
See	discussions,	stats,	and	author	profiles	for	this	publication	at:	https://www.researchgate.net/publication/268288660

THE	PERCEIVED	USE	OF	COMPETENCY-DASED
INSTRUCTION	DY	PHYSICAL	EDUCATION
TEACHERS

Article

CITATIONS

0

READS

18

1	author:

Some	of	the	authors	of	this	publication	are	also	working	on	these	related	projects:

Camp	Shriver	at	Kenyatta	University	View	project

MOTIVATION	AND	PARTICIPATION	IN	SPORTS	View	project

Peter	Bukhala

Masinde	Muliro	University	of	Science	and	Technology

12	PUBLICATIONS			7	CITATIONS			

SEE	PROFILE

All	content	following	this	page	was	uploaded	by	Peter	Bukhala	on	22	March	2015.

The	user	has	requested	enhancement	of	the	downloaded	file.

https://www.researchgate.net/publication/268288660_THE_PERCEIVED_USE_OF_COMPETENCY-DASED_INSTRUCTION_DY_PHYSICAL_EDUCATION_TEACHERS?enrichId=rgreq-552fd9446da3656bf249d8d7dafbe8d3-XXX&enrichSource=Y292ZXJQYWdlOzI2ODI4ODY2MDtBUzoyMDk3NzU1NjU1MTI3MDVAMTQyNzAyNTgwMDYwOQ%3D%3D&el=1_x_2&_esc=publicationCoverPdf
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/268288660_THE_PERCEIVED_USE_OF_COMPETENCY-DASED_INSTRUCTION_DY_PHYSICAL_EDUCATION_TEACHERS?enrichId=rgreq-552fd9446da3656bf249d8d7dafbe8d3-XXX&enrichSource=Y292ZXJQYWdlOzI2ODI4ODY2MDtBUzoyMDk3NzU1NjU1MTI3MDVAMTQyNzAyNTgwMDYwOQ%3D%3D&el=1_x_3&_esc=publicationCoverPdf
https://www.researchgate.net/project/Camp-Shriver-at-Kenyatta-University?enrichId=rgreq-552fd9446da3656bf249d8d7dafbe8d3-XXX&enrichSource=Y292ZXJQYWdlOzI2ODI4ODY2MDtBUzoyMDk3NzU1NjU1MTI3MDVAMTQyNzAyNTgwMDYwOQ%3D%3D&el=1_x_9&_esc=publicationCoverPdf
https://www.researchgate.net/project/MOTIVATION-AND-PARTICIPATION-IN-SPORTS?enrichId=rgreq-552fd9446da3656bf249d8d7dafbe8d3-XXX&enrichSource=Y292ZXJQYWdlOzI2ODI4ODY2MDtBUzoyMDk3NzU1NjU1MTI3MDVAMTQyNzAyNTgwMDYwOQ%3D%3D&el=1_x_9&_esc=publicationCoverPdf
https://www.researchgate.net/?enrichId=rgreq-552fd9446da3656bf249d8d7dafbe8d3-XXX&enrichSource=Y292ZXJQYWdlOzI2ODI4ODY2MDtBUzoyMDk3NzU1NjU1MTI3MDVAMTQyNzAyNTgwMDYwOQ%3D%3D&el=1_x_1&_esc=publicationCoverPdf
https://www.researchgate.net/profile/Peter_Bukhala?enrichId=rgreq-552fd9446da3656bf249d8d7dafbe8d3-XXX&enrichSource=Y292ZXJQYWdlOzI2ODI4ODY2MDtBUzoyMDk3NzU1NjU1MTI3MDVAMTQyNzAyNTgwMDYwOQ%3D%3D&el=1_x_4&_esc=publicationCoverPdf
https://www.researchgate.net/profile/Peter_Bukhala?enrichId=rgreq-552fd9446da3656bf249d8d7dafbe8d3-XXX&enrichSource=Y292ZXJQYWdlOzI2ODI4ODY2MDtBUzoyMDk3NzU1NjU1MTI3MDVAMTQyNzAyNTgwMDYwOQ%3D%3D&el=1_x_5&_esc=publicationCoverPdf
https://www.researchgate.net/institution/Masinde_Muliro_University_of_Science_and_Technology?enrichId=rgreq-552fd9446da3656bf249d8d7dafbe8d3-XXX&enrichSource=Y292ZXJQYWdlOzI2ODI4ODY2MDtBUzoyMDk3NzU1NjU1MTI3MDVAMTQyNzAyNTgwMDYwOQ%3D%3D&el=1_x_6&_esc=publicationCoverPdf
https://www.researchgate.net/profile/Peter_Bukhala?enrichId=rgreq-552fd9446da3656bf249d8d7dafbe8d3-XXX&enrichSource=Y292ZXJQYWdlOzI2ODI4ODY2MDtBUzoyMDk3NzU1NjU1MTI3MDVAMTQyNzAyNTgwMDYwOQ%3D%3D&el=1_x_7&_esc=publicationCoverPdf
https://www.researchgate.net/profile/Peter_Bukhala?enrichId=rgreq-552fd9446da3656bf249d8d7dafbe8d3-XXX&enrichSource=Y292ZXJQYWdlOzI2ODI4ODY2MDtBUzoyMDk3NzU1NjU1MTI3MDVAMTQyNzAyNTgwMDYwOQ%3D%3D&el=1_x_10&_esc=publicationCoverPdf


THE PERCEIVED USE OF COMPETENCY-DASED INSTRUCTION 

DY PHYSICAL EDUCATION TEACHERS 

by 

PETER W. BUKHALA 

A Thcsis Submit.ed to the Faculty 
of Graduate Studies and Research in Partial 

Fulfillment of the Requirements for the 
Degree of Master of Arts (EducatIOn) 

Faculty of Education 
McGilI University 
Montreal, Oucbec 

November 1990 



1 ABSTRACT 

The purpo!\e of the present !!tudy was to investigate the cxtent to which 

phY"lcal education teacher~ perccive that they use competcncy-hased instruction 

and to a~~e~~ ~ome of the factor!) that influence them to use competency-ha~ed 

in~tructIonal ~trateglCs. ft was also the intent of this study to de!!ign the Perceived 

CBI que~tionmllre specifically for thls study. 

The results inchcated that physical educators did not utilize many of the CBI 

~trategies frequently or ail the time. Most evident was the lack of involvement of 

parent!! amI volunteers in the instructional pl",nning of individualizcd program~ 

Abo eVldent was the Iimircd U!!C of the initial assessment information gathcred 

from !o.tudent~ to plan in~tructional programs that would mcet thc individual 

student\ nccd~. A sigmftcant rclationship hctwecn the perceived use of CBI hy 

teachers and the year~ tcachers have taught studcnts with disabilitlcs was noted. No 

sigmficant rclationship was noted hetwcen tcachers' perceived use of CBI and (1) 

the numher of years they have taught physical education, (2) the number of courses 

taken in adapted physical education and (3) the number of courses in special 

education. Sigmficant differences were noted between the perccived use of CBI by 

teachers and the lev cl of cducation, and the type of school settmg. 
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RÉSUMÉ 

Lc~ hut~ de cettc étudc étalcnt a) d'étudlcr dan~ quelle me~ure le ... 

profc~scurs d'éducatIOn phy~lque perçOlvcnt qU'lb ou cllc~ utllt~cnt k ... m~tru(tlon ... 

baséc~ sur la compétcncc (lBC), h) de détermmcr certam ... de~ factl'ur ... qUI 

influencent CC~ mêmc~ profc!.scur!ol à utllt ... cr dc~ ~tratégic ... d'instruction ... ha~ée ... ~:Jr 

la compéîcnce ct c) de con<;trutre la «Percelved Competency Ba~ed In ... tructlOn 

Questionnaire». 

Lc5, résultats mdiquent que les éducateurs phy~lque ... utllt!.ent peu ct rarement 

des stratégIes d'instrucllon ha ... éc!ol !oIur la compétence Il e1'> éVident qU'lI eXI~lc un 

manque d'ImplIcation des parent~ et de~ bénévole ... dan ... la plant flcallon de 

programme d'mstructlon mdIViduel Il e~t aU ... Sl apparent que l'on ul1h~e d'une 

façon limitée l'information acquI~e lors dc~ évaluation ... préltmmalfc", avec lc ... 

étudiants pour plamfier de!. programmc!. d ~!1struction allant à la rcncontre de leur ... 

besoins. Une condirlon pOSItIve rt si.~niflcatlve fut notée entre la perception 

d'utilJser des IBC et le nomhre d'annc es qu'un profe~~cur a en!.clgné à de .... élcvc ... 

handicapés Cependant, aucune c'JrrélatlOn 5,igmflcatJ\'c n'a été ()h~crvé cntre la 

perccptlon d'utiltser dcs lBC et (1) le nomhrc d'année~ d'en ... eigncment en éducatlUn 

physique; (2) lc nombre dc cours purs cn éducation phy\lque adapté ct (3) le 

nombrc de cours près en éducation spéciali ... ée 

111 
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l 

Lc~ hachelier~ en éducatIOn phy~lquc ~e perccvalCnt comme utilJl,ant plus de 

~tratéglcl., d'18e quc lc~ n()n-hachchcr~ en éùucalJon phy~iquc~ leI., profe!o.~cur<; 

cnl.,clgnant danl., IcI., écolcl., ~pécialt!léc~ ou intégréc!o. ~c perccvalent commc utIlisant 

plu ... de ... u atéglc" d'l BC quc le~ profc!I,>cur .. d'enl.,clgnant à l'école normale 
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1 CHAPTER 1 

The Percf'Ï\ed Use of Competenq-Based Instruction 

B~ Ph)sical Education T~arhers 

At Ica .... t four dl"tmct curnculum modeh ha..,cd on diffcnng theoretlcal 

approache ... have hccn dcvclopcd ln adapted phy~lcal educatIOn Thclic cumculum 

mode!.., have hall far rcachtng effecI'" on the way tcachep .. of dl .... ahled S[uùcnt~ 

de.,lgn, Implcment and c\ aluate the m ... tructlOnal procc ...... The four curriculum 

I1Jllllt:l ... have hccn termcd a) the ahIlnv model (Au .... tm. 197H, McNult, 19HH), h) the 

pcrceptual-mo(OT modcl (Au>..tcr, 1972, Ea\c ... &. McLaughlm, 1977; KavaJc, & 

Matt"on. 191'13, Pyfcf, 19HH; Reid, 19H l, Shcrnll, 191'1'), c) the gUIdcd-dI"co..-ery 

model (Doughcrty &. Bonanno, 1(79) and d) the compelcncy-ha ... ed (al .... o rcfl'rreL! 

III "" data-hal.,cd. cumculum-ha~ed or Oh]eCII\'c-ha"cJ) m~tructlonal modcl (Dunn, 

ct al . IlJX6, Snell. J9XH, \Vatktn~on & Wa;!, 19tC, Wc.,,,c], 19K3) 

Recent rc ... carch ~tudle .. have .. hown that there arc ~ome lImItation'" in U~Ing 

the ahlllty, the perccptu,tl-motor and the guidcd-dl~cO\'ery modeb 10 tcach studcnt~ 

\\ Ilh dl .... ahIlltle ... Sorne of thc~c hmllatlOn~ Inc!Uùc 

a) a lack of empmcal cnJcnce to ~Upp(lrt the a!'sumptlon by proponcnt~ 

(If the pcrccplua)-motor approach thal cogmti"c ahlhtlc~ arc 

dcpcndcnt on motor ah!l\tlc~ (\\scldykc &. Salvla, 1981) 

1 



h) a lack of cvidencc that undcrlymg factor., l'an hl' Idcnt l11cd and 

rcmcdied dircctly as Imphed m the ahllity and perceptlOnal--mo(ll[ 

appïOachC'~ (Da\'i~, 19H-l) 

c) o\crrcJlance on norm-rcfcrcnccd mca~urcmcnt~ ln buth the abllitv 

and pcrccptual-motor ilpproachc~ tn detcrmmc prc"ent and rU/Url' 

motor performance of Icarncr~ ha~ hcen cnticlzcd for lacking a dm'ct 

hnk tn cducational Oh)Cctlves (DavIs, 19X-l; Dunn. ct al. Il>Hh; 

Jenkins & Pany, 197X, Lc\. ko, 1977; Wcrder & Kalakwn, {lJS:") 

LI) the failurc of the guidcd-dbcovcry approach to rccogml.e Ihe 

inahility of ~omc disahlcd indivKluab to imtlatc play eycn whcn play 

vehlcles arc providcd (Tttu'i & Watktn.,on, 19H7). and for tho~c who 

can initiate play they muy he ovcrselectivc (c g aull"llc mdlvlduah) 

or they can not .,u~tatn thcm~clve!-. on one ta,," long cnough (('ro ... ..,e. 

19H 1; Reid & Monn, 19H 1) Thl~ approach, thcrcforc. lend~ to hl' 

limltcd as a teaching method for learner~ wlth ~evl~rc llt ... ahll111e.., 

The Compctcncy-Bascd rnstructional (CBI) mode! ha., hccn propo.,cd hy 

various rcscarchcrs (Dunn, ct al , 1986, Tucker, 1985; We..,~c), 19HJ; Wllcox, )977) 

to provide il way of matchmg ~tudent abillty to m~truct1on therchy rcducmg low 

achicverncnt and pour ~tudent hchavlOur re~p()n<.,c~. Thl" 1<., hccau..,e the model 

unlike the other thr~e in~tructional models (the ahility, the perccptual-molor, 

guided-dl!'covcry): 

2 



1 focu!lc~ on cach studcnt'!-. cnlry skill!ol relative to his or her course 

work, the in!oltructional dcmand~ madc of cach studcnt hy vanous 

cour!olc a"!oIlgnmcnt~, and controlhng the dcgrcc of ta~k difficulty by 

adaplmg or modlfymg the vanous a~~lgned tash to match the 

~tudcnt\ abihtics. (Glckhng & Thomp!lon, 1985. p 206) 

Thl!ot model, oa!olcd on oehavioura! p5.ychology (Auxter, 1977; Cancclli & 

Yo!oth 1<.1 a, IWO, Snell, 19HH), emphalOlzes the interaction of the teacher, student and 

the environment A numher of as,",umptions form the oasis for thi!ol mode!. Flrst, it IS 

<I!\!otumcd that every child i., capahle of lcarning if the tcacher utilizes the 

approprialc cornhmation of cnvironmcntaI factors that are commensurate with the 

chIld\ Icarnmg raIe and present ~kllls (Dunn, Moorehouse, & Frcdcricks, 1986). 

Second, Il ha~ hecn noted that disahlcd 5.tudcnt~ !cam in the same way a~ 

non-Jb.:hlcd pcer!\, only that the)' lcarn slowly and may require more lime to 

pcrforrn the !otame task a!ol thclr non-di~ahled peers (Rarick, et al, 1970) What IS 

reqUlrcd i~ to lcach them weIL ReId (1980) demonstrated thut using mnemomc 

strategle~ to teach students wlth mental disahihtles would significantly help them to 

perfmm weil on tash that reqUIrc short term retcntion of motor information 

"llmd, the criteria for judging the effectivcnesl, of an instructional program 

~hould he hascd on obscrvahle student performance, performance gaIn~ which arc 

mcanmgful 10 the individual stuùcnt, and instructional program components which 

are tran~ferahlc to other settings (WcsseI, 1983). 
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t Despite a number of impressive efforts to highlight the advantagcs of u~ing 

competency-bascd instructIon to prepare physical cducators to cffecti"cly (l'ach 

studcnts, little research has heen conductcd to evaluatc the cxtent to which phy~lcal 

education teacher~ .lave actually adopted CBl 10 their tcacumg. Pre\ lllU!- !-tudie~ 

that have c:ddrcssed this question in physical education have conccntrated on 

emphaslzing competcncics or skills that profcssionals hclicve arc important (e.g 

Hurley, 1981; Watkinson, 1985) with almost no follow-up ~tudle!- to a~ccrtam the 

extcnt to which teachers utilize these skills. As Umhrcit, Garlan, York and Hanng, 

(1980) have pointed out: "There has been an apriori assumption that the haU le has 

been won once a set of post-training hehaviours have hecn identifled" (p.57) 

Recent studies have indicated however that teacher~ do not alway~ put mto 

use new skIlls that they acquire in their professional preparation (Earl,-. 19X 1; Idol­

Maestas & Ritter, 1985; Sparks, 1988). It has heen rcported that there 1 .... a "wa.,h­

out cffect" of those skills and knowlcdge prcsumably learned hy tcachcr~ dunng 

their pre-service and/or in-service programs (Beveridge, GangMead, & McElroy, 

1986; Kneer, 1986; Lawson, 1983; Tcrnplin, 1979). 

A study hy Rosenfield (1985) noted that teachers do not always put into u~c 

competency-based instructional strategies they acquired ln the training program~; 

sorne of the teachers who attcmpt to use these strategic~ give up rathcr quickly, 

even when the techniques arc working. This "wash out'! cffcct ha,,> hccn altnhulcd 

to a number of factors: a) professional !'oCÎalization of teacher~ (Cra...,~c, 1979; 

Idol-Maestas, & Ritte., 1985; Roberts.& Blankenship, 1970), h) type of .... chool in 
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which the tcacher fintls him~elf/hcrself. That is, those tcachers in a scgregatcd 

~cuing arc hkely to (hfrcr ln theu tcaching strategies from thosc in a rcgular or 

intcgratcd !o.ctting (Filer, 1982; Gans, 1985; Marston, & Lcslic, 1983, Patrick, 1987; 

Rizzo, 1984; Santomicr, 1985; Ysscldyke, Thur]ow, Chrisenson, & McVicar, 1988), 

c) the training levcl, that is, those tcachers who have acquired a certificate lcvcl, 

hachclor dcgrcc, or mastcrs dcgrcc differ significantly in their abilitics to teach 

students with disahilities (Gerston, Walker, & Darch, 1988; Minncr & Knutson, 

1982; Patrick, 1987; Sachs, 1988; Stcwart, 1983; Stephen & Braun, 1980), d) 

tcacher\ cxperience in tcrms of numbcr of years tcaching (Brooks & Branford, 

197 J ; Homer, 1979; Jansma & Shultz, 1982), e) cxposurc to stutle'lts with 

disahilities. These valiables have not necn explorcd in greater detail on how they 

influence the cxtcnt to which physical education teachers use various competency­

huscd instructional strategies. 

Significance of tbv. Study 

Thcre have becn no studies with respect to physical education teaching that 

have looked at the cxtent to which physical cducators have adopted Competency-

8ascd Instructional strategies. Previous studies in physical education have focusetl 

on the development of training models and service delivery systems that would 

cnhancc the opportunitics and leaming potential of students (Hoover & Wade, 
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1 1985), howc"er the cxtent to whlch phy~ical educatIOn tcacher~ have adoptcd 

Compctcncy-Bllsed In~truction nced!. to he a!o.!.c~~cd 

Therc is surpri~ingly ltttlc sY!o.tcmatic mqUiry into the rcJatlOn!.hip hetwecn 

the teaching methodologie~ acquireù In tcacher traming program~ and how they 

have bcen adoptcd hy teachers (Spark~, 19S6) Studle .. that have re\'lewed the 

extcnt te' which phY'ilcal education tcacher!. u!.c Competency-Ba ... cd In'.tructlon 

have usually restricleù thcir dl~cu ... "ion 10 only one area of CHI For m ... tance, Bm.! 

and Gan!lnedcr (1979) study invel,tlgaled phy~lcal educatIOn tcachcr~' knowlcdgc of 

the nature and causc~ of dlsahJllty comhllons Gulhchon ( 1 <)~~), Wc~ ... on, Kmg and 

Dcno (l98~) investtgated tcacher!.' u!-c of te~b, while AufdcrhcHk, Mckcn/ll' and 

Knowlcs (1982) have dealt with mÙlvlùual!zcd inl,trucllOn Such rc"ult ... can hl' 

crÏtlcized for not providmg a total picture of the teacher\ m ... tructlonal hchavlour .. 

(Gooù, 1979) The pre!.ent study may thcreforc prondc a clcarcr umler ... tamhng of 

tcacher'!> u~e of Competcncy-Bao,cd In~tructlOn from a hroader Icvcl 

Emphasi!o. on the u~c of Competency- Ba!led In..,tructlOnal ~tratcglc", ha ... hccn 

highlightcd by educatlonal expcrt ... as heing appropriate ln mcJudc aIl ~ludcnlo, ln 

the learning procedures Rcscarch on phY!:Iical eùucatlOn leachmg ha .. only rcccntly 

hcgun to generatc a deSCrIptive knowledgc ha~e (Earh, )l)H) llhoUI the tcachmg 

mcthodologie~ that woulù effectlvel)' meet the need ... of le,lmer., A ~ludy of thl ... 

nature may providc !:Iorne notIOn of the extent to whlch tcachcr\ have adoplcù the 

use of compctcncy-hascd In!,trucllonal strateglcI, and aho provldc a ha ... c from 



which ~uhscquent Mudies could be conducted to improve teacher training programs. 

Statement of the Problem 

The purpose of the study is to tnvestigate the extent to which physical 

education tcachers perceive that they use competcncy-based instruction and to 

a~sc~s sorne of the factors that influence them to use competcncy-based 

instructional ~trategies. It was also the mtent of this study to create a researeh 

questionnaire which listcd specifie CBI strategies in order to find out the extent to 

which tcachers perceived to use them. 

Hypotheses 

(1) Thcrc is a significant relationship betwcen physical cducators' perceived use 

of competcncy-bascd instruction and teaching experience. 

(2) There is a significant relationship between physical educators' perceived use 

of compctency-based instruction and their involvement with disabled 

students. 
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1 (3) Therc is a significant rclatlonship hctwccn physical cducator~' pl'rccivl'd U\l' 

of competcncy-hascd in~tructton and the numhcr of COUf\C\ they ha\l' (;1"l'!1 

in special cducatu)fl 

(~) Thcrc i~ a ~ignificant re!ationship hctween phY!'lcal cducator~' perCCl\ cd U\l' 

of compctcncy-hascd instruction and the numhcr of cour~l'~ they ha\c ta"cn 

in adaptcd physical educatIOn. 

(5) Thcrc is a significant diffcrcnce among school ~cttmg~ wllh regard 10 thl' 

physical cducators' perceivcd use of compclcncy-ha~cd m"truction. 

(6) Thcrc is a signiflcant diffcrcnce among educationa! Icvcls wuh regard to Ihl' 

physical cducators' perceivcd use of competcncy-ha~cd in~truction. 

Limitations to the Study 

One of thc limitations to this study was that not ail compctcncic~ Ihat havc 

been suggestcd hy various profcssionals could be includcd in Ihc quc~llOnnaJrc 

There wcre many items that could have heen incJuded to fully rcpre..,cnt the 

universc of compctencies and attitudes related to teachrng learncrs wlth di!'.ahlhtlc!'. 

Due to the limitations of the Instrument (Que~t10nmllTe) u!->cd In thl ...... tully, thl.., wa~ 

not possible. To control for this limitation, a random ~clcctlOn of Item "rarement" 

from cach of thc competency areas was donc. 



1 
Another limitation to thls ,tudy was the lack of a direct measuremcnt of the 

extent to whlch teacher~' u~e of c()mpetcncy-ha~cd instructIon. A more direct 

approach 10 mvc"tlgalmg the extent to which teachers u!o.e of c()mpctcncy-ha~cd 

in~truct1on wou Id have neen to onserve phy~ical educatIOn tcachcr~ ln a cla~s 

cnvironment tcachmg, ~o that thc instructional competencle~ shown could he 

charted and compared for ail the Icachers involved ln the ~tudy Howcver, thls 

would not he fea~lhle duc to the amount of time and the financ1<lllmplication~ 

!-ouch an approach would cntaIl The U!olC of a questionnaire to collcct "elf-cvaluattvc 

data ha~ hecn u~ed and ~upportcd as a viable lcsearch tool. Since the respondenl~ 

wcre as~urcd of anonymity, it was hoped that their respomc~ would he honc~t and 

accu raie evalualions of their pcrceivcd use of compctcncy-hased in~truct1on. 

Definitions 

Teaching experience - refers to the numher of years of full lime teaching. 

Training lever - refers 10 the total number of courses taken In adapted phjsical 

education and ~pecial education. 

Type of school - refers to regular school, segregated schools, integratcd school, 

and special classes in integrated school. 

Regular school - rcfers to the school primaril~ designed for non-disahled 

youngsters. 
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j Segregated sçhool - rcfer!- to the !-chool pnmanly dC~lgncd for young,tcr!- with 

dlsahl hue,. 

Integrated schoQI - refcr!- to a rcgular !-chool in whlch !-tudcnt" wlth dl"ahllltll:'" 

arc intcgratcù for the ma10rity of the ~Chlllll day 

Special c1ass schQol - rcfer~ to a "chonl In whlch thcrc arc !-pcclal cla~"-c" 

dCSlgncd for ùl!-ahled !o.tudem" hut the cla" rcmaIn' mtact for the m;l]orttv 
~ . 

of the ,chool ùay 

UnÏ\'erse of teaching cQmpetencies - rcfer~ to gencnc content arc" .. that ml' 

currently dccmed nccc .. "-ary for ~uccc~~ful tcachmg of lcarncr!o. with 

di ... ahtlitlc~ 
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CHAPTER Il 

REVI EW OF LITERA TURE 

Thi!. chapter i" uivlued into two mmn arcas. The flrst part give~ an ovcrVle\.\' 

of the thcoretlca) ha"", for the competency-ha!o.cd m!o.tructlonal mode! The seconù 

part pro\'1de., a rcvlew of rc.,carch on the cfflcacy of utilizmg competency-hased 

lflstructtonaI .,tratcglc<., hy cIa~.,roorn tcachcrl\ 

Theoretical Oasis of CHI Madel 

Cornpctency- Ba~cd In~tructlOn (CBI) has heen dcscrihed a~ a methodology 

that enahlc!o. tcacherl\ to achievc goal, that correspond ro instruction and student 

progrcss on curriculum rclated task!o. (Fuchs, Fuchs & Stecker, 19R9) CBI reqUires 

teachcr~ to defme in!'tructiona) ohjcctivcs based on the student's ongomg 

performance in eXl!o.tmg course content (Glckling & Thompson, 19R:') The CHI 

model incorporate~ behaVlllural pnnclplc~ m order tn cItminatc instructional 

mi.,match hClwcen the studcnt ablhty and m.,tructiona) demands 

Maher and Forman (1987) have noted that the contcmporary behavioural 

approach to education encompasscs a widc range of procedures dcrived from the 
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principlcs of a) operant condniomng, h) c1asslcal comhtloning. c) ~ncial lcarning. 

interventions and d) cognitive heha\ IOUI moùlflcatlon, 

A!- dc~cnhed hy Maher and Forman (19~7). operant condlllomng prln~lpk, 

(devcJoped from Skmncr's operant condltlomng Ihcory) a~,umc, that an mdl\ Idual\ 

hehaviours opcrate on the environ ment ln orùer 10 produce certam con,cqucn~l'~ 

The~e con,equence~ lead to an mcrea,c or dccrea ... e of the heha\ IOur~ ln oder 10 

change the hchav lour of an mdlvldual one has tn malOtam or changc Ihe 

rclatlonshlp hctwccn ~peciflc oven heha\'lour~ and theIr con ... cqucncc~ Somc of lhe 

intervention ~tratcglc~ that have heer: u~eJ 10 achlc"c thl~ goal lm olve u~mg 

c()nttnUOU~ or mtermIttent reinforcemcnt amI shapmg 

Clas~ical cond\tlomng princlplcs (developcd from Pavlo\'\ cla ...... lcal 

condltioning thcory) im olve painng a ncutral stimulI (CondItlOncd ~tlmult) m the 

en\'ironment WIth the targetcd ~timuh chelted hy the mdlvl{jual ... 0 th,11 a 

conditlOncd respon,c (lceur!, Examplc~ of mterventlOn fCchmquc, thal emrloy thc ... c 

principlc!I mcludc, hackward chaming. fOJ"\.\'ard chammg, prompt mg and pW\'I"'lon 

of incentlVe'l whcn correct hehaVlour!l are chcltcd 

The SOCial Icarnmg intcrventions (dcvcloped from Bandura'~ ~oclal lcarmng 

theory) assume that an individu al can acqutrc dc~ircd hehavlour ... hy oh-,crvmg a 

model pcrformmg the de~lred bcha\'lour The heha\ JOur modclcd 1, thcn 

syrnhohcally codcd and thc rcproduccd by the Icamcr. Sorne of thc ,tfdtCglc-' thal 

have heen u!'cd to help studcnt!o. Imitatc dC~lrcd hehavlour, mcludc, moddtng and 

gcncralizcd ImitatIon 
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Cognttlve hehavlour modification techntques aSl,umc that restructuring of an 

Indl\ïdual\ cognitive procc"" would Icad to hehavlour change Most notahlc 

interventIOn" mclude, re\pon"c prompt mg and prohlcm ~olvIng ~trategle~ 

('ompclcncy-B .. "cd In"rructlOn rche" heavlly on a"~es<,mcnt of the student\ 

performance on il continuou~ haw.. A"~c5,~ment play~ a major role In iden!lfymg 

(hl' "tudent\ mltIaI ahllltlc", delerrnmmg suitahle ohjectives for each !ottudcnt, 

charrlng :..tudent progre.,., 10 the .,ct {)hlectlve~, and ldentifymg the extcnt to whlch 

the cnllre prograrn devcloped ha" hccn attamed As"c,,~mcnt at the imtiallevcl 

<,crve" a<, a screemnG procedure thal cnahle., the tcachcr to design mstructional 

ohjccllve" Ihat cou Id he achlcved by the studcnt Two major assc!'lsrncnr method~ 

whlch arc u~ed In CBI include norm-refcrcnced mea~urements and cnteflon­

rcferenced mea<,urement" 

Norm-rcfercnccd mea.,uremenl., arc test~ that examme a student'~ 

performance In relallon lO a repre~cntative group (Werdcr & Kalakwn, 19~:'). The 

te"! ~core" ohtained From norm-referenced test., are u\eful m the scrcemng procc,,~ 

of the student ~InCC the)' mdicate how far along the normal developmentaJ 

continuum a ~tudcnl !>tands in relatIOn to hl~/hcr peer!> These tc~ts arc abo u~cful 

m gcneratmg idea'\ ahout tho~c attnoutcs of the Icarner WhlCh nced Impro\'crnent 

(Ea\'e~ & McLaughlm. 1977) Sorne of the norrn-rcferenced te~t!o. that have oecn 

uscd ln the area of physlcal educatIOn to measurc motor performance of studcnts 

mcluùc the Brummk~-O~eret~ky Test of Motor Proflciency (Bruir mks, 1978), and 

TC~I of Motor Impalrrnenl (Sam, Moyes & Hcnder~on. 1972) 
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1 Cntcnon-rcfcrcnced te,t' compare a '-.tudent', motor perflHl11an(l' ha,ed lm 

prcdetcrminl'd cnterwn, rath~r than on the perfllrrn.ln('(' of li norm !!roup l'hl' 

performance of eaeh I,!udcnt l' Judgcd nn an mdl\ Idu.1I ha'l' agam't an e'tahll .... heJ 

cntcflon of l'llher a mature pattern of pcrfllrmancc or .\ de\ dupmL'nt.d ~l'qucnù' 

(Davi~, 19H~) Thl~ VICW contra,t ... wIlh the nllrm-rcfcrenccd le,t ... whlch u ... c 

performance ,core, of peer, of thc ,ame chronologleal agr-entenon ".., the ha"l' 

for judgmg performance Examplc~ uf cntcnon-rcfcrenced tC\t:-. Indudc the UlrIch'.., 

te ... t of motor de\'eloprncnt (UlrIch. lW\~); the 1 CAN Prugram (\\'e..,,,el. l'J7h). the 

PREP program ('W'atkm,on & Wall lWC), and the DaIa ha\ed gymn""lUrn program 

(Dunn, Moorehou\c & Fredencb. l 'JX6) 

The mformatlOn gathercd through the~c ,l',\e,",,,mcnt mcthlld\. prm ,dl''' li 

has!', for deslgnmg an appropriate mdi\ IdualIzl'd cducallOnal program (IFP) 

A,l,eli ... ment data eolJccted ahout a !"Itudcnl\ ~trcngth" and weahnc ... "c" In mutor 

performance, I~ u~eful for phY"'lcal education teacher" tu ... clec! appropna!e 

m:-.tructlOnal ~tratcgle ... for cach ~tuJL'n! The lEP de\ clope .. 1 for the ,tudent dcpl'nd ... 

on su ch factor~ a.., thc ... tuJcm\ necc.h, dC\Îrc ... of parent ... , and the en\'Honment In 

which thc student is cxpcctcd 10 practicc thc ~k!lb Icarned The ... tudent\ 

pcrformance on the lEP lS C\ aluateo from tlme to rime to reveal whal "'~III, wnhrn 

the curriculum have or ha\ c no! hcen Icarncc.! a.., weil a ... 10 proVIJC an Inde:>. of 

stuJcnt progress (Jcnkm~ & Pany, }97H) Once the ..,kJlh IdcntlflCO m the lEP have 

heen attamed at the cntenon Ie\ cl, thcy arc marntameJ through rcmforccmcnt 

strategIes, and generalIzed to othcr ~lIua!lOm wJthm the !carner\ enVlTonmcnt 
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t The pcrformance of the "tudent on the lEP determines whcther thc program 

ha" to he moùIfied or mamtamcd Modification of the program may involvc ~uch 

.,tratcglc., a." hreakmg down the mitial ohlectl\'e~ mto "mall .,tep~ (ta,;k analy~i.,) to 

cnahJc cach karncr tu p[()gre~~ at a pace appropnate to hl., or her motor ahdlty. lt 

may al.,o lInply u~mg dlfferent remforccment strategie~, eue .... or prompt~ to enahlc 

the ... tudcnt ~() reach dC"lrcùlcvel.., of motor performancc. 

A numher of advantage ... have heen citeù in the Iiteraturc to ~upport the u~c 

of CHI. For cxample, Salvl<\ and Y..,~eldyke (1985) have noteù that CBI proviùes a 

meam oy WhlCh teacher~ may ~tructure thelf tcaching strategie~ ln order to provide 

cnhanced feedhack From learners Teachers are ahle to momtor the performance of 

cach ~tudcnt on a contmuou'i hasl~ thus en~uring that targctcd skilh arc mastercd. 

Fuch~ and Fuch~ (l9R6) have ohserved that the use of CBI ~trategles enahles 

teacher~ to monitor ~tudent performance more systematlcally, oh.1ectlvely anù 

frcqucntly Learnmg I~ ~tructured at a pace that enahlcs each student to progrl'~~ 

through the tnl,,(ructlonal ~equence~ wlthout much dlfficulty. 

CBI ha~ al.,o heen .,upportcd hy educators and legi~latur~ as the mode! that 

i~ flcxihlc (0 accommodatc the necd.., of learners with varymg ahilities Goguen 

(J WH» ha~ In<.hcated that PuhlIc Law 94-142 enacted in the United States of 

Amenca congrc~~ ln 1975 has hcen mflucntial in educational policle~ that have 

hccn adoptcJ m the United States and in man y provinces across Canada. Public 

Law 94-1..J.2 requircs that educationai services he determined and delivered on the 

ha!.b of cach chlld's individu al nccds rather than on the basis of predetermined, 
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1 categoril.dl m:~è~ recommcndcu În profcssional Cl ucatlOnal htcraturc (Scuman. 

1988). These requircml.-'1ts make \t impossihle te use traditlOnal ln~truct IOnal 

methods to mect the needs Dt .;:':lch lcamer Compctency-Ba.,ed (n.,tructlOn otfcr~ a 

wide vancty of instructional ~trategic~ that mect the necd~ of ail Icarncr~ a., 

required by the prmciplc ... of PL 9-1--142 Thc~e mcludc, continuou~ a","c~"l11cnl. 

h1dividualizcd Instruction, hehaviour management, tcarn tcaching mvolvlng holh 

sehool personnel and parents. 

Although many advantages have hcen citcd for usmg program~ developcd 

f,om behavioural principles, a number of possihle limitatIOns mu~t he cxamined 

Cancelh and Yoshida (1987) have idcntifled three faetor~ whlch may hmlt h:achcr., 

From adopting this model. First, they have observcd thal the perceptIOn ... of vanou" 

sehool personnel about what behavloural assessment is, its value to '\chool practlcc, 

and its relationship to exi!o,ting a!o,ses"rnent employed in educattonai dcci.,lon rnaklng 

may influence the way tcacher~ acccpt and u~e il. 

Second, the readines., of school per~onnel to adopt mcthod ... that arc at 

variance with traditional s,chool practlces and which woulll reguHe mm.hflcatlon., ln 

existing systems is crucial. This view ~upports the contentIon of Cra.,~e (1 <J7<)) that 

most public schools arc bureaucratie ~tructures characterized hy a hlerarchy of 

authority, impersonality, division of lahour, and formalized rule,> and work 

rcgulations. In such an cnvironmcnt, tcachcrs, rcgar<.lIe ... !o, of the qualtty of traintng 

preparation in CSI, arc moulded into roles dcvi~ed to mamtatn ,>tahlltty and the 
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t ~tatus quo. Thus, the young physical education teachcr soon realizes his/her 

survival in the school will de pend on meeting the e~tablished code of regulations. 

Third, Lcntz and Shapiro (1986) have also notcd that thc dcmands on 

tcachcr~' lime rcstricts the application of CBI. This is due to the fact that CBI 

require., tcacher~ to individualizc the education al programs for learners, 

c(}ntinuou~ly momtor tadl learncr's progress, work on a multidisciplinary 

committcc, train voluntecrs to assist students achieve desired goals, and also bc 

able to modify the programs to suit the level of student performance (Davis, 1984). 

ln sum, the conceptual principles underlying the Competency-Based 

Instruction have neen bascd on behavioural psychology. This model has been 

advocated on the basis of its ability to provide accountability for the education 

providcd to each learner. The strength of the CBI is the continuity it provides in 

developing and evaluating programs based on student leaming. However, the 

effectiveness of CBI has heen reported mainly in c1assroom research. Most of the 

Iiteraturc in physical education has 10 the past relied heavily on generalization of 

the classroom research on CBI to the physical education setting. It may be 

misleading to assume that generic variables that have been identified in classroom 

research arc applicable to physical education setting. Further research is therefore 

necessary to find out the extent to which physical educators use Competency-

Based Instruction in their classes. 
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J Emcaey Studies on Trachees 1 Use of COI Strategi~ 

Assessment 

A nurnher of studies have revlcwed the asse!o.srncnt stratcgle~ of [cachers and 

have rcportcd varying conclu!',ions. Lewko, (1976) conductcd a survey to deterrnml' 

the current practices in evaluatmg motor hehaviour of children with dl~ahlhtic~ m 

750 facilities in thc United States and Canada Re!o.ult~ of thl!o. Mudy mdtcatcd 

inappropriatc evaluation practicc!!, lack of consistency ln the u"agc of varjou~ le~t ... 

across profeSSions and ln sorne cases mot or hehavlOur wa, nol evaluated. He 

concluded that these results rnight be duc to \ittle structure in profc!o.~lonal trainmg 

to guide the behaviour of personnel who provide motor cvaluatlOn ~crv)cc, 

Wesson, Kmg and Oeno (198-t) noted that although many teacher~ were 

farnihar with competency-ba!!.cd aSSC5!smcnt stratcgle~, rclattvcly few of them hall 

adopted thesc strategies. Sorne of the rcasons suggc,ted for thl~ ~talc of affair, have 

been ba~cd on teachers reports that thc proccdure~ arc lIme con~ummg (Kncer, 

1986) and lack of adequatc assistance to enable tcachcrs 10 ulihzc appropnatc 

assessmcnt skills (Santomier, 1985). 

Gullickson (1984) conductcd a ~urvey involvmg a ~tratlflcd ranùom ~arnple 

of 450 elernentary and sccondary tcachcr~ to mvcstigate the cxtent to WhlCh they 

perccivcd thcmsclves to u~c tests for cla~~room ln!'!trucllonal purpmc~ The re~ult~ 

of this study indicated that teachcrs pcrccivcd thcm~clvc~ a~ having an adcquate 
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knowledge of te~ting, though not neccssarily knowlcdgcahlc in standard test 

construction techniques. Most of the teachers in this study bclieved they learned 

how to te'l[ through "on-the-joh cxpcricncc". These results rnay be interpretcd to 

Imply that teacher!', though comfortable in theu knowledge of testmg, may be much 

le!'~ weil prcparcd than is de~irable to objectively asscss student performance. 

Bennett (J 983) has indicated that there is evidence to suggest that sorne 

tcachers tend to select tools in a routinized manner without consideration for the 

purpose~ of asse!ot~ment, the instrument's technical adequacy for thosc purposcs, or 

evcn the oa!'ic descriptive information contained in the instrument manuals. It is 

possible that tho!!c teacher~ who havc becn reportcd to bc comfortable with 

asscssment skills are in fact not objective 10 their self-evaJuation. These results 

corrohoratc earIicr observations hy Fuchs, Fuchs and Warren (1982) who noted that 

although tcacher~ express confidence in heing able to evaluatc accurately student 

achlcvcrnents, they arc bound to be biascd when judgmg students' success in 

attaining objectives set They concJuded that the reliabllity and validity of results 

obtained from tcacher ratings were bound to be questionable The data on CBI by 

Blankenship (1985) have indlcated that student performance in basic skills can be 

rcliably and validly assessed by teachers using compctcncy-based instruction. 

Howcvcr, thlS data cornes from expenmcntal conditions. 

Starnm (1980) noted that teachers have not been prepared to conduct 

asscssrncnt for the purpose of detcrmining the student's learning strengths and 

wcakncsscs and thcrcfore the y use inappropriatc knowledge and skills that result in 
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1 faHure of students to acqUIre nccessary skill~ This vicw has hecn support cd h)' 

Ysscldyke (19R3), who indicatcd that special education tcachers rarcly uscd 

assessrncnt data to rnake deCl!!ions on the in"lructional pmces~ Two hkcly 

explanations for thls have hecn suggesled hy Py 1 (1989) who notcd thal 

(l) assessrnent data ohtained from standardizcd mca~ure~ were difflcult to tran).latl.' 

into decisions about goals, ohjectives and rncthods; (2) tcacher!. wcre not mtcrc).ll.'d 

in dctailed and precise mformation on new students gathcreJ hy othcr~ 

The importance of continuous monitoring of student progres). ha). neen 

ernphasizcd in cornpctcncy-bascd instruction as a u~cful stratcgy tha! re!.ults ln 

grcatcr studcnt achieverncnt of set objectJvc~ Touslgnant anJ Sledcntop (1983) 

noted that on-task-timc was hlgher whcn thc tcacher monitored thc work of 

studcnts frequently and whcn accountability was dernandcd of both tcacher~ and 

studcnts. But as indicated by Placek (1983) and Vea) (1988), phY\lcal educatIOn 

teachers have becn notcd to be rcluctant to u~e formai, !.yMcmatlc a\\c'o'oment 

practices. thiS has been attributcd to complaint!! by tcacher~ who fcel tha! frequcnt 

asscssment is time consuming. Gullickson (1984) noted that whlle tcacher\ agrcc 

that testing will increase studcnt effort and improvc thc Icarning cnvmmmcnt, thcy 

felt tests were more useful in mcasuring lower cognitivc Icvcl'o of Icarnmg 

The general conclusion that onc would makc from thc !ltudlc\ JI!lCU","cu 

above is that teachers do not monitor studcnt performance rcgularly, or for tho~c 

who report to use assessment strategies, the)' do not utlhze the mformatlon gathcrcu 

for instructional dccisions. It may he possihle that a lack of tcacher ~()phl"tlcatlOn 
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information on the extent to which physical education teachers perceive themselves 

10 u~c competcncy-based asscs~mcnt mcthods. 

Indh'jdualized Instruction 

Recent conccrns ahout the most effective teaching methods to mect the 

nccd~ of learner~ have led sorne rcsearchcrs to suggest that individualized 

in~tructional strategies arc essential. Individualized instruction appears to be most 

ideaJ lU meet the nccds of students with varying ablhties in the classroom. The 

formulation and apphcation of lEP principlcs however require leachers to be weil 

cquippcd to makc individuahzation a rcality Previous studies (Annarino, 1976; 

Cobbe, 1974, Dclquadri, et aL, 1986; Melville, 1972; Stinson, 1978; Young, 1975; 

Wood, & ZakraJ~('k, 1985) which have lookcd at thc efficacy of using lEP 

~trategie~ ~how that thcsc strategies arc as effective and in sorne cases, more 

effective than the traditlOnal methods of instruction. Melville (1972), comparcd two 

group~ of 20 coll cgc students on the rate of acquisition of badminton skills as 

mcasured by hlcrarchical structural sequences of Skllls. One group W2'\ instructed 

through an indlvidualized instructlonal program while the other group was taught 

using traditlOnal meth(xJ~. The skills taught included the serve, c1ear, and the drop 

shot. Each group was pre- and post-tested. After fiftcen 10 minute practice 

session~ by each group, there werc signiflcant differences in units gained in the 
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1 c1car, serve and drop shot in favour of the group using the indiVidunlized 

mstructional program 

Gold!\tcin, Stricklnnd, Turnbull and Curry (l9HO), have im.hcateJ tha! the 

major po~ttl\'e ou!come of lEP devclopmcnt I~ the ea..,c with whlch the tcacher 1'" 

ahle to effectively plan for hi~/hcr ~tudcnt.., on a short or long tcrm hasl' Thl~ VICW 

has rcccntly bccn supportcd in a study donc by Fuch~, Fueh.." and Stcckcr ( 19H9), 

who invc~tlgatcd the cffcct!l of compcteney-ha..,cd mca ... urcmcnt (CBM) on th(' 

instructional planning stratcgic~ of 30 teachcr~ randomly a"'~lgncd to thrcc 

instructiona! group~ (computer-a~~I~tcd CSM group, non-computer CBM group, 

and a contrast control group) Thc tcacher~ In thc thrce group'" wcre requlred to 

spccify 15-wcek rcading goals, a system 10 eVil!uatc ~tudent progrc!l'" toward goab 

al Icast tWlee wcek!y and a1so detcrminc when m~tructlonal modification.., wcre 

nece!\!\ary Analysls of thc rcsult.., after the 15 wed.. penod, ~howed that allhough 

thcre were no slgmfieant dlffcrenccs hetwccn the CSM group"', it wa~ cVldcnt tha! 

instructlonal planning hy tcaehcr~ who utthzed CSM were more ~pcclfIC, complete 

and acceptahle as opposcd to thc contra~ t group The CBM group'" cmployed more 

objective data bases 10 dctermine whether instructlOnal modiflcatlOn~ werc 

nccessary On the other hand, thc contrast group who dld not u~e CSM dld not 

systematically formulatc theu mstructlonal ohJectlvc.., 

Howevcr, other stUdlCS have indlcated that tcachcr~1 do not alway~ u~c 

individualized instructional stralcglc!I whcn faccd wlth ~tudcnt<, with dlffcring 

abilitics. For example, Ysseldykc, et al. (198R) exammco thc extent to which 
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1 dlffercnt m~tructlOnal grouping~ wcre u~cd for diffcrent catcgorie~ of rnildly 

di~ahlcd studcnt ... m dtffercnt in~tructlonal 5cttings. A total of 30 mcntally relardcd 

Mudcnt ... , 30 learnmg dl~ahlcd studcnt!ol, 32 bchavlOuraIly dlsturbcd, and 30 non­

dp,ahlcd ... tudcnt ... wcrc oh!o.crved for a whole day in 10 second intervals. RcsuJl~ 

!o.howcd that wh!lc di ... ahlcd studcnt\ recclvcd in gcneral, more individualizcd 

m\truction m the ... pccial cducatlon setting, the only sigmfIcant cffect that crncrgcd 

wa ... that tho,c stuùcnt!. 10 thc !Ielf-contamcd placemcnts spcnt a grcatcr proportion 

of ~pecIaI educatIOn time m entlTc group instruction. Sorne of the rcasons that have 

hecn glvcn 10 explain thesc rcsults includc, a lack of limc to effectivcly 

inulvlduahzc m,tructlon and a lack of adequate preparation 10 use indlviduaIized 

in!ltructlonal stratcglc!' 

Brophy and Evcrt!.on (1977) have indicated thal thosc teachers who WCTe 

!.uCCC!I\ful in producmg studcnt lcarning gains tcndcd to have highcr expcctatlOn!. 

and as~umcd pcr~()nal re~ponslhility to ensurc that studcnt5, a,tamcd dcsired goal~ 

Whcncvcr prohlcm~ wcre cncountcred, thcy wcre vicwed as obstacles that cou Id he 

ovcrcornc hy dl~c()vcring appropriatc tcaching methods, and did not vie\\' thc 

prohlcms a!. am,mg from the student. ft 15 assumcd that tcacheTs who belicve 

student Icarn10g can he 10flucnced hy effective leachmg, and who also have 

confidence in thclr own teach10g abllitics, would persist longer, providc a grcatcr 

academic focu~ in the clas~room and exhibit different types of feedback than 

[('achcr~ who have lowcr expcctations conccrning their ahility to influence student 

Icaming (Gih~on & Dcmbo, 1984). 
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Martlnek and Karper, (1983) have reported tha! lt~acher!\ tend III pro\'Jdc 

more suhjcct-mattcr-knowlcdgc In the form of techmque m .. truclllln 10 (he hlgh 

expectancy student (67%) than the low expeclancy !o.tudent!\ (3~('r) Furthermore, m 

spite of thclr dlffcrcntial expcclation~ for thcJr studcnl", effectlvc (cacher~ arc h"cly 

to accept thc respon!o.ihility to teach ail theu chlltlren hy pro\'lJtng them wlth l'\'Cry 

pos~iblc way of rcachmg thcir potcntial. Thl!\ b achlc\ cd hy varymg thl' ~uh,ect 

matter, instructional mcthodologlc~ and good cvaluatlon dC\'lcc!\ !\O that c;lch 

studenl is provided with an appropriatc mode of Icarmng 

Munhy (1981) has noted thal Icachers and rc~carchcr\ do not alway!o. attach 

equal signiflcancc to and derive identical rncamng!o. from thc ~amc ~llual1on" He 

ohscrved that teachcr~ do nol juJge mformatlon hy such cnterlon a" Oh)ectlvity 

Rather data arc tested again~1 the accumulatcd pcr~onal expcnencc Whcn teacher .. 

arc askcd to engagc in hehaviours tha! violate thclr own under-.tandmg of \Huatlon, 

or thal placc them in conflicl with thcir pcr~onal value ~y\tcm they wIll tend 10 

rcslst such attempts (Roscnflcld, 1985), Thesc VICW~ ~upport Fuch\ and Fuch .. ' 

(1984) ohscrvatlOns that tcachers prefer un~ystcmatlc Imprc~"I()n~ over (JhlCCllvc 

mea!o.urcment whcn formulatmg dccision~ ahout the adequacy of m\tructlonal 

program~ and student progrcss toward goals 

AJthough it has been noted that teachcr~ do not alway'" put 1010 practlcc 

thosc skills that they lcarncd in tcacher trainmg program\, lt 1". not c1car whcthcr 

this has any relationship with the quality of training rccclvcd ft was thcrcforc Ihe 
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1 
purpo..,c of thl.., ~tudy to cxamine the cxtenl to which tcachers percclvc thcmsclvcs 

10 u~c !o.pcclflC In~tructional ~tratcgle~ that have hccn proposed in the CSI mode!. 

M ultidisciplinary Consulting 

Onc of the tenct~ of compctency-bascd instruction requires !tchool personnel 

to work a~ a multidi~ciphnary consulting tcam in order to makc dccisions for 

mdividual student education programs Arguments for a multidisciplinary consulting 

tcam havc hecn ha!>cd on assumptions that such an approach would result in 

dccl~i(}n procc~~c.., bemg orderly, efficient, and relativcly fast paccd sincc goals WIll 

he clear to aIl mvolved with the student learning (Fenton, ct al , 1979). Thesc 

advantagc!-. have hecn supportcd in the litcraturc hascd on legislative assumption~ 

(Mahcr & Yo"hlda, J9S5; Morgan, 1982; Turnhull, Turnbull & Whcat 1982) 

Ballard-Camphell and SemmcJ (198]) have noted that sources of influence such as 

litigation, opInIons of parents and educators, and school administrators have bccn 

more influcntial in developmg educational policy and legislation th an rcsearch 

cvidcncc. 

ft has becn ~uggcstcd thal parental participation in the education of their 

children would assurc that the decisions made by educator~ are in the interest of the 

chilù anù such participation would guarantee school accountabllity (Ford, et al., 

1980) Parents cou Id be involved at differcnt levels. Such involvement may include 
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1 child management, di~cu~~ion groups, teacher-aidc~ in the chl~,ro(}fn and 

counsclhng What ha~ heen wntten ahout parcntallO\ol\'emcnt in lEP pnKl''' ha, 

hecn ba~cd on the ha,ic tenet~ of legl~lation such a, the PL 9~-1 .. C 10 the lJ S A; 

hl.t few Jata arc availahlc concerning the ,uccc~, of ~uch parental Jn\'lll\'cllll'nt ln 

schonl programmes Morgan (19R2) ha!. noted that the re,carch a\'aJlahIc Imhcatl" 

that parental partIcipatIon is hrmted to a pas'Ivc role of h~tcmng tll the ,choul 

per!o.onnel. The~c fmdmg, ~upport earher inve~tlgatJon~ hy Yo,hh.la, ct al (1971-:), 

Gilltam and Coleman (1981), and Lu~thau" ct al. (19SI) who had earher nuted thal 

parents' role ln influcncmg or contnhuting to lEP cornrnJllec decl~i()n, WH, lowcr 

than that of the special education teachcr, p~ychol()gl''It)" other anclllary pCP'Ionncl, 

consultants and regular c1assroom teacher~ 

Several con~traint5. to mcaningful involvement of parent~ JO thc cducational 

procc~s have becn idcnuficd. Sorne of Ihesc con!.lrainr, Includc a) rcluctancy 

amung educauonal pcr~onnel to involvc parent~ duc to fear ... that parent~ arc 

ovcrprotectJve uver thelT children and hcncc arc hkely to mlerfere 10 the c1a ...... room 

instruction, h) lack of knowlcdgc by teachcr~ on ho," tu mclude parcnt ... in thclr 

programmes (Goldstcin, ct al, 1980; Schuck, 1979), c) lack of knowlcdgc hy 

parents regarding alternative placements and educationaJ option ... Ica(hng 10 

depcndcncy on profcsslOnals to make dcci~lons for (hem, d) the Image of Ihe ,chooJ 

as a complete authonty is flrrnly entrcnched ln the mind ... of tcacher ... and parent!\ 

Parents haye fcars and anxictics that interferc wlth thcir ahihty to participatc fully 

in thc education of thcir childrcn (Shultz, 19S2) whllc tcachcr~ fccI they havc the 
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1 cxpcrtl"c that parcnt!'> lack and do no! nccd as~istance from parents to makc 

deci!->lOn<, Parent" arc thcrefore con~ldcred outslder~, Y~<,eldyke, ct al (1982) in an 

oh"crvatlonal "tudy of tcam functIOnmg noted that tcam memhcr~ wcre rarcly 

cncouragcd !li partlclpate and a" a re.;;ult "orne sat through the meeting without 

contnhutmg to dl~cu,,<,ion~ 

The cmpha~is of muludl~ciphnary consultatIon in the compctcncy-hascd 

in!->Iructional modeI wnuld presuppo~e that tcachcr~ who adopt thl~ approach In their 

teachmg Will fully utlllle ail avaJlahlc pcr~onnel scr\'ice~ m order 10 meet the necds 

of ail sludent~ in the c1a\~ Howevcr, a major oh~tacle to the conduct of 

multldll"clphnary con\uitmg i~ tha! consultation goals and objectives have to he 

cstahli!lhed for ail studcnt!l Fenton. Yoshlda, Maxwell, and Kaufman (1979) have 

noteù that multldi~clphnary tcam mcrnhcrs, expcrience difficulty stating goals and 

function!l and have amhiguous expectations about wha! their IOle ~hould he 

The ume requlred to identify student needs impose~ constramts on 

c()n~ultant!-> (Fcld, ct al, 19t-l7). Thu~, for multidi!'clplinary con5,ultmg to he 

effective, cach tearn membee has to possess skills that Will help himlhee to focu" 

attentIOn to aspect~ of interest 10 the team. There is apparcntly very little 

information ahout physical educators mvolvement In a muludlsclplinary consulting. 

Thcre is thcrcforc a need to examine the extent to whlch physical educator~ 

pcrceivc thal lhcy use multidisciplinary consultation strategies in thcre teaching. 

27 



1 D,bal'jour Managemeot 

The dcvclopment of hcha\'lour managemcnt tcchniquc~ which would 

cffcctlvcly and cfftclcntly incrca~c studcnt~ acqui!.JtlOn of motor !."tlb l!. a malor 

conccrn of compctcncy-hascd In!.tructlOn Behavlour management I~ the U~l' of 

procedure!. whlch arc ha~ed on operant and cla~,tcal comhtuming princlplc~ of 

leaming Behaviour managcmcnt !.traleglc!. whcn Ulo.CU \Vith care havc heen ~hown 

10 he instrumcntal in altenng ~tudent hehaviour (LuJ.,c, J9X7; Statnhack, Stamhad 

& Froyen, 1987) BchavlOur management !-tratcglc!. lay cmpha~l~ on oh~crvahlc and 

measurahlc hcha\'lOur" dcftmng precl~e inter'fentlon I,tratcglclo. that woult! a)o,..,I ... 1 ln 

changing targctcd hehavlOur~. 

Rc!-carch studie~ have rcpeatcdly '\uh~tantlated thal an effective tcacher 1'" 

first an cffective cla,!I manager Lukc, (l9S7) ha.., dcfmed cla, ... management a ... th~ 

ahilily of the teacher 10 orgamzc the cJcment~ of the learmng envtronrncnt and 10 

maintain appropnatc hehavlour of puplb Smcc phY!'lcal educatIOn occur, m a 

dynarnlc cnvmmmcnt with constant mo\'cment, a widc range of faclhtie" grcat 

variety of equipmcnt, potcnttal danger~ and many dlffcrcnt c1a..,.., grouprng", the mie 

of the tcachcr IS morc challengtng 

In other s{udles (Gram, Ballard, & Glynn, 19H9; Stamhack, Stamhack & 

Froyen, 1987), it ha!' becn ob~crvcd that the amount of time !,tudcnl~ ~pcnù aCllvcly 

cngaged in learmng task~ is rclatcd to the !cvcl of ,Iuùent achievcrncnt On the 

othcr hand poor cJass management ha!' hcen shown to he rc,pon"lhlc for tlme 
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wa ... tagc on managcrial actlviliC!I, thu~ reducing lcarning time (Sicdcntop, 1983). 

Sorne of the management stralcgie~ that have becn 5,hown 10 cnahle students focus 

on de~lred goal~ mcJudc, a) carcful monitonng of each puptl's hchaviour, 

h) rcdlrcctmg tho ... c who ~tray off ta~k, c) removal of dC!ltructivc ohJects ln order to 

dccrca.,e mappropnatc hchavlOur and d) rCInforcmg appropnate bchaviour!l 

Overall, thl ... chapter dcalt wah m.,tructional strategic!o, that research studics 

have mdlcated ,hown tcacher~ u~c The first part gave an ovcrvie\\' of the 

theoretlcal ha ... i ... for the competcncy-hascd mstructional mode!. The 5!ccond part 

provldcd a rcvie\\' of rc~carch on the efficacy of uul,Ling competcncy-bascd 

in~lruCtional !.trateglc!o. hy cla!.sroom tcachers Thc general conclusions that can bc 

made from the ~tudle!l revlewed ahove IS that in!ltructional strategies hy tcachers 

have nol provldcd adcquatc informatIon on how physical educators select and use 

~tratcgie~ tha! have heen shown ln effectively mec[ the necds of studcnts. Second, 

relallvcly htt\c InformatIOn i!> avallahlc as to the exten! to WhlCh tcachers use thc!o.c 

~tratcgic... Thud, ÎI ha~ hecn indlcated that teachers use unsystematic instructional 

rncthod .. ln thclr cla~M()om!l It IS thcrcfore warranted that furthcr studlC~ he 

conducled 10 providc further mformatlon about the extent (0 which physical 

cùucators perccivc tha! they U!lC contcmporary instructional strategies. 
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1 CHAPTERIII 

METHODOLOGY 

The purpose of this study wa~ to inve~!igate the cxlen! to whlch phy .. kal 

education tcachers perccive Ihemsclves to use competency-ha ... cd m ... tructlon ft 

was a]so the lOtent of thls study to CTcate a re~earch quc~tionnairc whlch h~lcd 10 

specIfie CBI strategie~ in ordcr to find out the ex!cnt to WhiCh leachcr~ pcrccl\'cd 10 

use them The following chapter is suhdlVldcd into four ~ectlOn~' (l) ~uhlect 

selection (2) questionnaire dcve lopment (3) proccdure!l (4) treat ment of data 

Subject Selection 

A total of 1,000 ~choob acm", ... Canada wcre ~urveyed (Sec Tahle 1) ln 

each of the cases, questionnaIres werc mallcd to phYSlcal cducator!-> through the 

principals. Sclection of the schools was donc by samplmg 5H2 ... chool ... [rom ahoul 

l3,330 public schools listed In the Directory of Canachan Schiillb (Jacllb ... , Vol 1 

and 2, 1986) This reprcscnted ahout 4 percent of ail the ~chool" ln adc.l!tlon, ail 

the 418 special schools listed 10 Jacob~ (1983, vol 2) wcre ... urvcycc.l. The 

principals were requested 10 hand the questionnaire~ to tho~e (Cacher ... who werc 
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currently tcaching physicaJ education. The distribution of the schools sampled for 

thi~ ~tudy are shown in Table 1. 

TABLE 1 

Approximate Number of Schools in each Pro,~nce 

Pro\'ince 

Alberta 
Bnli~h Columbia 
Manitoba 
New Brun~wick 
Newfoundland 
Nova ScoUa 
Ontano 
Pnnce Edward Island 
Quchcc 
Saskatchewan 
Yukon & N.W. Tcrritories 

Total 

Instrumentation 

Public Scbools 
Sample 

Number Size 

1,222 53 
1,430 62 

708 31 
480 21 
603 26 
580 25 

4,180 183 
69 3 

3,009 132 
928 41 
121 5 

13,330 582 

Special Scbools 

Number 

13 
74 

2 
2 
6 
2 

292 
2 

20 
3 
2 

418 

A questionnaire was chosen as the research tool in order to gathcr information 

from a large samplc of physical education teachers across Canada in a relatively 

short time pcriod. This was necessary in ordcr to minimize costs. The advantages 
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and disadvantages of using a questionnaire have hecn n(lted hy a numhcr of aulhor~ 

(Bcrdic & Anderson, 1974; Kldder. 1981) Among the advanlages of the 

questionnaire method are. 

(1) A large amount of information can he ohtaincJ at a lnw co~t 

(2) Suhjects can complete the quc!oItlonnairc at the lime whcn Il i~ convcnlenl 10 

them. 

(3) The questionnaire approach facilitatc~ information collection from a large 

samplc of population in a short hme 

(4) The ease of questionnaire distrihutlOn allows for coveragc of larger 

geographic arcas. 

(5) Indivlduals are more likcly to respond to a questionnaire al thcir own 

convenicncc and if Il is anonymous. 

(6) The qucstionnaire offer~ a standardlzed formaI of quc~lioning hcncc 

interviewer nias is avoided 

The disadvantages of using questionnairc includc 

(1) There is a tendency for reduced respon!olc rate~ whcn this rnclhod l~ u~cd 

(2) The ahihty to ask comple" questions at Icngth and ln dcpth 1\ IImitcJ 

(3) The questions arc slandardized thu~ the ablilty to gel full, dctailcd an ... wcr~ 

through clarification and probmg i~ hmited. 

(4) Individuals get so many rcquests to fill in questionnaire~ thal thcy may he 

prejudiced against them. 
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AJthough thcre arc dî!'advantage!' to using a questionnaire, the advantages 

for deveJoping and ul:iing one in the current study outweighed those of a second 

option, that i~, direct ob~ervation of teachers in the dassroom. 

Questionnaire Development 

Within the limlts of this study a decision had to be made to daim content 

validity of the item~ in the questionnaire. Safrit, (1981) has noted that one way of 

estahlishing contenl validity of items that represent a content universe, is 10 develop 

a tahle of item specification ln order to achicve this, a review was conducted of 

the compclcncy hSIS researchers and professional groups have dlcd as being 

Important for teachcr~ of disabled learncrs, resulting in twcnty five such lists (sec 

Tahle of Item Specification in Appendix A). 

Source~ of the literature reviewed (1985-1989) included Educational 

Resources Informaiion Clearinghouse (ERIC), Current Index 10 Journals in 

Education (CUE), using thc following descriptors. Competencies, teachcr 

compctcncic~, teacher traming, înstructional competcncies, teacher effectiveness. A 

manual scarch of the following journals in physical education and special education 

wa~ also donc· Canadian Al:isoCÎatlOn for Health, PhysicaI Education and Recreation 

(CAHPER), Adapted Physical Acuvity Quarterly (APAO), Journal of Physical 
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1 Education and Recreation (JOPERD), The Physical Educator Journal, Journal of 

Learning Disabilities, Exceptional Children, Teaching Exceptional Childrcn Journal, 

Teacher Education and Spccial Education Journal (TEASE) In addition th,,· 

following texthooks in adaptcd physlcal education wcre rcvicwcd; Auxtcr and 

Pyfer, (1985); Arnhcirn and Sinclair, (1985); Cratty, (t9~9); Dunn, Moorchow~l' 

and Fredericks, (1986); Eichstaedt and Kalakwn, () 987); Fait and Dunn, (l9S-l); 

French and Jansma, (1982); Scaman and Dcpauw, (1989); Shcrrill, (1986); Shcrrill, 

(1988) and Wiseman, (1982). 

A num~cr of the items identified from the literature diffcred in terminology 

but after analysis of the competency statcments within each item, tho!\e tha! 

matched were classified according to their functions and/or simllanlic~ 10 cmpha~i~. 

For example, Hudson, ct al, (1987) have identified general/!o,pccial knowlcdgc a ... 

onc of thc cornpctencies tcachers havc to posscss, while Stamhack and Statnhack, 

(1987) have refcrrcd to the same competency as content knowlcdgc. 

The lists of teaching compctencies wcre categonzcd in nine glohal 

competcncy arcas. Sorne competcncy areas scerned to he cmphasized more hy 

sorne profcssionals than others. For in~tancc, individualized m~truction, a ... ~e ... ~mcnt, 

program planning, behaviour management and consulting were empha ... izcd more 

than communication skills, modification of programs, placement !otklll~, and 

rerncdial tcaching skills. Il is important to note that the quc!'>tion of ~()me content of 

behaviour arcas rcceiving too much or too tittle cmpha!o.i~ hy e<.lucator~, I!o, one of 
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1 educauonal importance depending on an individual's philosophical inclinations, 

rather than the importance of the item 1t"c1f (Safrit, 1981). 

From the tahle of itcm specification, a list of competency statemcnts wcre 

dcvclopcd for five of the content area~ that received the grcatest emphasis, that is, 

a~~e~smenl, program planning, indlvlùualizcd instruction, behaviour management, 

and c()n~ultmg ft i~ from thcse staternents that the pcrceived tcacher usc of 

Competency-Based In~truction questionnaire was developed The first draft of the 

quc~ti()nnalre, con"lsting of 44 statements, was circulated to four profcssors and 

four graduate sludents within the McGiII physical cducation dcpartrnent to 

dcterminc clanty and adequacy of the instrument Thcir sugge~tions were 

incorporated lOto the second draft. For exarnple sorne of thc items wcre found to be 

rcdundant and werc delctcd also suggestions on the format of the questionnaire 

wcre adopted. A pilot study of the second version of the quc!'tionnairc was 

conducted with a represcntative samplc of tcn physicaI educatlon teachers in 

~chools wlthm Montreal area to further dctcrmine cIarity and adequacy of the 

in~tru'11cnt The \' ICWS of thcse teachers together with commcnts made by the the5,is 

committce memhers in the colloquium were incorporated in the third version of the 

questionnaire (sce Appendix B). In this manner content validJty of the instrument is 

c1almed 

ft was also neccssary to translate the CBI questionnaire into French so that 

teachcr~ in schools samplcd in the province of Oucbec would have a choice of 

answering the questionnaire in a language in which they wcre conversant. The 
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1 initial translation was donc hy a bilingual graduate student m the Departmcnt of 

Physical Education The translation wall then given to an independenr French­

speaking evaluator to a,certain its 'lccuracy and rcaùahIlity Ber \'ic\\'~ werc 

incorporated in the second version of the questIOnnaire ln orllrr (0 venfy the 

accuracy of translation, thls reviscd draft wa~ then translated ha ch mto Engh~h 

which comparcd favourab!y to the original Engh!.h ver~i()n Thu~. thc !.ccond 

French draft was thereforc adopted for use in the prc~cnt ~tudy (~ee Apprnùi" C) 

Procedures 

Two copies of the questionnaire were sent to the schoo! pnncipal~ wlth a 

rcquest letter enclo'led (see Appcndix D) to dlstrihutc the quc\tlOnnairc" to tho,c 

teachers currcntly tcachmg physical education in thelr ~ch()ol, The tcacher .. 

answered 48 items of which 40 wcre bascd on a flve-polnt Lihert type "cale, whtlc 

the remainmg 8 items rcquested pcr\onal mformatlOn from cach tcacher 

A self -addrcssed stampcd envclopc wa~ enclo'ied for the tcacher\ 10 rclurn 

duly filled the questionnaire as soon as pOll\ihlc Although the quc~tJ(mnalrc wa\ 

self-explanatory and could be completed Wllhout addHlonal direction". u covcr 

Ictter (sec Appendix E) was cnclosed to cach physlcal educatIOn tcacher 10 cxplam 

the purpose of the study, to assure the subJect~ of indlvlùual anonyrnity, and to 

encourage a prompt rcsponsc 
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Design and Treatment of tbe Data 

Thrcc mcth()d~ of data analysis wcre uscd: (l) Frcqucncy distribution, 

(2) CorrelatIOn analy~i~ and (3) Analysis of Variance. Frcqucncy distributions for 

teacher!" rc~ponses on each question were computed and prescnted as percentages. 

Pcar!,on Product correlation was computed to find out whether a relationship 

cxi~tcd bctwccn tcachers pcrceivcd use of Competency-Bascd Instruction and (1) 

nurnher of courses taken in adapted physical education, (2) number of courses 

received in special education, (3) ycars of teaching physlcal education and (4) years 

of teaching Jcarncrs with disabllities. 

The ANDY A was used to determine if differences among teachers regardmg 

the use of CàBI were rclated to: a) type of school setting (segregatcd, integrated, 

~pccial clas~ ln a regular school, regular school), b) educationallevel, c) teachers 

vicw!' and d) training adequacy. The Generahzcd Lmear Model (GLM) Procedure 

wa~ uscd for the analysis of variance The GLM procedure was prcferred sincc it 

is suitahlc for unhalanced data analysls (SAS Institute Inc. 1985) 
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1 CHAfYfER IV 

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 

The purpose of this study was to inveMigate thc pcrcclvcd u~c of 

competency-based in!ltruction by physical cducation tcachers. It wa~ abu the mtent 

of this study to create a research tool that included spccifie CBI ~tratcgics in order 

to find out the extent to which teachers perccive to use them. This chapter I~ 

divided into five sections. The first part, deals with personal profile of the ~uhJcct~. 

These include gender, years of teaching physical education, experiencc with 

disabled studcnts, levcl of education obtained, courses taken m phy~lcal ami ~pccJaI 

education and the type of schoo!. The sccond part reports the pcrcentagc of 

responscs by tcachcrs on each of the rcmaining areas of the CBI que:-.tionnalrc 

Thesc includc the pcrccived use of CBI, perceived adequacy of tr,lInmg and 

tcachers' vicws on CBI. Thc third dcals with the relation~hlp hctwcen varlOU~ 

personal profile variables and tcachers' pcrceivcd use of CBI ~tratcgic~, tcacher ... ' 

views on CBI and the perceivcd adequacy of training in CBI The fourth part dcab 

with differenccs among the various educationallcvels attained hy tcachcr~ wlth 

rcgard to pcrccivcd use of CBr adequacy of training and thcu vicw~ toward CBI 
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1 PersooalProfile of Subjects 

A total of 235 questionnaires were returned from physical education teachers 

ln sch()ol~ that had initially bccn sampled. Twenty-two of the questionnaIres 

returned wcre not fillcd out since the schools did not have a physical education 

program, or the ~chools had becn c1o!!ed down. Two hundred and thirteen (213) of 

the que~tionnaires received from respondents were used in the final analysis. The 

breakdown of the rcspondents by province is shown in Table 2. The highest 

pcrcentage returns were from the province of New Brunswick (60.9%). Il is 

evident that the total response rates (21 %) were not as high as would have been 

expected from the initial sample. It is possible that lower responses were due to the 

time of the year the questionnaire was sent out. The questionnaires were sent to 

sehonls in May, a time when teachers are likely to be busy with preparations for 

the end of the year. It is also possible that many teachers may have sim ply ignored 

the questionnaire. Sorne of the schools sampled from the 1986 directory of 

Canadian schools may have changed over the years and thus sorne of the 

questionnaires may not have reached lhe schools; in faet, sorne questionnaires were 

returned. Due 10 finaneial constraints, no attempt was made to solieit more 

responses. However, the number of returns (21 %) is within the cxpected rate of 

rcturn for survcys carricd out by mail (Kidder, 1981; p. 150). 

T 
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1 TABLE 2 

Breakdown of the Respondents by Pro\'ince 

Sample Number of Percent age of 
Province Surveyed Responses Respondents 

Albcrta 66 24 36.4 
British Columbia 136 25 IS 4 
Manitoba 33 9 27.3 
New Brunswick 23 14 60.9 
Newfoundland 32 12 37.5 
Nova Scotia 27 8 296 
Ontario 475 71 14.9 
Prince Edward Island 5 3 600 
Quehec 152 30 19.7 
Saskatchewan 44 13 29.5 
Yukon & N.W.Tcrritories 7 4 57.1 

-- --
1,000 213 21 3 

--- ~- - --

Gender 

The questionnaires received from 213 suhjects c:msllllcd of 137 (65 C'n) 

males and 73 (35%) females. Threc rcspondcnts did not indicalc thcir gendcr 

Education 

The data on educational lcvel i~ shown in Tahle 3. The rc~ult, mdicalcd lhal 

over half of the tcachers had at Jeast obtalOcd a bacheJor~ degrcc in phYlIical 
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1 education Thi~ may he an indication that more physical education tcacher~ are 

rccclvmg hlghcr education Thc~c re~mlt~ concur with a rcccnt Cros~-Canada 

~urvcy (Watkin"on & Bcntz, ]9~6) WhlCh indicated that out of 1,107 teachers 

~urvcycù In 1,556 schoul", half uf the phy~lcaJ education teacher~ had ohtained at 

Ica~t a degrcc ln phy~ical education None of the rcspondents had attained a 

Doctorate dcgrcc Howcvcr, as ohscn cd from TabJc~ 4 and 5, very few of the 

re~p()ndent" had reccivcd any courses in adaptcd physical education or special 

eùucation Thcsc result, again tally with the cross-Canada survcy cited above 

where only l<)~ of the physical education teacher~ had taken a course in adapted 

physlcal education during their training. 

Table 3 

Percentage of Respondents According to Level of Education 

Respoodeots 

Le,'el of Education Female Male 

No degrec in P.E 8.2 (6)· 12.4 (17) 23 
Sorne cour!:otcli in P.E 20.5 (15) 18.2 (25) 40 
Dlploma ln P.E 5.5 (4) 6.6 (9) 13 
Bachclor~ Degree 57.5 (42) 55.5 (76) 118 
Mastcrs Degree 8.2 (6) 7.3 (10) 16 

Total 100.0 (73) 100.0 (137) 210 

( )* Dcnote~ Frcqucncy 
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1 Table ., 

Number of Courses Taken in Adapted Ph)'sical Education 

Numbcr of Courses Frcqucncy Percent 

0 H9 42.4 
l 44 21.0 
2 34 16.2 
3 18 H.6 
4 Il 5.2 
5 6 29 
6 

,., 1 () .... 
7 1 05 

10 1 OS 
15 1 n.s 
20 ] 0.5 
21 ] 0.5 

------------ -
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Table 5 

Number of Courses Taken in Special Education 

N umber of courses 

o 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
8 
9 

10 
11 
12 
14 
18 
30 

Type of School Setting 

Frequency 
(n=209) 

125 
17 
JO 
8 
6 
1 
1 
2 
l 
1 
4 
1 
l 
1 

Percent 

59.5 
8.1 
4.8 
3.8 
2.9 
0.5 
0.5 
1.0 
0.5 
0.5 
1.9 
0.5 
0.5 
0.5 

Tahle 6 iIIustrate~ the fregucncy and percentage of teachers according to the 

type of school setting in which they teach. Over half of the rcspondents taught 11l 

rcgular schools Thc fewcst rcsponses came from teachers whose primary dut y was 

tcachmg studcnts with disahilitlcs in spcclal classes and from thosc who taught in 

scgrcgatcd ~chool~. Il is possible that many of the schools that wcrc samplcd no 

longer exi!ott, espccially with increanng emphasis on intcgration. Most of the 

tcachers reportcd that they taught in rcgular schools. Il is likcly that thcrc may be a 

fcw student~ wÎth disabilities who have integrated to these regular schools but sincc 
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1 Table 6 

Number of Teachers According to School Setting 

Type of School 

Scgregated school 
Integrated school 
Special c1ass 
Regular school 

Frequency 
(n=2] 1) 

25 
41 
14 

131 

Percent 

lUi 
19.4 
6.6 

62 1 

---------------------------------------------------------------
Total 211 100.0 

Frequcncy Mis5ling = 2 

the numbers are likely to be small, the y may not be in the c1a~sc~ of many of the 

tcachers who answercd the questionnaire. 

Teachers' Views About CBI 

Table 7, shows thc percentagc respon5.es by tcachers about thcir VICW~ on 

competency based instructional Ovcrall, the respondcnts werc moderate In thelr 

responscs to ail the sevcn que!o.tlOn~ Half of the tcacher~ thought cornpctcncy-

ba~cd instructIOn was valuahlc If uscd ~clectively (Oue~,ti()n 3H) and anothcr half of 

the teachers thought that compctcncy-based Instruction wa" not appropriatc for 

their classes Another 30% dld not think the wldc varicty of ~tudents made it 

impossible for them 10 use competency-based instructional ~trateglc!o. Thirty seven 
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percent (37(,~) of the teachers rcportcd that the number of students in their c1ass 

made it impo~~ihle for them to use competency based instruction (Question 37). 

Ahout 67% of the tcachcrs reportcd that thcy did not have support personnel to 

a!l~bt them in c1a!l~ management. Only 28% of the teachers either agrecd or 

~trongly agreed that thcy had adequate time to use competency-based instructional 

~trategies in theu cla~se'i. On the whoIe, the respondcnts had mixed feelings about 

CBI. Anccdotal notes from a numbcr of respondents emphasized that the time 

availablc was not adequate for them to effcctively use CBI strategies. Howevcr, 

thcir re!o.pon'\es on Ouest ion 33 regarding their perceived availability of time was 

positive. These results arc consistent with carlier findings by Priee and Goodman 

(19HO) who invcstigatcd 85 teachers reprcsenting 22 school districts in 

Penn~ylvama on the amount of thl~ spent developing lEPs. They observed that on 

the average tlme tcachers took to dcvelop lEPs was 390 minutes. Of this, 265 were 

taken from the school day while the remaining 125 minutes came from the teachers' 

per~onal after school time. It is therefore possible that teachers find CBI too 

demanding ln such conditions, teachers arc likely to introducc changes in the 

in~tructional strategies for personal preferences or c\ass management reasons 

instead of bemg concerned about student achievement of the instructional objectives 

(Brophy, 19H2). 

Sorne of the options that could be adopted in the school systems to 

overcome the pcrceived limitations of utilising CBI by teachers would include 

using more teacher aides in order to allow teachers lime to plan and monitor 

individual studcnt performance, and encouraging multidisciplinary consulting 
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1 Table 7 

Percentage of Responses by Teachers 1 \'iews 

On Competency-based Instruction 

Questioooaiu Optiom 

Somr- Frr-
Questionnaire Items Never Ra rel,. Times quentl~' AIMays 

---- ----

33) 1 have adequalc limc ln use compelcncy-ba~cd Il R 225 377 DO 44 
instructlOnal strategies an m)' c1as .. 

34) 1 have the resource~ necessary to enahlc me 9.3 275 34 H 23 :; 49 
to use competcncy-bast!d strategies 

35) The numbcr of studcnt<; in my clas~ makes il 103 27 () 324 240 h4 
possiblc for me to use competcncy-bascd 
instruction 

36) J ha\ c support personnel to a~l<;t me 10 38 1 257 124 Il) J 4 .;; 
c)ass management 

37) Campetency-ba'icd ln'itructlon IS nut appro- IR 1 343 29 (} Il H 59 
priatc for my class smce skill de\'clopmcnt 
is not the major focu~ of my program 

38) 1 have faund compctency-based mstruction to 25 50 423 41 X k5 
be valuable whcn used selectlvely 

39) The wlde vanability in sludent performance 109 33.2 35 1 16,f< 40 
makel> 11 impossible for me ta use competcncy-
bao;ed mstructlOnal strategies 
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among 5chool personnel 50 that what is covered in one class is reinforced in the 

other c1as,e~. 

Training Preparation in CBI 

Tahle 8, shows the percentagc responscs by tcachers on how they perceived 

their training prepared them to use competcncy-based instructional strategies. 

Ovcrall, le~~ than fifty percent of the tcachers pcrceived that they were weIl trained 

to use any of thc five CBI strategies. These results concur with Salend and Johns 

(1983) study which indicated that the data on the background of many physicL!1 

eùucation teachers show a lack of training in content areas that would enable them 

to assist studcnts to acquire skills described in the lEP. 
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J Table 8 

Teachers Perception of the Adequacy of Their Training in CHI 
----

Questionnaire Options 

Poorly Fairly Adtquately Wtll Vrry We" 
Qutstionnairr Items Preparrd Prrpared Preparrd Prepartd Prtpared 

----_._-

Assessrnent strategic!' 18.4 21.4 296 25.2 5.3 

Program planning oS 17.0 29.3 29.9 J7.0 

Individualizcd in~truction 4.9 18.0 32.5 34.5 10.2 

Bchaviour managemcnt 8.6 2L9 34.8 257 90 

Multidisciplinary consulting 4.8 26.2 31.9 21.9 5.2 

Although rcspondcnts had indicated thal they used hoth hehavIllur 

managemcnt and program planning strategic!. frequently or alway!-., 11 wa~ cVldcnl 

that lcss than 50Cé of them perccivcd that the y wcrc wcll traIncd to Ul,C thc!.c 

strategies Thi~ may appear 10 he a contra,l!clion hut as nutcd hy Cra"-c (1979), 

tcacher training ha!' limitcd impact on the cxtcnt to which teacher" u,c tho,"c ,""-III ... 

acquued du ring traimng Thc ~chool environmcnt ~ccm, to he a 'ttronger agcnt that 

ultimately shapes the way tcachers use vamlU!, strateglc~ (Veal. 19St<) Tho,"c 

school sctting~ rcquinng teacher!' tn dcmon~tratc thclr achlcvcmcnt~ arc ~()cJalJlcd 

to adopt an orientation consistent wilh the dcmand~ of thc ~ch()ol 
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Perceived Use of Competency-Based Instruction 

ÂiSfssment 

Tcachcr!t were a!tked to descrihc the extent to which thcy pcrccived 

them!telves to use a~~essmcnt strategie, As ilIustrated ln Table 9, Jess than half 

(42%) of the tcachers perceived themselvcs to u~c competency-bascd aS5!C5!smcnt 

stratcgie~ frequently or always whilc 2900 reportcd that they nevcr or rarcly used 

the a~~c\~menl sl(atcgic~ Approximatcly 71 % of the tcachers reportcd that thcy 

continuou!otly monitorcd studcnts progrcss frcquently or always. Qver half of thc 

teacher~ perceived that thcy gathcrcd information frcquently or always to determinc 

the studcnt\ prc~cnt strength, and weakncs~es. Only 20CO of the respondcnts 

perccivcd that they frequently or always used the mformation gathcred to write 

tndivlduahzed m!oltructlonal strateglc~ whilc 30% pcrcclvcd that thcy frequcntly or 

always u~cd the data collected to place each studcnt at an appropriate instructional 

level. Ahout 3SCc, did not use asscssment data to r"vise instructional plans bascd on 

studcnt performance. 
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Table 9 

Teachers' Percei' ~d lIse 

Of Competency-Based Assessment Strategies (percentage) 

---- -----~--

Questionnaire Options 

Some- Fre-
Questionnaire Items Ne~er Rarel)' Times quentl~ AI"ay .. 

1) Gathering informatIOn to delermmc the 1 4 J J 4 34 () .lX 4 147 
present le' el of funchoning of each student 

2) Usmg standardlzed rnca ... urerncnt test ... (c g 11.3 IR 4 2(1 () 25 Il IH 4 
Canada Fltncss Test) to a ....... e ...... the !>trcngth 
and wcakncsses of cach student 

3) Conlinuously momtonng the progres<; of 1 4 Il .3 1(1 () 41 Il 29 Cl 

studcnts and record mg theu performance 

4) Us mg asse~menl data 10 write mdlvlduahzed 19 () 29 () 31 X 12 H (ll, 

mstructlOnal obJcch\ cs 

5) Using assessmcnt data 10 place cach ~tudcnl 157 277 2<J (1 22 <J (, ., 
at an appropnalc m<;lrucllOnal Icvcl 

6) Whcn studcnt .. do not achlc\'c c"labh~hcd 77 20 (] 335 2H 2 10ll 
obJcchves. a~cssmcnt data 1" uscd 10 
revisc the Înstruchonal plan accordmgly 

Thesc results c1early show thal the respondcnts uscd a~,e!o!sment mamly for 

testing and grading. Thcsc results may he a reflcctlon of the rc~pomlcnt\' narrow 

perspective of what as!'es~mcnt cntall!' ln rhl' Mudy, forly percent of the !cachcr~ 

reporteà that their training wa, eithcr pour or al m()~1 falf. Baumgartncr and Horvat 

(1988) have noted that until reccntly many tcxthooh in phY'lcal educatIOn dld not 

explore the arca of assessment in dctail. As a rc!o!ult of thl., ~carcity, phy~lcal 
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............... --------------------

of 

educatIOn teacher~ may po~!'ess a limited amount of information ahout the various 

rolc!\ of a~,c .. ,rncnt ln the education of learncr~. 

PrevJ(lu., Mudic~ (Allal, 19HH, Cra~~e, 1979, Lawson, 1983; Sarason, 1982) 

han' report cd that thc work Clrcurn!,tances of physical educatIOn teachers 

contrihute~ to a profes!'lonal !'oclahzation that excludcs the systernatic usc of 

(t!,..,c!,!,rncnt mcthod~ !carned du ring professional preparation courses It IS hkcly that 

eycn arnong Ihosc who were adcquately trained ln assessrnent methods do not put 

into praetlee aII the a~se~sment strategies learned du ring tcachcr training. 

Program Planning 

Tcachcr~ wcre a~kcd to rcspond 10 six questions (Tahle 10) on ho", they 

pcreclved thcm ... clvc~ If' u~e CBI strategies 10 plan thcir instruction al prograrns. 

Tcacher~' rc~pon,cs on each of the six questions were very encouraging For 

cxamplc, <)()C';' of the tcachers perceived that the y selected actlYltics that ",crc 

funetionally uscful ln the lcarncr, task analyzcd the skills 50 that 5tudcnts would 

caslly lcarn the tasks. Anothcr 87% reponed that they varied the dcgrce of garnc 

cornpetllion to enahle each !camer to fully panlclpatc On the who le, teachers 

pcreeived that they uscd program planning strategies frcquently or always. 

Thesc rc~ults arc very cncouragmg if indccd teachers use these strategies 

nuted in the present study. These results do not reflcct the ex te nt to which 

rC!o,pondcnts pcrccived the training they reccivcd had prepared (hem [0 adequalcly 
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1 Table 10 

Teachers' Perceived Use of 

Program Planning Strategies (Percentage) 

Questionnaire Optiom 

Some- Fre-
Questionnaire Items Nner Ra rel) Times qurnll) AhHl)'S 

--- - ----

8) Selecting activltlcs or skill~ 10 bc learncd 00 09 95 56 .. JJ ~ 
Thal will be funclionall y used by the learncr 

9) Brcaking down task~ inlo srnall sequcnhal stcps 0 0 1 .. 89 333 5h J 
to hclp studcnts learn the prc!o.wbcd skllb 

10) Selecting instruclional slrdtcglCs based on 33 132 302 J96 137 
each learner's strengths and wcakncsses 

11) irnprovismg aCllvltics and garnes to encourage 1.9 61 249 474 1'17 
sludcnts with varying ablhllcs 10 partlcipatc 

12) Varymg the dcgrcc of competItIOn ID garnes 10 09 JJ HS 3X 0 "1) J 
recogmze thc dlffcrentlal intcrc~ts and 
abihties of partIcipants 

13) Providing more opportumtlc!o. for lcarners 19 14,6 32 1 363 t:; t 
who have not attamed the dcslrcd skJlI IcvcJ<. 
10 pracllce thcse sJ..lll~ m other settmgs 

~--- --

use program planning strategies. Only 47cl of the rcsponucnt\ pcrcclvcu that theu 

training preparcd them weil or very weil in program planning ~trategic\ Borg 

(1975) has providcd a possible explanation for the~c rc~ult~, He oh!.crvcu that thcrc 

is little evidencc to suggest that teacher training ha~ a ~igniflcant impact on 

subsequent bchaviours of tcachcr~. Pcasc (m Cra~sc, 1979) ha\ ~uggc~tcd that what 
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1 

1 

!'ccm!' tu dlctate the in~tructional Mratcgies used, il! the fecdback the novice tcacher 

receive~ from students and/or the 51chool system. Thu~, it is possible that teachcr~ 

acquirc thc~e <,tratcgies "on-the-joh". 

lodjvjdualized Instruction 

Tablc Il !!how~ teachers responsc~ on each of the seven items Teachers 

wcrc a!olkcd 10 de~crihe how they pcrceived thcmselves to use individualizcd 

in!o.truction in thelr tcaching. About 13% of the respondcnts reported that they used 

voluntecr!' or parents in the class instruction. Another 22% of the tcachers reported 

that thcy frequcntly or always contracted with individual students to accomphsh 

prcscnbcd actlvitlcs. Ovcrall, a high percentage of the teachers percelved that thcy 

uscd individualizcd instruction frcquently or always. Thesc results show that the 

least u!o.cd strategies arc those that includc voluntcers or parents and contracting 

with indlvldual studcnts. 
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1 Table 11 

Teachers' Perceh'ed Use of Individualized 

Instructional Strategies (Percentage) 

------------------------------------

Some- Fre-
Questionnaire Items Nenr Rarely Times quently AI\\ ays 

----------------------------------- ---

16) Providing ample mstruction in addition to 00 4:2 16 q 437 352 
appropriate practice for each student to 
dcvclop hislher skilb 

17) U"mg volunteer!. or parent" to cnhancc the 236 349 2~ t! 75 52 
leaming of "tudent" m the c1as!. 

18) Conducting da"" activllies to encourage 05 0.5 150 526 31 5 
cooperatl\ c interaction among students 

19) Pro\'idmg frcqucnl positl\e fccdhaek to 00 05 103 37 1 51 1 
remforee sludent learnmg 

20) Usmg appropnalc prompt'> (mcluding 00 1 9 16 () 4X H 33 Il 
physical. vI~ual. and/or verbal) 10 

facihlatc progressi\c sklll lcammg 

21) Practising s\..llIs learned in a "one 10 one" 14 52 354 401 17 (1 

or small group settmg 10 no\ cl situations 10 

encourage the gencralized use of thcse s\..l1ls 

22) Contracting wilh mdivldual students to 142 275 365 175 4.1 
accomplish prescribed acl1\'ihcs 

- _._- - --

Becau~c of the !rcmendou!! effort tcachcf!! havc lO pUI mw plannIng 10 

involve volunlccrs and also to contract with indlvldual ~tudcnt~, Il i~ pO~~lhlc tha! 

many of the tcachers find the sc strategies too dcmandmg. Thu~. thcy arc hkcly to 

avoid them unless the school program requires tha! thcy u~c thc!;c !!!rateglcl., 
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1 
Beha\'jour Management Strategies 

Tahle 12, i.;lu~trate~ a summary of teacher!l re~ponses on how they perccived 

to u<,e hehavlour management strateglC~. A majority of the re~pondents (86°0) 

!ltated they en!lurc that ~tudents moved from one actlVlty to the other without much 

delay. Mo~t of the teacher~ (81 %) reported that rcinforced student performers 

frequently. Another 84% reported that they taught and reinforced personal 

hehaviour!l that helpcJ reduce inappropnate hehaviours. Overall, a majority of the 

re~pondent~ perceived that they used hehavl0ur management strategie!', frequently or 

alw.ly!l The<,c re~ult!l are encouraging as noted earher for teachers percelved use of 

program planning strategic!! However, thcse rc!',ults havc to be interpreted 

cautiou~ly. First, as Fuch~ and Fuchs (1984) havc reported, tcacher!', tend to 

overc!ltimatc the ~ucce~~ of their Instruction The high scores by respondents on 

behavlOur management strategies may be a reflectlOn of earlIcr oh~crvatl()ns (Placek 

1983; Slcdentop, Mand, & Taggart, 1986) that phy~lcal education teachers are more 

comfortahlc helping studcnts to enjoy, participate in class actlviues, and lo mamtain 

c1a~~ ùi~clplinc but rarely do they monitor or Jay an cmphasis on acquinng motor 

!lklJ\... Thl!l I~ mamly hccausc therc IS little prcs!lure from studcnts, parents or 

admml~trator~ to have physlcal education tcachcr~ to accoun! for thcu teachmg 

(Vcal, 19~H) Schools secm to put more pressure on physlcal education tcachers to 

maintam di!lclpline but rarcly arc they rcquircd lO account for student achlevement. 
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1 Table 12 

Teachers Perceh'ed Use of 

Beha"iour Management Strategies (Percentage) 

Qufstioooaire Optjon~ 

Some- Frt'-
Questionnaire Items Nevu Rarely Times quently :\hHtyS 

24) Orgamzing da ... " ,cll\ ItlCS to en.,ure ~tudcnt... () 5 
mo\ c from one acll\ Il)' 10 the olhcr Wllhoul 
dclay~ 

25) RClnforcmg pcrl,onal ocha\ lOur" thal appro~l- 0 q 
mate the de"'lred rc~pl1n ... c untll cntCf!on k\'c1 
of performance 1 ... achle\ cd 

25) Gradually fading rcmforccrl, a., Ihe pcrform,mce 1 4 
of ca ch studcnt appro~lmalcl, the dC~lfcd le\c1 

26) Tcachmg and remforcmg pcNmal bcha\ iour~ 15 
that reducc mapproprlalc bcha\ lOur ... 

Multidjsciplinar)' Consulting 

(}I) 127 5(d 

11) 49 J JI 5 

127 41 () 14 h 

33 127 4(lO J76 

A" shown m Tahle 13, tcachers responded mode~lly on thc flve quc~tlOn~ A 

very small perccntage of teachcrs (5%) percclvcd that thcy involved parent~ ln 

planning for thelr children\ lEP Thmy percent (3OC (,) of the tcacher ... rcporled Ihal 

thcy uulized multldl!o1clpIinary consultmg ~kJlb frcquently or alway~ Ahout half of 

thc tcachers reportcd that they always or frequcntly interactee.! wllh other 

professlOnals to better mect the necd~ of (~ach chile.! while ahout another thml 

(31 %) of the (cachers reported that thcy p)anncd thcu lEP ... coopcratlvely wllh 
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1 

othcr !'chool per!tonncl frcqucntly or aH the time. The ovcrall picturc crncrging from 

Ihc~c re~ult~ show tha! tcachers do not usc multidisciplinary consulting strategies 

f1cqucntly Thel,c rc!\ult!-. may imply tha! physical education teachers lack the skills 

Lut would cnablc them 10 work with othcr per~onnel in ordcr to mcet thc needs of 

the studcnt!\ in thcir c1a~srooms Prcvious studie~ (Gilliam & Coleman, 1981; 

McLaughlm, ct al 1988; Strickland, 1982) have indicatcd that teachers arc not 

trained to work with parents. Thus, the y arc likely to avoid involving parents in 

devclopmg inl,tructional programs for thcir children. 
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J Table 13 

Percentage of Responses b~' Teachers on Perceh'ed 

Use of MultidisciplinaQ' Consulting Strategies 

Questionnaire Options 

Some- Fre-
Questionnaire Items Never Rarely Times quently AI"nys 

28) In\'Olvmg parent .. m planning for their ~4 3 363 142 31'\ l.t 
chlldren's mdl\ Idualized educattonal program 

29) Plannmg cnopcratJ\'cly Wllh other resourcc.: 103 235 352 25 H 52 
personnel 10 meel the nccd" of cach studcnt 

30) Using older and/or more sklIlcd chlJdrcn 10 66 1-* 6 3H 7 311 90 
(cach youngcr and/or Jess sklllcd chlldren 

31) Inleracting with other profcs. .. ionals to bcltcr 2,H 113 31 () 3(1) 15 () 
mec! the nccd" of each child 

Another po!'sihlc reason for the lack of parent involvemcnt in ~ch(}ol 

instructional programming, IS the behef that parent,,> lack the ncce~~ary knowlcdgc 

to participate effectivcly in tn"tructlOnal deci~ion makmg Gold~tcin, ct al (19HO) 

have obscrvcd that tcachcrs fccl parents arc ovcr-protcctlVC of thclr chJldrcn and 

hcnce are not competent to objectivcly ]udgc what 1'" gond for them 

On the other hand, teacher~ may he wllIing to u,,>c voluntcer~ or parcnh, hUI 

as observed from the rcsponscs of (cachers in thl~ study, thcy do not have 

personnel ta assist them Allen and Hudd (I987) have noted thal the ~chool i~ a 

structurcd bureaucratie entity with limltcd optlon~ for tcachcr~ to tncludc in thcir 
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1 in~tructlonal programs ail the strategies they learned in training. For example, 

teacher" rarely have the extra lime needed to incOiporate new ideas in thelr 

tcachmg Thu~ tho~c tcachcr~ who may want to use voluntccrs are rcstncted under 

~uch conditIon" AI~o a!o. noted hy Yo~hida, ct al. (1978) parents may hesltate bcmg 

activcly involved ln thclr chtldren's learning bccau!'c they do not fccl qualified to 

hclp in devcJopmg in!tlructional programs. As long as their childrcn appear to he 

progre~~lng and arc happy in school, parents have less conccrn ahout the curricula 

offered in the !'chool (Yoshida, 1982). 

Although there have been studies !;uggesting that parental involvement in the 

lEP proce~s I~ bencficial for learncrs, no data have been reported conccrning the 

impact of piuental participation on other instructional processes (Morgan, 1982). 

Wilhout such information, it may he possible that the emphasls on parental 

partlcipatlon ln the lEP process lacks empirical support. 

The RelatioDship Between Various Personal Variables 

And the Perceived Use of Competency-Based Instruction 

A Pearson Product Moment CorrelatIon was computed to ascertain the 

rclationship hetwecn vanous personal variables and the perceived use of CBI 

~tratcglcs. tcachers' views towards CBI and training adcquacy. These variables 

mc.:lude (a) years teaching phy~ical eùucation, (b) yeaTs tcaching students with 
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1 
disahilitle!\, (c) numhcr of course!o. rccei\'cd JO adaplcd phY!o.lcal education, and (d) 

nurnher of courses taken in specIal educatIOn The !\corc for the pl'rCl'l\ cd U'"' of 

CBI by teacherll wa" computed hy !llrnply aùdmg the rc~ron ... c numher ... for each 

suhlect For cxamplc the hlghc ... t !.corc one \\ould attam on the flH arc a" ot CBI 

strategIe, tc ... ted wa~ 140 and the l()we~1 score would he 21'1 The hlghe ... t pll\'\lhlc 

score for tcacher ... view~ on 1 -BI and trammg preparatIon woulli range from a 

mInImum score of 7 to a Il. .. lmum of 35 and S tn 25 rc"'pcctl\ ely Thu ... a 

contmuou ... vanahlc of ordmal mca~urcmcnt wa ... Jcm cd ff)[ c.!ch ... uhlcct\ re"'pon ... c 

on the four dlffercnr ~ectlOns of the quc!.t1onnauc 

A~ shown ln Tahlc l.t, a sigmflcant correlatIOn wa ... noted hct\\'ecn the 

pcrcclvcd tcacher use of CSI and year~ of tcachmg ~tudent ... wah dl,ah!lIlIC!. r= :n 

p<O.OOOl Abo, a sigmflcam corrc\ation wa ... noted hetwccn the nurnhcr ( : ycar ... 

teachcr~ had taught lltudcm~ w!th dl~ahIlitles amI a) vlew.., ahout CHI (Tahle 15) 

and h) pcrcci\'cd training preparatIon (Tahle 16) Thcrc wa ... a ~lgn!f\Cant and 

poslli\'c relatlOn~hlp hctwecn the nurnhcr of ycar~ {cacher ... hat! taught ... tudcnl ... wllh 

dlsahihtlc~ anù aIl thc flve \'ariahlc~ Howcvcr thc~e correlatIon ... werc low for ail 

cases Overall, J'l0 slgniflcant relallon~hlp wa ... notcd hctwccn the PC[('clvcd U\C CBI 

and the nurnhcr of ycar~ teachmg, nurnhcr of cour~e~ takcn ln adaptcd phY"'lcaJ 

education and alllo the nurnher of COUT!o.C' takcn ln ~pcclal cducatlOn Howcvcr, IWO 

CBI stratcgic!l (as5,cs!o.mcnt and multldl,",ciphnary con~ultIng) wcre nOled tn he 

signiflcantly correlatcd [() the numhcr of cour~c!o. takcn in 'pccial cduC<l l \(m 
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Table 1" 

The Relationship Between Personal Variables 

and Perceived Use of CHI (Pearson Product Moment Correlations) 

Pcrccl\'cd # ,lf cour'-c Ycars of Years Tcaching # of cour!'c!' 
U~C of CBI ln Specwl Ed Teaching DJ~ahlcd Studcnl~ in APE 

CBr (ovcrall) .06 -.00 .33** -.02 
n=]96 n=19S n=196 n=196 

A,,!\c~~mcnt .14** -.05 .2R** .04 
n=203 n=205 n=203 n=·203 

Program - 06 .04 .20** -.14 
Planning n=206 n=208 n=206 n=206 

Inùivlùuahzeù .00 .01 .25** -.01 
In~truclion n=206 n=208 n=206 n=206 

Bchaviour -03 .01 .24** -.4 
management n=209 n=211 n=209 n=209 

Multldl"oclphnary .15 -.04 .28** .10 
Cc.m(.ultlng n=209 n=211 n=209 n=209 

*. Slgmficant p< 05 

Table 15 

The Relationship Between Personal Variables 

and Teachers' Views on CBI (Pearson Product Moment Correlations) 

Pcrccl\'cd # of cour~c Ycars of Ycar!-. Tcaching # of cour!'c~ 
U~c of C81 in Special Ed Tcaching Disahled Studcnts in APE 

TeachcfI: OR -.10 .14** -00 
VICW~ on eBI n=194 n=195 n=193 n=194 

•• Significant p< .05 
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Table J6 

The Relationship Between Personal Variables and Teachers' 

Perceived Training Adequacy in COI (pearson Product Moment Correlntions) 

Pcrccivcd 
Use of CBI 

Training 
PreparatIOn 

# of cour~e 
ln Special Ed 

,03 
n=143 

•• Significant p< ,05 

Ycar" of 
Teachmg 

,n5 
n=145 

Ycar~ Teachmg # of ('our"e~ 
DI!-ahleJ Studcnh ln APE 

~l" 
n=144 

0,:' 

n=143 

The corrcJational rc!\ult~ support thc !\econd hypothcl.,l~ thal the pl'r<:clvcd 

use of CBI hy phy~ical educatIOn tcachcr~ b slgmflcantl; rc\ated to the tcachcr'~ 

mvolvcrncnt with stuùcnt~ with thl.,ah!lltlcl., But tcachmg expCTlcncc m phY"lcal 

eùucation, nurnhcr of cour!\c~ taken In phy~lcal cducatlOn, and "pectal coucatlon 

wcrc not ~igniflcantly relatcd to the pcrcclvcd UI.,C of CBI al., I.,uggc ... lcd 10 

hypothc~l" one, thrce and four ft appear!l that exp0l.,ure tu !camer" wllh varymg 

dl~ahihties pro\'lde~ teachcr~ with practlcal expcricncc of puttmg lnto u'-c many of 

the CBI stratcglc~ lcarncd during trammg Stuùent ... wllh varlOUI, dl"ahJ!lllI:~ pre'-l'nl 

dlfferent instructtonal difflcultles that force tcachcrl., to dC\clop m ... tructulOal 

strategies that will rneet the nccd~ of cach learner Whcrca ... teacher ... who tcach 

non-handlcappcd studcnts arc not faccd with ... uch onVIOUl., hamcrl., that woult! force 

thcm to plan jmtructlOn with cach studcnt In mmù They may a.,.,urne that aIl the 

studcnts 10 the class arc capanle of perforrn1Og to the typlcal .,tandard., Thu ... .,orne 
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1 
of the e"trateglc" that arc empha!llzed ln the CBI may be ignored by the teacher~ If 

they percclve the ~trategie\ arc not crucial for !-tudcnts to acquirc !'et goals. 

The lack of a ~lgn1flcant correlatIOn hctwcen the perccived u~c of CBI hy 

tcacher" and the numher of yeare" teachere" have tilught phy~lcal education or wIth 

thc numhcr of cour~c!. ta"-cn ln adapted phy~ical education and special educatIon 

~upport earher oh ... ervalJon ... (Lortle, 1975) that formaI trainmg in pedagogy at the 

unlvcr~ity play~ httle part 10 changmg teacher~ view~ on what encompasscs good 

tcaching ~tratcgle .... Unle~\ the !.tratcgie~ emphae"lzcd durmg training arc m 

agrecrncnI wllh the tcacher tramee's vicw!., more training will not lead 10 adoptIOn 

of lhe~e ~tratcglc~ Il ha, hccn argucd (Zclchner & Tahachnick, 1981) that trainec, 

retain the tradltlonal per~pcctl\'e~ wllh whlch they hegan training The many hour~ 

~tuùcnt'"' spenl oh ... erving thCIr teachcr~' in~tructlonal rnethods play a more important 

10fluencc than the ~kllb acqulfcd durmg trainmg Unies,", the knowledgc tran ... mittcd 

,0 tcacher tramcc~ l' geared toward pro\'ld1Og hn explanatlOn a!. to why, how anù 

when the CSI !.trategles have to ~Je used, more training will not lead ro adoptIOn of 

current rnethod~ that have heen !lhown to he effectIve. 
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1 
Differences Arnonl: Teachers as a hmttion of tbr 

EducatiQoal lf\ el Attained 

Mean~ and litandard devJatlon~ wcrc comput cd from the total ~C\HC~ of thl' 

respondents on each ~ect1on of the CBI que~tlllnnaJre (1 e the pcrccl\'l'd u ... c of CBI, 

adcquacy of training and teacher~' Vlew~ of CSI 

Tahle 17 show~ rneans and ~tandard devwtlOn ... for Icacher ... ' pcrccl\'cd u .... c ot 

CBI a~ a function of educationallcvcl attamed A slgmflCant dlffcrcncc FH,I(}~) = 

253, p<O 04 wa ... noted (Tahlc l~) The lca'it ~lgnIflcant lhffcrcncc (LSD) po ... t-ho( 

T -test (Tahle ! Q) rcvcalcd that tcachers who had rcccl\'cd a hachclor\ de grec 

pcrcclved them~clves to use morc CSI strateglc~ than tho\c who had no Jegrce In 

physlcal educatIOn Further analy~e~ wcre computed for cach of the flve arCiI\ of 

the CSI ~(ra[cgie~ Tahle 20 ~how~ mcam and ~tandard dcvlat Ion ... for tcacher ... ' 

pcrccived u~c of mdlvlduahzed in\tructlOn a~ a functlOn of cJucallonal Icvcl 

attamcd Slgmflcant diffcrence~ werc noted a\ a functlOn of cducatlon<11 Icvcl 

attamcd F(..t,20::!) = 3.35, p <0.01 (Tahle 21) Tukey\ po ... t-hoc te ... t (Tal-,'c 22) 

revealcd that tcachcr~ who had rcccivcd a Bachclor\ dcgrce pcrcclvcd thal thcy 

indJ\'iduahzcd thcu instructlon more than thosc who had nol attamed any uegrec m 

physlcal education. 
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Table 17 

Descripth:e Statistics for Teachers' Perceived Use of CHI as a Function of 

Level 

No degrec ln P.E 
Sorne COlJr~e!' In P.E. 
Diploma ln P.E 
BacheJor~ Degree in P.E 
Master!ot Degree in P.E. 

Educational Level Attained 

Descriptive Statistics 

Mean 

94.70 
99.18 
93.36 

102.22 
lOI 64 

Table 18 

sro 

15.30 
14.34 
13.76 
1225 
12.14 

Analysis of Variance for the Perceind Use of CDI by 

Source 

Education 
Error 
Total 

Teachers as a Function of Educational Level Attained 

DF 

4 
192 
196 

SS 

1740.581 
33075.591 
34816.17 

MS F-value PROH.>F 

435.145 2.53 O.04~ 
172.2687 
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J Table 19 

Least Significant Difference Post Hoc Test for the Perceh'ed l1sf of COI b~' 

Teachers as a Function of Educational uni Attained 

Education uni Lower Difference Upper 
Comparison Confidence Between Confidence 

Limit Means Limit 
---------

l - 2 -11.301 -4.462 2.377 
1 - 3 -8.158 1.332 lO.H22 
1 - 4 -13.470 -7539 -1 (lOt\ • H 

1 - 5 -15.723 -6.9.t7 1.t\2t\ 
2 - 3 -3.069 5.794 14 (l5t\ 
2-4 -7.942 -3.076 1.7H9 
2-5 -10.579 -2.485 5 (lO9 
3-4 -17.054 -8871 -() (lt\7 ••• 

3-5 -18 710 -8279 2 151 
4-5 -6.751 0591 7934 

-----._- -.--

1. No dcgrcc in P.E 3. Dlploma in P.E. 5. Ma~tcr~ dcgrcc 10 P.E 
2. Sorne courses in P E 4. 8achelors degrcc JO P.E 

Table 20 

Descripth'e Statistics for Teachers' Percei\'ed Use of Indi\'idualized Instruction 

As a Function of Educational Le\'el Attained 

Level 

No Degree in P.E 
Sorne Courses in P E 
Diploma in P.E 
8achclors Degree 10 P.E 
Masters Degree JO P.E 

DescriptÎ\'e Statistics 

Mean 

23.70 
25.38 
23.77 
26.22 
25,06 
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STD 

352 
394 
3.H5 
3.39 
463 
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Table 21 

Anal):sis of Variance For Teachers' Perceh'ed Use of Individualized 

Instruction as a Function of Educational Level Attained 

Source DF ss MS F-value PROB.>F 

EDUCATION 4 
ERROR 202 
TOTAL 206 

17788 
268] 5]7 
285940 

Table 22 

44.47 
]3.27 

335 

Tukey's Studentized Range (USD) Test for Teachers' 

Education u\'el 
Comparison 

4 - 2 
4 - S 
4-} 

Perceh'ed Use of Indh'idualized Instruction 

Lower 
Confidence 

Limit 

-1.017 
-1.513 
-0.478 

Difference 
Between 
Means 

0.840 
1.16:! 
2455 

Upper 
Confidence 

Limit 

2.696 
3.836 
5388 

0.011 

4 - 1 0.239 2.528 4.818 **-
2 - 4 -2.696 -0.840 1.017 
2 - 5 -2.655 0.322 3.300 
:! - 3 -1.596 1.615 4.827 
2 - 1 -0.948 1.689 4.326 
5 - 4 -3836 -1.162 1.513 

1. No dcgrcc in P.E. 3. Diploma in P.E. 5. Mastcrs degree in P.E. 
2 Sorne courses in P.E. 4. Bachelors degree in P.E. 
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1 Table 23 showloJ the rnean!\ and standard dc\ lallon~ of the lot~tl loJCOrl'~ for Ihl' 

pcrceivcd adequacy of teacher tnllmng preparation ln CBl A !\Igmflcant lhffcrcnù' 

F( 4,138) = 398. p<O OO-l (Table 24) WiI ... notcd among Icacher ... a., a funcflon of 

cducatJonal 1c\(~1 i1ttaincd Tukey\ po.,t-hoc test (Tank ~:;) .,hm\'!\ Ihat Icacher" 

who had rcceived il Bachelor or Master ... dcgrcc ln phy~\Cal cuucallnn pcrccl\ cd 

thal thcy wcrc more adcquatcly preparcd 10 U!o.C C81 ,trategle., than tho~c who had 

no degrcc In physical education 

No slgniflcant lhffcrcncc!. werc noted arnong teachcr!\ on thclr vic\\'., ahoul 

CBI as a function of educatlonal lcvcl attaincd 

Table 23 

Descriptive StatisUcs for Teachers' Perceived Adequacy of Training 

Preparation to Use CDI Strategies 

As a Function of Educational uni Attained 

No Degree in P,E 
Sorne Courses ln P E 
Diplorna in P.E 
8achclors Degree in P.E 
Masters Degree ln P,E 

DescriptiH Statjstics 

Mean 

1995 
18.84 
19.17 
1991 
2000 

68 

STD 

335 
323 
272 
3,X7 
4.~n 
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Table 24 

Analysis of Variance for Teachers' Perceived Adequacy of Theil" 

Training Preparation to Use CDI Strategies as a Function of Educational Lenl 

Source 

EducatIon 
Error 
Total 

DF 

4 
138 
142 

SS 

12.912 
111.966 
124878 

MS 

3.22 
0.811 

Table 25 

F-value PROD.>F 

3.98 0.0044 

Tukey's Studentized USD Test for Teachers' Perceived Adequac)' of 

Training Preparation to Use COI as a Function of Educational Le"el Attained 

Education Lenl 
Comparison 

5 - 4 
5 - 3 
5 - 3 
5 - ] 
4 - 5 
4-3 
4-2 
4 - 1 
3 - 5 

Lower 
Confidence 

Limit 

-3.221 
-2.967 
-1.698 
0.251 

-5.103 
-2503 
-0.850 

0.906 
-8.167 

Difference 
Between 
Means 

0.941 
2.600 
3.017 
5.333 

-0.941 
1.659 
2.076 
4.392 

-2600 

Upper 
Confidence 

Limit 

5.103 
8.167 
7.733 

10.416 "'*. 
3.2:!1 
5.821 
5.002 
7.879 "'*. 
2.967 

1. No dcgrcc in P.E. 3. Diploma in P.E. 5. Masters degrcc in P.E. 
2 Sorne ':ourscs in P.E. 4. Bachelors dcgrec in P.E. 
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1 ln light of these ohservations, wc can surmise that phy ... ical educatwn 

teachers who have rcecived a hachclors degrcc perCClve tn u ... e morc of the ('BI 

stratcglc!:oo than thosc without any traimng in phy~ical educatIOn The lad. of any 

significant diffcrencc among teacher~ ln the othcr categorlc!. of educatlonal \c\ l'I 

attained hy tcachers may he due to two factors Fir!olt, the~c rc~ult ... may be a 

reflection of what earlier rc~careh (Beveridge, ct aL, 19H6; Earl~, lllX 1) hall 

referred to a!. a wash out effeet of the skill'\ learncd during training penod 

These results may allooo he a rcflcction of the dcpth of traInIng offcrcd at 

cvery level of training in C81 ~tratcgics A'\ rcpOTtet! in a reccnt cro!ol ... -Canada 

survcy of l,SOn schools (Watkmson & Bentz, 19H6), very few of the tcachcr!ol who 

respondent to the survcy had taken any cour~es in adapted phY\ICal education 1 n 

addition, the few graduate programs offered in phY"'lcal educatIOn program ... In 

univer~itJes acmss Canada arc very loopeeialtzed (Evanloo, 19HH) 
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Differences Arnong Teachees' Percei,'ed 

Use of CDI. Training Adequacy and Views on CBI 

As a Functioo oC the School Setting 

Tahle 26 ~h()w~ mt;!an~ and Mandard dcviauon from the total scores of 

tcacher~' percclvcd u~e cl CBI a~ a function of thc type of school sctting. 

Sigmficant dlffcrcncc~ F(3, 193) = 8 12 p<O.OOOI (Table 27) werc onserved a5. a 

function of the type of ~cho()1 settmg TukcY'!1 pOM-hoc comparison te~t (Tahle 28) 

~howcd the~e differencc~ 10 he bctwcen tcachers in segregatcd and integratcd 

schoob Teathcrs in segregaled and intcgratcd schoob percclVed thcmsclvcs to use 

more CBI strategies th an tcachcrs in rcgular schools Furthcr analy5.cs wcre 

computcd for cach ca'cgory of thc CBI strategies. Slgniflcant diffcrcnces wcrc 

noled arnong tcachcr~ ln the four school scttings and their pcrceivcd use of 

a~~es~rncnt, program planning, indivldualized instructIon, mulridisciplinary 

consulting stratcgie~ (Tahles 29-41). 
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1 Table 26 

Descriptive Statistics for the Perceh'ed Use of CHI by 

Teachers as a Function of Type of School Setting 

Type of School 

1 Scgrcgatcd Schoo\ 
2 Integrated School 
3 Special C\ass 
4 Regu\ar School 

Descripth'c Slatistics 

Mean 

108.54 
104.30 
103.92 
96.81 

Table 27 

STD 

10.55 
1299 
11.57 
1300 

ANO\' A for Teachers' Perceh'ed Use of COI as a Function of 

Source 

TYPE 
ERROR 
TOTAL 

DF 

3 
193 
196 

Type of School Selting 

ss 

3898.766 
30907903 
34806.67 

72 

MS F-value PROB.>F 

1299.588 8 12 () nOOl 
160.144 



1 Table 28 

Tukey's Studentized Range (HSD) Test for Teachers' Perceived 

Use of COI as a Function of Type of Sehool Setting 

Type 
Comparison 

1 - 3 
1 - .., 

1 - 4 
3 - 1 
3 - 2 
3 - 4 
2 - 1 
'1 - 3 -
'1 4 J- -

No dcgrcc In P.E. 

Lower 
Confidence 

LimU 

-1.970 
-1.239 
0.300 

-2.775 
-2.038 
-0.550 
-2368 
-2.362 
0014 

Difference 
Between 
Means 

0403 
0565 
1.852 

-0.403 
0.162 
1.449 

-0.565 
-0162 

1.287 

Upper 
Confidence 

Limit 

2.775 
2.368 
3.404 * ** 
1.970 
2.362 
3.449 
1 239 
2.038 
2560 * ** 

., Sorne courses in P.E. 
3. Diploma in P.E 5. Masters dcgrcc in P.E . 
4 Bachelors degrcc in P.E. 

Table 29 

Descriptive Statistics for the Perceh'ed Use of Assessrnent 

Type of School 

1 Scgrcgatcd School 
~ Intcgratcd School 
3 Sp~cial Cla~!. 
4 Rcgular SChOlll 

as a Function of Type of Sehool Setting 

D .. S .. escn ptn' etat 1 stJ cs 

Mean 

22.25 
20.68 
20.57 
17.90 
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STO 

335 
4.24 
4.16 
4.40 



Table 30 

Teachers' Percehed l'se of Assessment Slrategifs as 

Source 

TYPE 
ERROR 
TOTAL 

OF 

3 
200 
203 

A Function of Type of School Setting 

SS 

549.7945 
3602362 
4152 156 

MS 

IH3265 
IH011H 

Table 31 

F-\'aluf PROU.>F 

-- ----------

10 17 () 0001 

Tukey's Studentized Range (HSD) Test for Teacher~' Percei\'(~d 

Type 
Comparison 

1 - 2 
1 - 3 
1 - 4 
2- 1 ., 3 .. -
2- 4 
3 - 1 
3 - 2 
3 - 4 

Use of Assessment Strategies 

Lower 
Confidence 

Limit 

-1.264 
-2.019 

1.904 
-4.414 
-3.311 
o 7H3 

-5.376 
-3518 
-0.423 

Difference 
Between 
Means 

1.575 
1 679 
4353 

-1 575 
o 104 
277H 

-} 679 
-0 104 

2.675 

Upper 
Confidence 

Limit 

4.414 
5.376 
6.H02 ..... 
126..t 
3SIH 
4774 ...... 

-2())t) 

3 ~II 
5772 

---------------------- _._--- -- -- - -

1. No de grec in P.E. 3. Dlploma in P.E 5 Ma~lcrs dcgrec In P E 
2. Sorne courses in P.E 4. Bachclors dcgrcc in P.E 
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Table 32 

Descripth'e Statistics for the Perceived Use of Program Planning 

Strategies as a Function of Type of School Setting 

Type of School 

Segrcgaled Schoo! 
Inlcgralcd School 
SpecIal Cla<,<, 
Rcgu\ar Schou\ 

Descripti"e Statistics 

Mean 

30.12 
28.93 
27.46 
27.34 

Table 33 

STD 

2.93 
3.77 
2.90 
4.08 

ANOVA for the Perceived Use of Program Planning Strategies 

Source 

n'PE 
ERROR 
TOTAL 

By Teachers as a Function of Type of School Setting 

DF 

3 
203 
206 

SS 

207.789 
2993.206 
3200.995 

75 

MS 

69.263 
14.745 

F-value PROB.>F 

4.70 0.003 



Table 3-4 

Tukey's Studentized Range (HSD) Test for Teachers' Perreind Use of I)rogram 

Planning Strategies as a Function of Type of School Setting 

Type 
Comparison 

Lower 
Confidence 

Limit 

Differrnce 
Between 
Means 

Upper 
Confidence 

Limit 

----------------------------- --. 

l - 2 
1 - 3 
1 - 4 
2 - 1 
2 - 3 
2- 4 
3 - 1 
3- 2 
3- 4 

-1.331 
-0743 

0609 
-3.717 
-1. 70 1 
-0 194 
-6.060 
-4.631 
-2770 

1.193 
2.65S 
2.7S4 

-1 193 
1 46S 
1591 

-265S 
-1465 
0126 

3717 
6060 
4 lJ59 •• '" 
1 331 
4 631 
3 376 
0743 
1 701 
3021 

--------------------------- --

1 No dcgree in P E. 
2 Sorne cour!le~ in P.E. 

3 Diploma In P.E. 5 Ma~tcr~ dcgrcc in P.E 
4. Bachclors dcgrcc in P.E. 

Table 35 

Descriptive Statistics for the Perceived Use of Individualiled Instructional 

Strategies by Teachers as a Function of Type of School Setting 

Type of School 

Segregatcd School 
Intcgrated School 
Special Class 
Regular School 

Descriptive Statistics 

Mean 

27.16 
26.32 
2662 
24.84 

76 

STD 

359 
394 
355 
3.56 

--- - ---. 



Table 36 

ANOVA for the Perceived Use of Individualized Instructional Strategies 

Source 

T)'PE 
ERROR 
TOTAL 

8J Teachers as a Function of Type of School Setting 

DF 

3 
203 
~()6 

ss 

1687H3 
2686869 
2855.652 

77 

MS 

56.261 
13.236 

F -value PROB.>F 

4.25 0.006 



1 Table 31 

Tukey's Studentized Range (HSD) Test for Teachers' l'erccÎ\'ed l'se of 

Individualized Instructional Strategies as a Function of Function of T"pe of 

Type 
Comparison 

1 -
..., ... 

1 - 3 
1 - 4 
2 - 1 
2 - 3 
2 - 4 
3- 1 
3 -

., ... 
3 - 4 

1. No dcgrcc In P E. 

Lower 
Confidence 

Limit 

-1 S·N 
-2678 
0263 

-3234 
-329H 
-0210 
-3.767 
-2 701 
-0.964 

School Setting 

-----~--- -- - - - -

Difference 
Between 
'1eans 

OH·B 
o 5~5 
2 32~ 

-0 H4.1 
-O.29H 

1 4H 1 
-0545 
o 29H 
1 779 

l!pper 
Confidtmce 

Umit 

] ~]~ 

3767 
~ 3H5 .... 
1 5~l) 
2701 
3 172 
2 h7S 
.3 29X 
~ 523 

2. Sorne cour~cs ln P E. 
3. Diploma ln P.E. 5 Ma~tLC'" Jcgrcc ln P E 
~. 8achclors dcgrcc ln P E. 

Table 38 

Descriptive Statistics for the Perceived Use of Multidisciplinary Con~ulting 

Strategies by Teachers as a Function of Type of School Setting 

Type of School 

Segrcgatcd School 
lntcgratcd School 
Special Class 
Regular School 

Descriptive Statistits 

Mean 

12.76 
12.20 
12.36 
10.91 

78 

STD 

2A4 
2.52 
2.41 
2.88 



Table 39 

ANO\'A for th .. Perceh'ed Use of Multidisciplinary Consulting Strategies 

Dy Teachers as a Function of Type of School Setting 

Source 

TYPE 
ERROR 
TOTAL 

DF 

3 
206 
209 

SS 

] ]5.275 
1551.106 
1666.380 

MS 

38.425 
7.529 

F-\'alue PROB.>F 

5 10 0.002 

---------------------------------

Table 40 

Tukey's Studentized Range (HSD) Test for Teachers' Perceind Use of Program 

Planning Strategies as a Function of Function of Type of School Setting 

T~'pe 
Comparison 

1 - ., 
1 - 3 
~ - 4 ., - 1 ., 

3 '- -
2 - 4 
3 - 1 
3 - ., -
3 - 4 

1. No dcgrcc ln P.E. 

Lower 
Confidence 

Limit 

-1.239 
-1.970 

0.300 
-2.368 
-2.362 
-0.014 
-2775 
-2.038 
-0.550 

Difference 
Between 
Means 

0565 
0.403 
1852 

-0.565 
-0.162 

1.287 
-0403 
0.162 
1.449 

Upper 
Confidence 

Limit 

2368 
2775 
3.404 *** 

1 239 
2.038 
2.560 *** 

1 970 
2362 
3.449 

3. Diploma in P.E. 5. Masters degrec in P.E. 
., Sorne cour~c~ in P.E. 4. Bachclors dcgrce in P.E 
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Tahle 41 shows dc!)cnptivc statistics for teachcr~' VICW!\ on CHI as a 

function of the type of school scttmg Slgmflcant differcncc!\ wcrc notcd among 

school sctttng~ (Tahle 42) Tcacher~ ln scgrcgatcd school~ wcre mon,' po~itl\'C about 

CBI than thosc in intcgratcd and rcgu)ar schools (Table 43) 

Table ". 

Descriptive Statistics for Teachers' Views on COI as a 

Function of the Type of School SeUing 

---.- -- -'-- - - _. 

Descdptin Statisti~5 

Type of School Mean STO 
-----------------------._-- - ----

Scgrcgatcd School 
Int/:gratcd School 
Special Cla~~ 
Rcgular School 

22.21 
1903 
21 45 
19.21 

3 SR 
4.07 
2.25 
347 

-----------------_.--------- ------

Table "2 

Teachers \ïews on CBI as a Function of the T~'pf 

of School Setting 

---------------------------_._---_ .. ----.-
Source 

TYPE 
ERROR 
TOTAL 

OF 

3 
190 
193 

SS 

231 434 
2409.45 
2640886 

80 

MS 

77 14 
1268 

F -value PROB.>.' 

6 Ok o /)(){)() 



, Table 43 

Tukey's Studentized Range (USD) Test for Teachers' Views 

About CDI a~ a Function of Type of School Setting 

Type 
Comparison 

Lower 
Confidence 

Limit 

Difference 
Between 
Means 

Upper 
Confidence 

Limit 

1 - 3 -2.607 0.754 4.115 
1 - 4 0.936 3.000 5.064 *** 
1 - 2 0.788 3.183 5.577 *** 
3- ] -4.115 -0.754 2.607 
3- 4 -0.662 2.246 5.154 
3- 2 -0.722 2.429 5.580 
4- ] -5.064 -3.000 -0.936 *** 
4- 3 -5.154 -2.246 0.662 
4- 2 -1.519 0.183 1.884 

1. No degrec in P.E. 3. Diplorna in P.E. 5. Masters degree ln P.E . 
.., Sorne courses in P.E. 4 8achclors dcgree ln P.E. 

Thcsc re~ults support prcvlOUS observations (Sachs, 1988; Safran & Safran, 

1987; Shinn, Timlal & StJlra, 1987) that instructional strategies used hy teachers arc 

dcpcndcnt on the school sctting. For example teachers ln a variety of ~chool 

scttings rnay diffcr in the way they carry out their instructional duties due to the 

opportunities availahle to them in the diffcrent school settings. It is possible that 

tcachers ln inlcgrated and segregatcd schools have ta constantly think of the wide 

variabilitics in studcnt pr.(ormancc whcn planning for class activities. Teachcrs in 

rcgular schools may nm be pressur .... d to individualize their instruction sincc it is 
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1 
a~sumcd that studcnt, 10 rcgular school .. arc capahic of acqumng mulor ~"'111~ 

comparable to a norm group 
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CHAPTER V 

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 

Thc purpo~c of this ~tudy wa~ to investigatc the pcrceivcd usc of 

c()mpctcncy-ha~cd m~tructJOn hy physical educatIOn tcachers ft wa~ also thc intent 

of thi~ !.tuuy 10 create a re~carch tool that included speciflc CBI strategics in order 

to flOu out thc extcnt to WhlCh tcacher!o. pcrceive thcrnsclves to use these strateglc" 

Thl!o. chapter outhnc~ the summary and conclusions of the research and is divldcd 

lOto flvc ~cctlOn~ (1) Summary of the Methodology (2) Summary of thc fmJing~ 

(3) o.mclu~lOn~ (4) ImplicatIOns (5) Rccommcndations for furthcr study 

SummaO' of the MethodQlogy 

Two hunured anu thirtccn teachers currently teaching physical education in 

clernentary. Junior and !o.cnior high schools answered a questionnarc to dctcrmme 

the extcnt to whlch thcy perccivcd to use Compctcncy-Bascd Instructional 

stratcglc!o. The pcrcclved CSI qucstlOnnalfc was devclopcd as outlincd by Safrit 

( 19H 1) through a tahlc of Item spcclfication. Although mnc content arcas of CBI 

stratcglc!o. wcrc Identlflcd. only five content areas were uscd ln this questionnaire. 

For cach of thc contcnt area". compctcncy statements were developcd. Of thc 1,000 
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1 questionnaires sent to schools acros!ol Canada, 235 wcrc rcturncd Twcnty-two of 

those returncù wcrc not uscd sincc thcy wcre not fully complcted or the school~ 

had becn cIo~eù ùown Teachers wcrc leqUlrcù to rc~pond to the ~tatcment!'. on li 

flvc point Likcrt type scalc to show the cxtent they pcrccl\,,-'d 10 U'l' CBI Thrcc 

main methods wcrc uscd to analyzc the rc~pon~c~ to vanou ... part, of the CBI 

qucstionnaire Thc~e incluùcd, frcquency distribution, Pcar!.on correlatIon analy~I"'. 

and the Analysis of Vanancc proccdurc (Onc-Way ANOV A) 

Summary of the Findings 

Thc rcsults thc prc~cnt study support three of thc 'IX hypothc ... c~ ~tatcd A 

slgniflcant rclation~hlp wa~ notcù bctwccn teachef!.· percclvcd u~c of CBI and the 

numbcr of ycar~ the tcacher had bccn cxpo~cd to ~tuùcnt, wilh lh,ahIlJtll''' 

Slgniflcam dlffcrcnccs were ob~crvcd among teachcr~ pcrcclvcd u,c of CBI a~ a 

functlon of the school setting Spccifically tcachers 10 rcgular ~chool ... dlffcrcd from 

(hose in intcgratcd, and scgrcgatcd schoob on how thcy pcrcclvcd thcm~clvc~ to 

u~c CBI strategIes Also a signiflcant dlffercnce wa~ noted among the pcrccivcd u~c 

of CBI by tcachcr~ and thc educatlOnal lcvcl attamcù Thl~ dlffcrcncc wu, howcvcr 

only bctwccn tcachers with no traming ln phY!llcal educatIOn and th()~c who had 

attaincd a hachclor's dcgree. 
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Mo~t of the tcacher~ irre~pect1ve of the educational lcvcl attained or type of 

~chool .,etting, indicated that thcy rarcly u~cd voluntccrs or parents in their 

in,,>truction It wa~ abo eVldcnt that (cacher.., pcrcciveù that the y u~eù program 

plannmg and hehavlor management ,>trategics more frcquently than the other CBI 

..,tratcgle,>. Although many tcacher ... rcported to u.,e a~~cssment stratcgle~ for 

,>crccmng and gradmg purpo.,c.." thcy rarcly uscd the rcsults from a~scssmcnt to 

dC.,lgn m<;tructlOnal ohJcctivcs to meet the nccds of indlvidual studcnts. 

Conclusions 

Bascd on the findings of this research, thc following conclusions wcre made: 

() Thcre i~ no sigmficant relationship hctwccn physical cducators' perccivcd 

use of compctcncy-ha~ed in!.tructIon and tcaching cxpcricncc 

(2) Thcrc b a ~igmflcant rclationship bctwcen physical cducators' pcrccived use 

of competency-hased instruction and their involvemcnt wIth disahled 

students. 

(3) Thcrc is no significant rclationship betwccn physical cducators' perccivcd 

use of competcncy-based instruction and the number of courses they have 

takcn in special education. 
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(4) Therc is no significant rclatlOnship hctwccn physical cdu(ator~' pcrcclvcd 

use of competency-hased in~truction and the numhcr of cour~cs thcy haw 

taken m adapteù physlcal educatIOn. 

(5) Thcrc is a ~igniflcant diffcrcnce among phy~lcal educator,,' pcrcclvcd u~~' of 

competency-hased instructIOn as a functIon of the ... chool ~cttmg 

(6) There is a significant differcnce among phy~lcal cducator,' pcrccivcd u~c ot 

competency-based instruction as a function of the educatlllnal \cvc\ attamcd 

Implications 

A numher of factors have heen identified m the prc~cnl ~tudy to dctcnmnc 

the extent to which teachers perccive to use CBI strategle~ The followmg 

discu~si()n will focus on specific informatIon from the CBI quc~tlOnnairc and [IIC 

implications for physlcal educator~ and {cacher training In~tllullOn ... 

The results gathcred from the que~tIOnnaire provide Important Information 

that could help professionals develop teaching stratcgie~. FiN, It wa~ cvidcnt (hat 

the extcnt to which physical education teacher~ use CBI ~tr"tegie~ dit! not alway' 

depend on the number of years they had taught hut more ... 0 nn the cxpo ... urc thcy 

had had with students with disabllitic~ The~c rcsult~ may imply thut thcrc i ... li gap 

between training offercd during pre- or in-~erVlce trammg and w~al actually gue ... 

on in schools once these tcachers complete thcir training. ft may he 



necessary for professionals in tcacher training institutions to re-evaluate the c'-'ur~c~ 

offered to tcacher trainees so that skills learned during training arc transferahlc to 

school settings 

As obscrved by McNutt and MandeJhaum (1988) thcre is a nccd for 

educators to have a weil forrncd undcrstanding of the cducational phJlosophy 

behind the instructional strategies emphasised du ring training Thi~ is hecau~e 

students come to the training institutions with an already forrned philosophy of 

what good teaching entalls. By ernphasizing the thcoretical basis for the stratcgie~ 

taught, teacher trainees will he able ~~ understand why and when to u~e various 

strategies in their classroom teaching in oroer to achieve desired goal~ 

Since compelency-based instruction has been supported by bOlh re~earcher~ 

and educators in adapted physical education and special educators a!o, an effective 

instructional methodology, it was expected in this study that teachers who had 

received more courses in either adapted physical education or special education 

would perccivc to use more of the CBI strategies But as wa~ evidenl from the 

results of this study no significant correlation was observed between the nurnher of 

courses taken in both adapted physical education and special education and the 

perceived use of CBI, perceived a(~·· ,:juacy of training and theu views on CBI. 

These rcsults may irnply that the cxtent to which the training offercd to phy~ical 

education tcachers does not provide adequate practical experience for the!!c teachcr~ 

to utilizc thesc skil1~. Tyerman (1979) has ob~erved that the training offcred to 

tcachers does not help student teachers to deal adcquatcly with the cla~sro()m 
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situation as it is. For example, teachers who do not use parents in their class 

management, may be uncomfortable dealing with other people in planning for class 

lessons. If these tcachers wele provided with adequate experiences with parents and 

other school personnel du ring training, they may be able to discover the benefits 

that accrue from a multidisciplinary consultation. Thus, when they start teaching, 

they will not perceive parents as infringing on their authority in the class but as 

partners. 

Finally, professional preparation should focus more on the construction and 

implementation of formai accountability systems to track student progress. Such a 

system would ensure that teaching is geared toward student acquisition of motor 

skills that are targeted in the lesson plan. ft is therefore necessary that training be 

directed toward those strategies that can be attained in the various school setups 

that teachers may find themselves teaching. 

RecommendatioDs for Further Study 

Based upon the observations made in this study, several recommendations 

have been made for further study. 

(1) The present study was a preliminary survey of the ex te nt to which physical 

education teachers perceive to use CBI. The information gathered from this 

study can only be used cautiously. The questionnaire used in this study did 
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1 not provide respondents an opportunity to provide information outsidc the 

questionnaire parameters. A rcplication of this study through c1ass 

observation of tcachers' instructional strategies may shed more light on the 

cxtent to which t!'achcrs actually use CBI strategies. 

(2) Since the rcsult~ of this study concur to sorne extent with previou~ studie~ 

(Lawson, 1983; Placek, 1983; Templin, 1979) that physical education 

tcachers do not always put into use the skills they learned dunng training, Il 

is sugge!lted that more research should he conducted to identify the spcclfie 

factors WhlCh cause the wash out effect. Once thesc factors arc idcntiflcd, 

teacher training can be geared towards providing tramees wlth skills that 

are not only ideal but also correspond to what these tramces arc likely to 

meet in the schools. 

(3) The consistcncy with which teachcrs reported not lU use volunleer!ol and/or 

parents indicate two possible conclusions. First, tcachers may nol u~c cm 

due to school systems that do not allow them to use voluntecrs or parcnt!ol. 

Second, physical education teachers may not be prcpared In Skllls that would 

en able them to use volunteers or parents. Further rescarch should he 

conducted to asccrtain the full meaning of the ah!olencc of muilldi"clpltnary 

consulting in the instructional plans of phY!lical education teachcr!ol. There i!ol 

a nced to rcview whcther multidisciplinary consultmg strategic!ol have 

receivcd proper notice and publicity among those who arc rcspon~ihlc for 

training physical educators. 
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Perceived Competency-Based 

Instruction Questionnaire 

(English \' ersion) 



TEACHER'S PERCEIVED USE OF COMPETENCY-BASED INSmUCTlON 

ASSESSMEm-
Please clrcle the selection whlch you feel best represents the extbnt to whlch you U'3e 
the followlng assessment strategies ln your physlcal education class Instruction. 

1 Never 2 Rarely 3 Semetlmes 4 Frequently 5 Always 

1) Galhenng InformaI Ion 10 determlne the present :evel of funcllonmg of 
each student 2 

2) USlng standardlzed measurement tests (e.g. Canada Fitness Test) to 
assess the strength and weakness or each student 2 

3) Contlnuously monltorrng the progress of students and recordlng their 
performance 1 2 

4) USlng assessment data te wrrte Indlvidualized Instructional objectives 1 2 
5) USlng assessment data to place each student at an approprrate 

Instruetlonal level 2 
6) When students do not achleve estabhshed objectives, assessment 

data IS used ta revise the mstructional plan accordlngly 2 

3 4 5 

3 4 5 

3 4 5 
3 4 5 

3 4 5 

3 4 5 

1 Poorly prepared 2 Falrly prepared 3 Adequately prepared 4 Weil prepared 5 Very weil prepared 

7) Now that you have answered the above SIX que~,tlons, please indlcate the 
extent to whlch you feel yeur training (including pre-service, in-serJice, 
workshops) prepared Vou to use competency-based assessment strategies. 

PROGRAM PlANNING 
Please clrcle the selectIon whlch you teel best represents the extent to whlch you 
plan your physlcal education programs uSlng the followlng strategies. 

Never 2 Rarely 3 Semetlmes 4 Frequently 5 Always 

8) Selectlng actlvltles or ski Ils to be learned that will be tunctlonally used 
by the learner 

9) Breaklng down tasks Into smaff sequential steps ta help students learn 
the prescrrbed skills 

10) Selectlng cUrriculum matenals based on each learner's strengths and 
weaknesses 

11) Selectlng Instructlonal strategies based on each learner's strengths 
and weaknesses 

12) Improvlzlng actlVltles and games to encourage students wlth varylng 
ablhtles to partlclpate 

13) Varylng the degree of competition ln games to recognlze the dlfferentlal 
Interests and ablhtles of participants 

14) Provldlng more opportunltles for learners who have not attalned the 
deslred skiff levels 10 practlce these skllls in other senlngs 

2 3 4 5 

2 3 4 5 

2 3 4 5 

2 3 4 5 

2 3 4 5 

2 3 4 5 

2 3 4 5 

2 3 4 5 

1 Poorly prepared 2 Falrly prepared 3 Adequately prepared 4 Weil prepared 5 Very wefJ prepared 

15) Now Ihat you have answered the above seven questions, please Indlcate 
the extent to whlch you teel your training (Includlng pre-service, In-service, 
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INDIVIOUAUZED INSTRUCTION 
Please cJrcle the selection whlch you 1eel best represents the extent to whlch you use 
the followlng InstructlOnal strategies ln your phYSlcal education classes 

1 Never 2 Rarely 3 Sometlmes 4 Frequently 5 Always 

16) Providlng ample Instruction ln additIOn to approprlate practlce for each student 
ta develop hls/her skills 1 2 

17) USlng volunteers or parents ta enhance the Jearmng of students 
in the class 1 2 

18) Conductlng class actlVltles to encourage cooperative interaction 
among students 1 2 

19) Provldlng frequent positive feedback ta relnforce student learning 1 2 
20) Using appropnate prompts (Includlng physlcal, visual, and/or verbal) to 

facliltate progressive skill learnlng 1 2 
21) Practielng skilis learned ln a "one to one" or small group senmg ln 

novel Situations 1 2 
22) Contractlng wlth Indlvldual students to accomplish prescnbed actlvlties 1 2 

3 4 5 

3 4 5 

3 4 5 
3 4 5 

3 4 5 

3 4 5 
3 4 5 

1 Poorly prepared 2 Falrly prepared 3 Adequate/y prepared 4 Weil prepared 5 Very weil prepared 

..:!3) Now that you have answered the above seven questions, please Indlcate the 
extent ta whlch you teel your training (pre-servIce, ,n-servlce, workshops) 
prepared you to use indlvlduahzed instructlonal strategies ln yClur 

physlcal education class. 1 2 

BEHAVIOUR MANAGEMENT 
Please circle the selection which you teel best represents the extent ta whlch you use 
the following behavlour management strategies ln your physlcal education classes. 

1 Never 2 Rarely 3 Sometlmes 4 Frequef'tly 5 Atways 

24) Orgamzing class actlVlties ta ensure students move from one activlty 
ta the other wlthout delays 1 2 

25) Relnforclng personal behavlours that approxlmate the deslfed 
response until crltenon level of performance is achleved 1 2 

26) Gradually fading relOforcers as the performance of eal.:h student 
approxlmates the desired level 1 2 

27) Teachlng and reinforclng personal behavlours that reduce 
inappropnate behavlours 1 2 

3 4 5 

3 4 5 

3 4 5 

3 4 5 

3 4 5 

1 Poorly prepared 2 Falrl:! prepared 3 Adequately prepared 4 Weil prepared 5 Very weil prepared 

28) Now that vou have answered the above four questions, please Ind,cate 
the extent ta whlch you feel your training (lncludlng pre-servIce, 
In-servIce, workshops) prepared you ta use behaVlour management 
skllis ln your class 

'05 
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CONSULTlNG 
Please circle the selection which you feel best represents the extent ta which you use 
the f.:>lIowing consulting strategies in your physical education classes 

1 Never 2 Rarely 3Sometimes 4 Frequently 5 Always 

29) Involving parents in planning for their children's individualized 
educational program 1 2 3 4 5 

30) Planning cooperatively with other resource personnel ta meet the 
needs of each student 1 2 3 4 5 

31) Using aider and/or more skilled children ta teach younger and/or less 
skilled children 1 2 3 4 5 

32) Interacting with other professionals ta better meet the needs of each child 1 2 3 4 5 

1 Poorly prepared 2 Fairly prepared 3 Adequately prepared 4 Weil prepared 5 Very weil prepared 

33) Now that you have answered the above four questions, please indicate the 
extent ta which you teel your training (including pre-service, in-service, 
workshops) prepared you ta effectively consult with parents and other 
professionals in the school 1 2 3 4 5 

\ 

TEACHER'S VlEWS ABOUT COMPETENCY BASED INSTRUcnON 
Please indicate the degree ta which you agree or disagree with each of the 
following stalements below by circling the appropriate number. 

1 strongly disagree 2 disagree 3 moderately agree 4 agree 5 strongly agree 

34) 1 have adequate time ta use competency-based instruction strategies in 
my class 1 2 3 

35) 1 have the resources necessary ta enable me ta use competency-based 
strategies 1 2 3 

36) The number of students in my class makes il possible for me ta use 
competency-based instruction 1 2 3 

37) 1 have support personnel ta assist me in class management 1 2 3 
38) Competency-based instruction is not appropriate for my class since skill 

development is not the major focus of my program 1 2 3 
39) 1 have round competency-based instruction ta be valuable when used 

selectively 1 2 3 
40) The wide variability in student performance makes it impossible for me 

to use competency-based instructional strategies 1 2 3 

106 

4 5 

4 5 

4 5 
4 5 

4 5 

4 5 

4 5 



l 
.i 

BACKGROUND QUESllONS ABOUT YOURSELF 

Please answer the following questions ta the oost of your ablhty. 

41) What 15 your gender 

42) How many years have you been teaching physlcal education 

43) How many years have you taught physical education to students 
with disabllities 

Male ........ 1 
Female .... 2 

Years ---

Years ---
44) What IS the highest degree you have attained in 

Physlcal Education No Degree ln Physlcal Education .... 1 
Sorne Courses in Physical Education .. 2 

Dlploma ..... 3 
Bachelors ... 4 
Masters ..... 5 

Doctorate ... 6 
How many courses have you taken: 

45) in adapted physlcal education Number of courses ---
46) in special education Number of courses __ _ 

(a course IS approxlmately 40 hours of instruction over a semester) 

47) How would you descnbe the type of school in which vou teach? 

'1. Majorrty of my teachlng time is spent in a segregated school (school 
pnmanly deslgned for students wrth disabilrties) ..... 1 

2. Majority of my teachlng time is spent in an integrated scheol (school ln 

whlcn students wrth disabilities attend classes wrth non:chsabled students for 
part or majorrty of the school day) .... 2 

3. Majorrty of my teachlng tlme 15 spent ln a regular school but 1 have 
a major responslblhty ln teachlng special classes (a special class refers 
to the classed deslgned for dlsabled students who remaln Intact for the mal0rlty 
of the school day ln a regular school) ..... 3 

4. Malorrty of my teachlng tlme is spent ln a regular school (school pnmanly 
deslgned for non-dlsabled students) ..... 4 

48) At what level do you currently teach physlcal education 
(Check as many as applicable to you) 

THANK YOU FOR VOUR COOPERATION 
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Elementary .. 1 
Junior High .. 2 
Senior Hlgtl .. 3 
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APPENDIX C 

Perceived Competency-Based 

Instruction Questionnaire 

(French Version) 



1) EVALUATION 

S'il vous pl ait, veuillez encercler la sélection qui selon vous représente le mieux dans quelle mesure vous utilisez les stratfgies 
d'évaluation suivantes, lors de vos classes d'êducation physiques. 

1. Jamais 2. Rarement 3. Quelques fois 4. Souvent S. Toujours 

1) Recueillir de l'information de façon à dtternuner le niveau de fonctionnement actuel de chaque étudiant 
1 2 3 4 5 

2) Utilisation de tests de mesures normalisées (e g. Physitest normalisé Canadien) de façon à évaluer les forces et 
faiblesses de chaque étudiant. 1 2 3 4 5 

3) Controler de façon continue le progr~s des étudiants et enregistrer leurs performances. 1 2 3 4 5 

4) Utilisation des données d'évaluation (ou résultats d'évaluation) de façon à aéer des objectifs instructionnels 
persorula!i.~s. 1 2 3 .. 5 

S) Utilisation de données d'évaluation de façon à placer chaque étudiant à l1D niveau d'instruction approprié. 
1 2 3 4 5 

6) Lorsqu un étudiant n'atteint pas le ou les objectifs pré-établis, les données d'évaluation sont utilisées afin d,. réJjustcr 
le plan instructionnel 1 2 3 4 5 

1 Mal préparé 2 Assez bien préparé 3 Megennement bien préparé 4. Bien préparé 5. Tres bien préparé 

7) Maintenant que vous avez répardu aux six questions précedentes, s'il vous plait veuillez indiquer dans 
queUe mesure vous estimez avoir veçu une formation adéquate (inceuant avant d'avoir enseigné, durant 
l'enseignement, ateliers) de façon à vous préparer à utiliser les strategies d'évaluation 'competenc)' based" 
dans vos classes d'éducation physique. 

IOPLANNIFICATION DU PROGRAMME 

1 2 3 4 5 

S'il vous plait veuillez encercler la sélection qui selon vous représente le mieux dans queUe mesure vous planifiez vos programmes 
d'éducation physique en utilisant les stratégies suivantes. 

1. Jamais 2. Rarement 3. Quelques Fois 4. Souvent 5. Toujours 

8) 

9) 

Choisir des activités qui pourront servir à l'étudiant dans sa vie de tous les jours. 

Faciliter l'apprentissage d'une activité en la décompensant en étapes successives. 

10) Sélectionner un programme scolaire basé sur les forces et faiblesses de chaque étudiant. 

11) Sélectionner des stratégues :t'instruction basées sur les forces et faiblesses de chaque étudiant 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 
12) Improviser des activités et des jeux de façon à encourager la participation des étudiants indépeodcmmeDt de leur 
niveeau d'habileté, 1 2 3 4 5 

13) Varier le niveau de compétition de façon à déceler les différents degrés d'mterets ct habilétés des étudiants. 
1 2 3 4 5 

14) Donner la possibilitt aux étudiant n'ayant pas obtencc le niveau d'habilett dtsirt, de pratiques les activités en question 
en différentes occasions. 1 2 3 4 5 

to'b 
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1. Mal Prépar~ 2. Assez bien prépar~ 3. Magennement bien prépar~ 4. Bien préparé S. Trés bien préparé 

15) Maintenant que vous avez répardu nux sept questions préddentes, s'il vous plaît indiquez dans queUe mesure vous 
estimez avoir reçu une formation adéquate (incluant avant d'avoir enseigné - durant l'enseignement - atetiers), de façon à vous 
préparer à utiliser les stratéties de plannification des programmes dans vos classes d'éducation physique. 1 2 3 4 S 

III INSTRUCTIONS PERSONNALiStES 
S'il vous plaît, veuillez encercler la sélection qui selon vous représentc Ic mieux dans queUe mesure vous utilisez les stratégies 
d'instruction suivantes lors de vos classes d'éducation physique. 

1. Jamais 2. Rarcment 3. Quelques Fois 4. Souvent S. Toujours 

16) Fournir amplement :instructions ainsi que de temps de pratique de façon à ce que chaque étudiant puisse développer 
ou améliorer ses habiletés. 1 2 3 4 S 

17) Avoir recours à des pénévoles ou parents durant les heures de classe de façon a améliorer l'apprentissage des 
étudiants. 1 2 3 4 S 

18) Diriger les activités de façon à développer le sens de la coopération entrc Ics étudiants. 
123 4 S 

19) Encouragcr ct complimenter les progrés des étudiants de façon à encourager l'apprentissage. 
1 2 3 4 S 

20) Utilisation d'accessoires appropriés (visuels -physiques-verbaux) de façon à facilite l'apprentissage 
1 234 S 

21) Pratiquer les activités sur une base de "un pour un" ou en petits groupes, lorsque'il s'agit de situations nouveUes. 
1 2 3 4 S 

22) Utiliser un contrat d'apprentissage pour suivre le programme des aetivites planifiées. 1 234 S 

1. Mal préparé 2. Assez bien préparé 3. Magennement bien prépar~ 4. Bien préparé S. Trés bien préparé 

23) Maintenant que vous avez répardu aux sept questions préddentcs, s'il vous plaît veuillez indiquer dans queUe mesure 
vous estimex avoir reçu une: Cormation adéquatc incluant avant d'avoir enseigné - durant l'enseignement - atetiers) de façon à 
vous préparer à utiliser les stratégies d'iustructions perso~es dans vos classes d'éducation physique. 1 2 3 4 S 

IV CONTROLE DU COMPORTEMENT 
S'il vous plaît veuillez encercler la selection qui selon vous représente le mieux dans queUe mesure vous utilisez les stratégies 
de contrôle du cor.lportement suivantes dans vos classes d'éducation physique 

1. Jamais 2. Rarement 3. Quelques Fois 4. Souvent S. Toujours 

24) Organiser la session d'activité dc façon à ce quiU y ait un mouvement rapidc et continue entre chacune des activitiés 
1 2 3 4 S 

2S) Renforcer les compartements se rapproachant de la réponse désiré, jusqui l ce que le niveau de performance pré­
établic soit atlcÎnt 1 2 3 4 S 

26) Lorsque la performance dc chaquc étudiant atleÏDt le niveau désiré, retircr gnidueUement les renforcements. 
1 2 3 4 S 
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27) Enseigner et renforcer les comportements appropriés de façon 1 dimiDver les compartements non-désirés 1 2 3 4 ~ 

1. Mal préparé 2. Assez bien préparé 3. Magennement bien préparé S. Tres bien prépar6 

28) Mamtanant que vous avez répardu aux quatre questions pr6cedentes, veiullez s'il vous pl ait indiquer dans queUe mesurl': 
vous estimez avoir reçu une formation adéquate (incluant avant d'avoir ensigné durante l'enseignement- ateliers) de façon à vous 
préparer à utiliser les stratégies de contrôle du comportement dans vos classes d'éducation physique 1 2 3 4 S 

v. CONSULTATION 
S'il plait, veuillez encercler la ~lection qui selan vous, représente le mieux dans queUe mesure vous utilisez les stratégies de: 
consultation suivants dans vos classes d'éducation physique 

1. Jamais 2. Rarement 3. Quelques Fois 4. Souvent S. Toujours 

29) Impliquer les parents dans la planification du programme éducationnel de leur enfant. 1 2 3 4 ~ 

30) Planifier en coopération avec des personnes ressources de façan à satisfaire les besoins de chaque édutiantl 2 3 4 5 

31) Avoir recours à des édutiants plus agés et lou plus expérimentés pour aider les plus jeunes et/ou mains expérimentés 
1 2 3 4 S 

32) Avoir recours à des d'autre professionnels de façon à mieux ~tisfaire les besoins de chaque enfant 
1 2 3 4 5 

. 
1. Mal Préparé 2. Assez Bien Préparé 3. Hegennement Bien Préparé 4. Bien Préparé 5. Trés Bien Préparé 

33) Maintenant que vous avez répardu aux quatres questians précédents, veuillez s'il vous plait indiquer dans quelle mesure 
vaus estimez avoir veçu une formation adéquate (incluant avant d'avoir enseigné - durant l'enseignement - ateliers) Vous 
préparent à consulter efficacement avec les parents et autres professionnels de l'école 1 2 3 4 S 

VI OPINION DES ENSEIGNANTS EN CE QUI CONCERNE LES wlNSTRUCTlONS BAStES SUR LA COMPtTENCEe 
S'il vous plait, veuillez indiquer dans queUe mesure vous étes en accord ou en désaccord avec les énoncés suivants, en encerclant 
le chiffre approprié 

1.Fortement En Desaccord 2. Pas D'accord 3. Neutre 4. En Accord 5. Fortement En Accord 

34) Dans mes classes, j'ai suffisamment de temps pour utiliser des instructions basées sur la compétence 123 4 S 

35) J'ai les ressources n~cessaires me permettant d'utiliser des instructions bas~es sur la com~tence. 
1 2 3 4 5 

36) Le nombre d'etudiants dans ma classe me permet d'utiliser des "instructions basées sur la com~tence. 1 2 3 4 S 

37) J'ai acc~s A du personnel paivant m'aider à diriger ma classe. 1 2 3 4 5 

38) n me serait futile d'utiliser les winstructioDS basées sur la compétence· dans ma classe puisque le développement des 
habilités n'est pas un objectif majeur de mon programme. 1 2 3 4 5 

39) Je trouve que les instructions bastes sur la com~teDce SODt utiles lorsqu'eUes sont u~es ~lectivemeDt. 
123 4 S 

40) La grande variation en ce qui concerne la performance des ~tudiants rend l'utilisation des ·instructions bas~es sur la 
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com~tence· impossible. 1 2 3 4 5 

s'a vous plaît veuillez r~poadrc aux questions suivantes au meillcur de vos connaissances. 

41) Votre sexe masculin ...... 1 
f~minin ...... 2 

42) Nombre d'ann~es d'cnseignement en tant qu'~ducateur (mcc) physique ans 
43) Nombre d'ana~es d'enseignement ca tant qu'~ducateur (tricc) physique aupt~s des 6tudi8llts handcap6s llJ!!: 

44) Ouel est le plus haut Diveau de scolarit6 que vous avez atteint Cil 6ducation physique. 
Aucun diplôme Cil ~ducation physique--1 

Quelques cours d'~ducatioll physiquc--2 
Diplome---3 

Baccalaur6at---4 
Maîtrise---' 
Doctorat---6 

Combiea de cours avez-vous suivit: (un cours correspond l enviroD 40 heures pa semestre). 

45) en ~ducation physique aJapt6e . 
nombre de cours 

46) en ~ducation physique sp6~e 
nombre de cours 

47) Comment ~cririez-vo\l& le type d'~cole ou VO\l& enseigne pr6scntement? 

1. La majorit~ dc mOIl temps d'enseignement est vou6 l une 6cole spe~e (6colc principalement destin6e aux 
~tudiants bandica~s). -----1 

2. La majorit6 de mOD temps d'easeÎplement cst vou6 l UDC 6cole ou il cDste dc l'iDtegration (~cole ou les ~tudiants 
bandica~s et Don-handicap& partagcnt en partie ou en majorit~ leurs journ6es d' 6cole). --2 

3. La majorit6 de mon temps d'enseignemcnt est vou6 l une ~lc ~guli6re, toutefois j'ai une FaDde part de 
respollSabilit~ en ce qui concerne l'cnseignement de classes spODe classe sp6cialc est ODe classe destiD6e aUl entants handicap6s 
ct demeurc mtacte pour la majorit6 du tcmps d'cnseignemeDt - ct ce donne dans ODe ~cole r6gu1i6rc). 

--3 

4. La majorit6 dc mOD temps d'enseignement est vou6 l UDC 6cole r6guli6rc. (Ecolc principalement dcstin6e pour les 
~tudiants noa-bandicap6s) --4 

48) A quel niveau enseign~-vous pr6scatement 1'~ducatioD physique 
(cochez autant de choix qu'applicable pour vous) 

", 

61emeDtaire ... l 
Secoadaire ... .2 

(Diveau 1 et 2) 
Sccondaire .. .3 

(niveau 3,4 et 5) 
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