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The need for‘bngoing evaluation of rhysical education
prograns in the.context of the total school curriculum is .discussed, oy,

and the following objectives of: physical education are identified: 1)
development of attitudes toward physical activity based on individdal
student needs: 2) experience in physical ability: 3) kncwledge about
- physical "ability: U) understanding the role of physical activity in,
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EDUCATION (OR CAN THE CRIPPLE SURVIVE?)

{ - ) ) J O

EVALUATION IN THE DEVELOPMENT OF INqTRUCTLON IN PHYSICAL

’

WARWICK SPINKS \ .
. » ) ‘ . . ‘
LECTURER, DEPARTMENT OF PHYSICAL EDUCATION, -

KURING-GAI COLLEGE OF ADVANCED EDUCATION, LINDFIELD, N.S.W.

\ ATING 1T POINTS OF VIEW OR OPINIONS
/ STATED DO NOT NECESSARILY REPRE-

INTRE.)DUCTIONJ SENTOFFICIAL NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF TO THE EDUCATIONAL HESOURCES®

EDUCATION POSITION OR gOLICY
ri A

INFORMATION CENTER (ERIC)."

" One ‘can even say that there are often COngradlctLons
bétween “he function of evaluatron and that of .- .
education., €Education means a subjectlve involvement, _
while in evaluatlon -one has *to~take ‘a position of an
obJectlve, and thus often heartless judge.

-

: * " " (Przeweda, 1976:9)

Even & cnrsory‘egaminatien of the literature (and the
popular media -in particuiarf Qould reveal that all aspects

of education areycurrently undergoing the closest sdrutiny

\In fact Polidoro (1976:20) is of the opinion that hmstorlané'

dlscu331ng educatlon in the 1970's W1Ll probably label this

perlod as the era of relevancy and accountabllity As well

as_the ‘question of the ever ipqreasing costs of education,

/ -

there, is an 1ncrea51ng "demand for thexjustlflcatlon of the

1nclu31on of varlous subjects in the total currlculum. There

*

is also a much greater demand for all subjegts to be heyd

U S-DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, ‘ “PERMISSION TO REPROBUCE THIS
EDUCATION & WELFARE o MATERIAL HAE BEEN GRANBED BY . ...
NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF
. EDUCATION / _ WAW
b ) i THIS DOCUMENT HAS BEEN REPRO- P
-y s DUCED EXACTLY AS RE(:EWED FRO ,
N . ’ THE PERSON OR ORGANIZATION ORIGIPT v

1

accoundable, tnat is, to be ' held responsible for the learning.

4 .

! .
of its stqdents and the.realrsation of the objectives of the

’ ~
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! “ Polidoro (1976) believeés that evaentually these dehands
will lead &o an educational system designed around a
‘hierarchy of subject matter. . ).

[
‘e . * ’
. . ; - o .

i

!

i

{ " Those:* shbjed&s own to be accountable for what they
! g : + are tesching, sH®Pn to be relevant to the student and
, ; . shown to provide 3ustifiable results for the student
' and publlc will retain an important position in the-
- school ourrjculcm,  Conversely, -those which do not

1 17 = provide these-essentials will fall by the wayside.
- . 1Y / . \ v

;e . o (Polidoro, .1976:20) o

L)

\

What is the current status of physical education in

L

'~ « “relation to these cencerﬁs?_ Is physical education account-

\aﬁility coneéious and does it attempt to pfovide evidence o,

&
[y
.y .

which justifies its inclusion in the total curriculum? It

44 . {
Y A = f ‘ . . 4 ’
’ would appear, that for the most part, phy51cal educators -,

» N _’“.
(both teachers an& admlnlstrators) have not attempted tQ o l;, ,
. ‘}>develop effective measurement and eva;uatlon programmes

which accurately assess.whaﬁ\learnlng'behav1ours are developed
. » - - h - <
- through participation, in physical education. Therefore, it is
: - . - . - '
‘arguable that physical education currently .occupies an unstable
ositaon in the total curriculum. ! o )
p t7 ! t ”
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As pg;ﬁied out by Nixon and Locke (1973: 1225) the after-

: t .
mét&\gfthe»physlcal educatlon lesson haf received very llttle ¢

e

i . L, . e e ~ \
attentlpn of a scientific nature. Little 1s knOWn about the

\ extent to which current knowiedge'about evaluatlon can be ~ d\

used to‘modmfy teaching prpcedures 1n\physica} educatlon.
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. The physical edocation teacher is therdfore deprived of

the sort ur informatioﬁ he could use to assist those .
— \ o . .

children who fail to learp. In fact, it is generally _ -

believed that ‘physical education teachergfexberiqnéﬁ;great

difficulty in assessing thé outcomes of their lesson

LI .
\ L]
¢

v Apart from this, many tbachers view the current concern . _. .
-for evalyation as a personal threat, a situation vividly .
; .

by House (1972):

-

The first observation I want to make is that there-*-
is no real demand among teachers... for evaluating
1, ‘their own programmes. At times,:in that strange
T - = ideology with which we disguise our motives and
coveér our tracks, we educators conv1nce ourselves
that we would be overjoyed to receive data about
our teaching and educational programmes. Well,
\ : ) trv it some time. Try. evaluating a programme. On
. 51mply asking teachers their goals, we have had
"them break into tears and throw chalk across the®
room, .. After all, shat does”a teacher have to gain
-+ from having his work examined? As he sees it,
. absolutely nothing. He is exposing himse'lf to
administrators and parents. He risks damage to his.
‘ ego by finding out he is not:doinrg his job as well s«
.as he thifnks he is... The culture of the school
offers no rewards for examining one'!s behaviour, -
only penaltles. Since there are no punlshmonts\for
not exposing one's behaviour and. pany dangers in so
doing, the prudent teachets' glves 11p~serV1ce to the
. .~ idea and drags both feet. k

+

(House, 1972:17)
" 4

While this view of evaluation is hnderstandaﬁle, it '’
is totally indefensible and ihdicates a lack ofzforesight,

in the present climate. ’ o ' .

// L Moore (1965:5) indicates that physical education teachers

M . ) (3 ] 'c -" (3
commonly cite external factors such as facilities, class sizes

X
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-, and stuflent attitudes as thé greatest ohstacles to successful

A teachiné. Areas such as class &isciplihe, eéuipment'supply CRNIEN
and grading appéa}\to be more_iméortant to physical education -

teachers than effective evaluation of all factors involved in
. ' .

‘the instructional process. AS Gibgon'(l97j:9) suggests, ‘it
" is important that physical educators.undertake the very o
difficult task of evaluating their programmes before i{ is* -: -

imposed on.them externally: ‘wherein.lies"afVéry réaizthreat. s

- -

in describing the research relating to the analysis,
. ~evaluation and adjustment of instruction, Nixon and Locke .
e - (1973: 1226) see critical incident and descriptive analysis

research as offering some important promise in the area of
. ¢ [}

research on teaching physical education does noﬁ-concern
_itself with a direct examination” of research in the area of

’ )
evaluation of instruction in physical educatiou’particularly

as it concerns students, géache;s and programmes. '

. _ . ,
It is obvious that the development.of instruction in

physiéal eduéation must be accompanied by similar development

v

in evaluation. It is the present authof‘g contention that,
- physical education is an integral part of any worthwhile
educational p;qﬁramme and as such must provide educators,

administrators and the general public with concrete and

relidble information concerning the contributions that.

s ' physical education makes towards the total development of

the student, . ... . .. .,

3 «
[y N /
- -

feed-back for teachers, However, this extensive review of ...



”phySical education even under the guidance of qualified

' teachers. ' ‘ - . -

~and ohjectives are seen as particular targets for continuous

L L] . o' ‘ ' LI .\. . - e .
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THE NEED FOR AND THE ROLE OF AN EVALUATION PROGRAMME
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+  POR PHYSICAL EDUCATION

. \ ¢ .
A, The Need for An Evaluation Programme . - L

R .

. « o .‘.-‘

The focal point of«evaluation’procedures in physical

education centres around the fact that ‘ce¥tain. students ' .
engaged in particular programmes in physical educatlon,

srmply do not succeed in the instructional environment of
?

o RO - e ————

Indications that physrcal education has. failed to meet
the needs of the student in the past is -seen by Kidd (1971:35)
as being illustratime'of the importance of present and =~ -

continuous evaluation of all physical educatjion programmes.;

. Physical education.oourses which are'espousing new philosophies .

-

investigation to ascertain if they are meeting these new ob-

. . . ) :
jectives. , SRR . .

N
Almond (1976:115) believes ‘that if ph&sibal educators

are concerned about doing a better job than they do at present,
(. . , _ - '
then they should see evaluation as an integral part of the: g

attempt to obtain a more realistic picture of the 1mpact of

physical education in SChOOlS.! Almond (1976:115) also believes

‘that it is essehtial to examine teachers astwell as pupil A \f

'~ achievement ‘even though teachers may risk damage to -their egos

S%, worse still, risk discovering tHat pupils neither care for
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physical education nor the teacher. As the author points
out, ‘much lip service, s paid to plans to collpct data
about teaching but there does not seem to be any great
demand among teaghers for evaluatlon of their courses.

As 1n any- other branch of educatlon, it 1s necessary to

v ' encourage practising teachers to regularly examine the

value Judgements upon which they base thelr workd

A ]

‘The stimulation of*the constaht need to justify'theif

work is seen by Andrews (1976) as bging both necéssary and
beneficial for‘physical.educationists:

= . .

it makes one constantly exaniine and restaté .the .
.case - exposing sometimes painfully - the bases,
facts, dogmas, and value judgements on whlchmdally

employment depends.

-

{
(Afidrews, 1976:8) | o

-
pa_—

o : t

If one accepts that evaluation involves judgemeﬂt‘in

respect of some criteria then the building, refinement and

»

strenéthening of these criteria.is of basic importance to
the process. ,: The quality of the criteria has ‘a major
vlmpact on the quality of the evaluatlon and the day ‘to day

1notruct10nal process. (Andrews, L976.8).

) | S

In examining the literature pertaining to evaluation

) _ _ . o , _
~in physical education, it is obvioue that there has been.

L3 ’ . L3 ) - ’
considerable .emphasis lain on measurement, leading one to

-

the cénclusion that there has also been a great deal of

evaldation, ﬁoweyer, the concept of évaluation in physical

14
[ 4

<
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pedﬁqation has been very limited in thq; it has traditionelly

e v

involved comparisons between objec¢tives and actual results. \\
4 ., a /

Telama (1976:1-2) sees the.reason fdr this limited
- A

approach as being due to the close connectron between

phy31cal educatlon-and 1nternatlonal sports. The latter

involve éssentially A-compari;on‘of per?ormance abllrtles

with the accurate mé€asurement.of performance results. Much

of the measurement that has been carried out in physical -

R 3 - \ . T N ’ » .
education has been'mgasurement for its own sake-with little '

attention being paid to .the significance of measurement as

-
.

' an’ educative process. . ‘ e :
° X . N ’

’ P 3

- For example; with the increasing movément towards goal ' s

. .

orlentatlon and’ goal deflnltlon in phy31cal educatlon (as in

educatlon generally) there-was a. correSpondlng recognltmon of

the 1mportanbe of evaluatlon, w1th 1nterest being focussed

onelearning outcomes in relation’ to specified objectives. P

This led to the prollferetlon of\Qenuals and hand books

)
espou31ng evaluatlon but prov1d1ng malnly measurement

»

techniques. (Clarke, 1976; Hask;ns, 1971; Mathews, 1968; ,

Smithells, 1962; Willgoose, 1961.) Many cﬁrrentteacher— >

education programmes in physjical education still prescribe. ST
these manuals as basic texts for courses studying evaluation
‘techniques. ' e - .

v

' There is a need, however, to make évaluatioﬁ in'physical

educatlon somethlng more than a S1mple comparlson of results

with objectlves. The objectlves themselves and their
Q- .

A

» ’ 4 ) *



implementation need'td become the  target of evaluationL

. -
» 2

$ . - J

Three characteristic features'of physical edﬁéation ;
are seen by Telama (1976 2-3) as providing the 1nterest

" g and: challenge in developlng evaluation (in phy81ca1

e@ucatlon).

~

b ’

1) . A central concern is the measurement and
'eualuation of movement thfeugﬁafﬁe>eYberhe£ic'
model of motor learning, 1nvolv1ng the analysis

of feedback data as. formatlve evaluatlon.

~ <

... .2) There exist a multitude of psychombfor, affective

- - 1]

. and ‘cognitive objectives. -
. . 1Y .

3) One of the major objectives of physicai education
is the development of lifelong involvement in o,

physical activfty; The evaluatfbg,of'goal attain-

ment in this area is 'seen as a difficult task.

' Overall, it can be said that the multiplicity and many-
- sidedness of physical education objectives, the wide
"time span of some objectives and significance of
" psychomotor objectives, make the evaluation of physical
educatlon interesting but also very challenglng

(TMelama, 1976:3)

.
. <
. -~ a

. X
" B. The Role of Evaluation

Educatlonal de0151ons are seen by TIngramg (1976) as belng

based on evaluatlons of the - 1nputs, processes ahd outputs
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\;;;Bin'the social context in which the school, department

. | .
or teacher operates. The inputs include: meeds of pupils,

A . - . - - . R [] (]
human resgurces, physical resources, curriculum guidelines,

policy s&atements, community habits, attitudes and skills. s
The processes include: curriculum planning and implementgtion,

teaching énd-learning'6perations,'pupil-teacher interactions,

. )
community involvement, management and supervision, inter-grade

£y A )

and teachgr co>-operation and’documentation. The outputs centre

- : , R ] K

around pupil achievement, teacher development, échool and class

tone, morale and school-community interaction.

-

Evaluation in this model should be- consistent and
methodical at all lzfels, should be- a basis for débision

’ : »
making at all levels and above all-should not be restricted

to a measurement of pug}l progress, i.e. input and process

factors also need to be evaluated (Ingrdm, 1976:17-18) .

L]

'd A
- X <
! . <

‘.

Mathews (1968:1) sees evaluatlon as a "cont;nucus
process dealing with overall goals of eégcatlon." The term
evaluation implies assessment, ;atlng, appraisal and 1nter—
pretgtion. Qualitatiée methods are used and ihstfﬁments
such as teacher observation, peer and expert -judgements,
check lists aﬁd séore cards are used in order to appraise
evidence if the contéxt of valueﬁstandards in terms of g
particular goals and situations. Measurement is seen as an
integral part of/;valgatiqn cépcerned with quantipative

‘pygcedures to obtain infotmation £egarding an immediate

-

‘objective.« The evaluation of gtudents must, therefqre, be

.
L 4

>




- related to\measurements of attalnment of 1mmed1ate objectlves

" in.the cintext of the goals of the programme and institution.
%

In short, we -must measure if we aim to determlne accurately

A\l

‘whether lesson or unit objectlves are beIng achleved, and
we mugt-evaluate if-we are to as§esé the effect of ‘what is “.
measured on progress toward the goals of educatipn (Leslie,

1973': 85 ) . -

. . .
. - ) N T v
[N ‘ - -
- N ) w~

. Within. the traditional concepts of igstruction,reffectivé__

.teaching(is seen as the key éoint. “Any evaluation of the

AN

pngramme'as‘a whole is negated hy instructioh which,does mot

~

. .

%xtract the best out of the programme.

v A » .
/

. »

-For evaluation to' be successful, Woods (1969:97) believes
that the following principles must be taken into consideration.

- 13

1. Evaluation must always be related to the objectives
p .

g of the programme. In fact, the only .justification
: 2

of evaluation is seen _as being the follow-up which -

accompanies it; that is, a comparison of *the

results with the objectives. !

Vs
Successful evaluation occurs wK/; the procedures

are applied to both the student and the entire,

teachlng prmCess.

.
Y ) . -
) >

~ .
< 3. Evaluation does not take the place of teaching

* s

and learning. I~

e 3
4. Evaluation is used for a .specific purpose.

«
ll '

s, Evaluation must be conducted by competent pergonnel.

)

* ) - | 10 l_l:
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Przeweda (1976 17 likens eValuatiLn to a matﬂematicel

'fractlon.

L d

The numerator of the fractlon represents the ’

‘»

effects of activity while the denomin tdr represents‘the

goals of activity. T e process of, teachlng gradualily j‘f,

increases the value of the.fractlon WIth the teacher com-1>~*

e

S

R ._——f~—-—<»——f

parlng the effects w1ﬁh the goals throughout the whole

teachlng process as well as on completlon of the prbcess.

—T

’T

coming to conclusions about the educational enterprise.

While ig’ﬂby be considered uhder numerous headings’enﬁ may

N

~measurement ﬁor assesqment, ... It is judgement w1th

srespect to. expllclt cr&terla"

-+ . ¢

R

N
.__ |
Tia

_ Wheeler (1974:113) sees'eVéI._tioh as "the“proééséﬂafe

.

be See\*/“ to. serve -diverss’ purpcfses‘or “ends,” 1%‘"1"5 neither

“
L]

In looking at evaluative crlterla 1n ph981cal educd@ioﬁ

A

Gustafson (1973:172-3) be\.fves that physlcal educatlon as

- .
£ N
. . )

’

"a profe531on has not been unified in recognleng legltlmate

criteria for evaluaﬁ}on which adds to the difficulty of

justifying its reteption in the curriculum.

single factor, namely, the degree of attainment of programme

are. paramount: P .

-~y

H

g . < 3 - . 14
" —— 1-’.; & . . .

Several authors are cited as agreelng W1th Gustafson's

objectives.

1.

.

\

main pointadhat the evaluatldg process should reflect a n

~

\-

-«

-

“Only programme_objectives may be legitimate

evaluative criteria.

)12

'In satisfying this requirement} two considerations

4
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‘concerns of physical education

. . el . . hd "

o ¥ . > - : .
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¥

[ . \

\\_?he<auth9r sees many violations of t;p first'consideration
1nvolv1ng the use of ob]ectlves 1nvolv1ﬁgkattendance, tardlness,
conduct lauguage use and clothlng and shower1ng~habits. The,

\?teacher_ls urged ‘to, regard these factors from a management

~r~

v1eWpo¢nt, not as determlning factors 1n flnai evaluatlon,
. )

>

\unless they affect the attalnment of legltlmate progfhmme

S . :
. N
° .

objectives, o , : h

. _ N

‘It is. believe;#Lhat the se cond consideration is widely
abused as programme obJectlves often propose the development
of soc1al tralts such as sportsmanship, attltude, c1tlzensh1p-
or co~operation, which are not recognlzed by Gustafson (1973:
172 3) as thg legitimate concern of phy31cal educatlon.

- : L .
H0wever, Vannier et al (1973:633) sees the evaluative

process ln physlcal educatlon as 1nvolv1ng the appralsal

measurement and checklng of the progress of four maln

e'
)

factors:
r( B ’ ) \
l. An examinatlontof student,prOgress,‘health
B status, behaviour andireacti;n to the instructf .
iona&.programme and to peers. |
. y
< 2. The teacher's ability ¢o ‘teach and successfully .
interact with both 1ndlv1duals and class groups.
3. Checklng the strength and weaknesses of the |

1nstructlonal programme.

Lol U



| ‘ 4. .rDescr@biné-more effective ways to inform®' . o
’ ' 7 Cor . . . o
- 'paregts,-professional colleagues, education ;

. admznistrators _and the general public what.
. .- . e ¢
, . - phy81cal educatlon 18 all about.

) . 4 -

.+ 4, 'To be more effective, evaluation should be continuous, |
' , .. be done Py all who participate in-and/or are affected .
" * by the program, &nd, be -concerned both with end prodqcts

7 and the s with which to, reach thesge ends. e ‘
.. - “(vanhier et al., 1973:633) - . _ -
o # ' ‘ | ' LI
¢ . . \ N * . . : .
" .o Young (1974 39) believes that “one plans on the basis of -

evaluatlon and that one evaluates on the ba31s of plannlng
and-that it is inmportant to keep in mind the symbolic rel-

ationship between the two when considering evaluation in
< ' '

phy31cal educatlon., Curricula competencies and .experiences

»

are planned to‘achleve educatlonal goals and Young states .: 3

+

: that the plannlng that determines, thls né?ds to be based on

'a(current evaluatlon of student needs, needs of society and

Ay -

. }// : the neéﬁs of phy91cal education as’ a profeiglqn. | | 7

P ‘.

) Almond’(1976°l 547) sees three types of evaluation'data

as be1ng necessary n order to have a reallstlc plcture of
. ) N\

the impact of instruc 16n in phy81cal educatlon-

s

e, ~ C. Examination'of Intentions | ,
. ‘ " R - ' ‘ .
- \ . ' N ]

All wrltten aims, goals and objeétlves should be closely

4
/ examlned to determlne if reallstlc cla1ms are being made \

L)

,about what can be achieved in physical education. .THere is
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v

¢

some confusion regarding the claims, made for ph&sicalfn .
education, .(Gustafson, 1973) but Almond (1976:116) believes

that this may be due to the inability of some teachers tby

\

. verbalise cleér intentions which can then be translated

L]

into meaningful teaching procedures. The major-task is

v, *

to provide clear' teaching sSécificatidns that are realistic

.. /
for the teacher and the pupil. _ o : v

“ .
-

¢ .
- g 4
-

. -
. § - - X . . N . . . ’.... -

D. Transactional Curriculum: What is Actually Hdppening?

14

/

The teacher musf adopt a research role in order to.
" provide information aﬁout_whpt is happening in the interaction

of teacher and learner. The teachqn must attempt to develop:

1. An awareness of'what he is ;%tempting to do

by examining practice and past experience;

>

Z. An awareness of the consequences of his teaching;
_ . ’

3. An understanding ?f\the range of pbssibilities K
that teaching~can encompass; choice of factors
may restrict poésibilities, bh£ a teacher may
not be aw;re éhat_alternatives are open to him;

and,

I 4

4.. An awareness of his own performance.’

.
» . .

-~

~ E, Input Evaluation

*

T . . ,
In order to maintain an effective instructional programme

I'd

14

-
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ie is'neceésary to have'aqgess to feedback information | .

relating to how decisions were matle, what -constraints
. !

existed, and what the reactions. of pupils and teachers'’ |, ' .

ol N - 3 . . . ) [} ) ) * /‘
were to such decisidns. TZ}p sort of information is often
unava%iaple but is necessary to'supporﬁ and .justify decisions .
and to make future decisions’. - - . Sy R

) S o - ' ) {

v s, . ) P’
: “

\
Overall thE‘rela£1onsh1p getween currlculum theory

and the “real world" of tgachlng is seen by Andrews (1976 l)
as ‘a,somewhat stralned relatlonghlp. If we accept t.at
evaluation is a'maer‘fadtoé‘in this relationship then we
nmust examine how much the full tlme ohvs1ca1 educatlonlst

worklnq in a school, knows abont evaluation and is actuallv

4 ' !

enqaqed_ln the'ob1ect1ve measurement of the process and
product of phvsical-education.

e

S

Evaluation....pervades the entire gurricular process
and teachers of physical education, whether involved
- in ObjGCtlve testing or not, must be continually
involved in evalpation, albeit in an 1nformal
unstructured and perhaps almost sub-conscious manner.

L

* (Andrews, 1976:6) . -
. LT |
I{'it\is accepted then, that bhysiéal.educatioh doeé
play a significant;roléﬁin the total curriculum and if

”

attent?gn #s paid to .the ianeasing émphasis being placed

.by theorists and practitioners alike on the need to evaluate °= -

the outcomds of éeachingy then it is necessary to develop
a rational approach to the examination of the outcomes of
instruetion in physical education. Such a rational approach

LA . N .
woufﬁ involve, the initial détermination of criteria by which

+

16



the knoWledge, skills and values, which it is intended .

!, J
- that students ’should acquire, are to be assessed - whether

* »
by“wiitten test, objeetive measurement\or teacher grdding.?“ L
If they-are to have any meaning in’estimafing the eﬁfeEtél' f £~
of \cqurses, the cniteria for evaluation must be explic¢it | ‘ vk\~.
'regardless of whether the planning emphasises 1ntended , \ ‘;\\ .

'outcomes oy, as_Kane (1976:89) descpibeq, the post hoq

) \ . LT . . ‘ .
assessment.of unintended istcomesr . . . e

I, : o ‘ ‘ A Iy

N ) . . .

SPECTAL PROBLEMS OF EVALUATION IN PHYSICAL EDUCATION % /

¢

A. gtandar dised Testing l
. ‘ -~ . ! ’ . ", i
. B.. Evaluating Programme Objectiveﬁ

- Ar

C. Training in Evaluatién .o _
D. Approaches to Evaluatien‘ {' . T
B, Fallacies~in;Evaanti6g, D

| F. "Resistgnped%; Change - L P

. G. Field Testing
N g ® - L
R H. Measuring Affective Objeotives

&

I. Accountability

The proble&s connected with evaiuatiQA in physical
‘education are m§riad, - The physical educator, in q:der to
.y ) : . * - . .

R .
'
. i y .
Y ' .
X . . «
. .. \ i 8 .
. .
1 - L AT . ~:
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1

\

“with both' mot ,performgnoe and written tests. Safrit

-

use evaluati instruments effectively, ‘must be au fait

-

(1973:73) states that the classroom‘teacher_is well se€rved

¢

. ) ' \ ' * o - .
by counselling centres and testing services in choosing ',

A

' standardised tests and in developipg tests to swit the

* . relatively few such tests in\physiCal'eduoation. The'

AY

. . - o
. teacher's own needs. There are a wide variety of stand- - |
s .} . . ~ N * ' .

ardised tests in most academic¢ areas, however, ‘there are -
. . .

: Y
ex1st1ng 1nstruments mpst of which are of. Amerrcan origin,

.'1nclude the A. A.H.P.E.R. Youth Fltness Test the Sports

s

-groups.

 physical educatorg are generally validated for a specific
- aters jenera. A

8kills Test Series, the co-operatfve Phy81ca1 Bducation
- -
Knowledge Tests and a varlety of phy81cal f1tness and motor

performance tests that have been deve10ped for limited norm

Wy .
2

L 2 .
L}

Motor skill assessment procedures déveloped by individual
4

b3

popu%;tion and therefore are not widely applicable as they

do not take into accopnt,iédivrdual differences in‘skill;
physical eapacities. and different age groups. This is im-
portant-beceuse physioal ﬁerformance ds closely related not
only to physical development, as expressed by gains ‘in helght,
6é1gﬁt and strength, and certain proport10nal change both
structural and phy3101091Ca1 but also to age,whlch plays’ a

major role, partlcularly durlng the pre-pubescent growth

Y

~ spurt. The growth process and 1ts_1nteract1ng variables make

-3 . - -

precise measurement extremely difficult. i

N g e
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B. _Evaluating Programme Objectives'

A

4 \

The aims of physical education are numerous and complex,

therefore, .it is:often.difficult for the practising teacher

¢ otO'compénefthe effects of a programme against programme

.objectives during the process of instruction. Similar com-
* parison upon completion of "instruction ik also difficult as
the full 1mpact of many physlcal education. progrgmmes cannot 

be evaluated untll some months or. years later when students~
S
have experlenced varlous 51tuat;ons in life. . Thig is part-

icularly true of programmes whlch aim at ‘developing llfe—
style‘récregtlve skills. _The evglhatlon of such long term
objectiveéi#buig involve expensive 10n§itudinal reseérch. /
In gctual fact; the physical activity patterﬁé'of adults may

]

have developed quite independently of the influence of school

.

physical education due to the influence of the home environment,

friends, sports organisations, mass media, the sports facil-

ities‘of'the cbmmunity and social factqrs. (Laakso, 1956:3)2

¢

//// Przewada (1976 2) p01nts out that the physical educator
,is perhaps’ the only educator in the scnool who has to utlllse
to the 3ame extent, two major branches of science ;@ his

‘ 1nstructlon. Firstly, he often needs to evaluate his

act1v1t1es with educatlonal psychologlcal and soc1olog1ca1
‘methods in ascertgj;;ng the effects Of‘hlS programme upon

the pupil;s personalify and social development. Secéndly, a
wcqmprehengive kngwledge of human phyéiélogy and mechanics is

necessary if the teacher is to make an accurate assessment

v
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~and healths As well ag these two;areas, it is expected:

A o . R - . . A . . ~ .
. - . ~ . . )
. s

of the effects of physical educarionvpn the pupil's body
thet tﬂe teecher will be well versed in the'bentribution'

of cognitive abilita to skill develoﬁﬁent. ‘Many of the
evaluation technlques involved here can be applled sxmultg,.6
aqénusly, are 1nterrelated.complement one another and some™
times interfere/wifh each_other. The!@fore, in order to
compare effect§ of instruction with gealg; the physical
education\teacher.heede'ﬁor only a"seemingiy'ehéYélopaedic'”
knowledge of content but also an eblllty to choose those
evaluatjion technlquee:wﬁlch are valld for all areas and
which enable hiq_to obta{n Optimum‘rather than maximuﬁ
information. - '

C. Training in Evaluation ' . 1
: { <

~
'

Lack of trained personnel in the aree of edpcationel )
meesurement as" it relates to pﬁysical edueetion is an area
of ‘concern. éafrit (1973-73) cbrreetly states'that‘host of
the tOp researchers in phy81cal educarlon are 1nvolved with
measurement in so far as it concerns ‘their own narrow

speciality in areas iike exercise physiology.and biomechanics.

However, vgry few physical-educ:;ors have concerned'themselves

with measurement as it applies to the teaching -.learning

L]

.situation 'in physical education. There is some evidence

(Splinter et al., 1976; Underwood, 1976; Akkanen, 1976;

' Heinilay 1976}af Hanke, l976;lgeinila l976,b.f to suggest.

~
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D. - Approaéhes to, Evaluation

however,, that this situation\may be changing,-particularly

in relatlon to the teacher—pupll interaction process in

\

phy31ca1 education classes. Teachers and lecturers need

1

ddvice and dlrectlon from measurement spec1allsts in

o —

phys;cal educatlon who are cons¥%antly updatlng advanced

measurement theory and who know aqd;understand the

- theoretical aspects of evaluation and measurement.

.« N A ) ' \ :
. .
> : . . “ : * ~, ) ! '

.
- N

The' notion of-eﬁaluation,in physical education has

~

suffered at the hands of a very,nafrow approach. For-

example, the ovefall evaluation programme may be composed
of a testing situation at the completion of a unit of work;
or a certain period of time may be pht aside- from the

- T

teaching progremme for evaluation purposes; or a practit-

. . t .
ioher may rely on the evaluation criteria ip a standard -

- : -« . .
textbook as his .one and only source of evaluation materials.

As.Karvonen (1976:8) pdinm;out,‘ebeluation is a much broader.

~concept than the mere measurement of results. The evaluation

»

process needs to be continuous and to outline ‘any future
: 5 " . .
changes within the programme. Evaluation becomes an ineff-

ectual mechanlcal process if it does not dssist teachers in

maklng dec151ons related to the multitude of problems they

~

face.

E. Fallacies'inLEvaluation .
3 \ ~

Young (1974:39) sees séveral common fallacies which exist

-
o

. ‘ 20

21

‘e

\,

g



l'..

A ' L] ‘4

-

regarding'evaluation: : E - ‘ “ A

’
\ ~
. 2
IS

P .. 1. -There is a tendency to restrict evaluation to

~

 those things which'can be measured in &onvenient
units that can be counted _Instruments and .

technlques Wthh allow value Judéements to-be

-

-+« . made of s@udent and teacher attalnment of;goals’

need to be developed S :.: - T

. .
) . >
0 . ¢ - » . . .

- . . .

2. Evaluation is an infreqguent, @final process i’;\éthé‘rf
S ~ than an on-going one which emphasises aCduisition
- of knowledge. Timing, quality of instruments

used and expertise employed are essential com-
Lag N . b v ~ .

ponents of evaluation,

’ f - . 7
3. Evaluation is conducted by isolated individuals

rather than by a consortium operating in a co--

operative continuous relationship. Evidence of

adequacy'of performance should be gathered bf'
‘individu ?nd selected agenC1es,'work1ng con-

stantly together ard should include self assess—-
. R - . ment, peer‘aeeessment, teacher assessment and

 assessment by otherhexpert'personnel.
| . e

L3

F. Resistance to Change

There is some evidence (Sem, 1973:79) fhat same indixr

~

iduals and institutions (whq, feel insecure, due to incompet-
ence or otherwise) are usual ~Jin the forefront in rejecting

any’ attempt to evaluwate the status quo. These aré seen as
’ ‘ N ’ . . . < N

. N N
’ ) . 4 .

21
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', I A . -
‘_ . : ‘ . K B . ’ R -
' ) ; , T B s
. (3 N . » . .
. . . . ,

/ ' - .

" the type of'people who have "solved" all of the problems | N

* ) >

fécinéiphysical educatioﬂ and who regularly resist the
;;podéht of’ahy-chénge,'réjecting such;a suggestion with

., the "qhahée for changé's'sake" rationale. :*

© ,Such institutions or individuals faced with external
. evaluationvof'théir teaching and programmes often provide

-‘ . . . . ' o, .
“evaluators with what the evaluators would like in the way-

of an idgal progr&am.‘ me. The result is that the evaluators . - .

4‘! * .
tend to see a reality that in fact does not exist. 1In

this situation decisions are made well before the evaluation, /

~ the decision being to perpetuate the status quo. Under -

¥

" these” conditions, evaluation is worthless.

e

-

G. Field Testing

Cert&in problems exist concerning the practical issues
surroﬁnding the administration of tests in the field.™
Annarino (1971:113) believes that the se;tihg of large S \
£ numbers of physical educatiqh'objectives presénts difficul-:
ties in seiecting one teétjfor_%}l iﬁclusive ﬂe@su;gment
purbbsgé. Therefore, as no single test can meaéure all the
objectivég, the main uses and limitations of each test

_should be recognised by the t .Ii is also pointed

-
out that most physical educators are aware of the need,
aim and availability of evaluation materials.but most are . - '~\\ -

4\\u\~;”;?onfronted with pr§blems (real or imagined) related to time-

" and feasibility of admimistration.’

»
. 2

-

A major criterion for selecting a test is the feasibility

’ | ‘; ' .. 227 23
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-

of that test in adminisératfon. -tharino (1973:113) is

of the oplnion that in many cases the: problem is not with

the test 1tself but w1th the admlnlstrative method. The

-

majority of tests used in the ‘physical education context..

are'aeveloped in atypical SEtuatione, with a small sample

»

¢

and a large contlngent of e%ﬁ;uators. ‘This makes evaluation

-

of a two or three-days -a~week programme a most dlfflcult

exerc1se,

¢

H. Measuring Affective Objectives

-

|

\

It would appear that in certain areas of the physical

education programme, the-problems of evaluation are minimal,

for ekample, in the. asqwﬁsment of rorganic fitness (Kane,

1976 89) . But when referring to, prOpOsed social, emotlonal

and'aesthetic objectives the diffjiculties of evaluation. are

¢ a '
magnified. When teachers are concerned with evaluating

such general and relatively imprecise'objectives theyltend

to base their judgements on persohal'philosophy #Md per-

ceptions (Kane, 1976:90) .

I. Accountability:

o

>
€.

‘Additional problems.re%ated to gyaluatién in physical -

education arise when evaluation is used in!an.accountability

context. Whlle most)admlnlstrators may be satlsfied with

their teachers, public pressure and the de51re to a551st

in rewardlng good teachers may stlmulate the establishment

.of an accountablllty_pqllcy.

The main obstacle to 1mplement1ng



-
- .

such a system would seem to be the establish;eﬁt of criteria.
to evaluate teacher performance. Eield (1973:27—28)'13 ef‘_:
. the opinion ‘that ¥eachers age opposed to'accountability
because they lack control over the home’ environment, the
child's innate capaC1ty, the Chlld'S de31re to learn and

the %gterlals necessary for.lea:nlng. o _ L

'V . -~ ) . - .' . - . .. 7.- ’,_“'.' )
. _ . .
The issues referredstd_ab0veh1ndi¢ate“the“divérsity S A SRR
. } . . ., o
problems faced by physical educators in their attempts to

-

evaluate instruction. The list is by no means comprehensive
: . ~ - A '.:
but it does suggest those areas which_are creating the Ce

<

greatest concern. _ 3 - ..”

“ A v

A MODEL FOR THE EVALUATION OF INSTRUCTION IN PHYSICAL 3;;'

EDUCATION

s
Having considered the role of physical education in the f”' . .
total curriculum, the need %er ané the role of evaluation in
physical education and the Special problems of’eveluation ipe R
physicel education it is necessary to deveioé é model which
w111 enable a close examlnatlon of the evaiuetion of iestruc-

At

tlon 1n~phy51cal educatlon.

\

B . !
; As mentioned previously evaluation in physical education . A
4

\
most f;equéntly 1nvolves assesément of student progress in .

r
skills and knowledge and to a lesser extent, 1nstructlona1 '
‘ .

24



" and necessity. Elliot (1975:3i) ca;léifor an ‘accurate

) #o .
the component parts:

»
»

programmes are evaluated as regards relevance, effectiveness
. 2 » )
evaluation process which incorporates the three major com~

ponedts of_the educationosetting,ﬂstudents,‘teachers and /7

~

¢

programmes:. - . ~ o g

.o . o oo R . B
'Evaluatlon Should be cons;dered as a positlve,‘ - 1 B
" ongoing process which  is designed to. aid-in-the " - . . .4
. . attainment of educational goals. Only by assessing + "'
M each of the major components of the educational L
* %ﬁuatlon is there assurance that each component is “ :
co _

trlbutlng to that -attainment. : s

»

(e | (Elliot, 1975:34) . SRR
o, R - o . S L ’ :

Elliot's process calls for the following interaction of

1

~ N
. : . h
k] 9 . . . - )
]

1. Identification of objectives: The intent of the-
expeXience must be fully outllned so that proper .
measurement technlques can be 1dentrf1edé If |

. ~ the intent is to 1mprove neuro-muscular ‘co-
ordlnatlon, for example, what are‘the best means
of'measuring co—ordin;téon? How. many measurements
are necessary? How often should the stuydent be ..

measured?

. -

2. Description'of learning experiences to facilitate - o

implementation of objectives and selection of

500 . Y
measurement tools. . o/

) N * . . "L .
3. Selectlon of measurement tools- Selected tools,/’///\\\_
ust be spe01f1c enough to provide useful inform~
jtlon. Some very specific tools require a great

v . ’ ‘ * W . .
| | o \ . ,



) ‘v - "

A}

i . o : \ _ S L S .
| * ' deal of time to collect enough data to make |
, o .‘;‘ C. "’ < .
judgements. o <
) - | . . , . )
T A . 4. Testlpdministration; Test condLﬁions.shoﬁld

AN

pé constant for valid results, measurement -

8 . -

+  devices should be accurpte.and directions and

‘indications should be cqmpardble from‘one test
to thefnext. Scores should be recorded in a

usable form. : < !

5. Analysis of data: 'This can be a-comparafive‘or
comulative proagess. .ThZ{analysiserelates

directly to the objectie. Has the student

> ) ~attained the gbjective? Are changes required?
/ . ¢ . . B )
6. 'Re~statement of objectivgs: Continual evaluation

e
‘ allows a qonétant asséésmenp of progreé§'t6 be
- fed back directly to progfammesobjectives fof_\
- - the purpose of revising objectives.where
o~ necéssary:- . V |
: - o > _
- _ 7. Re-éesign of learning experiences. = ' ;Av}r

¢ *

Progressive evaluation must also include the learning

e b0 . .

" dnvironment, the facilities apd equipment. required to conduct
o > B . -

the programme, thae.content areas and wKether or not they are

-

Ss

'appropriate/ggr/étudents~and the degree of flexibility‘in-_'

troduced to meet individual student variations.

s ’ - . . /' ’
Telama (1976:4-16) calls for an adaptation of. Stufflebeam's

LN

N . . ~_ ‘ / |. | . ) ,._ R . . \‘
L : 26 S - S
. . - ’ ‘. ' .. . . : ]
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1

(1976) modél (see Figure 1) whith involves the concepts

of'context input, process aqghproduct (CIPP) in emphasising

¢

admlnlstratlve connections aﬂﬁ effects with respect .to .

de0181on'making.‘ In this model, context evaluyation involves .

a needs assessment, which’aids in chqosihg and defending

4 +
v

goals, ingut evalpation'is a means of identifying-and assessing |

Y ) f

plans interded to meet certain goals, grocess evaluation is a

» . . . . T e
i

monitorinq activity that aids in guiding, documenting and

*

judging efforts to carry out ‘given plans; and product evalu=-

\ - .
ation is a means of asse351ng-ach1evements during and at the ,

end of an activity cycle. Telama (1976:4) believes that yhen'

the CIPP model is applied to educational considerations, it

¢
i

widens the concept of evaluation in physical edueation from

a mere cdmparisaon of results with objectives to an examination
¢ . &

of goal setting and goal attainment.

While this model looks at the ijeCts‘of evaluation, such
‘as projects, programmes, students. and personnel, Telama's.

(1976:7) model (see. Figure 2.) 'suggests that it is more
éa
beneflclal to look at the’ 51tuat10n in relatlon to providing

1

1nformatlon for different levels of deC131qn making so that s
the object of evaluation is goal directed; tﬂat is, it
specities its objects and functions; for 1nstance, evaluatlon
of the learnlng process rather than of the student or the

student and.teacher could be measurement objects in the

evaluation of learning. ahd teaching. | _

b

. 'wWhilst recognlslng the potentlal of the‘CIPP model,

4

the multl-faceted nature of phy91cal educatlon implies that

-~

L]

. -
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' Figure 1. = The CIPP Model and Evaluation of the: Qurriculum = .
~ . and Teaching of Physical FEducation. e

- . (Adapted. from Telaha,.1976:4) .

-S4y,

PR . '~ Context Evaluation o . '.ﬁt'_

Planning decisions'— to determine objectives

- serve.settlng of Shy31cal
- education” oBJectlves. .

- ' B 5\\ - analy31s of pOSulbllltleS of

attaining objectives. ’ .
p .

l 3 R ™

Input Evaluation

. Design procedures - assists in planning of teaching -

. eg. selection of subject matter,
teaching ‘methods, pupll
grouping. , ¥ .
. : ," g ’ >

Process Evaluation

g - Implementing decisions - utilization, control-aﬁd

refinement of procedhres, 1e.
the 1mplementatlon gf the
curriculum and the teaching -

learning process. -

Product Eva,luation .

Recycfing decisidéns - juﬁge and react to gttainments,

)

< . ] ie. to make conclusions about
' . ' success of the programme and
’ . how i} may be changed.
o - 2899
Q ’ - _ . ad . ..
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. Pigure2: The CIPP Evaluation Types in Relation“to Different Levels of

Decision Making,

(Telama, 1976:7) | _l L

L 4

LEVELY OF

DECISION MAKING |

CONTEXT

¥

. N e
<

AL

PROCESS

PRODUCT

PUPIL ING

(Pupil, educand,
athlete)

Functioni. Promotion
of learning.

Survey of pupil's
objectives and diag-
nosis of their =~ -
readiness

- entry level

* diagnosis of lear- Y- sport equipment

ning'difficulties

L 4

|pupil

What goal achievement
presupposes of the
- time input ’ :
- energy input

- potential need of
remedial teaching

 How do pupils prog-

1= learnlng difficult-

-

ress towards object-

ives ‘

- pupil responses to
teaching '

ies
- formatlve evaluaﬁlon

Qutcomes in relatlon
to pupil's objectives
and background '

~ psychomotor.

- affective .

- cognitive

TEACHER/TEACHING -

(Teacher, parents
coach) T

Function: Pramotion
of teaching.

Analysis of .teaching

objectives and of their:

attainability

- pupils' entry level
and background

- teaching conditions .

~

Whaf demands:the

|- facilities

-

attainment of teaching
objectives sets of

-~ teacher
- metheds

teaching-learning
'process and dlfflcult-

Progress of “teaching
arrangements =
Interaction in the

ies in it
- discipline problems
Teaching behavior

Pupil achievements in
relation to teaching

|objectives, input °

data and process data

o . , 4 : N

CURRICULUM \\

(Plan of education
teaching, coaching,
training)
meﬁkmzcmgkmhmg

developnient.

Specification of
curricalar objectives

Analysis of possibilit-
ies of implementation

N -

Camparison and evalu-

ation of available

means of implementation

- subject matter/
contents

- methods

- factlities

- equlpmau:

'Follow-up of the

-|atipn

curriculum implement-
ation, and analysis
and evaluation of
problems in implement-

e

- studies of school

"

'Eﬁaluation of the

degree of implement-
ation by comparing out-
put with objectives,
input data and process -
data b

achievements

- pedagogical tests

EDUCATIONAL SYSTEM .

Function: Quality
control and develop-
ment of education.

»

30

- ..-'— —— e

'S -~

Analysis of the social
and educational signi-
ficance of physical
education

| Analysis of the general

conditions of realizing
physical education

|- number of lessons

.4

What decisions are
likely .to contribute
most within available
resources to the deve-
lopment of physical
education

- teacher education

- cenditions

Follow-up of the
implementation of -
physical education
and analysis of factors
affecting implement-
ation .

g

Quality control of

" |physical education by

product indicators ‘
and continuous ¥ r

Tmonitoring
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: ¢ | - : . « ¢ .
it is not possible to descri and evaluate all manifest-

ations of the discipline withir\a single frame of reference. s
‘' ©+  Evaluation oflinstruction in physical education is examined "
L by the use of a tripartite approaoh as outlined in Figure 3, i\

[ 4

The difficulty with this tripartite approach 1is that R
at best, the bo dary between teachlng and learning is
indistinct, as 1is the boundary between teachlng and currlculvm

(Nixoh and Locke, 1973 1212) However, if one were to accept

» . - . — R . - J— o e

the follow1ng flve areas as the de51red outcomes of phy31ca1

education (Coonan, 1976:11):

1. the development of attitudes towards physical

~ activity based on individual student needs;

‘2., expeérience in physical activity; R
. _v ( 3 * B

3. knowledge about physical activity:

© 4., understanding of the role of physical activity’

in 'society; and _ > L -

v 5. -knowledgé about the connection between physical
’ ¢ )
activity and learning processes, » - :

then, it would appear logical to evaluate inétrqction from
the point of view of the student, the teacher and the degree

to which the programme meets basic standards and expectations.

ot

2
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Fig ure 3, Evaluation of" Instruotlon 1n Physical Educatlon.
) K—Tripartite Approach ;

. . . I . “ . . ‘ - . . " .
'o ., . - , \ : N ¥ )
L What Shol1ld Be Measured? -J .

| N
B
s

a) Promotion of the pupil's own moxlvatlon and
learnlng.

. . - -

b)_Stéeps at specific times.. .
N .

. The Student

c) Progress over.a ‘given period of  time.

d) Individual needs, interests and ideals.

d —
| v ,.
The Teacher '
a) Judgement by the teacher of the effectlveness
of his teachlng.
b) Personal goals.
c) Pr&fe831onal effectiveness. ¢ T
. o« | The Programme .

A

a) Judgement by teachers, pupils and researchers
of the effectlveness of the programme.

b) Progress towards bbJeq;lves.

c) Value in meeting the needs of studente,
teachers, administrators and the community.

d) Details of’weaknesses in construction.

A
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SUMMARY

s

If we agree that/physical'education has a role to play
in the total curriculum, it is then necedsary to devise an

‘evaluation programme which prOV1des concrete, obJective

“veya.

and reliable- ev1dence of the contribUtions physical. educatlonc

is-mak;ng’toward the overall development of the student. It-men- -

by determining the p01nts at.whlch the learner is not

'must be kept in mind that'evaluation‘aims to assist learning. .

&

-

achiev1ng The evaluatlon programme should not be over-

\

ambltlous, it should be strlctly relevant to any one group

of students in'a partlcular schobl, in a particular year.

teacher can manage an evaluation programme.

. In developing aa evaluatidn programme, the first step

involves deciding on objectives. Evaluation needs to be
_guided by educational ‘objectives (be they traditional or

performance based)’ that can be ‘kept clearly in mind It

&
(9

~is 1mportant to avoid detailed, grandlose schemes and td\\"

‘arrive at a set of achlevable psxchomotor, cognltlve and

pffectlve objectives'

x

Secondly, evaluation myst be seen as an on901ng angd *

developmental\srocess. Teachers need to view evaiuatlon as

" an 1ntegral part of- the 1earn1ng process whereby students

.are evaluated so that they can 1mprove 1n motor Sklll

- o

performance rather than solely for the satisfaction of
flnal grade requirements. Evaluatlon should not be con-

ceived 31mply as a periodical check—up, whether weé?ly,

-

s234

_Another-1mportant‘determ1nant is the extent to which a busy
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f.onfly', “half yearly or y,e'ai:iy. mpmtéii., evaluation should bet

ijm:il;i.zxed as a means of interpreting the pz'ogram
¢ to the community to enable a greatey understanding .
‘ of educational values and coutcomes. It' also '
ST : ‘ oo provides the basis for determining the
- o behavioural rxesponse of the student to the planned
' - learning experiences and the development of )
learning experiénces to follow..

< .
r. B . ¥

(Brault, 1971 : ‘46) - -.-

¢

/ . Data should atise from day ;ggaxl&qgéh_ing and ‘use of the programme._

. . - . v t

k3

Thirdly, evaluatlon must be .individuali d Each student should

-

be seen ag an individual and evaluated in the sense of developlné S

&

" f¥om where he was in the prpéramme'during the last lesson.
Cogparison (grading) with other children woulé.appear to have little
or no éducational'value'in_that it does little or nothing at all

to foster individual learning Children should be encouraged to

[}
N

set simple“goais of their own and evaluate their own progress.

, 3

-

-

- Alding pupils' self evaluation is the main focal point of Andrews'
(1976) argument. He feels that evaluation will only be relevant
' if it stems from an |
-W : ~

-

increased awareness amongst teachers of the need
for:care in evaluation of individuals and even
greater sensitivity in communicating their .
~ '+ evaluations to children. N
. ' - . (Andrews, 1976 : 12)
", ‘ : : [ .
' -—xather than from an overexposure to a bewildering array of

!

objective tests = S .
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It is important'!hatfteachers of physical education

see themselves as educators who arc conversant with current

b

,’trends in contemporary education and who use evaluation to
v ,,f" check if their teaching methods and-their progranmes fuifii
demands for edncatdon for the future, self education,
intellectual development, humanistic education and.tne
realrsation that- evaluation, while an‘important aid, snould
.not be applied so rdgorously that the teacher no loncer
. respaects pupil individuality. _ ‘ .:
_ Fourthly, teachers should select a range of evalgatlon

technlques that fit thelr own individual teachlnd/styles.

The range of technlques would probably include:

1. Difect.observation;of‘advances in motor skills,
\ knowlédge (of techniques, stratecies and
ethuette) and atéltudes, these being recorded
by means such as notes in a log/proflle/

.cunulative foldertase study or the comple¢tion -

ﬁt// of a check ‘list.

2.~ Teacher-pupil conference'which enables;
opportunities for discussion\of strengths and
weaknesses and which allows the teacher the
opportunity to listen to a pupil's self-

evaluation and explanations.

.

~

3. A variety of tests such as screening or
. _

Y

diagnostic tests along with standardised and

- teacher made tests.

* -, -

\_1 b
AY
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Finally, it is necessary to make uge of the evaluation
data. The whole evaluation programme represents wasted
erfort if its-findlngeaare not put together on a regular -
?asis and‘used to assigt the iearner. ,Ag.a'resu}t of this

data the teacher may decide‘to institute -a remedial pregramme, .

provide more personal attention or set'mgre difficult tasks -

“for the learner. On the other hand, it may be necessary to Lo

set simpler tasks which ensure‘a sense ef accbmpliéhment.

Mood (1973 70) belleves that it is. ﬁecessary to prOV1de for
success, which - is generally belleves to stlmulate and malntaln:mm"‘
ba91c motivation. Byslnerea51ng'the Opportunltles for

success, the student: have a'greater opportunity to maint?in -

o\ Cos . . f T . .
rtheir sensitive self images. This situation may be achieved

' j - S ,
1. Providing varied opportunities in’ which to succeéﬁ:

- * . ”~

2, Grouping students in ability groups, and enrollinQ*

students_in/courses‘suitable‘to their ski!l levels.
Under this system(.sgailf&ifferences in initial
‘ability obviate the necessity for grading on
improvement. |

Information on evaluatioa has to be gathered in an
economical taehion.(,There is already too little teaching
and pupil practice time available to phyeical education.
Therefq§e,’while attempting to.maxirize objectivity, evaluation

technlques whlch requlre 1nord1nate amounts of time to prepare

or admlnlster cannot be tolefated

H

"-_ ; . 3537‘
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FUTURE DIRECTIONS o P

When looking into<the future of physical edubatlon
in secondary schools, Nixon (1974:93-95) makes some bnief o
predlctions about evaluatlon 1n phy81cal educatiqn.

| . . . N | \
1. Teacher evaluations will continue to be ‘'important.

¢

However, this.process will be‘muchﬁmore.individ—'
| uolised_plﬁs the teacher will need to devote a
ey | . o -1o£-of-time-to-feéording;”communtcaftnq*diréctiy;”‘“;“““““”
with the child‘andﬁnotifyiog him of his progreée,
- . consuiting Pefents,-keeping detailed cumulative ° .
| records (wiﬁh'the assietanoe of quputer.proceeées).

(2

o 2. Pupil self-evaluation will reteive more emphasis
N 7 -

. v ~ \

And will involve pupil set goals to a large ’

extent. The teacher will assit pupils in dis-
covering how' to evaluate themselves in a variety
te ’ Of' ways . - o
s {

3. Peer student evaludtion will also be more
prominent. Teachers-and pupile,will'need'to

perform evaluations in a positive, supportive

~

way.

4. The above methods of eQalua%ion will emphesise
formative'eQaluation as compared t0'su£ﬁative B .
. _ evaluation which is so common at the present -
ﬁime. Each child will be evaluated in terms of

his own progress in terms of his own background

A
capac1t1es,\1nterests and motlvatlons. This

. ._ . 3;6 38




process will emphasise imﬁédiate feedback

and postive reinforcement of gains made in

€

flearnings'which aid the student in attaining

hiS-goals.. Group comparisons and norms of

any description will not be used in any'sig— '

nificant manper.

{

Criterion or content-referenced measures "in " .
individualised 1nstructlonal programmes will =~ ,

e £ -

be deve10ped for use -in continuous performance_f
type curriculum programmes (successful
completion of each léarning step enables

movement to the next step). (

1)

Primitive letter grading systems will be
abolished. Students will Aot be graded on
the assumption that grades such as C, D or .

F must be .awarded whén a student does nbt

'perférm as well as other students. Teachers

will also ha&é@to cease;reiying (incorrectly) -

on the external threat of low grades in. an .

attempt to motivate students toward better-

%
»

performances. : _ .

The allpcation of external rewards such as

medals, stars and physical education coétumes

of varying colours to denote excellence of
‘ 3 A .
performance will cease as physical educators

©

“develop learnlng 81tuathn§“wh1ch emphé/zée

enjoyment and satisfactlon 1nherent in monlng

31‘ '351
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-ustruet&en -in physxeal education- Ln-sorfaruas_rt—broadens»_w_

and'succeeding:in'a(strongly_supportive
educational environment. '
There is a great need for-the development of a

valldated, functlonal evaluatlon iev:.ce in physical

educatiop and it may well be that an adapted version of

qit:fflebeam s (1976) CIPP\model could make a significant

tribution to the development of evaluatlon Of in«

¥

the .scope of evaluatlon and - speclfles 1ts objects and
functlons. (Telama, 1976 5) The CIPP eValuatlon model
could provide physical educators with valuable 1nformatlon
about the learning process,vthe teachlng process, cur-
'rlculum development and the extent to whlch the educational
system provides for quality control and,development of

‘\ \ o 4 .
3 ¢
. ' .
’ ‘ .
N

physical education.

It is this tyRe of‘instrunent whlch would-allghwa'
much more flex;blb system of evaluatlon, one whlch enables
closer scrutlny of the- complex*lnteractlons which occur
durlng the physical education lesson. As Gibbon (1977: 9)
p01nts out, the concept of evaluatlon as an objectlve, |
end-;udgement process is far too llmitlng. Objective
technlques should be utlllsed_where_appropriate but sub-
\jective'judgements pased.on selected criteria and skilled
observation should not be ignored. Both,techniques could
be‘built into ..the CIPP model. The real test of this model

would be its capacity to maintain up—to—date information

on pupll assessiment desplte the hectic pace of school 11fe

" N
1
23]
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' and to provide the kind of feed-back which assists pupils

\“' e to learn and teachers and administrators to plan that

e learning. . L o - ' ’

St - If physical educators'are-really concerned about,_

‘ ://,developing a truly professronal image, then they must

build 1nto‘5peir concept of professionalism a sttqmntic

and‘structured process of evaluation such as that described

) «

above. .Many physical educators would argue +hat the con-

"-struction and operation of such a system is overly time
] ’ M

. consuming and totally 1mpractiéab1e 1n the "real" world of

the school ‘Such a: process may b!btime consuming‘but the .
. " ’ s '
.- _ results may 1nd1cate that time hasn't been weIl used. . As

-~

e e s P, v v

for practicalities, 1t 1s aifficult to fssume that ‘a process
is 1mpract1cable if it"hasn't been tried. If there are any
S . doubts about the need to devise ‘a system of évaluation, it

is ‘important to attempt to answer four questions.

3 t

1. How well’do we know the abilities of all, pupils_

in our schools? '_' | 4

- : ." i - -

2. How.often'do we obsertve indiyiduals working
rather than groups? ) ) : *

° ’
b . '
. ~ . .

~ v

o, ’ . [

3. How often.do early subjeétive judgements of

ubsequent judgements?

o v pupils colour all o

A

. - 4, 'If we have set oursel es some realistic and .
appropriate aims have we any idea whether they
¢ are being attained?

(Gibbon, 1977:12) T~

N . ’ - . ’ !l L]
. -~ *
- - . . - --t - . . o -
0.7 - N
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L FU.'I‘UR-E. RESEARCH

L
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I

Despite the extent of the bibliography accompanying

thlS report anq,of Haajanen and Vakipartg;§_4l57FT\Qelected

bibliography of evaluation in physical education, there

stlll exists a great need for research in the field of

N

evqluationyof instruction in physical education (See '

Figure 4 ), partiqularly W1th respect to:

/_Mll_mMIhe;nalidationmwae;functioeellenaluationw : .
ihetrument,for physicel éducation wbich
incorpdrates,goal sétting and goal attain-

" ment along with the eoﬁparison of results

& _ .with objectives. Telama's (l976f modif- | i

ieation'of the tIPP model would eppear to

be a Qorthwhile starting point. fhe tri-'

partite approach utilised in this report is

adequate in defining gbég’ehoulo be measutred

\but appe@rs_to be{aefieient in outlining just

how evaluation should be conducted.

Ead

-~

2, The_deveiopment of an ifistrument to evaluate
the long-term benefits_of participation in
physical education. One of the major aims of

physical education is to provide the student

-

' W1th the ﬁeeeseary sﬁills tocparticipate in
phyeical activity tbroughout.life. Major 1Qng- .
itudibal sthdies appeer to be netessary in this

- area. ' o BRI

/ .
]

3. .Eéhluétion of the“éffecte of'physical.educetion
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. o
Figure 4: THE NEED FOR FUTURE RESEARCH
(A diagrammatic synthesis by, the pré_sent author) <.
-t . \ ‘ . . . ‘.i - *

. v Val}datmn of a functional evaluation _
mstmment for physwal education (CIPP model) ,

P

5_ B . A . '
. i ,
. ) L] N

\ ]
. . -
T ‘ ‘Exaluation of the long-term o EV"““*‘“"** of the effects-of — ST
' benefits of participation in . ' physwal education on deVeIopmg
|.).hysi_calieducation _ . . cognitive ability - .

-
Al

Evaluation of student/teacher Role of evaluation in

" perceptions in physical ' E ‘ b !ndiv'idual instguc{imz
education lessons. ) ' { l_m physical education.
% ‘ - . i
‘ . ~ Researchon - :
Evaluation in : |
’ S _Physical Education o,
: .

Evaluating teacher/
- pupil interaction in
physical education

Evaluation as a .
motivational instrument

3} [

.

Evaluating trainee teacher _ o Evaluation of |
and neophyte value judgements non- cognitive goals in
physical education -

affeeting evaluation in

. physical education ° . (psychometer, affectlve)
- 1. - .
' . - .
. ) . L
. . Evaluation of pupil
: ) - readiness fosphysical | . , o
o~ . " education 4 3

-
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on developing cognitive ability. Methodoldgical
difficulties (for example,f;mall-Samplesland

attitudes of co-operating teachers), need<to be
A\ . ’ :
overcome ‘before seemingly encouraging results can

be accepted with any degree of confidence .

4, Evaluation of non-cognitive goals in physical
education particularly as regards evaluation of

the affective domain., More attention needs to

R VU

be directed.towards:s =

. , : a) examining the role that physical education
: - . |

plays in the development or alterations of

J ) self-concept;

o b) d?termining-how self attitude predisposes
indivqu?ls towatd certain physical &activities

‘and their berformance in these activities;

. . = .

c) ascertaining the degree to which motor skill
. o proficiency influences relationships within

the peer structure; and )

-
-

.
. ] . . %
d) physical fitness eva¥dation which incorporates
psycho}ogiqal and“biomechanical assessment- as
' \

n well as human - performance factors such as

aerobic ‘endpyrance,

'5._ Evaluation of pupil readi eéé.for physical education.
4 . N 5 -
A needs assessment approatch must be developed which

( - - may be used wifh confidence by practising_teaéhefs

a -

f‘
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» s
© . in preparing physical education prograrmes . © - .
’ 5 ‘ _ o _
in accordance with student needs. - >

B : | 6. - The,rdle of‘eﬁeluetionzas a dotivational'in;

strument particularly withip-the context of
o | [

individualised instruction. Tt would be in- TN
teresting to determine the extent to thchf *

evaluation segments influence quement between

module stages. in individualised instruction in

o o, o - - N

. . physical education. 4 ' ' N4

AN

&£ : - .
7. - Evaldafion of the’ teacher and his tefching by
the use of interaction analysis, allowing an
ob;ective analysis of -what is actually taking
place through'examingtion’of the stated ob-
jectives with the outcomes.. Future.reseerch
. could compare different teachinc styles with
4 d{fferent eepects of~physical education, as

. I well as with the age and' sex of the teacher. . .,

P . - % |
- . 8. An examination of the value judgements upon ,

;?g ; which practising teachersAbase their evaluative
. : * | . . eriteria. In conjunction with this, teacher
| education courses in pKysicaf education?should
provide comprehensive courses.in_enaluation, . \ . .
- which not only examine the mechanics of evaluation
S ‘ \techniques but whiLh also explore the‘philosophical .

features of value judgements upon which evaluative

- criteria are developed.

® .

W Wﬁqtever their pzngse.ihese future studies should con- -

*x

\)I‘ _"'. - . : A
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r tribute'to an understanding . of ovaluatioh in.phyaicsl

eduation and help show the value of evaluation in three J ¥‘
- c important ‘WaPs 1 ' , _ L _ : Lo e
. . g . “ . . | I \./ K

[
<, - 1.- By providing complete documentation of the

content, educational.soundness and design Y

decisions of physical edpcatioh programmes.,

f ' . ~ . . . . L o, v . .
2, By providing certain insights about class- fjfi‘ ¢

e e . . _TOOM. procedures. and.their.impnct,.hoth. L , .

psychological and sociological.

. S 3. By gauging the .dimpact ot_instruction_inu_

. [4

physical education on the broad area of
human movement studies, for example, sports

psychology, theories of motor learning,
~. \
s001ology of sport, etc S - : . .

% L

The following statement perhaps best sumg up the

-

situation as it curréently exists:

<

At present, phy51cal education is compulsory in
* schools in .all developed countries. Young people
are generally interested in physical education and
* sport and, therefore, are fairly favourably disposed
toward physical education. Physical education can -
~ be of considerable social and educational importance.
For this reason, we should be very‘clear in our minds _
- about_what physical education seeks to accomplish, .
- o .what methods are used in it, what kind of image of
. ‘man it helps to create, and what kind -of resources ' -
it should be allocated. Correctly conceived and
well organised, evaluhtion may help answer such S
‘important questions. ’ )

S - (Telama,'1976:14-16)

w .46
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