communication as a skill is quicldy being lost.
You are sitting behind a computer when, before, you used to aetually talk
to a person. It is fine to go cyberspace but is not the same skill as actuaJly
sitting down and having a conversation. (Mary, I2., p. 3)

Mary stated that "the only way to improve that is to teach social 5kills ail aver again and

show the importance ofit" (Mary, 12., p. 3).

Mary felt that the social problems for the grade eight and grade eleven class were

quite different. She explained:

In grade eight it might he that someone forgot to give a borrowed pencil
back., or that 50 and so is going out with Johnny. By the time the girls get
to grade eleven they are dealing with a whole gammit trom drugs to
teenage pregnancy, you name il., 50 that's when you hope that the
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communication skills are there and that the kid knows that they are not
aIone in the situation. (Mary, 12, p. 10)

The students ability to talk about their problems was also different between the

two classes. Mary believed that by grade eleven the students feh that they would talk 10

each other or the teacher about such problems. She commen~ "The [grade eleven's]

are more open and will talk about various problems because they value the importance of

listening siriUs and expect that people will listen ta what they have to say" (Mary, Il, p.

1-2).

By the end of grade eleven Mary expected that the students would be able to

demonstrate a certain level of social skiUs.

Students need to be able to communicate and say to somebody "how do
you do?" and not he afraid to do that ... l would also like to see each
person [he able to] walk iDta a gym to a group of people and not have a
fear ofwalking up and saying"I would Iike to play too." (Mary, 12, p. 3)

In Mary's opinion, another skill that the students have 10 leam is how to be polite

when saying negative things.

l really hope that through sorne ofwbat we do the actual leaming of how
to have a conversation the persan compliments someone or says in a
positive way If l didn't like it because ... " or "Could we do it this way?",.
"How's about trying it this way?" There's three ways to say something to
someone that you'd like ta take a chance 10 try something without saying
"That sucks ... " or one of those type of comments. There1s different
ways to say negative things. (Mary, 12, p. 3-4).

At the beginning ofthe unit the teacher feh that the grade eight students "were not

extremely cohesive as a group and that positive, encouraging comments to each other

were non-existent" (Mary,. 12,. p. 12). Upon completion of the uni~ teamwork was

evident as the students had developed positive attitudes towards each other and towards
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the game (DA l, p. 1). The teacher felt that the grade eight cIass' social skills have

improved dramatica11y. She commented:

The attitude bas turned from a few positive kids to one where all the kids
are positive. They understand the importance of communication with the
group and the relationship to the game we are playing but 1don't think that
they have reached the maturity level to realize that life is a game. (Mary,
I2, p. 12)

Mary believed that although these students May have had affective feelings

contained 50mewhere inside them, expressing them ooly came about as result of leaming

how to do 50. ln lesson one, the informing task had students throwing the ball to other

members in their group (FN8, LI, p. 2). Ofeach group of four or five students, one

student hac! the role ofobserver/encourager. This person's responsibility was to ensure

that the other members of the group were throwing with proper technique. Mary's job as

the teacher was to ensure that the observers were performing their role.

"If they throw it weil, tell them they are throwing it weil. n Mary noticed
that one girl was not executing the proper technique and she confronted
the observer. "fs Jackie throwing the ball properly? .. Let her know
where her band is and where it should he. This is the ooly way she will
leam lf (FN8, LI, p. 2)

Mary felt that the way the students responded to cooperative leaming was slightJy

different

At the beginning of grade eight, the class was taught ta give positive
responses to situations, whether it he "good play", "good game", etc.
Since the students were not used ta giving positive feedback, they really
had to think about doing it ... By grade eleven this had become second
nature. The students' comments started to broaden as they moved from
general positive feedback to skill specific feedback. (Mary, 12, p. 10, Il)

However, the routine of the curriculum sometimes contributed towards a lack of
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enthusiasm in the grade eleven class (FNll, L5, p. Il). Mary suggested, l'The grade

eleven's probably weren't as enthusiastic because [cooperative leaming] is more routine

ta them" (Mary, I2, p. Il).

Pevelopina CQ&Qitiye SkiUs

An important element of Mary's cooperative leaming program was the cognitive

skills. She explained:

The lOds should he able to reflect al the end ofor during a class on what is
going weIl and what's not, but more importantly how they cao fix or better
what might oot he goiog 50 weil. Once they can do that, they are offand
running. (Mary, 12" p. 4)

Mary felt that this decision-making involved both right and wrong decisions and

that both were necessary for learning. "Decisions, you make right ooes and you make

wrong ODes but the [students] have ta at least sample and understand the consequences of

the decisioD" (Mary, Il, p. 14).

Mary stated that students have an important rOle to play in cognitive tasks.

Students feel proud of the faet that they can coach or correct someone.
This is wbere the self-esteem aspect cornes ioto play. [Students) may not
he able to do the skill but they can analyze it to figure out if something is
wrong and help someone out., then my job is done. (Mary, Il, p. 5).

Recent literature in physical education has emphasized the importance of critical

thinking in the gymnasium (McBride, 199 1~ McBride, Gabbard, & Miller, 1990). In this

study, the use ofcognitive tasks were an important element of each lesson. Cognitive

tasks were iocorporated throughout the lesson for 5 reasons: to review the knowledge

learned, ta leam or review a skill, ta implement a strategy, to refine a strategy and to

retlect on a strategy.
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To review the knowled~ learned.

In this study the students got together to review the ruIes that they had learned

about handball (FNS, L9, p. 59). This was in preparation for a test that they had the

following week.

To leam1review the skilJ.

The students acquired the skills after examining the specifie details of the skill or

strategy. Students learned to throw and catch the ball as weIl as leaming more

complex strategies like offensive and defensive positioning.

The teacher provided the groups with their folders and a pen. [oside the
folders was a diagram of the goalie net and the crease. The students were
asked ta indicate where they thought the five players should he placed
during theic defensive positioning and as to what the purpose of those
players was. Three of the four groups indieated that three players should
he inside the crease and two players sbould be outside the crease.
The players inside the crease had the job of defending and blocking while
the players outside the crease were to intercept the pass. Ali positions
were to he ready to break out into their offensive positions wheo they
obtained possession ofthe ball. (FN8, L7, p. 29)

To implement a StrateilY (beeinnini of woel.

Before a game, the teaeher often had a designated rime for planning strategy. The

students would discuss or clarify a particular aspect or skill that they would work on

or incorporate into the game. The teacher would guide the students by saying, "Talee

one minute ta discuss wbat you are going to focus on in today's game" (FN Il, 5, p.

15). The teacher asked for both social and psychomotor strategies. Field notes

illustrate the Implementation ofa sttategy.

Come up with an immediate strategy as a group as to something your
team will work on and how you are going to accomplish that. Make sure
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everyone understands it. That will he your focus for today." One team
decided that they need more defense. They were going to accomplish
this by a quick transition after they lost possession of the ball. The other
team felt that they need more short passes in order to move the bail more
effectively. They were going to accomplish this by more player
movement (FNll~ Lg, pp. 29-30)

Jo reflue a strateiY (durioa pme>.

During the game either the teacher or the students would calI a time-out to

refocus their team and to improve their quality of performance. The teacher-initiated

refinement involved three general questions that were used consistently: What are

we doing weIl? What do we need to improve? Howare we going to improve it?

This is similar to The GaInes For Understanding Approach advocated in the recent

literature (Almond, 1983~ Griffin, 1996; Mitchell~ 1996; Mitchell, Griffin, Oslin and

Sariscsany, 1995; Tumer~ 1996; Werner, Thorpe and Bunker, 1996).

The student initiated timeout was called when one of the players recognized that

their strategy was not working, or when they rea1ized that tbere was an improvement

needed in the quality of performance. This type of timeout was only called out by the

leader ofone of the teams and only done in the grade eleven class (FNll, L6~ p. 20).

Often Mary wouJd use cognitive tasks ta accomplish her goals. Once during a

game sbe stopped the class for a cognitive refinement and incorporated the notion of

teamwork.

"Vou spell the word team, T-E-A-M. For each one of tbose letters, come
up with a ward necessary to have a team. When you are done tha~ choose
one that your team bas done weil until now, one your team bas to work on
and how you are going to accomplish that" One team came up witb
Talking~ Encouragement, Ail together and Membership. They felt that
'membersbip' was going weil and 'aIl together' needed work. They were
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going to work on 'all together' by letting everyone have equal shares of the
ball and by not giving them trouble when they messed up. The other
team came up with Together, Equal, Arrangement and Merober. The
other team thought that 'arrangement' was going weil and 'together' needed
work. This was going to he accornplished by more ball movement, more
short quick passes and more communication. When they were done the
teacher infonned them that they had six minutes left to work on these
skills and that she really wanted to see proofofthem. (FNS, L3, p. 9)

The students were held accountable for their plans for improvement as the

teacher interacted witb the students and provided feedback on bath an individual's

and team's performance. Feedback to the students was given during the game and

after the game. Rikard ( 1992) showed that refining tasks combined with feedback

resuIted in modest increases in achievement.

To reflect on strateeY!event Cafter iRVDel.

At the end of class, a debrief or reflection time occurred when both the students

and the teacher assessed wbat went weil during the game. The teacher used this

time to check the students understanding of a concept or skill and to assess the results

of each team's strategy. The teacher tried to "focus on the positive and to bave the

students leaving with a feeling that they did something right, bringing them back to

another day" (Mary, 12, p. 8). In lesson si~ Mary observed that

the game had been very fast (today) and that [the students] had started to
play better. During a debrief at the end of the lesso~ she asked the
students, "What made you play better?" One student said encouragement
and another said short quick accurate passes. The teacher asked about
their activity leve) when the game was going faster. The students felt that
they ran more and that they were more active during the faster-paced
game. (FNII, L6, p. 20)

One thing to add here is that ail students participated in the cognitive
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engageme~ even ifthey were not 'dressed out' for that particular clay (FNII, L3, p.

10). The teacher felt that everybody's contribution counted and a that a "hurt knee

did not affect one's ability ta contribute their ideas to their team" (Mary, 13~ p. 2).

Actively Particjpatine

Mary cited participation as an indieator ofan effective physical education

program. She stated

The number one thing that you see in any (effective] physicaI education
program is that at any given time you can walk in and not one kid is
opting out. When you go ta another school and you see a third of the kids
sitting out, then there is something wrong with your program. (Mary, Il,
p.6)

In bath classes there was high rates ofstudent participation. Most classes

involved total participation while other classes bad one or two non-participants due to

sickness or injury. Even during illness the students "participated in non-active roles..

acting as coach for the day.. coordinating the implementation and refinement ofgame

strategylt (FN8, L2.. p. 7). Mary confirmed this, "When children are unable to play due to

illness or injury, they still bave a role to play. They are just not going to he out on the

floor" (Mary, 13~ p. 1).

In Mary's physical education program., participation was an important component

of the evaluation process and was looked upon highly. She held students accountable for

actively participating in class by continuous observation and feedback. Mary stated, "1

would Iike ta have a physical education program where the kids want to participate,

because ifthey want to participate my ultimate goal is ta bave active gym classes" (Mary,

Il, p. 4).
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Mary explained that participation would he possible only when the students were

no longer intimidated by their environment

l want kids to feel comfortable in here and not to he afraid to try things
that are new and different. l want the kids to enjoy themselves. l want
them to achieve goals that are realjstÏc. We can't ail he superstars at every
single sport but as long as they are willing to try and not to be afrai~ that's
ail l ask ofthem. (Mary~ Il, p. 9)

Mary compromised participation for the development of teamwo~ teamspirit

and social skiUs such as encouraging. ln the first lesson for both classes, students

participated in two balf-court games. Ali other games were full court games. This meant

that five or more students were often on the bench and were not actively participating.

Mary explained her strategy:

One game allows more time for the teacher to give feedhack and
reinforcement, positive comments, etc. l prefer that a few kids sit out
because they have an important role ta play. [want them to know that
they are all part ofa team and that they don't have to he running on the
floor to he playing that raie. (Mary, I3~ p. 1)

One of the conditions ofhaving participation as a department goal was that it had

to he perceived by the students as a practice extending beyond physical education class.

Ifit is seen as "1 can only have 'phys. ed' for 50 minutes every 2 or 3 days
or wbatever and it's not a weicome place other than that", then again
there's a problem. The kids will then relate that to IfO.K., obviously Iooly
need that much physical actlvity in my life." (Mary, 12, p. 6)

Mary's school has opened the gymnasium at extra hours before and after school

and during the lunch hour to accommodate the students wanting ta participate in a game

ofpick-up soccer or basketball.

Our gyms are busy ail day long, 7: 15 in the moming to 9:00 o'clock at
night, so the kids obviously show that they want to he there. Therefore, if
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we use them to that extent, we bave to want to be here. As long as there is
that harmonious atmosphere, then everybody is happy. (Mary, Il, p. 8)

DeveIQgini MotOT Skills

Mary felt that in herpro~ social skills took precedence over motor skills.

She acknowledged that she "would rather spend time on the social side of it than the

[motor] skill side although [she has] increased the skill yearly" (Mary, 12, p. 9). Mary's

teaching progression from grade eight to grade eIeven was from the social to the

psychomotor. She explaine<l "1 put social skills first at the grade eight level. As you

progress through, the social skills are usually more deveIoped 50 that now you can look

more at the athletic balance" (Mary, Il, p. 14).

Mary's motor skill goals for the students were not exhaustive. She explaine<L ftAt

the end ofeach unit, 1 wouid like each chiId to have the basic skills ofthat particular

sport, recognizing that we can't do aIl of them perfectly" (Mary, Il, p. Il).

Although the teacher was not overly concemed with motor skills at the grade

eight level, she felt that both the lower skilled and higher skilled students wouJd show an

increase in achievement. Mary explained the progression:

The lower skilled kids will become higher skilled and there won't he a
significant change with the ttigher skilled kids. [think that the equation
will alter as they progress through to grade eleven. The higher skilled
students will also increase as will the lower skilled but the gap (between
them] will narrow. (Mary, 12, p. 9)

Mary believed the ditference in skill acquisition between a ttaditional program

and a cooperative leaming program.

In the very beginning you give up a bit of the skill acquisition. By the rime
they are finished ~ if you look: at the four year progressio~ although [
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haven't measured il, l think they come out even. (However], the lOds that
have experienced the cooperative end up with more social siriUs than in
the traditional [program]. (Mary, Il, p. 14)

Mary feh that in a cooperative leaming program the higber skilled students

received social benefits that the lower skilled students did not. Mary notec:L IlAs teaehers,

the higher skilled students will receive benefits that the lower skilled do not. For them to

be good al something and he able to teach someone eIse is good both for their knowledge

and their self-esteem" (Mary, 12, p. 10).

At the end of the unit, Mary feh that the grade eight students' "skillieveis could

have improved more but [that] they would develop more quicldy once a positive social

environmem had been established" (DA l, p. 1). She feft tbat the grade eleven class had

increased their skills substantially (DA2, p. 2).

Mary reported that in both classes over the course of the handball unit "the

demonstration ofmotor skiU improvement was evident as the games continually became

more 'competitive', although the 'win' never became the ultimate goal" (Mary, 13, p. 1).

Mary added, "Ifyou were to ask one member from each team which team they thought

won the game, they would bath respond by saying that their team did" (Mary, G, p. 2).

Ravine Fun

Mary pointed out that one of ber goals for the students was for them to have fun..

Having fun in class meant that people were laughio& showing team spirit, and being

positive about their physica1 education experiences. She expJained why sbe thought this

goal was met. "1 think the students enjoy physical education. They cenainly talk about

it. 1think they enjoy the sociaJ annosphere" (Mary, Il, p. 11).
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Mary's zeal for teaehing also appeared to have an impact on the students. Sbe

explained her perspective.

l like to think that the kids are having fun because 1am having fun. 1
enjoy teachin& 1 enjoy working with kids and from my experience if you
go in with a positive attitude, the kids come out with a positive attitude.
(Mary, Il, p. 5)

Maris enjoyment for ber teaching was evident in ber disposition.

As the game went on, 1 could hear Mary laughing through my earphone, in
between excerpts ofgeneral and skill feedback and refinement eues. She
was having fun out there. At the same time she was doing what she
eonsidered to be 50 importan~ role modelling for the students. The
[students] knew this and it seemed to carry on over ta them. (FN Il, L7, p.
24)

Stydents Goals

After every lesson., students were interviewed to obtain their perceptions of the

lesson and the cooperative leaming progranL Students were asked about their goals for

the lesso~ the teaehers goals, and the congruence between these goals.

The goals for both the grade eight class and the grade eleven class consisted of

social and psychomotor goals. Students felt that cooperating, leaming new motor skills,

panicipating, communicating, sbowing team spiri~ and having fim were important goals

for every tesson. This section will represent the students goals by comparing the

perceptions of the grade eleven class to the grade eight class.

Cooperation

Cooperation was a goal emphasized by the students. They viewed cooperation as

working together as a team and helping each other out. In both the grade eight and

eleven classes, the students discussed the importance ofcooperation. The students gave
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various reasons for cooperating. At rimes cooperation was a goal in itsel( whereas at

other rimes, it was a means in reaching other goals. They believed that cooperation was

used to create a positive leaming environment., provide the opportunity to develop skill

and to achieve both their personal and team goals.

Students realized that their group was composed of individuaJs who were

different in terms ofboth social and psychomotor skills. Karen, a grade eight student

commented, "She mixes the teams up 50 you have to leam to adapt to other people.

Different people do things in different ways" [Student Interview grade 8 (SI8), number 9

(9), page 5]. Re~ a grade eleven student, stated her similar feelings, "[Cooperative

leaming] helps you leam to work with other people [with] different personalities and

abilities than you" (S111, 5, p. 4).

The students reported that working with their teams had helped them to get to

know the other team members bener. Chelsea, a grade eleven student explaine<L "It

brings people closer because you leam more about other people. You have to work

together· you can'! he strangers" (SIl l, 1, p. 3). Saman~ a grade eight student. felt

that working with other members in her group was a necessity. She sta~ "You leam to

work with other people. Even ifyou don't Iike them you leam how to work with them.

You kind ofhave to get along with them" (SI8, 4, p. 4).

The students also reported that it was more fun to work with other people than to

do it yoursel[ Jenny, a grade eleven student remarked, "It's a lot funner working with

other people. They can help you out If you don'! understand something or not doing

something properly they can tell you what to do and how to do it" (SI Il, 6, p. 3). Brynda,
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a grade eight studen~ felt that the contribution of other group members' viewpoints was

wbat made cooperative leaming fun. She stated, "Woding together - one persan knows

one thing, another person knows something else. [1's more fun and easier to work

together tban having to do it ail yourself' (SI8~ 4, p. 2).

Cooperation for both classes was the reason for success or failure of the task at

band Students met theu goals on the basis of whether their team worked together to

aceomplish the goals. In additio~ the students perceived that the teacher met ber goals

based on whether the team cooperated. Sally, a grade eight studen~ explain~ "Weil,

she got her point across but sometimes it doesn't work because we don'! work together as

a team to aceomplish it" (SI8, 4, p. 2). Students felt that working together distinguished

this class from others. Candice, a grade eleven student remarked, "working together as a

t~ other classes don't do that. Other classes don't teach you how to worlc with people"

(SHI, 7~ p. 4).

Cooperation was important to the functioning of the cooperative learning

program. Joanna, a grade eleven student pointed ou~ "[Cooperation] betters your self ...

When we come into the~ whatever your differences are~ you leave it outside. When

you come inside everyone is friendly and having fun" (SIl l, 9, p. 4).

Students in bath classes have noticed changes in their respective classes since

they have begun the cooperative leaming program. Students reported that there is no

longer any fighting or arguing between teams. Tracy, a grade eleven studen~ pointed out

that the changes came as a result of the groups they were put in. She reported

Our team bas matured. From grade eight untillast year everyone was
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more segregated Nobody was playing Iike a team. There were
arguments, bickering. This year we have left that all behind It doesn't
matter anymore ... It was because ofthe groups we were put in at the
beginning of the year. We ail started bonding. (SIl 1, 8, p. 4)

Donna adde<L ItWe can talk to each other alot easier now. We have become really cIose-

knït. My best mends come from phys. ed. class" (SIl l, 10, p. 4).

The grade eight class have a1ready ROtiCed more cooperation within the classroom

since the beginning of the yea.r. "At the beginning we were alilittie groups of people.

Now we are aIl friends" (SI8, 9, p. 5). Brittanyadded, "We used to cali each other

names. People used to argue all the time. We have forgotten about that stuffnow' (SI8,

6, p. 5). During the unit "not one altercation [such as arguing or fighting] between

students during class time was observed" (FN8, LlO, p. 65). This was also true for the

grade eleven class (FNI 1, LlO, p. 45).

Although there was no major problems with the grade eight class, they were

occasionally found in off-task behaviour. This was evident by more talking and fooling

around during instruetional and managerial episodes (FN8, L3, p. 7). Off-task behaviour

in the grade eleven class was virtually non-existent (FNll, U, 12).

Aris~ a high slrilled grade eight student., pointed out the benefits ofcooperation.

"1 think you leam more ifyou try to help someone than ifyou do it by yourself' (SI8, 1.

p. 4). Susan, another grade eight student.. add~ "No team sports you play by yourself.

It's more appropriate to play in groups and to leam to play well with them" (SI8, 5, p. 4).

While the grade eigbt class saw the short term benefits ofcooperative learning, the grade

eleven students were more ready ta see the long term benefits. Melanie pointed out,
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"[Cooperative learning] helps when you have ajob because you're leaming to work with

people. It makes your life a wbole lot easier if you leam how ta work with people"

(SIl L 9, p. 5).

Leamin& New M0tar Skills

The students identified the leaming of new motor skills as one of their personal

goals and as one of the teacher's goals. They were able to identify specifie skills and

strategies that they had leamed. Students' skill related goals included leaming to throw

the ball,. catch the bail, pass the bail, move with the baIt and to perfonn the appropriate

offensive or defensive strategy. These goals were congruent with the teacher's goals.

The students reported that both their goals and the teaeher's goals were most often met.

Bath classes found that their skill had improved ovec the period of the unit. This

was evident by the efficieney ofgante play. In the grade eleven class "the game [was]

becoming increasingly more technical. There [was] more passing, more shooting at

opportune times, and more defensive coverage of players attempting a shot. The [result]

was a much faster, more intense game" (FNll, L7, p. 24). By the end of the unit the

grade eight class had also showed a "faster, more improved style of game play" (FN8,

LlO, p. 63).

Although both classes felt tbat their skills had improved, they differed between

the two classes on their reasoning for improvement At the grade eight level., regardless

ofability, students cited their individual proficiency at passing and number of goals

scored as evidence of improvement in skill. Shen, a low skilled student, announced, "1

got two goals and two assists today. It seems every time 1 play 1am getting better. 1
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have definitely had more practice" (SI8, 3, P .2).

The grade eleven class often cited the same siriUs but gave more complex

strategies as evidence of improvement. They appeared to answer in terms of team

improvemen~as opposed to individual improvement Julie stated, "We are definitely

passing alot better now than we were in the first few games" (SIl l, 5, p. 1). Nikki, a

high skilled student, exclaimed, "Did you see our zone defense today? It was preny

tough to beat" (SIl l, 6, p. 2).

The grade eleven class was also more often to identify psychomotor results as a

beneficiary of social skills. Kelly stated, "Our passing was better than usual today

because we were communicating more" (SIl 1, 8, p. 2). Lorraine, another grade eleven

student, cited teamwork as a reason for the recent success. "We are making alot more

short quick passes than we used to and we are really iDCreasing the speed of the game.

It's because we are playing as a team and not five individuals" (SIl 1, 3, p. 1).

Participation

Students reeognized that participation was an important goal for the teacher and

included it as one of their goals. Participation meant that students were in class, on time,

dressed in proper attire, and eager to take part in the lesson. During the handball units

the students were rarely absent or unable to participate in physical education class (FNS,

U, p. 15; FNII, L6, p. 17).

The students viewed participation as being related to having fun. Louanne, a

grade eight student commented, nI used ta not try bard but l've realized that when you try

bard, it's more fun" (SI8ot 3, p. 2). A1ici~ a skilful grade eleven student, questioned the
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lack of participation in physicaJ education. She believed that "it's more fun to participate

and he part of a team than ta say '1 don't want ta play this game' and sit in the bleachers

and watch everyone else play" (SIl l~ 4, p. 3).

The lack ofparticipation was looked upon by the students as a negative aspect of

what went on in the gymnasium. Ofte~ there were sorne girls who chose not to play and

just ended up sitting on the bench. This was a common theme in both the grade eight

and eleven classes. Lydi~ a grade eleven studen~ state<L "Sorne girls didn't want to play

because they were lazy. They just wanted to sit there" (SI11, 6~ p. 2). Shee~ a

determined grade eight student, confinned this problem. She cited a reason for its

occurrence and suggested a solution ta remedy il. "Sorne people are lazy and don't want

to come on. Maybe they don't get enough encouragement. That's what we will have to

work on next class" (SIS, 8, p. 3).

Both classes identified that it was the team's responsibility to ensure that everyone

has equal time. Jennifer, a grade eight student state~ "We didn't rotate on and offtoday

because some people did not feellike participating. They just wanted to sit out. [Next

time] we have to time ourselves" (SI8, 5, p. 3). Leaf, a grade eleven leader, aIso

suggested the incorporation of the rime element. "1 would have students play equally.

Different groups - one group plays for five minutes~ the other for five minutes. It is the

student's responsibility but ifthey are not going to play what are you going to do?" (SIl l,

8~ p. 3). Adri~ a grade eight student., pointed at the coach for ensuring that team

members got equal time. "[Katie] was coaching us and she made sure everyone played

equally and if someone was tired she'd cali them air' (SI8~ 9, p. 1).
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AJthough the general consensus was that students did not want to come on the

co~ one student felt that sorne students did not want to come of[ .. You have to play

equal time. A lot of people may not want to come offbecause they are enjoying the

game. [They have to remember] that it's ooly fair that everyone gets to play

equally" (SI11, 10, p. 3).

In both classes, the people on the court were a1ways included into the game play

(FNIl, L7, p. 24). Leis~ a grade eight student, stated., "One of the benefits of this c1ass

is that everyone gets the bail and no one is left out" (SI8, 6, p. 5). In this respect

participation and motor skill improvernent worked together. Denise, a grade eleven

student, commented, " Today, everyone was touching the bail because we were making

lots ofgood short passes" (SIl 1, 7, p. 2).

CommunicatioQ

Communication was another goal articuJated by the students. The classes

identified communication as a persona! and teacher goal. Jody, a grade eight student,

stated that ber goal for the lesson "was to communicate because [until this year] loever

did Before 1just sat there ... [Today] 1even encouraged the other team" (SI8, 10, p. 1).

Positive aspects of the class always involved communication. Communication

was a goal in itself but aJso as a means to other goals. Communication involved verbal

and physical signais to inform team members of specific offensive and/or defensive

strategies, and to oirer notes of encouragement and/or praise. Moi~ a grade eight

student, explained that "when you encourage people on your team by telling them they

are doing good, that helps them a lot" (SI8~ 3. p. 2). Tabby, a grade eleven girl,
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commented on her team's secret communication signais. "We communicated weil today.

We used signaIs that are only known by our team" (Sn l~ 4, p. 2). In both classes the

students were constantly communicating and encouraging each other.

Students on the bench and on the court were shouting comments of
encouragement. That's o.k. Karen, after a goal had been scored ... That's
it Jody, take a shot ... l'm open Susan ... rm open Trina. 'Switch Jill', ..
D-E-f-E-N-S-E. "Good work guys," shouted a girl from the bench ...
We'lI get it back." Move with it Sarah ... Good save Sharon. (FN8, L7,
p.31).

By the end of this unit, the grade eight c1ass had come to value the importance of

communication. Sarah state~ "Communication rea1ly helps because you encourage the

other people and they have more confidence and they think they are playing better 50

they play harder" (SI8, 9, p.3).

The students could see the results of the lack ofcommunication. Lesley, a grade

eleven student commented, "Nobody was communicating today. [What resulted] was

that everyone was moving slow and aimlessly. This means that it is easier for (the other

team] to catch and black you" (SIl 1, 7, p. 3). Heather, a grade eight student, round that

the lack ofcommunication resuJted in the lack: ofan offensive threat. She explained.,

"Nobody was communicating today. We ended up giving the bail away and spending

most ofour time on defense" (SI8, 7, p. 3).

The grade eleven class stated that one of the major changes that had occurred

since grade eight was the development ofcommunication skiIls. Jasmund sai~ "We

communicate with each other and we can talk to each other a lot easier DOW" (5111, 7, p.

4). Tricia identified sorne of the benefits ofcommunication, "Everyone gets along,
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everyone communicates. There is no fighting or arguing between teams" (SIl I~ 10, p.4).

Team Spirit

Another goal for bath classes was to show team spirit. The students felt that they

showed team spirit by enthusiasm" encouraging, supporting, cheering and clapping.

When asked about the positive aspects of the lesson both classes recognized the team

spirit in the atmosphere. Leisha remarke~ "There was lots ofenthusiasm" good support

and lots ofcheering" (SI8" 6, p. 2). Students in the grade eleven class recognized that

spirit and team worked in conjunction with each other. Lesley, from the grade eleven

class, stated, "We were all communicating, cheering each other" playing like a team"

(SIl 1" 7, p. 2).

The students of both classes believed that team spirit improved their game play.

Students believed that cheering was beneficial for ail those involved Donna, from the

grade eleven class" suggested, "When you encourage people on your team by telling them

what they are doingg~ that helps them alot and they feel better about themselves"

(SIl l, 10, p. 4). Amber" a grade eight student" believed that the person cheering would

also receive benefits. She commente<L "lt's more fun to cheer because it puts you in a

good moodtt (SI8, 5, p. 4). Team spirit was also evident as the students cheered and

encou.raged their teammates.

After a goal had been scor~ the team started a chant Ali five girls on
the bench stood up on the bench and in a synchronized manner and with
choreographed moves repeated the chant, "She's a peac~ she's a trea~

she's a player on our team. n After a few seconds ofdiscussion they started
anotherchant Give me an F - 'F, give me an 'R' - R', give me ... What's
it spelI? F-R-E-A-K-I-E-S! Who's the best? Freakies! This sparked the
opposing team~ and they started ioto various choruses to motivate their
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team. (FNS, L6, p. 25)

A negative case (Locke, 1989) shows that the grade eight class was not always

encouraging.

The teaeher tried to motivate the students during the game. When the
teacher noticed that the encouragers were quiet, she said, "1 can't hear
you." The students on the bench followed with a chorus of
encouragements. "YIP-EE, YIP-EE", "Way to go team, way to go~" "Nice
pass Jill!" "Great shot Amber!" "Excellent save Karen!" These
encouragements were obviously quite exaggerate<L although it appeared to
be done in a fun and positive manner. (FN8, L2, p. 3)

Io have fun

Having fun was another one of the students' goals for physica1 education. Fun

usually occurred in severa! ways in these units: a novel experience, a sense of

achievement, or a feeling ofownership for the lesson. 80th the grade eleven and eight

classes consistently identified having fun as one of their goals and as one of the teacher's

goals. The students were generally positive about their handball and physical education

experiences. Jill, a grade eight student, commented on one of the lessons. "Everyone

had a good time. Everyone was laughing and positive" (SI8, 1, p. 2). Rachel, a grade

eleven student, confirmed this theme. nIt was really fun today. 1don'! th.ink there is ever

anything negative about gym" (SIl 1, 8, p. 2).

Another common finding was that the students perceived their leaming in

physical education as being fun. Jackie, a grade eigbt student, stated, "Our class is

different than math or science. Ifs cooperative and it's fun" (SIS, 3, p. 2). Erin, a grade

eleven student, agreed. nI like the way we leam. It's different than other classes. 115

definitely more exciting and a lot more fun" (5111, S, p.2).
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In bath classes, students appeared to constantJy he having fun. In the grade

eleven class students couJd often be found "laughing, smiling, cheering, hugging the

opposirio~ and enjoying what!bey were doing" (FNIl, L3, p. 9). In the grade eight cIass

"students have seemed to talce the idea ofcooperative leaming rather weil. The students

have a great time amongst their team and often with the omer teams ... and really show

that they are excited and enthusiastic about pbysica1 education" (FN8, lA, p. 16.).

Elements ofCooperatiye Leamini

The basic elements ofcooperative learning were found in both handball units.

This included positive interdependence, individual accountability, face-to-face

interaction, interpersonaJ and small group skills and group processing (Johnson, Johnson

& Johnson-Holubec., 1993). An emphasis on interpersonal skills and group processing

was evident in this higb scbool gymnasium.

Positive Interde.pendepce

Positive interdependence was accomplished through mutual gœls., shared

resources., communication and assigned roIes. Mutual goals were specified during the

implementarion and refinement ofstrategy. For example, if the group's goal was 10

improve their zone defense (FN II., L9, p. 34), ir required that each member of the tearn

worked together in order to make that goal possible.

Students in bath classes shared resources during cognitive tasks and during

practice rime. During cognitive tasks students had one pencil and one foIder with paper

in order ta write the answers clown (FNg., L4, p. 16). During practice time., occasionally

the group would have one baH for their team in which to practice their skilIs (FN Il, L4,
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p. 12).

Commtmication amongst team members played an important role in the two

handball units. Communication was found in the cognitive tasks as group members tried

to devise ways to irnprove their team play and to realize what they were doing weil.

During game play communication was essential to execute the strategies and to he aware

ofother players. This supports Shaw ( 1981) who reported that different communication

networks Iead to different types of interaction and to different patterns of

interdependence. Abrami et al (1993) also stated that "communication networlcs in

cooperative leaming are usuaJly based on group members having equal opportunity to

interact with one another" (p. 121).

Although specific raIes were not used aIl the rime., the use ofcoaches, observers,

timers, directors, and encouragers were regularly observed. These roIes are similar ta

those identified in the literature on the sport education model(~ 1992; Hastie,

1994; Ormond et al, 1995; Siedentop, 1996). At the grade eight level coaches were not

assigned. Students either volunteered or were selected by the teacher to lead the wann­

up. At the grade eleven level students were leaders oftheir groups througb the course of

the unit. They were responsible for orgall1Zlng their team, allocating responsibilities, and

facilitating the leaming ofOOth molor and social skills. However, in sorne cases there

was a dual leadership which consisted ofa 'motor skill' leader and a 'social 51011' leader

(FNII, L6, p. 20). In this situation., the motar Skl111eader coordinated the drills and the

strategy while the social skillleader motivated the team and promoted team spirit This

was often because aH leaders were not endowed Wlth bath motor and social siriUs.
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Observers were chosen to monitor the ather group members' practice their skills during

infonning and extending tasks and advise them of proper/improper technique. Timers

came into play in bath classes immediately following the lessons in which students

decided ta not share rime equally (FN8, LS, p. 20; FNll, L6, p. 18). One student from

each team was responsible for ensuring the equal distribution of rime for the two lines on

each team. Directors bad the raie ofcommunicating to their team what was happening

on the court with their own team and with the other team. The goalie fulfilled this

responsibility, as she bad the best view ofall events during the game play. Encouragers

were students who were not out on the floor during game play aIthough they were

dressed to participate. They had the responsibility of encouraging their teammates

duriog game play. In additio~ during the skipping routines, students worked in pairs

where one student would encourage while the other student attempted ta skip for a

required duration ranging from one to two minutes. According to Mosston and Ashworth

(1994), this pairing would he classified as a reciprocaI teaching style, an important

strategy in the development ofsocial skiIIs.

IndiyjduaJ Accountability

Individual accountability was assessed in various ways throughout the unit This

included individual testing, member signatures and constant monitoring and interactions

by Mary. At the end of the unit, bath classes were administered a written test on sorne

basic handball knowledge (FN8, LlO, p. 71; FNIl, LlO, p. 47). Questions on the test

related to strategy and rules of the game, in addition to what the students thought was the

most important skill that they leamed throughout the unit. An examination of the test
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scores revealed that the students aIl received high marks (FN8~ LIO~ p. 72~ FNl1~ LIO~ p.

48).

[n each class~ each group had a folder in which they wrote down such things as

how to throw/pass a ball~ defensive positioning and the mIes of the game during the

cognitive tasks. On the outside of the foider was the names of the group members. The

member signatures denoted the contribution to the subject matter for their group.

An anaIysis ofaccountability through the task structure observation system

(Siedentop~ 1994b) showed that Mary used monitoring plus interaction, post-task

feedbac~ public recognition and grade exchange as means of holding the students

accountable. During engagement she was involved in monitoring and interaction. Mary

was constantly giving the students feedback on the demonstration ofeither their social or

motor skiIls.

Gusthart and Sprigings (1989) reported that teacher feedback was important for

developing accountability because it provided consistent information on the task focus

and on the results of student practice. Rickard (1992) bas suggested that ..immediate~

specific~ and corrective feedhack is important for skill acquisition when combined with

other leaming conditions" (p. 34).

The literature bas stressed the importance ofevaluation working together with

goal setting (Lun~ 1992; Veal~ 1992; Lund &, Veal~ 1996; Matanin & Tannehill~ 1994).

Veal ( (992) suggested that the kind ofassessment used must first depend upon the

purpose for assessing students. ln this study participation and cooperative skills were

assessed as important by the teacher and reflected in the marks. AIthough Lund ( 1992)
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discredited the evaluation of 'cooperation' ioto the overall mar~ in this case the

cooperation mark was aimed at the evaluation ofa skill (i.e., encouraging,

communication, and so on), rather than a mark for 'appropriate' behaviour. Lund (1992)

bas a1so recommended the use ofassignments as a means ofevalua.tion in physical

education. For the grade eleven cIass assignments contributed towards the final mark. In

addition, the written test by bath classes was used to assess the studentsl learning. Lund

(1992) has suggested that fonns ofaccountability other than grading can produce high

student response frequencies. In this study, one of the most effective foons of

accountability was through the students' peers. Lund & Veal (1996) suggested that

students can hold each other accountable. In this study, this was accomplished through

peer teaching and student-to-student feedback.

Face-to-Façç Interaction

Face-to-faee--interaction was a necessity wben the groups were engaged in

cognitive tasks. For the grade eight class, the teacher always specified that they sit in a

small circle facing each other (FN8, L2, p. 4). The grade eleven class, after four years of

cooperative leaming assumed this positioning without any specific instruction from the

teacher (FNIl, L2, p. 7).

Intea>efSooal and Smalt Groyp SkiUs

Jewett, Bai~ and Ennis (1995) have suggested tbat physical educatocs are

concemed with student persona! and social growth and the development of persona! and

interpersonal siriUs. Interpersonal and small group skills were siriUs that the teacher

taught, or utilized during the course of the unit. During the unit social skills included
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communicatio~ leadership~ decision-making and encouragement. These skills were

utilized through cognitive tasks~ game play, routine tasks and practice time. As the

student interviews indicate. the most important things they learned in their units were the

value ofcommunication, encouragement and teamwork. On the test, a question asked

'What the most important thing you leamed during the handball unit? An analysis of the

test answers revealed that for both classes the top two answers deait with teamwork and

communication (FN8~ LlO, p. 65; FNII. LlO, p. 47).

Groyp Processio&

In tbis study group processing was the most utilized element ofcooperative

leaming. Mercier (1992) bas stated that group processing "is perhaps the most crucial

[component] to successful student acquisition of the task and social skills" (p. 85).

Recently in the pbysical education literature group processing rime bas been referred ta

as a "debrief' (Dyson & Pine, 1996). Group processing was primarily achieved through

cognitive tasks. This was done through the refinement ofthe strategy during the game

and the ref1ection of the strategy after the game. This reflection after the game served as

an opportunity for the teaeher to give feedback ta the students on the lesson's events an<L

therefore, also served as a means ofaccountability.

Summary and Conclusion

Task Struetwe Observation System

An examination of the time spent in instructional and managerial episodes

confinned that Mary was an effective teacher. When compared to Romar's (1995) study~
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the students in these classes spent a large amount of time in engagement and a small

amount of time in instruction. In this study little time was spent on non-functional tasks

such as managemen~ waiting, and transitio~ which generally consume at least one-third

of the class time (Metzler, 1989). This study contained fewer infonning and extending

tasks, but more refining tasks than other studies (Dyso~ 1995~ Jones, 1992; Ramar,

(995). The students in both classes experienced a high number ofOpportunities to

Respond and more appropriate responses than similar studies (Jones, 1992~ Rickard,

1992; Romar, (995).

Elements ofCooperative Learnin&

According to the generic literature, the five elements of cooperative leaming

involve: positive interdependence, individual accountability, face-tû-face interaction,

social and interpersonal skills and group processing (Johnson, Johnson, & Johnson­

Holubec, 1993). This study showed that these five elements of cooperative leaming were

incorporated into the participant's classes.

In this study, group processing and face-tû-face interaction were achieved through

cognitive tasks. Positive interdependence, individual accountability, and social and

interpersonal skills were achieved through both cognitive tasks and physical activity.

Mary used the cognitive tasks to review the knowledge leamed, to re-leamlreview the

skill, to implement a strategy, to refine a strategy and to reflect on a strategy or event

Cognitive tasks in this study also functioned in conjunction with refining tasks.

Although many teachers do not incorporate refining tasks (Jones, 1992; Romar, 1995),

in this study refining tasks were an important part of the groups· acquisition of motoT
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skiIls. The refining tasks were initiated by cognitive tasks as the cognitive tasks focused

on the necessary improvement in performance. The cognitive tasks involved the team

discussing ways in which they could reach their social and motor goals. The lime

beginning at the conclusion of the cognitive time-out and finishing at the end of the game

or activity was identified as a refinement task. This is different from a task refinement,

which is initiated by the teacher, focuses on an improvement deemed necessary by the

teacher, and does not normally occur during game tinte. This type of refinement may he

more suitably referred to as a cognitive-based refinement

COOJ1eUl1ive Leam,ini Identity

The identification ofa cooperative leaming model in physical education bas not

been described in the physical education literature. In recent curriculum textbooks

(Jewett, Bai~ & Ennis, (995) cooperative leaming bas not been identified as a physical

education model, although several authors have suggested the benefits of physical

education classes utilizing cooperative themes (Ennis, 1994; Hellison, 1995; Siedentop,

1994a). Ennis (1994) suggested that the teachers in ber study viewed cooperation,

teamwork and involvement as high curricular priorities, identifying these goals as part of

a social responsibility value orientation. Hellison (1995) has promoted a self­

responsibility model~ which bas been used with at-risk youth and in high school physical

education programs in the United States. The recent introduction of the Sport Education

Model (Siedentop~ 1994a)~ which some have labelled as cooperative learning, bas

demonstrated many benefits in physical education programs (Grant., 1992; Hastie, 1994;

Onnond et al, 1995).
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The physical education literature has addressed the issues and concerns of

moving towards Mosston and Ashworthts ( 1994) discovery types of leaming. The critical

thinking approach (McBride, 1991 ~ McBride, Gabbard, & Miller, 1990) incorporates

higher level thinking skills that are necessary to malee decisions as students pursue

solutions. McBride (1991) has suggested taking a closer look al critical thinking in

physicaJ education because of the potential for teaching critical thinking in the

psychomotor domain. The Teaching Games for Understanding Approach (Almond,

1983; Griffin, 1996; Mitchell, 1996; Mitchell, Gri~Oslin and Sariscsany, 1995;

Turner, 1996; Werner, Thorpe and Bunker, 1996) also utilizes cognitive skills as

students attempt to identify the skills that are needed to address a tactical problem before

leaming how to perform the skill (Mitchell et al, 1995).

In this study cooperative leaming in physical education incorporated the

psychomotor, cognitive, and social elements of leaming. Although the psychomotor

element is important for healthy living, it is the latter two elements that are necessary if

students are ever to survive in our rapidly cbanging world Recently, a survey of national

businesses, labour unions, and educational institutions found that employers valued five

types of skills: verbal communication., responsibility, initiative, teamwork, decision

making, and interpersonal skills (McLaughlin, 1992). The survey found that 90% of the

people were fired from their jobs for poor attitudes, poor personal relationships and

inappropriate behaviour. Being tired for the Jack of basic and technical skills was

infrequent

Taking these statistics ioto account, the lack of social and cognitive skills is
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obviously an area of needed improvement. It is the cognitive and social elements that

make cooperative leaming a unique and worthwhile approach to teaching physical

education. The incorporation ofa cooperative leaming physical education program

addresses the social and psychological needs of students, and brings with it benefits for

the students which extend far beyond the walls of the gymnasium. Siedentop (1992)

stat~ ltwe need to think differently about wbat we do in the name of physical eduction"

(p. 70). Perhaps it is time that we give cooperative leaming a closer examination.

Furtber Research

This study suggested that there may have been a cooperative leaming model

present in Mary's physica1 education program. An integral part of the cooperative

leaming in this study were the cognitive tasks which were a factor in producing social

and psychomotor improvements. Further research could involve looking at cognitive

rime more closely and assessing whether this time is more beneficiaJ than that of teacber

instruction. A line of investigation in cooperative leaming could also examine

achievement ditTerences (between traditional and cooperative classes), gender

differences, and differences in ability level. Finally, rime bas to he spent in examining

cooperative leaming and assessing whether it is a curriculum model or an innovative

strategy.
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Kevin Strachan
McGill University
Department of Physical Education
475 Pine Ave. W.
H2W 154
398-4189

Dear Parent;

1am a graduate student in the Department of Physical Education working under the
direction of Prof. Ben Dyson in the area ofPedagogy. Our study is an examination ofthe
ecology ofa cooperative leaming class. The purpose of the study is to describe, interpret and
compare the grade 8 and grade II cooperative leaming physical education classes. This study
will oot necessitate any type of intervention on teachers or students, it will simply iovolve
obSt:cving them in their natura! setting. In order to interpret observed classes, we must videotape
them since the anaIysis will he done al a later date. The instrument used will describe the
teacher's and students' behaviour during instruction. FinaJly, interviews will he used to elicit the
teacher's and students' perceptions of the cooperative leaming program and achievement levels.
Students' physical or psychological attributes will not he discussed.

lnformation collected will he confidential and anonymous. The students' names will oot be
used in the study. In arder to obtain a complete picture ofcooperative leaming in physical
education classes, it is essential to involve students in our study. l hope that you will give
pennission for your sonl daughter to participate in this study sa that we can work toward the
further development of this innovative curriculum of cooperative leaming in physical education.

Please sign the fonn and retum it to us as saon as possible. Ifyou have any questions,
please do not hesitate to phone me at McGill. Thank you for your cooperation.

Sincerely,

Kevin Strachan

Yes, l give my sonldaughter permission to participate in the study. [also understand that
l can withdraw my sonldaughter ftom the study at any time with no consequences.

No, l do not give my son/daughter permission to participate in the study.

Parent's Signature Student's Signature
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Kevin Strachan
McGill University
Department of PhysicaJ Education
475 ?ine Ave. W.
H2W 1S4
398-4189

Dear Teacher,

1am a graduate student in the Department of Physical Education working under the
direction ofProf Ben Dyson in the area ofPedagogy. Our study is an examination of the
ecology ofa cooperative leaming class. The purpose of the study is to describe, interpret and
compare the grade 8 and grade Il cooperative leaming physical education classes. This study
wi Il oot oecessitate any type of intervention on teachers or students, it will simply involve
observing them in their natural setting. In order to interpret observed classes, we must videotape
them since the anaIysis will be done at a later date. The instrument used will describe the
teachers and students' behaviour during instruction. Finally, interviews will he used to elicit the
teacher's and students' perceptions of the cooperative leaming program and achievement levels.
Students physicaJ or psychologica1 attributes will not he discussed

Infonnation collected will he confidential and anonymous. l hope that you will he
willing to participate in this study so that we can work: toward the further development of this
innovative curriculum ofcooperative leaming in physical education.

Please sign the fonn and retum it ta us as soon as possible. Ifyou have any questions,
please do not hesitate ta phone me at McGill. Thank: you for your cooperation.

Sincerely,

Kevin Straehan

1agree ta participate in the study. 1aise understand that 1cao withdraw from the study at
any time with no consequences.

1do not agree to participate in the study.

Teacher's Signature
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TASK STRUCTURE OBSERVATION INSTRUMENT

COOING SYMBOLS
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Episode Identification Task Explicitness Task Type

M Management
T Transition
W Waiting
WU Warm-up
l Instruction

Congruency Analysis

FXT Fully Explicit
PXT Partially Explicit
IT Implicit

Student Response

C
1
R
E
A
R

Cognitive
Informing
Refining
Extending
Applying
Routine

ST
M+
M­
OT

On stated Task
Modified Up
Modified Down
Offtask

A
1

Appropriate
Inappropriate

Accountability Student Coded

0 No Supervision H High Skilled
M Monitoring M Medium Skilled
MI Monitoring and L Law Skilled

Interaction
FB Post-Task Feedback M Male
PR Public Recognition F Female



TASK STRUCTURE ûaSERVATIONAL INSTRUMENT

CODING SHEET

TIME: _

EPISODE: _

TASK TypE: _

EXPLICITNESS: _

ACCOUNT: _

STUDENT CODED: _

T~: _

EPISODE: _

TASKTypE: _

EXPLICITNESS: _

ACCOUNT: _

STUDENT CODED: _
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Value Orientation InyeMOIY II:

Please give each statement in the set a different number (1-5). (5 is most important, 1 is least
important).

SETI:

1. l teach students rules and strategies for efficient performance in games and sport

2. I teach students to use bail handling skills to score by themselves or assist
teammates.

3. I teach students that disruptive behaviour limits othees' abilities 10 lcam.

4. 1teach students to select goals consistent with their unique abilities.

5. l teach students to solve problems by modifying movements and siriUs based on
the demands ofa given situation.

SET II:

6. l encourage students to balance their personal ability to score goals with our class
goal ofhelping more students to be involved in the game.

7. 1 teach students to work together to solve class problems.

8. 1 teach students the processes associated with leaming new skills.

9. l teach students to select tasks that they value and enjoy.

10. _ 1 teach students to move effectively when perfonning skill and fitness tasks.

SET Ill:

Il. _ 1teach students to move effectively wben performing skill and fitness tasb.

12. _ 1encourage students to take control ofthemselves.

13. _ l teach students ta share equipment so that each persan bas a chance to improve
their skill or fitness level.

14. _ l require students to practice the sport and fitness activities tbat 1 introduce in
class.
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15. _ 1plan 50 that tasks become progressively more difficuJt

SET rv.

16. _ l teach students the basic concepts necessary for effective performance in games,
spo~ or fitness activities.

17. _ 1 urge students ta he patient with others who are leaming new skills or strategies.

18. _ 1teach students ta appreciate efficient performance in skill, sport, and fitness
activities.

19. _ l teaeh students lifetime recreational or dance aetivities 50 that they can feel
comfortable sociaIizing in the future.

20. _ l teach students to complete tasks 50 that they can leam personal responsibility.

SETV.

21. _ 1allow each student to express persona! preferences for class aetivities.

22. _ l plan carefully when selecting gameslsports and making rules to ensW'e that
everyone bas a chance ta play.

23. _ l plan classes 50 that students can select from different aetivities to find those
that are meaningful to them.

24. _ l teach students 10 apply their understanding ofbasic movement, skill and fitness
concepts to the development of their own sport and exercise program.

25. _ l include grade-appropriate information about moving and exercise from such
areas as anatomy, kinesiology and exercise physiology.

SET VI.

26. _ [teach students to use siriUs leaned in class to help their team.

27. _ 1encourage students ta participate in a variety ofactivities to gain a greater
understanding of themselves.

28. _ l teach students skills 50 they will enjoy playing sports and games.
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29. _ 1 teach students ta observe their partners' movements and offer feedhack to
improve performance.

30. _ r taIk with students about problems they 50metimes have with their classmates
and help them ta work out solutions.

SET VIT.

31. _ 1sequence tasks 50 tbat students cao understand how each physical activity
contributes ta their fitness or skill performance.

32. _ r teach students to he positive and supportive when speaking with other students.

33. _ 1 teach students games, sport and fitness activities 50 they can participate with
others.

34. _ 1teach student to select activities that are important to them.

35. _ 1encourage students to allow everyone in the group ta play their favourite
position at least once during the uniL

SETVllI.

36. _ l teach students that group goals, at times, are more important than their own
individual needs.

37. _ 1encourage student to enjoy learning slrills, games, and fitness aetivities.

38. _ 1 teach students ta look ta the future and leam activities ta enhance their lives
after they finish school.

39. _ 1encourage students to feel good about themselves.

40. _ 1 teach students how to correct their own mistakes.

SET IX.

41. _ [plan 50 that students must combine several movements or skills ta solve
movement problems.

42. _ [teach students to wark together ta malee our class a better place to be.

43. _ 1teach students about principles and concepts ofexercise and movement that
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everyone needs to know to lead a healthy life.

44. _ 1 teach students to make decisions about activities they would like to leam for the
future.

45. _ 1encourage students to he patient with their own physicallimits.

SETX.

46. _ [plan 50 that classes reflect an emphasis on social interaction and skilled
performance.

47. _ 1 teach students to appreciate the benefits ofmovemen~skills7 and fitness in an
active7 heaJthy lifestyle.

48. _ 1 plan units 50 that students add new performance skills and knowledge to those
that were leamed in earlier units.

49. _ 1encourage students to experience new activities that they have never tried
before.

50. _ 1teach students to respect differences in ability in our class.

SET XI.

51. _ 1encourage students to apply fitness knowledge to improve their persona! health.

52. _ 1 challenge students to lcarn new things about themselves.

53. _ 1 teach students to use many forms offeedback to improve their movemen~ skill
and fitness perfonnance.

54. _ [teach students to create a better class environment by tallring througb problems
rather than fighting.

55. _ l teach students ta become skilled and fit.

SET XII.

56. _ [teach students the MOst effective way to perform specific movements and skiIls.

57. _ 1teach students ta become skilled and fit.
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58. _ 1teach students that gradually increasing task difficulty wiIllead to improved
perfonnance.

59. _ [teach students to try new activities ta find ones they enjoy.

60. _ 1teach students to use their persona! skills ta assist their team to he successful.

SETXIll.

61. _ [encourage students to work together ta accomplish group and class goals.

62. _ 1teach students to find activities that they enjoy doing or find useful.

63. _ 1point out to students ways in which a new is similiar ta a skill wc have already
learned

64. _ 1 include activities that represent specifie interests and abilities and ofstudents in
my classes.

65. _ 1teach questions to perfonn exercise skills and movement fundamentals
correctly.

SET XIV.

66. _ [teach students to test themselves to identify their own strengths and weaknesses.

67. _ 1create a class environment where students learn to plan and prepare for a
healthy, active future.

68. _ 1teach students to monitor and improve their own performance based on specifie
criteria.

69. _ rguide students to assume responsibility within our class community.

70. _ r teach students why skills are oost perfonned using specifie techniques.

SET XV.

71. _ 1 plan group activities so that students from different backgrounds wilileam to
respect each other.

72. _ r require students to spend class time practicing games, skill, and fitness activities
emphasized in the daily objectives.
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73. _ 1talk with students about their concerns and help them participate in activities
they feel are most important.

74. _ 1teach students to explore different ways to perform to discover ones they enjoy.

75. _ 1teach students to apply skills in appropriate game and exercise situations.

SET XVI.

76. _ r teach students to explore Many alternatives to discover an effective way to
perform.

77. _ 1encourage students to try new activities that they may find useful or enjoyable.

78. _ 1teach students about the positive effeets ofexercise on their bodies.

79. _ 1encourage students to he personally responsible for their own actions.

80. _ r plan for student participation by assigning each student a specifie task or
position.

SET XVII.

81. _ 1encourage students to be sensitive to other students' problems and work to help
them.

82. _ 1teach students to perform complex siriUs by combining simple movements.

83. _ 1 teach students to select the best option or strategy to balance their needs with
those of their team.

84. _ 1teach students to he self-directed and keep themselves going in the right
direction.

85. _ r plan 50 that students exercise at optimal frequency, intensity, and duration levels
to improve their fitness.

SETXVID.

86. _ 1plan 50 that students are practicing skills, games, or fitness tasks.

87. _ 1 teach students how to break down movement, skill, and fitness tasks to
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emphasize the most critical components for leaming.

88. _ [teach students that group goals are sometimes more important than personal
needs.

89. _ r teach students to use the abilities ofevery member on their team.

90. _ 1 plan so that students may select the most challenging and relevant tasks from
among severa! options.
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VOl Scoring

l2M Le SA El SR

1 5_ 4- 2_ 3_
10_ 8_ 9_ 6_ 7_
14_ 15_ 12_ 13_ 11_
18_ 16_ 20_ 19_ 17_
25_ 24- 21_ 23_ 22_
28_ 29_ 27_ 26_ 30_
33_ 31_ 34_ 35_ 32_
37_ 40_ 39_ 38_ 36_
43_ 41_ 45_ 44_ 42_
47_ 48_ 49_ 46_ 50_
55_ 53_ 52_ 51_ 54_
56_ 58_ 57_ 59_ 60_
65_ 63_ 64_ 62_ 61_
70- 68_ 66_ 67_ 69_
72- 75_ 73_ 74_ 71-
7S_ 76_ 79_ 77_ SO_
85_ 82- 84_ 83_ 81_
86_ 87_ 90_ 89_ 88_
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Field Notes

Field notes will be taken during each class session and after or during observations at

the school. An organized method of taking and organizing field notes was implemented

(Schatzman & Strauss~ 1973). This method oftaking field notes organized material according to

whether the researcher deemed the observation to he an "Observational Note" (ONt

"Theoretical Note" (TN) or "Methodological Note" (MN). Observational notes were statements

about events experienced primarily through watching and listening. They contained as little

interpretation as possible and were as accurate as the observer constructed them. TheoreticaJ

notes were se1f-conscious controlled attempts to derive meaning from any one or severa!

observation notes. A methodologica1 note was a statement that reflected an operational act

completed or planned, an instruction to oneself, a reminder, or a critique of the researchers

tactics or biases. It notOO timing, sequencin& stationing, stage setting, or maneuvering. Field

notes were written up as soon as possible after the observation.
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Delimitations and Limitations

This study was confmed to the population of high school physical education teachers that

incorporate a cooperative leaming based curriculum. The results of this study cannot he

generalized ta aIl physical educators and the classes they teach. There were several limitations

ta this study.

1. The physical education classes that were observed were from a school in the Greater

Montreal area and do oot necessarily retlect what happens in other schools in

Montreal or in other geographical areas.

2. Only iodoor physical education classes were observed.

3. This study only reflects what happened at this particuIar time in the year in the

observed content areas.

4. Only females were observed.

5. Students in this study were from a moderate social background

6. This study only reflects what occurred in the classes of the participant.
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