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ABSTRACT

- A DESCRIPTIVE PROCESS ANALYSIS AND COMPARISON OF
GAME MODIFICATIONS IN JUNIOR NETBALL AND
BASKETBALL

The amount of time participants spend successfully engaged
with skill content has been found to have a high correlation
with skill learning and achievement. For children to fearn
motor skills it is clear that they must be provided with
sufficient opportunities to exhibit skill responses, during
practice and game sessions. For this to occur, activities must
be designed to cater for the developmental requirements of the
children, whilst maintaining high levels of active involvement
for all participants. In response to these needs, bhasketball and
netball associations have employed modifications to game
structures.

This study provides a descriptive analysis of junior basketball
and netball settings, with a specific focus on the rates of
successful motor skill engagement achieved by participants of
different skill abilities, in coach directed practice sessicns
and game play situations. The behaviours of Ligh and low
skilied basketball and netball participants playing in modified
(under 10 age) and full game designs (under 12 age), were
observed and recorded, for the purpose of comparison, during



four practice and four game sessions using two systematic
observation instruments:

(a) Revised Academic Learning Time - Physical Education/
Sport, (ALT-PE/SPORT), which measures time spent by
participants in process behaviours

(b) Revised Systematic Observation of Student Opportunities
to Respond (SOSOR), which measures the rates of specific
skill occurrence by an individual in a sport session.

The findings from game observations were as follows:

(a) High skilled players in both netball and basketball were
involved in activity far more often than low skilled players and
made more frequent responses in all ball skill categories, with
the high skilled players in the under 10 and 12 netball and
under 10 basketball, being successfully engaged in skill
content over twice as often as the low skilled players. Skill
response rates were far more equitable in the under 12
basketball settings.

(b) The restrictive court structure in netball did not affect the
equity of involvement for high and low skilled players, when
compared to the basketball (non restrictive game structure).

(c) In netball, low skilled netball players spent far more time
waiting during games than high skilled players, mainly as a
function of spending more time in positions which had greater
restrictions on court movement and a subsequent lack of
access to ball possessions.



iv

(d) Low skilled basketball participants spent considerably
more time as a reserve in games than high skilled players, this
reflected game conditions failing to ensure equity of game play
time jor participants.

(e) In both junior basketball age groups, between 23 and 26% of
game time was used for knowledge and transition episodes,
mainly o5 a resuit of time outs and substitutions during game
time,

Results from training sessions reinforce earlier findings that
the level of active involvement is primarily a function of the
organisation and planning by the coach. In both netball and
Lasketball age groups high skilled participants made more
frequent skill responses in each skill area during training,
though they were actively engaged only slightly more often
than the lower skiiied participants. Low ievels of involvement
were found in activity behaviours and in successful ball skill
engagement in the under 10 and 12 netball and under 10
basketball training sessions. Only in the under 12 basketball
training sessions, conducted by the most experienced and
accredited coach, were there frequent opportunities for ball
skill responses.

A high degree of success in skill performance during game and
practice sessions for high and low skilled players in under 10
and 12 basketball and netball was found, indicating that the
equipment and rules used in both sports suits the physical
requirements of the participants, and that modifying



equipment for the under 10 participants has been warranted.
Despite this, greater attention must be paid to adapting rules
in junior basketball and netball to promote greater equity in
participation for participants of differing skill levels and in
developing coach expertise in providing high levels of
successful skill response opportunities during practice

sessions.
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

Research into the developmental requirements ¢f children
involved in physical education activities has increased in the
fast twenty years, leading to a recognition by educators that
children have specific needs and are not merely miniature
adults. More recently there has been an increased community
and academic interest in the nature of child sport experiences
and the ability to cater for the perceived needs of children.

Research in junior sport is now recognised as important in
itself and not just an adjunct to an adult sporting perspective.
Taggart (1986) supports the increased interest in researching
junior sport, stating

This recent emphasis recognises not only the significance
of junior sport in the sporting culture, but more
importantly, recognises the influential place of sport in
the wider culture. Hence it is a worthy form of research
in and of itself. (p.1)

Children now have greater access to, and participate in, a
greater variety of sporting and recreational programmes, in
comparison to past generations and commence playing in a
formal sport setting at a younger age (Martens, 1978).
Descriptive studies can provide indicators of the suitability of
youth sporting programmes to cater for the needs of such



participants, and from this we can develop better strategies to
promote learning and enjoyment of games. Such improvement
can only be maintained through research that consistently
evaluates and re-evaluates current practices and theories.

Research over the past twenty years in child learning (Berliner,
1979; Fisher, Berliner, Filby, Marliave, Cahen and Dishaw,
1978) and in particular studies in Physical Education (Phillips
and Carlisie, 1983; Siedentop,1982 and 1983; Silverman, 1985)
strongly support the conclusion that chiidren who spend more
time actively engaged in relevant and meaningful content,
whilst achieving a high rate of success, will master skills
more readily and subsequently gain greater enjoyment from
their involvement in junior sporting programmes. Metzler
(1983) concludes that physical education and sporting
programmes with an emphasis on high levels of appropriate
motor skill engagement should “...seemingly lead students to
greater skill achievement and thus heighten pasitive attitudes
towards themselves and physical education.” (p.21)

Learning motor skills and enjoyment in participation should be
major considerations in planning and implementing junior sport
programmes. Skilis can be adapted to a variety of settings and
need to be mastered for successful game play to occur.
Participants must, as Metzler (1983) explains, make overt
motor responses to acquire motor skills. Subsequently it is
imperative that many opportunities to exhibit such skili
responses are provided in practice and game sessions. High
opportunity to respond (i.e., plenty of chances to pass and catch



the ball) promotes skilt development. When game skills are
developed, approach tendencies to the formal game and
immediate enjoyment are more likely to occur. (Taggart, 1986,

p.3)

The use of time has in fact been found to be an exceptionally
important process variable effecting learning. As Metzier
(1989) surmised in his review of research on time in sport
pedagogy, “At least eleven studies completed to date, reported
moderate to strong correlations between student functional
time and increased learning.” (p. 95).

Studies in physical education and sport settings reveal,
however, that time allocated to skili practice in game and
practice sessions is generally quite low, with participants
spending large amounts of time in non functional activities,
which subsequently inhibits the opportunity for skill iearning
to occur. (Godbout, Brunelle and Tousignant, 1983; Harrison,
1987; Metzler, 1980; Placek and Randail, 1986; Piacek,
Silverman, Shute, Dodds and Rife, 1382; and Silverman, Dodds,
Placek, Shute and Rife, 1984;). This is especially evident in
team game situations (during practice and game sessions),
where children often spend an inordinate amount of time being
involved in managerial tasks, listening to instructions, moving
from one activity to another (transition), or actually waiting
for an opportunity to participate, thus resulting in a small
percentage of the allocated session time being devoted to the
performance of relevant motor tasks. Studies have also shown
that there is often an inequitable involvement of players of



differing ability, with high skilled participants generally
accruing greater rates of successful skill engagement than
lower skilled participants (Beauchamp, Darst and Thompson,
1990; Cousineau and Luke, 1990; Grant, Ballard and Glynn,
1989; Mancini and Wuest 1984; Placek, Silverman, Dodds, Shute
and Rife, 1986; van der Mars, Mancini, Wuest and Galli, 1984;
Wuest, Mancini, Frye and Murphy, 1985; Wuest, Mancini, van der
Mars and Terrillion, 1984).

A prime motivation for children joining sporting teams is to
learn skills. Research indicates that children often drop out of
sport if they are not actively and successfully involved during
game and practice sessions (Morton and Docherty, 1980; Orlick
and Botterill, 1975; Pooley, 1979; and Robertson, 1981).
Coaches can influence the functional time of the participants,
through their planning of practice sessions. These sessions
provide a significant opportunity for children to practice and
master skills. Coaches and teachers can maximise activity
time by reducing managerial and transitional episodes,whilst
also endeavouring to minimise time devoted to knowledge
transference (Siedentop, 1983). The establishment of
activities that engage children in tasks appropriate to their
skill level, should also be of prime consideration. With greater
understanding of the child and his/her developmental stages
have come concerns that adult game models and previously
used methods of sporting instruction may not fully meet
childrens’ needs. In response, many sporting bodies have
developed modified game structures, which include such
changes as restrictions on player movements around the court,



the number of players per team, and changes to equipment and
game ruies. There is now far greater emphasis on designing
relevant activities that provide active and equitabie
involvement, in an effort to better cater for children’s
developmental skill levels, and game play maturity levels.

By simple modifications, many sports can equalise the
opportunity for each child to participate, increase
mastery of skills, protect children from anxiety and
physical pain and, overall, increase the enjoyment and
desire to remain in sport. {(Hobart Division of Recreation,
Education Department and Tasmanian State Schools
Council, 1983, p.7).

Netball, a sport which has consistently achieved the highest
level of female participation of all sports in Australia, is one
sport that has been mod.fied for chiidren aged nine and ten
years. The current modified version is called ‘Netta- Netball'.
Basketball, the game presently experiencing an enormous
explosion of participation rates, and the very game from which
Netball is derived, has also had a modified game designed for
children under the age of eleven, called ‘Mini-Ball’. As is the
case in many modified sports, many of the modifications
employed have occurred more through the good intentions and
ideas of administrators, coaches and parents, than through the
use of research to determine objectively the most appropriate
game design changes. Unfortunately this is partly due to the
dearth of research in junior netball and basketball. Studies in
basketball have focussed mainly on equipment modifications,



with only a few studies analysing the actual activity levels of
participants. {Parkin, 1980; van der Mars, Mancini and Frye,
1984; Wuest, Mancini and Frye, 1984). Whilst the only
significant netball study (Plaisted, 1990) did not consider
rates of active engagement when comparing modified and adult
game designs.

Despite the lack of research into junior netball and basketball,
both modified games have been widely accepted throughout
Australia, with Netta-Netball played in all states and a variety
of variations of Mini-Ball played in most community basketball
associations. As Pang (1980) suggests, it is essential that
game modifications are consistently monitored and evaluated
to observe whether changes are actually effective and whether
other problems emerge as a result of the change. Modifications
are often instituted with the aim of increasing successful skill
responses for participants. However, what may seem to be an
improvement or good idea may actually have minimal effect on
the amount of opportunities a child has to exhibit a skill
response, such as reducing the size of a soccer pitch, changing
the type of ball used in volleyball (Siedentop, 1985) or
equalising amount of turns in batting and bowling in cricket
(Taggart, 1986). By studying and comparing resuits from
children participating in the modified game and chiidren
participating in the adult game version, a better understanding
of the suitability of each game design in achieving successful
motor engagement may be found. Netball and basketball are two
games that have a cormmon skill basis (with the only major
differences being dribbling, the backboard lay-up in basketball



and methods of defence) but have differing rules on court
restrictions for players, with netball confining players to set
regions on the court. Basketball is a game that is very nomadic
in nature allowing players to roam all over the court, whilst
netball restricts players to selected regions.

Court restrictions have been adopted by other sports e.g.
hockey, football and Lacrosse, for use in their modified game
design with the intention of equalising children’s opportunity
to respond, whereby high skilled players are restricted from
dominating the game. An objective, comparative analysis of
participant involvement levels in basketball and netball may
provide an indication of whether court restrictions are
effective in providing equitabie involvement for ali
participants.

A descriptive analysis of both sports must demonstrate valid
and reliable findings, if it is to encourage game
administrators, coaches and parents to accept and implement
it findings, and thus promote game developments that will
increase the active involvement of participants. To achieve
appropriate findings, valid and reliabie research tools should
be selected that have been recommended for use in physical
education and sport settings. Academic Learning Time -
Physical Education (ALT-PE) (Siedentop, Tousignant and
Parker, 19283) and the modified ALT-PE/SPORT (Wilkinson and
Taggart, 1989) are such research tools presently used in
physical education and sport settings that promote objective



evaluation of junior sport programmes, by providing a
descriptive data base.

The Academic Learning Time model is based on research
indicating that the more time spent successfully involved in
activity related to the subject matter, the more learning
occurs. (Rerliner, 1979; Fisher, Berliner, Filby, Marliave, Cahen
and Dishaw, 1978; Metzler, 1985; Parker and O'Sullivan, 1983;
Phillips and Carlisle, 1983; Siedentop, 1982 and1983;
Silverman, 1985; and Smyth, 1981). ALT-PE can be formaily
defined as “The percentage of activity time during which
students are effectively and successfully engaged in physical
education content activities.” (Godbout et al.,, 1983).
Successful motor engagement has received strong support as a
proxy for learning, and thus as a proxy measure on the
effectiveness of the physical education and sporting
programmes (Harrison, 1987; Lee and Poto, 1988; Phillips and
Carlilse, 1983; and Siedentop, 1982 and1983). Using ALT-PE
levels as a proxy measure for learning and achievement is
especially useful in physical education and sport environments
where physical movements and performances are difficult to
quantify with precision, and there is a lack of permanent
products upon which to base assessmients.

The instrument ‘Systematic Observation of Student
Opportunities to Respond’ (SOSOR) {Brown,1989) is another
research tool that provides specific data on the amount of skill
responses exhibited by a player during a sport session. It also
determines whether the skill responses are topographically



acceptable or unacceptable and specifies whether the results
of the response are successful or unsuccessfui.

This tool was designed specifically for evaluating the
effectiveness of games to provide opportunities for skill
responses, but can also be used in practice sessions
observations, and when triangulated with the Basic ALT-PE, it
will provide a richer description of how participants use their
time and how often they are successfully motor engaged when
participating in sport sessions,

It is acknowledged that other variables do indeed effect motor
skill learning, however this study will investigate the
variables of effective use of time in providing maximum skill
tearning opportunities for participants as these variables have
been recognised as having great effect on skill mastery and the
subsequent enjoyment experienced by children participating in
sport programmes. Such variables are to a large degree
controlied by teachers and coaches.

Significance of the Study

Time spent successfully engaged in activity is significant to
skiil learning, therefore it is imperative that junior sporting
programmes reflect this understanding by providing game
structures and practice sessions that ensure maximum
opportunities for children of all skill levels to be actively and
successfully involved. Improvement and development of game
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structures and coaching techniques can best occur through
objective description and evaluation.

Junior hasketbail and netball programmes have experienced
little objective analysis within their specific settings. A
descriptive process analysis of the behaviour of high and low
skilled participants in both sports, should provide a better
understanding of how players spend their time in practice and
game sessions. From this an accurate assessment can be made
of the netball and basketball programmes effectiveness in
providing opportunities for skill learning. The findings can be
used as a basis for new developments in game structures and
also in designing coaching strategies to provide optimum skill
response opportunities and equity of involvement for all
participants.

With basketball experiencing the biggest explosion of
participation rates of all sports in Australia, and Netball stil]
being the most popular female sport, (Clough and Trail, 1989),
it is important that these programmes are described , assessed
and further developed, to better cater for the needs of the
many participants.

Modified game structures have been implemented in both
basketball and netball throughout Australia. By studying and
comparing results from children participating in the modified
game and children participating in the adult game version, a
better understanding of the suitability of each game design in
achieving successful motor engagement may be found. Studying
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netball and basketball also provides a unique opportunity for
comparison of game designs. Both sports have a comparable
skill structure (with the cnly major differences being
dribbling, the backboard lay-up in basketball and the methods
of defence) but differing rules on court restrictions for
players. Objective analysis of the involvement of low and high
skilled players in both netball and basketball should indicate
which game design provides the best opportunity for active
involvement.

All major sporting bodies now strongly encourage junior
coaches to be accredited through coaching courses, with the
aim being to provide a higher quality of sporting instruction to
all children, with the Western Australian Ministry of Sport and
Recreation providing a range of courses for coaches. Large
portions of sporting association’s budgets are often provided
for such coaching training courses. The Western Australian
Basketball Federation for exampie has allocated $325,000 over
a three year period for training basketball coaches . (W.A.
Basketball Federation, 1992). Obviously with such financial
outlays being afforded to coach education, it is essential that
the training courses reflect research findings on the most
effective methods of promoting skill development. Descriptive
research on coaches’ ability to provide skill learning
opportunities for participants can be of great use to co-
ordinators of such courses, as it will provide information on
which they can base the cbjectives and content of their
programmes. If the descriptive research shows that low rates



12

of active involvement occur in sessions taken by coaches, then
courses can be adapted and developed to address this situation.

In summary the study through the use of systematic
observational instruments-ALT-PE/SPORT {(Wilkinson and
Taggart, 1989) and the SOSOR (Brown, 1989), will provide a
greater understanding of junior netball and basketball settings,
and a subsequent research base upon which further process
improvements can be made,

Purpose of the Study

The purpose of the study is to provide a descriptive process
analysis of how children spend their time in community
basketbali and netball programmes. With successful skill
engagement, being recognised as the major process variable
effecting motor skill learning, this study will focus on the
suitability of practice sessions and specific game designs, of
both sports, to provide maximum opportunities for participants
of differing skill levels to make successful skill responses.
Both the modified and adult game designs of each game will be
evaluated and compared to conclude whether they actually
provide sufficient opportunities for successful skill
engagement for all participants.

As netball and basketball are games with a similar skill basis,
but differing game design, they also will be compared to
determine which provides more opportunities for participants
of different skill levels to make successful skill responses.
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Statement of the Problem

Major Research Question

What process behaviours are observed from participants, of
differing skill levels, involved in junior basketball and netball
programmes?

Specific Research Questions

1. What level of successful motor skill engagement, is provided
for high and low skill participants, in junior basketball and
netball programmes?

2. What level of successful motor skill engagement is provided
in the aduit and modified game structures and practice
sessions in junior netball and how do the differing game
designs compare?

3. What level of successful motor skill engagement is provided
in the adult and modified game structures and practice
sessions in junior basketball and how do the differing game
designs compare?

4. How do the two sports of basketball and netball, with a
similar basis, but differing game design, compare in levels of
successful motor skill engagement?
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CHAPTER 2

REVIEW OF LITERATURE

Over the past fifteen years a great deal of research has been
conducted on junior sport. This has led to a higher degree of
understanding of what children require to improve their skills
and create enjoyment in participating in sporting activities.
These studies have considered the developmental needs and
motivating factors for children in junior sporting programmes
resulting in many modifications to both game structures and
specific game equipment.

The following review of literature will discuss the
modifications made in junior sport settings and participant use
of time within the junior sport environments.

Modifications Iin Junior Sport

Growth in Junior Sport

There has been an unprecedented growth in children's' sports
since the early 1970's (Gibson, 1382). “Improved facilities,
better equipment, and an increase in the number of aduits
volunteering their services has resulted in large numbers
playing and also in children being introduced to a formal sport
setting at a younger age." (Gibson, 1982, p.3) This is especially
evident in basketball and netball which are exceptionally
popular sports with children. (Over 32,000 junior club
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basketballers, and more giris participating in netball than any
other sport in Australiay {(Clough and Trail, 1989). An apparent
bi-product of this, is community and academic interest in the
perceived needs of children, the nature of junior sporting
experiences and the outcomes of participation in adult
organised sporting sessions.

Modifications_in_Junior Sport

Many researchers over the last 15 to 20 years have provided
evidence that highlights that the adult game structure and
rules may be unsuitable for young children. They implore the
need for modifications or adaptions to games so that they can
better cater for the physical capabilities of children. The
Hobart Division of Recreation, Education Department and the
Tasmanian State Schools Sports Council (1983), in their report
on modified approaches to sport for Australian children,
summarised the major problems that existed in junior sport at
the time as:

(a) the excessive demands made on children using adult

equipment and grounds;

(b) the unsuitability for children using adult rules;

(c) the emphasis on competition rather than skill

development;

(d) the failure of many children to develop skills

adequately due to emotional pressure induced by

competitive games;

(e) the concentration by coaches and teachers on the most

talented children who often monspolise grounds and
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equipment to the exclusion of those who really need more
practice and teaching;

(f) the lack of enjoyment experienced by many who play in
teams because the game is dominated by the physically
stronger children and real participation is not
experienced;

(g) the failure of sporting administrators to take into
account different rates of maturation in children so that
grades are determined solely by chronological age and not
height, weight and current skill level;

(h) the hostility by some adults to the idea of changing
sport rules to suit children,on the grounds that it will no
longer be a proper game;

(i) the piecemeal modification of sports without adequate
thought and planning based on research and experience.

(p.8)

There has been a consistent expression of dissatisfaction with

the adult game model to adequately cater for the physical,

mental and social needs of chiid participants. Ewens (as cited

in Evans, 1980) suggested that the ..."evidence is reasonably

conclusive that, from the physiological, psychological and

sociological perspectives, young children are not equipped to

handle a major sport in its accepted sense." (p.13).

Research shows that by placing children in situations
which are too complex and before they are ready for them,
they tend to regress to immature patterns, and in fact
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may never develop mature patterns. In this way player
potential may be tlimited. (Robbins, 1979, p.38).

Benham (1986) also emphasises the need to cater for children’s
needs, stating "Even though children are not miniature adults,
they are treated as such when participating in many sporting
activities." (Abstract)

The physical attributes of children have been seen as vital
considerations in properly planning junior sports, as children
can often be expected to participate in an adult game situation
despite their far smaller body size and strength. Many physical
educators have recommended that junior sport settings be
adapted in accordance with the physical characteristics of the
participants (Allsopp, 1981; Evans,1980; Gibson, 1982;
Haywood, 1984; Lamb, 1985; Masschette,1989; Nettleton and
Sands, 1985; Orlick and Botterill, 1975, Parkin, 1980 (a and b);
Potter, 1984; Reynolds, 1990; Robbins,1979; Rokosz, 1981;
Sleap,1981)

Children are often asked to play on full sized grounds
whiclt are not suited to their size or skill level...They are
often required to throw, kick or hit over distances which
are not commensurate with either physical skill or their
strength level. These unrealistic requirements are
certainly not conducive to learning and development of
skills. (Gibson, 1982, p.5)
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It is unreasonzole to expect children to perform skills
adequately using equipment disproportionate to their size.
Children need to experience success when practicing skills and
be afforded a good chance of being actively involved throughout
the game. Morris (1977) believes that the game design dictates
the amount of success the children have. Haywood (1984)
explains “ The only way a young child can learn to execute
many of the skills of the aduit game is with adapted
dimensions and equipment.” (p.182)

Evans in a summary of studies in junior sport states “Adult
rules and game structure are quite inappropriate for young
children and, as a consequence, there is a need to modify or
adapt the game so that it more closely caters for the physical
capacities of the children." (Evans, 1980, p.13)

Skill development is vitally important in junior sport. This can
only be achieved through maximum involvement of all
participants during game and practice sessions. Unfortunately
less taiented players, who obviously need the most practice,
often receive less of an opportunity to practice their skills.
(Beauchamp, Darst and Thompson, 1990; Cousineau and Luke,
1990; Grant, Ballard and Glynn, 1989; Mancini and Wuest 1984,
Placek, Silverman, Dodds, Shute and Rife, 1986; van der Mars,
Mancini, Wuest and Galli, 1984; Wuest, Mancini, Frye and
Murphy, 1985; Wuest, Mancini, van der Mars and Terriliion,
1984).
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Children's Attitudes To Sport

Involvement Levels

Lamb (1985) recommends that a major objective of modified
sports should be to provide equal opportunities for all
participants. He demands that less talented players should not
be "...asked to sit patiently on the 'resarves bench’, quietly
maintaining concentration for long periods of time while they
watch more talented (or earlier maturing) friends doing and
enjoying the very things for which they are dressed up." (p.56)

Children who experience low amounts of active involvement in
games are easily discouraged and soon lose interest in in the
game. Morton and Docherty, (1980) explain that research at
universities in Western Australia and Canada indicate that the
following factors are major causes of children dropping out of
sport:

(a) unequal opportunities to play in games;

(b) insufficient enjoyment from game and training activities;
and

(c) a lack of physical activity in games and practice sessions.

Orlick and Botterilt (1975) support the notion that many
dropouts from sport occur mainly due to & lack of opportunity
to be actively involved. Pooley (1979) in his survey of soccer
dropouts found similar characteristics, where primary aged
children most commonly suggested equal time for all and
better distribution of talent as ways of improving their soccer
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experiences. They also cited inactivity as the major reason for
boredom during practice and the majority wanted more
emphasis on teaching skills of the game. Longhurst and Spink
(1987) also found that children wanted to improve their skills,
rating this as the most important motive in participating in
sport. Kleiber (1981) in discussing what creates enjoyment for
children in sport states that "A child must have a2 personal
investment in the game to be enjoying it, and nothing creates
that investment quite as well as being part of the action." (p.
80).

Parkin (1980) found in discussions with children, that a
criticism of many sports, including basketball was that there
were limited opportunities for skill responses and that the
children felt that some children {usually the more gifted or
physically more developed) dominated the game to the
exclusion of others. Robertson (1989) blamed poor organisation
of training sessions and programs as a major reason for
children dropping out of sport. Children are not going to
tolerate having to wait long periods of time to be involved and
nor should they, as it inhibits their mastery of skills."If we
want children to improve their skill, it is important that they
touch the ball, puck or whatever as many times as possible."”
(Robbins, 1979, p.38)

Competition In Junior Sport

Passer (1988) in an analysis of child motivational and
cognitive readiness research recommended that children not
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younger than 7 or 8 years of age be involved in organised youth
sport, stating that children do not seek social comparisons nor
understand the competitive process prior to this age. Coakley
(cited in Pésser, 1988, p.71) proposed that organised sport for
children younger than eight should focus almost entirely on
developing individual physical skills and that a competitive
emphasis should be gradually introduced during the ages 10 to
12. Accompanying this belief that developing skills is the most
vital ingredient for beginning sport programmes is a
corresponding concern that there historically exists an over
emphasis on winning a competition in junior sports. Gibson
{1982) states that an overly competitive environment "...tends
to cater for the exceptional performer with winning being the
primary goal, and the needs of only the most capable being
served.” (p.4). However in the last decade there has been an
attempt at de-emphasising the importance of winning with the
advent of modification in junior sports, and a greater emphasis
on enjoyment, participation, and equal opportunities. For
exampla finals and premierships have been disregarded in many
junior sports, as have trophies for best players. The W.A
Netball Assoc. supports this policy, however it differs from
one basketball association to another.

Research has shown that winning is not a highly motivating
factor for children, they are more interested in their own
performance and being with friends, though unfortunately
winning is still perceived as impartant by many adults involved
in junior sports. (Australian Sports Commission, 1991;
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Longhurst and Spink, 1987; Orlick and Botterill, 1975; Pooley,
1980; Robbins, 1979; Robertson, 1381).

In an extensive research report completed on sport for young
Australians in 1990 it was found that

In a very strong and consistent reaction, kids stated that
winning to them was a bonus, but by no means a reason
for them to do sport. Neither was it something they liked
to see as representative of their sport. (Australian Sports
Commission, 1991, p.56).

Most sperting associations also endeavour to address another
major factor leading to children dropping out of sport - 'being
cut from a team because they're perceived as not being good
enough.' By equalising individuals’ opportunities to make skill
responses in games, it is hoped to avoid low skilled
participants being discouraged from participating due to a lack
of involvement or success.

Kids in focus groups who had been through this experience
spoke with hurt, bitterness and a sense of unfairness -
about the time they were dropped from the team, or not
selected, or lost one race too many, or whatever. Having
once been judged not good enough, they will avoid
exposing themselves to risk, arid most of them will not
participate in organised sport again. (Australian Sports
Commission, 1991, p.83)
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Other factors that have been recognised as influences in
children dropping out of sport include:

-conflict with peers;

-inappropriate behaviour of coaches;

-poor instruction (i.e. - unrealistic expectations, lack of
effectiveness in developing skills, lack of effort and empathy});

-Lack of positive feedback or praise;

~excessive pressure from parents.
(Australian Sports Commission, 1991; Longhurst and Spink,
1987; Pooley, 1980; Robbins, 1979; Robertson, 1981).

Barriers_To Modifications_In_Junior _Sport

Modifications in sport have not received universal support.
Mandle, in {Mandle and Pang, 1981) expressed the concern that
those children exposed to modified versions of the sport will
not be as well prepared for sport at a senior competitive level.
It is hypothesised that children must learn to cope with the
stresses of competition at an early age. “Modification would
maintain a child's false hopes since the majority will never be
an elite levelled performer.” (Department of Youth, Sport and
Recreation, cited in Plaisted, 1990, p.388). In response to this
argument Allsopp (Mandle and Pang,1981) remarks that
modified games better prepare periormers by "..first equipping
them with a range of individual technigues automatically
performed and by providing prior experience in the skilful use
of these techniques.” (p. 4). He also believes that performers
can progress %o the competitive versions of the game when
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ready, and if they cannot survive they are not lost to junior
sport completely because there are alternatives,

Adults, who as children learnt the game using the unmodified
game form are often reticent to accept modifications to games
to suit the needs of children. This can often be seen as an
unwarranted dilution of a well accepted game. Potter (1984)
sees the opposition to modifications on the basis of "it's
always been done that way " as a major obstacle to their
acceptance. Evans (1987) fee!s that adults who have had a long
association with the game often have entrenched perspectives
about how the game should be played, and will therefore be
less tolerant of rule changes designed to increase the
involvement of less skilled players by limiting the contribution
of the highly skilled. However, Laurie and Corbin (1991) in
their study of parental attitudes concerning modifications in
baseball for children, found that parents were willing to
accept and support game modifications if clear reasons were
given for why the changes were required. Gray and Cornish
(1985) in their study of junior coaches' attitudes and values,
also found considerable support for modifications which bring
about increased involvement and a de-emphasis on winning.
However, they noted a significant disparity between what the
coaches advocated and what they actually implemented during
the pressures of a game situation.

This raises the concern that while coaches are removed
from the game competition situation they make rational
judgments regarding their philosophy and approach to
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coaching children, but this may change in ‘the heat of the
moment' during a game. (p.40)

It appears necessary that steadfast rules are designed that
will ensure fair and equal participation for all players in
junior sports, thus circumventing coaches manipulating player
involvement for the purpose of winning.

Potter (1984) regards facilities as a major barrier to the
implementation of modifications. Many organisations are either
unable or unwilling to make, what could very well be,
expensive changes to the existing facilities to accommodate
the requirements of modified sports. This problem will be
alleviated over time, as new centres are built and equipment is
upgraded, but in the short term it is a major concern. in fact
presently in Western Australia, where this study is to be
conducted, there are not enough basketball centres to cope

with the demand of junior playeis.

Potter perceives the final barrier to modifying spoit as the
lack of communication, accessibility and use of research
completed on junior sport by administrators. Much of the
research is never published or can only be found in obscure
publications seldom viewed by sports administrators. "This
lack of access to information is partly the responsibility of
youth sport administrators who must ask questions and seek
the answers." (Potter, 1984, ».208). Many sports have overcome
prejudices to modifications implementing the changes
carefully, engendering support by providing a more enjoyable
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game design for children. National basketball and netball
associations have both instituted recommended modified
versions of the adult game. It is important to consider the
findings of studies in modifying these sports before analysing
the modifications that have been decided upon for present use

in junior basketball and netball competitions.

Modifications in Basketball and Netball.

Studies on Equipment Modification

Many studies, of relevance to basketball and netball settings,
have been completed on the effects of modifying equipment for
junior participants. Much of this research has looked at aspects
related to the size of the ball used in junior games. Haywood
(cited in Haywood,1984) found when comparing the use of
small basketballs (5¢m smaller in circumference and 57g
lighter than a normal sized ball) and normal basketballs that
children performed much better in ball handling tests using the
smaller ball. it was hypothesised that this was due to the
children having a greater grasp over the circumference of

the ball, making it comparable to the grasp achieved by adults
using the normal sized ball. Haywood also found that shooting
skills were better facilitated for children under the age of
10.5 years using the smaller sized ball. Juhasz and Wilson
(1982) investigated the effect of ball size on shooting
characteristics of junior basketballers in comparison to adults
and found that junicrs performed better using the smaller ball
(28 inch) than the larger ball (30 inch), demonstrating an
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increased velocity of release, decreased height of release,
increased maximum velocity of wrist and and increased
maximum vertical hip and ankle displacement compared to
adults using the larger ball. When using the larger ball the
juniors demonstrated a smaller velocity of release and less
control.

Zankovich and Husak (cited in Benham, 1986) reported a general
trend of improved performance with the smaller ball, but only
on one occasion achieved statistical significance of
improvement on the pass and foul shot. Wright (1967) studied
the effects of light and heavy equipment on skill performance
and concluded that "The leaming of sport type skills by young
children of limited strength may be facilitated by the use of
lighter equipment.” (p.705)

The height of the goal has also been of interest to many
researchers over a long period of time. Bunn (1933) studied the
opinions of 16 state basketball supervisors on what height the
goal should be and suggested that a graduated goal height
system be introduced to better cater for the size of the players
involved at different levels. With elementary children using a 8
foot goal and college students a 12 foot goal. (cited in Henry,
1979, p.67). Fait (1971) suggested a goal height of 2.4m for
students below seventh grade, while Hailsley and Porter (1963)
and Schon (1948) recommend a goal height of 2,70m for
elementary students. (cited in Juhasz and Wilson, 1982). Isaacs
and Karpman (1981) tested 8 to 9 year old American children
on shooting at both 8 foot high (2.4m) and 10 foot (3.05m) high
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goals. They concluded that the effect of the 8 foot goal
compared to the 10 foot goal is: (1) to double the cdds of
making the shot verses hitting the rim; (2) to more than double
the odds of hitting the rim verses missing the shot; and (3) to
increase more than five times the odds of making the shot
verses missing the shot. They also found that both males and
females had greater problems hitting the rim of a goal without
a backboard, while 69% of females and 45% of males failed to
even hit the 8 feet high structure, while 89% of females and
70% of males failed to hit the 10 feet high goal (cited in
Benham, 1986, p.7).

Davi¢ and Kennedy (cited in Juhasz and Wilson, 1982, p.19)
when {coking at the 3m high goal as compared to the 2.4m and
2.6m goal, discovered that the subjects were less likely to
hold the ball in the recommended position prior to shooting,
took more time in movements prior to the shot, tended to use a
two handed set shot rather than the more efficient one handed
shot, and jumped forward a greater displacement with a
decrease in the height of the jump. Morris {(1976) looked at the
effects of ball colour on the catching performance of
elementary school children, finding that blue and yellow balls
produced the best catching scores. He also suggested that ball
colour was of greater influence with less skilled catchers and
younger children.

Despite many studies advocating the usefulness of modified
equipment, little has been indicated on specific requirements
for different age groups. Benham (1986) indicates that the
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following concerns have not been fully addressed :-

(a) What is the optimum ball weight and size for
performance in different age groups?

(b) As players become more skilled will changing from
smaller to larger balls affect their performance?;

(¢) When would the transfer from larger to smaller goals
be most effectively made? (p.8)

Evans (1980) supports the above concerns stating "We urgently
need more objective information about precisely what changes
need to be made." (p.14). Because of this, many modifications
have been introduced based solely on the belief that smaller is
better, without establishing any empirical data on which to
base the modifications.

Netball _Modificaticns

The need for modifications in netball has long been recognised,
with Ranger (cited in Hobart Division of Recreation, Education
Department, et.al,, 1983) stating in her submission on
modifying netball to the All Australian Netball Association,

Although many children are able to competently handie
the adult netball game, many others drop out of the game
through tack of ability and lack of achievement and
enjoyment,and others who survive this continue to play
but lack certain skills, possibly because their
introduction to the game was not geared to their ability.
(p.74)
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Owing to the perceived need to cater for the needs of children,
Netta Netball has been introduced, which is a modified version
of netball. In Western Australia where this study is to take
place, they have only this year adopted compulsory
modifications for all associations after a long period of
trialing changes. There have been changes made to junior
netball, with most changes being instituted in the 9 and 10
year old divisions. The 9 year oids play the full version of
'Netta Netball', whilst the 10 year olds have all of the 'Netta
Netball' rules, except they play with a larger goal and ball. In
games for 11 and 12 year old children, adult netbzil rules and
equipment apply.

The major changes to the games for 9 and 10 year old children
include:-
(a) 2.4m goal post (9yrs only) 3.5m (all other years)
(b) size 4 ball (9yrs) size 5 (all other years)
(c) Players aliowed 6 seconds to throw the ball (9 and 10
yrs)
(d) Strict 'one to one' defence;
(e) Shuffling on the spot aliowed without being called for
stepping (travelling);
(f) Only standing shots for goal, (no running or jump
shots). Plus no defending in the goal circle;
(@) A team of 10 players may interchange at intervals.
Each player must play at least one haif of the game;

(h) All players may rotate at the completion of each
quarter;
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(i) No finals, non competitive (no recorded scores), no
trophies. (W.A. Netball Association Inc., 1991)

Interestingly no set guidelines are given on compulsory
rotation of positions, it is only recommended, despite Otago
(1982) finding in her analysis of activity patterns of netball
players that each position has vastly different amounts of
opportunity to respond. Otago found that centres averaged
97passes per game, Wing attacks 73, goal attacks 53 and the
other positions ranged from 25-33.

Other findings included :-

(a) The Wing Defence guarded the most;

(b) The goal keeper defended many more shots than the
goal defence;

(c) The positional rankings in time spent in activity are -
Centre(C), Goal Defence(GD), Goal Attack(GA), Wing
Attack(WA), Wing Defence(WD), Goal Keeper(GK), and Goal
Shooter(GS).

No recommendations are given in the Western Australian
Netball Association rules regarding reduction in court size, as
is the case in many other modified sports (e.g. - football,
soccer, sofcrosse, hockey and cricket). Nor is there
justificaticn for why the modifications are made, how they
were developed (i.e. what research was used) and why they are
different for various age groups.
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In a study of modified sports (Australian Spoits Commission,
1989) the findings in relation to netball were as follows:-
(a) All states used modified equipment, recemmended
rotation of players and employed shorter
playing time;
(b) Only Queensiand employed smaller playing areas;
(c) No states reduced the number of players on court.
* (Western Australia did not provide any details)

Other suggestions for modifications in netball include:-
(a) The use of larger netball rings;
(b) The use of a standard size court as two modified
courts or a court size which is two thirds the length of a
standard court; and
(c) The regular rotation of players so that they gain
experience in different positions, including
interchange and reserves. (Modifying sport for children,
cited in Hobart Division of Recreation, Education
Deparcment and Tasmanian State Schools Sport Council,
1983)

There has been little research relevant to this study completed
on any aspect of netball apart from the work done by Plaisted
(1990) who studied the comparative effectiveness of the
modified game in comparison to the traditional model. She
found that both the adult version and the modified version had
educational merits. Though importantly she found that a
significantly better performance in the skills of pivoting and
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shoulder passing of children who play modified netball than the
non modified version. Plaisted (1990), concluded

The modified approach may improve its participants'
skilis to a greater extent than the traditional programme,
but the latter does not appear to inhibit the development
of desirable levels of self esteem, self confidence and
attitudes in players. (p.396

Basketball Modifications

In Australia there is no strict set of modified rules for the
various baskethall associations to adhere to. The rules differ
from state to state, and from association to association within
that state. According to Warren Kuhn, the W.A. Basketball
Director of Coaching, (personal communication, 1992) there
has been great controversy in many basketball associations
about what sort of modifications should be implemented. Some
centres do not even reduce the height of the goal ring for any
age group, as is the case in Victoria. Basketball associations in
Western Australia presently produce their own rules and
guidelines, often based purely on good intentions with little
reference to empirical data. 'Mini Basketball' has been
recommended for many years throughout Australia. "The
modified rules are intended to provide for the children without
altering the spirit of the game, and to ensure a shorter
transition to senior conditions." (A.B.U.A., 1974, cited in

Hobart Division of Recreation, Education Department, et.al.,
1983, p.95)
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The rules for mini basketball were designed for primary school
aged children and included the following modifications:

(a) Maximum of 8 players, who each play 15 minutes;

(b) Playing time to be reduced to 15 minute hatves;

(c) Court size is smaller so that children play across a
full size court;

(d) Smaller equipment, with a basket height of 2.6m, and a
ball 66-70cm in circumference.

'Mini basketball' rules have been recommended, for the under 10
and 12 age groups by the Western Australian Ministry of Sport
and Recreation (1990), However there are differences to the
originai rules. They include the following:

(a) 2.6m goal for under 10 only;

(b) At least 10 minutes play per player in each game;

(c) Ball reduced to 68-74cm in circumference. (size 5);

(d) There is no reduction in court size; and

(e) four 10 minute quarters.

Many other adaptions have been recommended . These include:-

(a) A maximum of four dribbles to stop skilled players
from dominating the game and produce a higher opportunity to
respond. (Gibscn, 1985)

(b) “Design the playing region so that players are
restricted to areas, thus no one player is able to dominate the
game. (N.B. this is part of any netball game)

(c) Interchange players regularly so that all players
receive equal time.” {Gibson, 1982, p.7)

(d) Distance from the ring when shooting free throws to



be reduced (Potter, 1984 ).
{e) No press rule.
This change requires the defensive team to wait on the
offensive half of the court, aliowing the offensive team
to thruw the ball in bounds and advance up the court
unpressed. Youth {eague officials found that cne team
could press anotier to the point that the ball was in one
half of the court for almost the entire game and the
outcome was an extremely lepsided score. (Haywood,
1984, p.184)
(f) "Eliminate jump balls and instead trade
possession on tied balls." (Haywood, 1984, p.184)
(g) Allow an extra step when dribbling;
(h) No penalty for passing backwards across the
centreline;
(i) Change the “3 seconds in the keyway' to 6
seconds.” (Modifying sport for children, cited in Division of
Recreation, Education Department, et.al.,1983, p.78)

Parkin (1980) completed a study on equalising children's
opportunity to play. He investigated the effects of self
designed modifications of both basketball and softball in
equalising play amongst participants.
In basketball he made the following changes:-

(a) 6 players per team;

(b) 2 players per third of the court (restricted areas);

(c) rotation of players through each third (each 5 mins. in
2 30 min. game); and

(d) lowering the ring to 8 feet (2.4m).



Parkin had hoped to bring about an equity in participation, but
despite an overall increase in involvement for the unskilled
group, the same children in the skilled group tended to still
dominate the game in a sense, but not to the same degree.

However he still made some important conclusions:

One of the significant changes was in t.he percentage of shots
that scored with the unskilled group. Piaying the adult game
they managed 10.3% conversion rate, compared with 19.4% in
the modified version using the lower ring. {p.15)

Modifications in games are well supported, however it would
lack prudence to fully accept any model as being the definitive
answer to the problems of participant equity and thus research
undertaken on present junior sporting programmes can only be
of benefit to future planning within these settings.

Participant Use of Time: Academic Learning Time and
Opportunity to Respond

For any educational programme to be considered effective,
positive learning outcomes must occur. Researchers have long
been concerned with the factors that effect and contribute to
learning outcomes. In physical education, time has become
recognised as a powerful process variable in assessing the
effectiveness of instruction and educational setting.

Rosenshine (1979), proposed that the more time a child spends
engaged with the content, the greater likelihood that learning
will occur. Researchers in physical education have looked
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closely at motor-on-task behaviours and have continually
attested to its importance as an influential variable in
effecting learning outcomes. Phillips and Carlisle (1983), state
that " The amount of engaged learning time and success time
during engaged skill learning time are best indicators of
student achievement gain." (p. 66). Lee and Poto (1988) support
this. "Instruction time is one variable over which teachers (and
coaches) have control, it will therefore continue to be a useful
indicator of successful teaching learning." {(p. 70).

The first major research application of instructional time as a
student based process variable was the 'Beginning Teacher
Evaluation Study.” (BTES) (Fisher et al.,, 1978). This provided a
more specific focus on time measure as a proxy for student
achievement. it became known as Academic Learning Time
(A.L.T.). Daryl Siedentop (Siedentop, Birdwell and Metzler,
1979), was the first physical educator to develop and use ALT
specifically for research in physical education. Its adaption is
referred to as Academic Learning Time Physical Education
(ALT-PE).

“ALT-PE is a unit of time in which a student is engaged in
relevant physical education content, in such a way that he or
she has an appropriate chance (80%+) of being successful."
(Siedentop, 1986, p. 27).

it is imperative that any research investigating the
effectiveness of instruction be focussed on the child's
behaviour, not simply the instructor's. This reflects Berliner's
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(1979) belief that "Learning outcomes are more related to how
students spend instructional time than do teachers.”" (Cited in
Metzler 1989, p. 80).

It is essential that children receive a high opportunity to
respond in hoth games and practice sessions to assist in skill
mastery. However it is just as important that when a child is
engaged in motor activity he/she needs to experience a high
degree of success., A factor well recognised in ALT-PE
instrumentation. Silverman (1985, p.19) in his study of
'Engagement and Practice Trials' found that..."practice at an
appropriate level produced related gains in skill, and practice
at an inappropriate level was negatively related to
achievement.”" Ashley, Lee, and Landin, (1988), support the
belief that success or correct performance of a motor skill is a
significant predictor of achievement in physical education.
ALT-PE has received substantial support as a precursor to
participant achievement. Physical movements and
performances are difficult to quantify with precision. "The
lack of permanent products in physical education has led to the
adoption of ALT as a proxy for student achievement." (Parker
and O’Sullivan, 1983, p. 8).

Siedentop (1986) stated that "ALT is the biggest single
instructional variable in predicting student achievement.”
(p.267). Barry and King (1988) supported this expressing that
"...pupils who have a higher level of time on task or engaged
time tend to achieve higher than pupils who have lower levels
of time-on-task or engaged time.” (p. 296)



39

Metzler (1989), reporting on the studies he had reviewed on the
relationship of functional time variables and achievement,
indicated there was moderate to strong correlation between
some constructs of student's functional time and increased
learning. "No reports in our literature show a nregative
relationship between student engagement time and learning;
and, given our propensity at times to search for such refuting
evidence, that is a strong argument by itself." (Metzler, 1989,
p.95). McLeish (cited in Siedentop, 1983, p. 3) concluded that
"It is one of the major impressions received in the use of the
ALT-PE system that this supplies the missing element, or
indeed the major component for evaluating effective teaching

n

in physical education.

Phillips and Cariiste (1983, p. 63) in their study on least and
most effective teachers found that the teachers in the most
effective group "Provided their students with more than twice
the amount of engaged skill learning time and success time
during engaged skill learning time than the least effective
teachers.”

Godbout, Brunelle and Tousignant (1983, p.17) concluded after.
using the ALT-PE instrument in observing physical education
classes that “ The ALT-PE research tool was found to be
reliable and easy to use.”
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Previous Findings in ALT-PE

There has been a large amount of research utilising the ALT-PE
instrument. A summary of findings on the levels of ALT-PE
achieved in a variety of settings will be discussed with
reference to this research, followed by findings more specific
to areas under investigation in this study.

General Findings

A great deal of research has been conducted on the ALT-PE
levels of children in school based physical education
programmes. Many studies have found that engaged time and
ALT in physical education is quite low, and in fact is often
outweighed in time spent in lessons by other aspects such as
management and transition tasks. "Far less ALT was found in
physical education than had previously been imagined, and much
of it was cognitive rather than psychomotor in nature.” |
(Harrison, 1987, p.45)

A variety of studies have found in traditional physical
education programmes that the actual time children are
actively engaged is quite minimal. ALT-PE rates range from
10% to 38%, despite a reasonable range of 65.7% to 85%, of
rontent time being appropriated to physical education content.
(Beauchamp, Darst and Thompson, 1990; Godbout, Brunelle and
Tousignant, 1983; Placek and Randall, 1986; Placek, Silverman,
Shute, Dodds and Rife, 1982; and Silverman, Dodds, Placek,
Shute and Rife, 1984),
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In summarising elementary school ALT-PE findings up to 1986,
Placek and Randall (1986, p.158) stated that

Although teachers provided time for the student to
participate in physical education content through
activities such as drills, lectures games and
demonstrations, students either did not or were not able
to participate and be successful in many instances.

In their summary of studies completed between 1978 and 1983
Siedentop et al., (1986), reported that 22%-32% of time was
spent on waiting to participate or have a turn, 6-22% on
management and transition activities, 15%-25% in receiving
information and only 21%-30% of allocated time on motor
engagement. It was found that ALT in physical education
classes was typically quite low, with students often having
only three to five minutes of ALT per half hour lesson. This is a
grave indictment on physical educators and perpetuates the
need for greater understanding of what strategies and
behaviours are required to precipitate learning. One of the most
salient factors derived from these studies is that low rates of
ALT-PE occur mainly due to poor planning and structure of
practice and game sessions. The time children spend waiting
for a turn is vne factor that can be quickly remedied by
instructors by ensuring there are small group activities, a low
ratio of equipment to children and by manipulating game play
contexts to maximise participation. "The more students wait
the less they are engaged in p.e. content, thus have less of a



42

chance to have an opportunity to practice a skill at an easy
difficulty level (ALT-PE).” (Paese, 1985, p.13)

Based on their findings using the ALT-PE instrument, Placek
and Randall (1986) supported the concept of modifying games
for children, stating that game modifications must be made to
increase the engagement of chiidren participating in games.
Graham, Soares and Harrington (1983) found in their study of
'Experienced Teachers' Effectiveness’, that the most
significant difference between more and less effective
teachers was in the amount of waiting students had to do. "
Students in less effective teachers' classes spent an averageof
438.75 seconds waiting while students in the more

effective teachers’ classes averaged only 58.75 seconds of
waiting time." (p.9)

Very few studies have been completed on engagement levels of
participants in sessions conducted by coaches. Resuits from
studies that have been completed in sport (training) indicate
that coaches achieve higher levels of ALT-PE than physical
education teachers. “Results from studies on time to learn in
sports training (coaches) generally yield higher percentages of
productive engagement when compared to the percentages

of ALT observed in physical education classes.” (Tousignant,
Brunelle, Pieron and Dhillon, 1983, p.29)

Metzler recognises that differences in demographic,
contextual, motivational and performance ability of
participants may make comparisons of coaches and physical
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education teachers difficult and of decreased validity.
"However our use of teaching-based variables in coaching
studies make this comparing difficult to resist." (1989, P.97)

Pieron and Goncalves (1987), in their study of engagement and
feedback of coaches and teachers found that in coaching, motor
engagement of players was higher and that players waited less
during coaching sessions (31.5%-teaching and 23.3%-coaching).
They also found that teachers spent more time in full-game
situations than coaches (21.1% compared to 14.9%), but less
time in scrimmage settings (4.6% compared to 19.2%). Not
surprisingly, considering the higher involvement levels
achieved by coaches, their participants were in contact with
the ball more often than those instructed by teachers.

The higher motor engagement time of players may be
partially explained by presuming higher motivation in
players. However, strategies used in coaching and the
perceived higher intensity and energy coaches seemed to
facilitate maximising of time spent during practicing
specific learning tasks. (Pieron and Concalves, 1987,
p.252)

It is also important to consider that the coach of junior
athletes performs the same function as a teacher, as the
children are just beginning to learn the skills of the game.
Therefore a great deal of teacher based research is relevant to
coaches and they must use this "...to remain well informed
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about the development of game skills and devise suitable
activities to sequentially develop these skills." (Gibson,1985).

Researchers have investigated the effacts of other variables on
the amount of ALT-PE accrued by children in sport sessions.
One variable that can effect ALT-PE is the type of activity
taken. Research has indicated that individual activities
generally produce higher levels of ALT-PE than team games,
with the exception of gymnastics ( Metzler, 1990; Placek et
al.,1982; and Silverman et al., 1984).

Metzler (1989), expressed that time used by participants is
often a function of the specific activity taken. He found that
participants in team games definitely have less ALT-PE than
participants in individual sports. Silverman et al. (1984),
support this, finding that team sports had the lowest level of
ALT-PE of all activity types in their study of 'Academic
Learning Time in Elementary School Physical Education for
Student Subgroups and Instructional Units.' Beauchamp, (et
al.,1990) found that

Sport activities either individual or team provided a good
context for the learning of motor skills (over 65% of
lesson time) and most of the lesson content was devoted
to playing the game. However in the team sport lessons
students spent most of their time waiting (30%) when
they were not involved in the game. Less student wait
time occurred in the individual sport iessons. (7%) (p.94)
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Placek (et al., 1982), offered an explanation for low levels of

engagement for participants in team sports, citing poor

organisation of activities as a major contributing factor. in the

team sports they observed children were organised into

...practice groups of 5-6 or in teams to play the ' real
game', thus giving children fewer opportunities to respond.
The lower percentages of MOTOR EASY (5% success for
psychomotor skills only) in team sports raises serious
questions about using team size groupings for practice
when the goal is psychomotor skill achievement. Since
ALT-PE data indicate severely limited opportunities to
practice in game and scrimmage situations, other
organizational strategies may more appropriately provide
more practice time per child." (p.45)

Student sex has been investigated as a variable in
effecting ALT-PE rates of children. Research indicates
however that there is little difference in the ALT-PE of
boys and girls (Placek et al., 1982; Shute, Dodds, Placek,
Rife and Silverman, 1982; Silverman et al., 1984).
Research findings also indicate tnat the presage variables
have little to do with the ALT-PE levels of children. Who
the teacher is seems to make little difference in the
amount of funciional time in physical education. Whether
the teacher is one in a lead up methods lab, a student
teacher, an under graduate elementary education major, a
classroom teacher, or a certified physical education



46

specialist, his or her students are likely to show very
low amounts of functional time. (Metzler, 1989, p.95).

Findings on Levels of ALT-PE and Opportunities to Respond of
High and Low Skilled Participants

There has been quite 3 number of studies in physical education
focussed on comparisons of children of different skill
abilities, covering aspects such as activity levels, rates of
success and expectations of coaches and teachers. When
studying the activity levels of children of different skill
levels, researchers have produced some contradictory findings,
as to whether they achieved different amounts of ALT-PE.
Shute et al., (1982), reported that opportunities to learn were
almost equal for students of different ability levels in an
elementary teacher's movement class. Placek et al., {1982),
found that high skilled participants in elementary physical
education settings were movement engaged 28% of the time in
comparison to medium skilled 21% and low skilled participants
19%. They also found that high skilled participants were
engaged at an 'easy difficulty level' for 24%, medium skilled
17% and low skilled participants 15%. They concluded however
that these differences were not significant, though conceding
that the data indicated that "...the rich get richer in physical
education as in other subject matters, high skilled students
perhaps learning how to learn better, even when poorer skills
classmates are provided with equal opportunities to practice
skills." (p.44).
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Pieron (1983) however, found that high skilled participants had
far greater opportunities to participate and achieved higher
rates of ALT-PE than lower skilled students. He suggested that
the gap in performance between participants of different
abilities would widen as high skilled participants were more
productively engaged than their lower skilled counterparts.

Findings in a variety of sport settings reinforce Pieron's
heliefs. Wuest, Mancini, van der Mars and Terrillion (1984), in
an investigation of the 'ALT-PE of High, Average, and Low
Skilled Female Intercollegiate Volleyball Players' and Thomas,
Mancini, and Wuests' (1984) comparison of of ALT-PE of low
and high skilled male and female intercollegiate lacrosse
players, found that lower skilled players had fewer
opportunities to actively participate than high skilled players,
experienced less success and subsequently accrued far less
ALT-PE. Telama, Varstaia, Heikinaro-Johansson, and Utriainen
(1987), found that high skilled participants in physical
educaticn (ball game lessons) were on task more than low
skilled students, but found surprising disparities of waiting
time in skill groups, when comparing boys and girls. They
observed that low skilled boys spent far more time waiting for
a turn than high skilled boys (25.7%-low skilled and 7.2%-high
skilled). Whereas low skilled girls spent far less time waiting
{10.5%), than high skilled girls (19%).

The most relevant findings for this study were made by Wuest,
Mancini, Frye and Murphy (1984) who studied the comparisons
of ALT-PE of high, average and low skilled basketbali players



48

during stages of the season, and by van Der Mars, Mancini,
Wuest and Galli (1984) who studied the ALT-PE of a high-
skilled basketball player and a low-skilled college basketball
player. Wuest et al. (1984) found a definite disparity in the
amount of ALT-PE accrued by high and low skilled participants
(36.3% for high skilled, 25.6% for average skilled and 21.3% for
low skilled participants). They too found that high skilled
players spent less time waiting than their lower skilled
teammates. van der Mars et al. (1984) found some slightly
contradictory results. They reported no real differences in the
amount of ALT-PE of the high and low skilled players, and
surprisingly found that high skilled players spent more time
waiting than lower skilled players. They did find however that
high skilled players were more actively engaged during
practice and spent more time in game situations.

Mancini and Wuest (1987) also investigated coaches
interactions with their high and low skilled athletes and
produced simifar findings to Thomas et al. 1984; Wuest et al.
1984; and Wuest and Mancini 1984. They also found that
coaches interacted more and exhibited a greater variety of
behaviours towards high skilled participants.

They provided their high skilled players with more
feedback to improve their performance... In contrast, not
only did the lesser skilled athletes receive less feedback,
but the coaches tended to these athletes performance
without comment for extended periods of time. (p.234).
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Mancint and Wuest (1987) found that the rate of inappropriate
behaviour to appropriate behaviour of the participants observed
was about 1:1. Probably due to lack of planning to cater for the
different skiil levels that exist between participants. Children
need to be actively involved if they are to remain motivated
and on task throug ~ut a session.

How motivating is it for a lesser skilled athlete to fail
so frequently, and how much is learned in the process?
Coaches should consider designing practices so that some
segments of practice can be used to work with the lesser
skilled athletes in smaller groups, focussing on the
skills they have not mastered. The use of appropriate
progressions for one skill development warrants mention
as well. (p. 236)

In their analysis of game play in volleyball, focussing on
participants opportunity to respond, Buck and Harrison (1990),
found that low skilled participants had far less opportunities
to respond with all skills and subsequently backed off in game
play often avoiding hitting the ball. if they were required to hit
the ball they appeared to panic. Buck and Harrison termed them
‘competent bystanders'. "They looked like they were in the
game, but they rarzly hit the ball." (p.47). Their findings
reinforced one of the major underpinnings of ALT-PE, that
experiencing success when performing a motor task is an
important variable for learning to be proinoted. They found that
immediately after instruction the students in all ability groups
were willing to attempt even the most complex skills, however
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The low success rate followed by a decrease in attempts
the foliowing day, indicates that after not being very
successful the students decided not to attempt the skill,
except for those who had been fairly successful or who
expected to succeed in the given situation. (Buck and
Harrison, 1990, p.47)

Their findings also provide major support for the prior
discussed concept of modifying games, to adapt to the
developmental level of participants, believing that such
strategies need to be devised so that they

...increase the total contacts per serve for the low ability
group, as well as improving the percentage of successful
trials so that these students will be willing to attempt
hits without fear of failure and embarrassment in front
of their peers. (p.48)

Buck and Harrison cite equipment and rule modifications as
effective methods of providing better chance of success in
performing skills and that reducing team numbers would have
the effect of forcing the low ability student to to be involved,
thus providing more opportunities to respond.
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Effect of Expectations of Coaches on Participants’ ALT and

Opportunity to Respond.

Research has also indicated that the coaches' expectations of
an athlete’s level of ability or performance may have some
effect on the ALT-PE that the athlete accrues.

In their study of the relationships between teacher
expectations and ALT-PE in sixth grade physical education
basketball classes, Cousineau and Luke (1990) found that high
expectancy students were given more opportunities to learn
than low expectancy students, and received more feedback,
praise and encouragement.

... the high expectancy student had higher amounts of
ALT-PE (76%) than the low expectancy student (23%) and
that the teacher provided more subject matter knowledge
to the high expectancy student (67%) than the low
expectancy student (32%). Overall the high expectancy
student was found to be actively engaged in many more
aspects cf the physical education class than the low
expectancy student. (p.263)

Martinek and Karper (1982) (as cited in Martinek and Karper,
1983), made similar findings, with ALT-PE levels of 76% for a
high expectancy student and 23% for the low expectancy
student. They believe that instructors should provide for low
expectancy students by allocating more functional time to
them and by designing activities that have small, achievable
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steps. In evaluating the studies completed in a variety of
sports, it appears low skilled or low expectancy participants
often experience low rates of successful motor engagement
and subsequently are unable to fully acquire many of the motor
skills taught. Telama et al., (1987), believe this occurs because

Teaching is mostly carried out the same way for all
pugils and mainly in accordance with the skill level of
average or high-skill students. Although low-skill
students somehow manage to participate in the
instruction, they de not find it as psychologically
interesting or pleasant as do high skilled students.
(p.246)

From the findings made in physical education and community
sport environments it can be confidently concluded that there
is generally too little time spent by participants actively
involved in skill practice and that low skilled players are not
catered for properly through the design of activities that suit
their rate of development and provide maximum opportunities
to respond for all participants.

ALT-PE/SPORT and SOSOR Methodological Studies
Relevant to Junior Basketball and Netball

Studies Using ALT-PE/Sport Instrument.

The ALT-PE/Sport Instrument has been used previously to
provide objective, descriptive data of a modified sport setting
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- Kanga Cricket (Taggart, 1986). This study looked at the
appropriateness of the modified game design in providing
sufficient opportunities for participants to be actively
involved during the game piay. Taggart found that despite a
more equitable distribution of opportunities amongst players
being achieved in the modified game, there was still far too
much inactive time for all players, with an inordinate amount
of time attributed to waiting for an opportunity to respond
(81% for participants in batting team).

From his findings Taggart recommended a complete overhaul of
the game structure, such as six-a-side, instead of twelve and
adopting features of a single wicket competition, in an effort
to avoid children waiting for an opportunity to be invoived.
Taggart's findings reinforce the need for evaluation of junior
sport settings, so as to avoid passive acceptance of a game
design based purely on good ideas and little substantiative
data.

Findings on Engagement Levels in Basketball and Netball

There are no available studies on engagement levels of
participants in netball programmes though there are two major
works on baskethall, as stated previously. The first study was
completed by van der Mars et al.,(1984) which compared the
levels of academic learning time of one high skilled basketball
player and one low slilled basketball player from a central
New York high school basketball team, to see if any differences
existed in the amount of ALT they accrued. One player was
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randomly selected from the top 33% of skill rankings made by
the coach and one player from the bottom 33% of players. The
player from the top third was designated the high skilled
player, whilst the player from the bottom third as the low
skilled player. Each player was videotaped for a period of 20
practice sessions, which were divided equally into four
separate stages:

(1) both players taped for five practice sessions prior to the
first game of the season;

(2) and (3) consisted of five practice sessions tapad following
winning and losing games respectively;

(4) five practice sessions taped during practice of a post
season competition.

From these observations the information was coded and
analysed using the ALT-PE instrument.

They found that the low skilled player spent far greater
amounts of time involved with knowledge and not-engaged
activities than the high skilled player. They also found that
both players spent approximately 85% of the time in content -
PE, but that the high skilled player spent far more time in
active engagement during practice: sessions and was able to
spend far more time in game situations. Their findings aiso
supported the surprising conclusions that the high skilled
player spent more {ime waiting during activity episodes and
that there was no difference between the players in the amount
of time spent in an easy difficulty level of motor responses.
The study by Wuest et al., (1985) compared the ALT-PE of high,
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average and low skilled students throughout different phases
of a season. In this study one male basketball coach and his
team were videotaped during three phases of a basketball
season, (beginning, middle and end of season). Data was
collected from 21 taped sessions, seven from each phase. At
the end of the season the coach ranked the players according to
ability, and from this the team was divided into equal
proportions to establish the three different groups. The revised
ALT-PE instrument was used, with target players being
randomly seiecter” ~am those groups. They found that the high
skilled players were motor engaged more often, and acecrued
more ALT-PE than the lesser skilled players. However,
contradicting van der Mars et al., (1984) they found that low
skilled players spent more time waiting than the higher skilled
players. Their analysis of the ALT-PE data revealed little
difference in the amounts of general content over various
stages of the season, though the coach did spend more time
relating knowledge during phase | than in phase |l and Il

.iierestingly they found that the amount of motor engaged time
was i 2st at the beginning of the season and increased in the
later stages of the season, and that the lew| of ALT-PE for
high and average skilled students remained quite constant over
the season, whilst the level changed slightly for low skilled
students.

These studies support a hypothesis that higher skilled players
in basketball accrue higher rates of skill involvement and
achieve more success than lower skilled players.
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CHAPTER 3

THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK

A theoretical framework is of great importance as it provides
a foundation of understanding that permeates the research
conducted, and upon which analysis and interpretation of the
phenomenon studied, can be justified. Primary research
variables need to be icentified and described and their
relationship with other variables explained. The theoretical
framework assists in defining and focusing the research to be
conducted.

The theoretical framework for this study, as presented
diagrammatically in figure 3.1, has been developed in the
belief that the following variables have the most significant
effect on motor skill learning and participant enjoyment:

Game Design { Promotes Modified Equipment o .
maximum invelvement) and Rules Training Session

=

Active Invelvement Activilies designed
{High opportunity for appropriate
to respond) skill level

\R/

success

Promation of motor skill Tearning
I

Approach Tendencies

Figure 3.1 Theoretical Framework
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1. High rates of active_motor involvement, with maximum
opportunities to _make skill responses

This variable is the key area upon which the research is based.
A descriptive analysis of how often participants are engaged
in activity and more specifically the amount of ball skill
engagement time will determine the appropriateness of the
observed junior netball and basketball training settings in
facilitating learning. This is based on the premise that
children only learn physical skills by performing them,
therefore the greater the number of high quality performances,
the greater the leaining.

Figure 3.1 demonstrates that high active involvement can only
be assured if game and training designs facilitate maximum
skill responses for participants. The incorporation of modified
equipment and rules in junior game and training settings can
assist in ensuring higher rates of active involvement (i.e
reduction of team sizes and court sizes).

2. Activities designed to cater for the skill and maturation

level of the children

The design and organisation of activities used in training and
game sessions has a direct effect on the active involvement
levels of participants. The implementation of modifications to
suit the developmental level of the participants should also
have an affect in providing success in performing skills. The
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greater the match between the developmental requirements of
the participants and the activities, equipment and rules
instituted, the greater the level of learning for participants.

3. High degree of success when making skill attempts.

For participants to acquire skills they must experience a high
degree of success when performing the skills, thus reinforcing
the physical response and developing a willingness to perform
that skill again in the future. Success in skill responses can
only be achieved if the activities suit the developmental
requirements of the participant. The greater the frequency of
successful skill emissions, the more rapid the skill
development.

Nixon and Locke’s {1973) description of critical events in
motor learning, describes how participants acquire motor
skills through specific learning phases that occur only through
emitting motor responses and in evaluation of performance in
relation to the activity goal. Below is a delineation of the
sequence of critical events that participants follow in motor
learning.

(1) Goal behaviour activated

(2) ldentifies relevant stimulus

(3) Formulates motor plan

(4) Emits response

(5) Processes feedback (visual/tactile/auditory)
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(6) Decides nature of next response
(7) Emits response 2

In his model the coach acts as a facilitator ensuring quality
practice, by providing activity experiences relevant to the
specific stage of development, through adherence to research
in the following elements:

(a) Equipment and environment

(b) Group sizes

(¢) Special Training

(d) Ability grouping

(e) Planning

(f) Schedules

Nixon and Locke’s (1973) conceptual model reinforces the
major theoretical underpinning of this study, that maximum
opportunities be provided for participants fo emit quality
motor responses during practice and gaine sessions to ensure
motor skill acquisition.

It is hypothesised that if a child is frequently and successfully
engaged in skill experiences, then iearning will be promoted
and will assist in the development of positive approach
tendencies towards participation in the sporting activities.
Conversely it is assumed that if there are low rates of
participant involvement, poor game and practice designs, and
little success when attempting skills, then motor skill
learning will be hindered. Findings from the study will based
on the understanding of the above concept.
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CHAPTER 4
METHODOLOGY

Aspects pertaining to the methodology and procedures will be
delineated in this chapter. The Revised ALT-PE/SPORT and
Revised SOSOR instruments will be utilised to provide a
descriptive data anzlysis and comparison of high and low
skilled participants in junior basketball and netball
programmes.

In this chapter the characteristics of both methodological
instruments will be discussed in conjunction with the
selection =ubjects used in the study. The specific aspects to
be detailed in this chapter are as follows:

research design and procedure of observation;

the subjects and the selection process;

the observation instruments;

validity and reliability;

limitations of the study.

Research Design

This study was a descriptive analysis of participant
behaviours in junior basketball and netball settings. The study
used naturalistic observation methods (i.e. to record and study
behaviour as it naturally occurs) utilising systematic
observational instruments to record behaviours.
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Children aged 9-11 years of age were observed in netball and
basketball practice and game sessions, with data being
collected using the Modified ALT-PE/Sport instrument
(Wilkinson and Taggart,1989) which provided time sampled
data that indicated the approximate percentage of time spent
in a particular behaviour, and the Revised Systematic
Chservation of Student Opportunities to Respond (SOSOR)
(Brown, 1989), which determined the rates and type of motor
skill engagement achieved by student skill sub-groups (high
and low skilled participants).

Subjects

Netball
A suburban community netball club that has teams in each of

the two target years (under 10 and under 12) was utilised for
study. The children were placed into teams on an age criterion.
The under 10 netball team were in their first year of
competition with the team consisting of seven girls and one
boy. The coach has been coaching for over five years, is the co-
ordinator of the Netball Club and has been accredited in the
Level O coaching course.

All of the members of the under 12 team were in their third
year of competition. The team originally consisted of nine
members, however one member dropped out just prior to the
commencement of the season, resulting in the team consisting
of eight members, with seven girls and one boy. The coach has
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been coaching for two years, and has attended non accredited
coaching courses.

The children of both teams trained once a week and played a
game at a large community netball centre on Saturday
mornings. The under 10 team played fully modified 'Netta-
Netball'. The under 12 team played the adult version of the
game, which incorporates standard netball rules and
equipment.

Basketball

A suburban basketball centre that has teams in the target age
groups of 9 and 11 years (under 10 and under 12) were used for
practice and game observations. Both teams consisted of boys
only. The children of both teams trained once a week and
played a game once a week.

The coaches had varied experience and accreditation. The coach
of the under 12 side has been coaching for over eighteen years,
including ten years as coach of state teams of various age
groups. This coach is also the present coach of a womens'
State Senior Basketball League team and is completing his
level 3 coaching accreditation. The coach of the under 10 team
has coached thres years in under 10 basketball and has coached
two years of senior basketball. He has not completed any
coaching accreditation courses. The under 10 years team
played a modified game version, whilst the under 12 age group
played the adult version, which incorporates full basketball
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rules with the exception of time differences and compulsory

man-to-man defence

Selection _of Subjects

Student Sub-Groups

Coaches were requested to assess the playing ability of each
player in his/her team and rank order them on a continuum
from high to low skill. The rankings were then divided into
three groups e.g. The top third being classified as high skilled,
the next third as average skilled, and the remaining third as
low skilled. This system of subject selection has been
successfully utilised by van der Mars et al.,1984; Wuest et
al.,1985; and Rush,1985; in the study of skili sub-groups in
basketball and diving.

Observations and recording of behaviours of one high skilied
and one low skilled player were conducted each training and
game session. These target students were randomly chosen
using a random number table (Gay, 1990, p. 520-539) from the
high and low skilied groupings prior to each observation.

Procedure

Coaches were approached for permission to study their team
by the researcher, and from this were given verbal and written
information on the basic intent of the study, prior to any
commitment in participation (See Appendices 1 and 2). Coaches
were asked to delineate the nature of the study, from the
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information given, with the parents of the children, to gauge
support.

Coaches were contacted again to arrange 2 final meeting to
arrange:

(a) parent permission forms for children to be
observed and video taped,;

(b) list times of games and practice sessions;

(c) rank order players; and

(d) list experience and training of coaches.

The children were advised that they were to Le videotaped for
the purpose of observing what they do during practice and
game session. Coaches were requested to tzke normal coaching
sessions and not to make any changes to normal routines.

Four practice sessions and four game sessions were observed
for each of the netball and basketball teams, making a total of
32 periods of observation.

Each practice and game session was observed and analysed
using the Revised ALT-PE / SPORT instrument and the Revised
SOSOR instrument. All game sessions and practice sessions
were videotaped, using two video cameras (two observers). One
camera followed the high skilled player the other camera
followed the low skilled player, thus ensuring a permanent
visual record. This also enabled two separate systematic
observational tools to be applied, post event. Observations
took place throughout the duration of a fourteen week season.
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Instruments

The instruments used in this study were ‘Revised Academic
Learning Time/ SPORT’ (based on the instrument designed by
Wilkinson and Taggart, 1989) and ‘Revised Systematic
Observation of Student opportunities to Respond’ (based on the
instrument designed by Brown, 1989).

This section on research instrumentation will be divided into
two sections:

(a) Rationale of instrument selection;

{b) Description of instruments.
Rationale of Instrument Selection

The Revised ALT-PE/SPORT instrument has been selected as an
appropriate observational tool on the basis of the quality of
descriptive time and duration data that it rrovides from sport
settings. ( Beauchamp et al., 1990; Godbou. et al., 1983; Lee
and Poto, 1988; Metzler, 1989; Placek and Randall, 1986;
Placek et al., 1982; Shute et al.,, 1985; Silverman et al.,, 1984;
Tousignant et al.,, 1983; Siedentop, 1983; Wuest et al 1984).
The instrument delineates the amount of time spent in specific
behaviours, thus allowing comparison between high and low
skilled participants on how they use their time in practice and
game sessions.

There have been two major versions of ALT-PE
instrumentation. The first being dévised by Siedentop,
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Birdwell and Metzler (1979). Siedentop, Tousignanit and Parker
(1982} who further developed the instrument, modifying its
basic structure, whilst maintaining similar recording
categories. This is commonly known as 'ALT-PE Version II'.
Wilkinson and Taggart (1989), developed the ALT-PE/Sport
instrument which is a single tier recording system (as opposed
to Version 1-three tier and Version il- 2 tier). This version is
a very manageable and appropriate instrument for use in team
sport observations, as it focusses on variables most important
in team game settings and can be easily adapted to the activity
being observed.

Like many observational tools ALT-PE has some limitations.
Being a systematic observational tool it can be prone to
problems that are inherent to such systems, that require
human interpretations of events. Darst, Mancini and Zakrajesk
(1989) delineated problems that occur with such instruments,
these include:

(a) Observer Drift: The degree to which accuracy of data

collection decreases as a result of changes in interpretations
of category definitions or other coding procedures;
(b)_Observer Expectancy: Degree to which observers who expect

certain behaviours to occur are more likely to find them, even
though the behaviours may not have even occurred;
(¢}_Observer Reactivity: The degree to which an observer’s

accuracy of observation is influenced by the awareness of
being checked over time.
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Through the use of self and inter observer reliability checks, it
is hoped that such problems can be avoided.

Parker and O’Sullivan (1983) in discussing modifying ALT-PE
for game play contexts expressed a concern that “ALT-PE
provides us with a quantity of time the students spend
responding appropriately, it does not discriminate the
frequency of opportunities or the type of skill employed.” {p.8).

To alleviate such problems Templin (1983) encourages
triangulating ALT-PE with other methods to gain a greater
understanding of what occurs in sport settings. By

triangulating research methods the weaknesses of each method
may be compensated for and it can provide a greater richness
of data for analysis. Dobbert (cited in Templin, 1983)
advocates the use of between-method triangulation stating:
"Multiple methods enhance validity and reiiability through
increasing the number of perspectives employed. Multiple
perspectives permit cross checking of all types of data for
accuracy and compieteness. They also add depth and breadth to
the interpretation." (p.83).

The 'Systematic Observation of Student Opportunities to
Respond' (SOSOR) (Brown, 1289) is an appropriate instrument
to use in triangulation with the 'ALT-PE/SPORT' instrument
(Wilkinson and Taggart, 19898), as it records all of the the
opportunities provided to participants to produce specific skill
responses, categorising them as being acceptable or
unacceptable, and either successful or unsuccessfui.
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The original instrument was used to analyse video tapes
of fifth grade children playing volleyball and soccer game
modifications...The assumptionwas that the most efficient
game modification, in terms of student learning would
provide more OTRs and more acceptable/ successful
responses. (Brown,1989, p.189)

Through using SOSOR it was possible to compare the rates of
specific motor skills performed by participants of differing
skill levels in practice and game sessions. Combined with the
data from ALT-PE/SPORT which provided an indication of how
the participants spend their time in the activity sessions, it
provided a comprehensive descriptive analysis of what
actually occurs within these junior sport settings.

Revised ALT-PE/SPORT Instrument - Description

The ALT-PE/SPORT instrument is an interval recording device
that identifies what a participant is doing throughout a
sessinn. The Revised ALT-PE / SPORT instrument has a choice
of six key behaviours that can be recorded during any one
interval. For the purpose of this study adaptions are required
to the original instrument to supply a better delineation of
exactly what type of activity is being performed in each sport
at the time the target student is engaged in activity. The
original ALT-PE/SPORT instrument does not differentiate
between motor activity that contributes to skill learning and
motor activity that has no effect on skill acquisition.
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Previously the instrument coded any movement response as
activity, however adaptions have been devised for the activity
section that will indicate the nature of the motor engagement.
The activity section has been divided into motor skills and non
motor skills.

The motor skills section contains the categories of:

(a) Ball skills: which are coded as successful(+)/
unsuccessful(-), depending on the guality of the performance
of the skill.

(b) Non ball skill: Performing or practising a motor

skill that does not involve the possession of the ball. e.g.
practising footwork movements or defending (zoning) a player
with the aim of preventing the player being given the ball.

Activities such as warm-up exercises, moving in a game and
helping during an activity session, are still be coded as
activity, however do not contribute to motor skill acquisition.

Behavioural Recording Cateqories - Revised ALT-
PE/SPORT

Management Time (M)

Management time is the time that no instruction is given, nor
is there any demonstrations or practice undertaken. The time
is spent in organisation and is devoid of any opportunities for
the participant to learn the content.
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Examples of management episodes include discussions about a
topic unrelated to the instructional activities, moving out onto
court at the start of practice or collecting money.

Transition (T)

Transitional episodes are another aspect of management. A

transition is an organisational period within or between
activities. A transition may occur when players move from one
activity to another, when substitutions are made in games, or
when equipment is changed over for a new activity.

Stoppages in a game such as an umpire addressing a player or
signalling a foul, or players setting up position around the
keyway in basketball for a free throw are all coded as
transition. Transition episodes are related to instructional
activities.

Knowledge (K)

Knowledge is subject related and refers to the time that the
participant is receiving knowledge from the coach, discussing
skills with peers, watching a demonstration or discussing
rules and alike. It refers to the times that the participant is
involved with instructional behaviours of teachers. Such
instructional behaviour includes demonstrating, explaining and
lecturing. (Time out in basketball games is coded as
knowledge, if the subject remains on task). It does not include
such behaviours as giving instructions and directions on non
substantiative matters (these would be included as munagerial
or transition behaviours).
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Waiting (W)

Waiting refers to the time spent by the participant during
practice and game sessions in which they are not involved in
activity, but are waiting for the next opportunity to respond.
Waiting occurs after an activity has begun, with examples
being: standing in line, standing on the sideline waiting to get
a game, or being on a playing team but not actively involved.

Waiting Reserve (W2)

Waiting Reserve refers to the time a player spends off the
court as a reserve, waiting to become involved in the game

Off Task (0)
Off task refers to the participant engaging in an activity which

he/she should not be participating, or performing an activity
other than the one he/she should have been participating. This
includes behaviour disruptions, misbehaviour and general off
task behaviour such as talking when the coach is talking,
misusing equipment, fooling around, fighting and disrupting the
activity through inappropriate behaviour.

Injury (I
Refers to the time spent by a participant being treated for an
injury.

Activity (A)
Activity refers to the time that the participant is engaged in

the subject matter - motor engaged time. Motor engaged time
is when the participant is actively involved in practice, drills,
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fitness, warm ups, scrimmages, supporting (e.g. feeding balls
to thrower) and game play. Just being involved in a game is not
sufficient to accrue activity time. The participant must
actually be emitting a skift response, defending or backing up a
team mate to be coded as activity. This is the most important
category as it is recognised that a participant learns new
skills through the practice of them. If a skill is too difficult or
the participants are involved in repetitive practice of skiils
already mastered, then this sort of activity has little
relevance. The lzvel of involvement can be too easy, too
difficult or at the right level of difficulty.

This study has modified the activity category, devising sub-
categories that provide greater delineation of the type of
activity performed. The following three activity categories are
deemed not to influence motor skill development however
represent time spent in active involvement.

(A/w) - Activity warm up: Perticipant involved in warm-up

drills such as runninng laps of the court, stretches and relay
running.

(A/s) - Activity support : Participant involved in activity,

however the major purpose of the activity is to assist others
learn or perform the activity , such as collecting goals shot by
partner.

(A/m) - Activity movement : Participant moving/ running
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during practice or game without coming into contact with the
ball. (e.g. running to position to make a lead for the ball)

The following categories are deemed to be ‘skill response
categories’.

Skill responses:

(a) Participant _in_contact with the ball

(A/s) - Motor skill response: In_contact with ball (e.g. passing,
catching, dribbling or shooting the ball)

(+) - Successful skill performance : criterion skill performed
with moderate to high success.

(-) - Unsuccessful skill performance: participant performs
skill with little or no success.

{b) Participant not in_contact with ball

(A/n) - Motor skill responses: (e.g. footwork drills, positioning

for rebound or defensive guarding)

N.B. For the (A/n) category there is not an assessment of (+)
successful or {-) unsuccessful. It was decided that it would be
too difficult to assess such activities as defending, as the
results of such actions cannot be interpreted objectively.
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Recording - Revised ALT-PE/SPORT

The ALT-PE/SPOKT instrument utilises an interval recording
technique to describe what an individual participant is doing
throughout a practice or game session. The instrument adheres
to the conventions of interval recording procedures in that it:
(a) maintains consistent intervals ;

(b) observes before recording; and

(¢) utilises a pre-programmed audiotape as an observe/record
cue.

In the first five second interval the target participant is
observed. In the next five second interval the observer records
the key behaviour that best represents what was just
observed. This procedure is then repeated until the end of the
obhservation period.

e.g. Observe behaviour- (5 seconds)
Record behaviour - (5 seconds)
Observe behaviour - (5 seconds)
Record behaviour - (5 seconds)

- Repeat-

If there is more than one key behaviour observed during an
interval, then the key behaviour of greatest duration is
recorded. If activity is observed, then this is recorded
regardless of duration within the time interval. Any additional
relevant, anecdotal information can aiso be recorded in the
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space provided in the session analysis sheet. (e.g.- size of
groupings used in skill practices, what non engaged students
actually do, describe when the student is on the court or the
reserves bench, or the score of the game).

Refer to Appendix 4 for Revised ALT-PE/SPORT Instrument
Record Sheet.

Refer to Appendix 5 for example of coded Revised ALT-
PE/SPORT [Instrument Record Sheet.

(2) Revised Systematic Observation of Student
Opportunity to Respond (Revised SOSOR)

The Revised SOSOR instrument measures the effectiveness of
the game to provide opportunities for the child to participate.
In the original model (SOSOR)"The skifls for each game were
chosen and defined in such a way that they formed a facet, that
is, all discrete skill responses were codable into one of the
selected defined skills." (Brown, 1989, p.189)

Categories

Opportunity To Respond (OTR): Players have OTRs when the
game puts them in situations in which they could emit a

discrete skill response. These OTRs have to be categorised
using the following headings:-

Skill Response : When a player has an OTR, the player chooses

either to exhibit a discrete skill response or no skill response.
When used previously (Brown, 1989) the instrument only
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recorded general skill categories, without delineating the
specific types of each skill performed. (e.g. only kicking in
soccer, without listing the different types of kicks used). For
this study specific skills were coded to give an indication of
exactly what type of skills were exhibited by low and high
skilled players during games. (e.g. all types of passing - chest,
bounce shoulder, hook and overhead).

Acceptable (A)/Unacceptabie (UA) Skill Response : Each skill
has a set topographical criteria to evaluate whether the skill

response is acceptable or unacceptable. In addition any
inappropriate skill response (i.e., the chosen skill is not the
one that should have been omitted) is considered unacceptable.

Successful/Unsuccessful Responses : Each skill response has

either a successful or unsuccessful outcome. If the intended
results occur (e.g., the flow of the game continues) the
response is successful. If unintended results occur, then the
response is unsuccessful.

No Response: When given an OTR a child may choose not to

respond . This may be signified by avoidance behaviour. This is
therefore not coded or tabulated as a response. For the purpose
of identifying an OTR, categorising skill responses and
qualifying the responses, each discrete skill response must be
defined and its topographical and results criteria determined.
The following table (4.1) supplies an example of the skill
definition and performance criteria for the chest pass. Each of
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the skills listed above wiil have its own skill definition and
performance criteria.

Table 4.1
Example of Skill Definition _and Performance Criteria For
SOSOR Netball/Basketball{ Chest Pass)

Code: P1

Definition: The ball is propelled by two hands from chest for
the purpose of moving ball to a teammate to catch.
Topography

1. Ball is held on chest with two hand finger grip at the
back/side of ball.

2. Head up, knees slightly bent, elbows up and out to side of the
body, weight on balls of feet.

3. Elbows fully extended, outward snap of wrists, with palms
out, to prope! ball.

4. Ball follows a relatively flat trajectory.

Outcomes

The successful chest pass travels to another teammate in
front of body, for ease of catching. The unsuccessful chest

pass does not reach its intended target.

Recording

The SOSOR provides a chronological list of a series of OTRs,
for 2ach target student throughout the duration of the game.
When an OTR is identified , the time of occurrence is recorded
(using a stop watch, or viewing the time counter on the V.C.R.)
in the 'sequence’ column.
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For each OTR the discrete skill exhibited must be identified
and its code placed in the 'Code' column. The skill codes are as
folltows for netball and basketball:
Table 4.2
Revised SOSOR Skill Categories

Passin Shogoting Catching * Dribbling
P1 - Chest $1- Set shot C1 - from pass * D1 - Speed
P2 - Bounce S2 -Lay up C2 - Rebound * D2 - Controt
P3 - Shoulder/basehalt S3 - Field C3 - Intercept Other
P4 - Hook C4 -Off Ground J - Jump/tuss
P5 - Qverhead * = Basketball only N - No reapornise
I - Intercept
X - uncodable

N.B. The intercept category under ‘catching’ refers to catcﬁing
ball from an opposition pass, whereas the interception
category under ‘other’ refers to the player deliberately patting
or pushing a ball away from an opposition player when unable
to reach for a catch.

If there is no response emitted, 'N' is recorded.

If a discrete response is emitted, the topography needs to be
assessed as acceptable or unacceptable according to the
criteria used for the topography of each skill, and recorded in
the corresponding column. Finally it needs to be determined if
the skill response was successful or unsuccessful, and
subsequently record a tally in the corresponding column. If no
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response was emitted, then no tallies are recorded for
topography or results.

Refer to Appendix 5 for example of Revised SOSOR Record
Sheet.
Refer to Appendix 6 for example of coded Record Sheet.

Method of Analysis and Interpretation of Results

Revised ALT-PE/SPORT

The data was checked and analysed in accordance with the
procedures on interval recording data analysis and summary
suggested by Metzler (1983). The intervals recorded from each
observation period are tabulated and recorded for each
category and from these totals, percentages are calculated to
indicate the duration of time spent in specific behaviours. For
example a percentage of 23.2% for the category of ‘transition’,
indicates that the target participant spent this percentage of
the observed time in transition behaviours.

The procedure used was as follows:

1. Scrutinise the data sheets for errors.
2. Tabulate the data. The frequency of occurrence for each
behaviour category is counted and recorded, then converted to
a percentage.
i.e. FREQUENCY

NUMBER OF INTERVALS
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3. Determine the percentage of occurrences for each recorded
category.

Standard deviations were calculated for each category to
provide a stable measure of variability across sessions.

Svstematic Observation of Student Opportunities to Respond

(SOSOR)

The totals for each category are divided by the total
game/practice time, to provide rates per minute. An example
of a rate given in a table may be 1.27 minutes. This signifies

that a skill response occurred every one minute and twenty
seven seconds. The lower the rate, the more frequently the
behaviour occurred.

In a game situation the time that a participant spends on the
court involved in game play is calculated as the game time for
the rates. The time that a player spends on the interchange
bench or off injured is not calculated as game time, otherwise
it would not supply a true indication of the rate of
opportunities to respond provided by different game designs.
This is important, as the focus of this instrument is on the
time spent responding when having the opportunity to be
involved. However in the calculation of training sessions rates,
if a player is sitting off as a reserve during practice games,
this is calculated in the overall time, as the purpose of
2valuating training sessions is to observe what rate of
opportunities to respeond coaches provide, based on the
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activities they implement. If the coach chooses such an
activity that requires a player to sit off, the effect of such an
activity on observed behaviours must be fully recognised.
njury time is still not calculated in the Revised SOSOR rates
as this is not directly related to the type of activity instituted
by the coach of the team, and is not within the coach’s control,
The rates calculated for the low and high skilled players for
each sport and each age group are compared to identify any
differences between students of high and low skill level and of
different game designs and practice activities.

Specific skili categories will be compared in each age group
and sport, enabling discussion as to the rates of specific skill
practices of high and low skilled players in game and practice
sessions. In the goal shooting category, percentages of
successful shots will be given as well as the rates, to enable a
more conclusive judgment about the success of modifying the
equipment in enhancing success in shooting.

In the areas of successful/unsuccessful responses and
acceptable/ unacceptable responses, a percentage will be
given as weil as a rate, to supply an indication of the
proportion of successful to unsuccessful responses and
acceptable to unacceptable responses made by the target
subjects.

it is important to note that ball skill success results in
Revised SOSOR and Revised ALT-PE/SPORT may not be
congruent because the Revised SOSOR instrument records all
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skill responses even when a participant is not performing the
task as required (e.g. dribbling a ball when the task set is
shooting). In Revised ALT-PE/SPORT, the instrument identifies
the intent of the response, and such responses as off task
behaviour and supporting (i.e. throwing - feeding the ball to a
shooter) are not recorded as ball skill. It is also prudent to
consider that Revised ALT-PE/SPORT supplies a sample of ball
skill behaviour and Revised SOSOR provides an analysis of each
ball skill response, thus in a five second interval in Revised
ALT-PE/SPORT more than one skill response may occur. The
Revised ALT-PE/SPORT instrument records ‘ball skil’ activity
regardless of how many ‘skill responses are exhibited within
the five second observational interval, whilst the Revised
SOSOR instrument is able to record all skill responses as it is
not an interval device.

Summary of Data Presentation and Analysis
Procedures

For each of the following areas of discussion relevant tables
and graphs for data from the Revised ALT-PE/SPORT and
Revised SOSOR instruments will be provided in Chapter 5.
Results will be presented and discussad in direct reference to
the research guestions posed in this study.

When interpreting the tables and graphs for Revised ALT-PE it
must be remembered that the higher the percentage the more
time spent in that specific behaviour. Conversely for Revised
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SOSOR tables and graphs, the lower the rate number (or bar in
graphs) the more frequent the behaviour occurred.

Discussion will be led through a focus on areas of difference
existing between the skill, age or sporting groups and
consideration of thy this phenomenon eventuated, whilst also
delineating the areas of equivalence between the groups. The
combined data from the Revised SOSOR and Revised ALT-
PE/SPORT instruments will be used to consider and discuss the
suitability of the differing game designs and practice
activities to provide sufficient opportunities for high and low
skilled participants to exhibit skill responses. Based on the
findings, recommendations will he outlined that will help to
improve the existing contexts.

The suitability of each research instrument to provide a valid
and reliable measure of participant game behaviours will also
be discussed in detail and in respect to their use in further
studies. Below is an outline of the results to be presented and
discussed in the results section.

1. Under 10 netball, analysis and interpretation of Revised

ALT-PE/SPORT and Revised SOSOR data, comparing high and
low skilied participant outcomes in game play and training
contexts.

2. Under 12 netball analysis and interpretation of Revised ALT-
PE/SPORT and Revised SOSOR data, comparing high and low
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skilled participant outcomes in game play and training
contexts.

3. Discussion and comparison of results under 10 and under 12
netball results in Revised ALT-PE/SPORT and Revised SOSOR
for high and low skill participants in game play and training
contexts.

4, Under 10 basketball analysis and interpretation of Revised
ALT-PE/SPORT and Revised SOSOR data, comparing high and
low skilled participant outcomes in game play and training
contexts.

5. Under 10 basketball analysis and interpretation of Revised
ALT-PE/SPORT and Revised SOSOR data, comparing high and
low skilled participant outcomes in game play and training
contexts.

6. Discussion and comparison of results under 10 and under 12
basketball results in Revised ALT-PE/SPORT and Revised
SOSOR for high and low skill participants in game play and
training contexts.

7. Comparison of netball and basketball game and practice
results in Revised ALT-PE and Revised SOSOR for high and low
skill participants in specific age groups and with age groups
combined.
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- 8. Recommendations based on the findings.

9. Discussion of methodological consideraticns.

Reliability of Data Collection

The aim of any observaticn made in research studies is to
provide data that are an accurate reflection of what really
happened. Systematic observations rely on human judgment and
interpretation and therefore it is crucial that users of such
instruments ensure that they are able to use that instrument
reliably so that consistent and stable measurements can be
made. Johnstone and Pennypacker (cited in Darst et al., 1989,
p.54) defined reliability as “The capacity of the instrument to
yield the same measurement value when brought into repeated
contact with the same state of nature.”

To establish reliability in data collection the following
measures were undertaken:
1. Observer Training

Observers underwent training for use of the Revised ALT-
PE/SPORT instrument by using the practices set out in the
Physical Education and Sport Coding Manual for the ALT-
PE/SPORT (Taggart, 1991) and further practices specific to
the coding categories in the Revised ALT-PE/SPORT
instrument. Mastery of the Revised SOSOR instrument was
achieved through sufiicient practice with video taped sessions
and checked through intra and interobserver reliability checks.
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2. Intra observer_reliability check. (Self Reliability)

“Intra observer agreement refers to the situation in which one
observer makes an observation and of events on one day and
then comes back at a later point in time to observe the same
events.” (Darst et al., 1989, p.54)

Trial tapes of basketball and netball were coded and recorded
and then re-recorded and compared to establish reliability for
each individual recorder. The Scored Intervai method (Darst et
al., 1989, p.55) was used to compare the recordings made by
the researchers with the Revised ALT-PE/SPORT instrument,
with a minimum level of 85% accuracy needing to be achieved
prior to work on the study.

Steps taken in applying the Scored Interval method are as
foliows:

1. Intervals that are recorded the same for both observations
are identified as scored intervals.

2. Intervals that do not correlate between the two recordings
are known as unscored intervais.

3. The amount of scored intervals compared on an interval-by-
interval basis determine the number of agreements.

4. The number of agreements and disagreements are placed into
a reliability formula to calcuiate the Scored Interval
percentage for that variable.

Method for calculating scored interval reliability (Darst et al.,
1989, p.S5)
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.Agreements
Disagreements + Agreements x 100 =% of agreement

Reliability for the Revised SOSOR instrument is calculated
using the same equation. Again a minimal level of 85% was
required before commencement of recordings for the study.

An intra observer accuracy level of 88.3% was established for
Revised ALT-PE/SPORT and 94.6% for Revised SOSOR prior to
the commencement of data recording. Further checks during the
period of data analysis resulted in accuracy leveis of 87.4%
and 91.8% for Revised ALT-PE/SPORT and 96.6% for Revised
SOSOR

The reliability check procedure for the Revised SOSOR
instrument is as follows:

1. The total OTRs are compared between the two recordings.

2. Line by line comparisons are made for the responses in
the code column.

3. Each line that has matching times and response codes is
counted as an agreement. Each line that has matching times
and different response codes is counted as a disagreement.

4, Each line in which oniy one of the recerdings has recorded
a time is counted as an omission. Omissions are designated as
disagreements.

5. No responses (N) are not included in the calculations.

6. For each skill response, comparisons of the corresponding
tallies recorded for acceptable/unacceptable and successful/
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unsuccessful responses are made. For each pair of columns,
matching tallies are agreements.

It is possible to make separate reliability checks for
acceptable/ unacceptable and for successful/unsuccessful
responses. (Adapted from Brown, 1989)

3. _Inter-Observer Reliability

This reliability check indicates the “ ...degree to which two
observers, using the same definitions, looking at the same
person, at the same time record the same behaviour.” (Taggart,
1991, p.56)

A satisfactory interobserver reliability level (85%+) was
established for both instruments prior to the study with the
master coder. Inter-Observer reliability was established for
both instruments by using the ‘Scored Intervai method’, (Darst
et al., 1989, p.55) whereby the same session was coded and
recorded by two separate observers and their findings
compared. Again trial tapes were utilised to establish 85 +%
accuracy prior to commencement of the study. The initial
accuracy level was 86.3% for Revised ALT-PE/SPORT and 93.3%
for Revised SOSOR Continual Inter-Observer reliability checks
were maintained throughout the process of the study to ensure
ongoing reliability. The other checks produced levels of 89.4%
and 86.7% for Revised ALT-PE/SPORT and 97.4% for Revised
SOSOR.



89

All games and practice sessions were video taped using a
videotape recorder for each target student. The predominance
of recorded sessions aliowed for checking of behaviours by
rewinding, pausing and placing the tape in slow motion. It aiso
allowed for easy inter observer checks and alleviated any
possibility of missing a behaviour when live coding.

Validity of Data Collection

Validity refers to the extent to which an instrument measures
what it is supposed to measure. The events recorded should
match as closely as possible the true events as they occur in
the environment.

The ALT-PE/SPORT instrument has been found to be valid in
naturalistic studies in the junior sport setting (Taggart 1986,
1991; Walker 1991) as has the SOSOR instrument (Brown,
1989), thus enabling confidence that the instruments will
elicit the information required to accurately represent the
environment studied and subsequently address the research
questions. To eliminate the possibility of any invalid findings,
the following procedures were undertaken:

1. Subject Choice
The teams chosen have been taken from the same clubs, with

both the netball and basketball clubs coming from the same
metropolitan region.
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2. Triangulation of Methods

When observing game and practice situations both the Revised
ALT-PE/SPORT and Revised SOSOR instruments were used in
recording and analysing behavicurs of target participants. This
suppiied a thorough record of critical incidents that occurred
within the setting and supplied a more valid measure of the
participants opportunity to be actively and successfully
involved in the sessions.

3. Choice of Target Participants

Target participants were chosen randomly from the high and
low skilled groupings. Coaches were not made aware of who
the target participant would be, so as to avoid any
unwarranted change in their behaviour. The coaches were also
not made aware in advance which sessions the observer would
be present.

4. Session Times

Training and game session times remained consistent
throughout,(i.e. each team trained and played at the same time
each week) and times were not be altered to suit the study
timetable.
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Limitations of The Study

It is important to recognise the limitations of a study before
analysing the data, to avoid deriving any spurious conclusions.
Gay (1990) describes a limitation as “ an aspect of the study
that the researcher knows may negatively affect the results or
generalizability of the results, but over which he/she probably
has no control.” (p. 86)

The limitations of this study are as follows:

1. The study was based on the results from participants in two
netball and two basketball teams, from one netball club and
one basketball club.

2. Coaches of the teams had varying degrees of experience,
training and accreditation. However findings from the
different coaches and their ability to provide opportunities to
make skill responses, will be compared to see if experience
and accreditation does have some effect on the amount of
active involverent nrovided for participants.

3. Data collected using the Revised ALT-PE/SPORT instrument
uses a five second recording interval, which in effect means
that only half of the session is observed, as it takes five
seconds to record behaviours. Despite this, the interval
recording measure is recognised as a valid observation
strategy, provided there is a suitabie sample size and the
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intervals are short, so as to limit the amount of behaviours
possible in one observation period (Siedentop et al., 1982).
This was the case in tnis study.

Varieties of ALT-PE research tools have been used by
researchers throughout Europe, Canada, Australia and the
Enited States of America (Tousignant et al., 1983), each
receiving solid support as a valid and reliable instrument for
use in physical education and sport settings. (Beauchamp et al.,
1990; Godbout et al.,, 1983; Paese, 1985; Placek et al., 1982;
Placek and Silverman, 1986; Seidentop et al., 1982; Rife et al.,
1985; Walker, 1991; Wilkinson and Taggart, 1986 and 1989;
Wuest et al., 1984)

Through the triangulation of Revised SOSOR with Revised ALT-
PE/SPORT, when analysing games and practice sessions,

allskill responses were observed and recorded, thus alleviating
any chance of an important behaviour being missed.

4. The Revised ALT-PE/SPORT instrument uses five second
interval recording. The behaviour that takes up the majority of
time for the interval is recorded. However, in the case of a
participant practising a skill, where it may only take a second
to pass or catch a ball, activity is still recorded. The key
behaviours are represented as a percentage of lesson time.

5. The number of participants in each team is not consistent,
with the basketball teams both having 7 players and the
netball teams having 8 players. (Resulting in two participants
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of a basketball team being an interchange reserve at any one
time during a game and only one netball player during a netball
game).

The basketball participants are all boy: whilst in in each
netbhall team there are seven girls and one boy. However,
research has shown that the sex of the participants is not a
significant variable in the amount of ALT-PE they accrue.
(Placek et al., 1982; Shute et al., 1982; Silverma;n et al., 1984)

6. The researcher was responsible for collecting and analysing
much of the data. Appropriate steps were taken to prevent
prejudicing the data. (i.e. inter and intra observer checks).

7. The designated position participants play in games can
effect the opportunities to respond and display a full range of

skills. However positions will be noted and their effect on
involvement levels referred to, in discussion of results.

8. The success of each team varied. The under 10 basketball
team won three of the four games. Two games were won
convincingly and the other two games were decided by less
than 5 points. The under 12 basketball team won all four games
convincingly as did the under 10 netball team. The under 12
netball team won two games convincingly and lost one game
marginally and another by over 5 goals.
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9. Coaches and parents were advised of the nature of the
research, prior to the commencement of the study. If in the
unlikely event, coaches’ behaviour altered positively because
of their awareness of the aim of the study, then such changes
could only be of benefit to the participants involved and should
be considered as a positive outcome of the study, but still a
fimitation.

10. Teams may not have had an equal proportion of high and low
skill players. However through consultation with the coach,
players should be accurately grouped. The difference in skill
levels between high and low skilled participants was also
different for each team.

11. Age differences of the children participating in the
modified game and children playing the unmodified
versiondiffer, as do their experience in playing the game, and
this needs to be considered and explained in the data analysis,
when comparing the two game designs.

Ethical Considerations

To ensure the protection of the participants in the study and to
reassure them of the integrity of the researcher, and the
importance of the study, the following measures were

undertzken:
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1. The identity of the clubs, coaches and children remained
confidential at all times. All participants had the right of
withdrawal from the study at any time.

2. Coaches and parents of the children participating in the
study were clearly informed of the nature of the study and its
benefits. Written parental permission was required before
children were permitted to take part in the study. (Refer to
Appendices 1 and 2)

3. Video recordings were viewad only by the researcher, the
research assistant and thesis supervisors. Videos were made
available to coaches on request.

4, Findings from the study were be forwarded to the coaches of
the respective teams.

5. In the event of any injury, the researcher was not liable as
the participants were deemed to under the care of the coaches.
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CHAPTER 5

RESULTS and DISCUSSION

This chapter presents data pertaining to the behaviours
observed from high and low skilled participants in under 10
and 12 netbali and basketball games and practice sessions. The
results obtained from the Revised ALT-PE/SPORT and Revised
SOSOR instruments, in conjunction with anecdotal comments
made during observations, will be used in answering the
research questions. Results are presented in tables containing
percentages for Revised ALT-PE/SPORT and rates of responses
for Revised SOSOR Graphs are used in the concluding
discussion section to allow visual inspection of selected data
and to highlight areas of difference and similarity across the
different teams and sports. For more specific investigation of
results from specific target groups within the study refer to
Appendices 8 to 39.

Four practice sessions and four game sessions for the high and
tow skilled participants in each of the two netball and two
basketball teams provide the results to investigate each of the
research questions stated in chapter 1. The results from each
netball age group will be delineated in detail, with game and
training data outlined separately. The game and training
results for each team will then be discussed in turn.

Following individual analysis of each team’s game and training
results, a comparison of results will be made from both
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netball age groups, based on summary tables from both te2am’s
game and training results. Again game and training results will
be treated separately. Relevant areas of difference and
similarity will be highlighted and discussed in turn. The same
process will then be applied to the analysis and interpretation
of the basketball results.

At the completion of the separate treatment of netball and
basketball results, results from both basketball and netball
will be compared and discussed with reference to overall
summary tables and graphs. From this discussion, conclusions
and recommendations will be made in regards to game design,
training activities and future studies in chapters VI and VII.

Analysis _and Interpretation of Results

The analysis and interpretation of data will be presented with
direct reference to the research questions. The results from
the Revised SOSOR instrument and the Revised ALT-PE/ SPORT
instrument will be displayed in table form for each netball and
basketball team.

The data for each netpall team will be presented first.
Following this, summary tables showing both the under 10 and
under 12 game and training results will be presented for the
Revised SOSOR and Revised ALT-PE/ SPORT instruments. These
summary tables will provide the basis upon which an overall
interpretation and discussion of netball results can be made.
The discussion will compare the results for high and low
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skilled participants for netball as well as comparing the game
and training resuits for both age groups. This format will then
be repeated for the basketball results.

To conclude the interpretation and discussion of the results,
summary tables and Graphs of the Revised ALT-PE/ SPORT and
Revised SOSOR instruments for each netball and basketball
team will be presented. Relevant differences and similarities
between the different sports will then be delineated, with the
discussion comparing the rates of involvement for high and
fow skilled players for each sport and each age group, with
direct reference to previous findings from related studies.

Major Research Question
What process behaviours are observed from participants, of

differing skill levels, involved in junior basketball and netball
pregrammes?

Specific__Research Questions

1. What level of successful motor skill engagement, is
provided for high and low skill participants, in junior netball
programmes?

2. What level of successful motor skill engagement is provided
in the adult and modified game structures and practice
sessions in junior netball and how do the differing game
designs compare?
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Analysis _and Interpretation of Results From Under 10

Netball Observations

Results of the study of under 10 netball participants using the
Revised ALT-PE/SPORT and Revised S.0.S.0.R. observation
instruments are presented in table 5.1, 5.2, 5.4 and table 5.5.

Game Results

Results from the four games observed using the Revised ALT-
PE/SPORT instrument (Table 5.1) indicate some major
differences in the percentage of time high and low skilled
participants spend in different behaviours in under 10 netball.

Table 5.1
Revised ALT-PE/SPORT - Behavioural Category Percentages
Under 10 Netball Game Data

Hich SiE) o S
(%) SO (% s |
Non Acthity
{injury 0.c0 0.00 0.00 0.00
management 1.27 1.79 0.96 113
transition 1737 417 17.50 3.95
knowledge 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
wait 23.83 3.86 40.88 9,19
walt{reserve) 1260 13.26 12.70 14.66
Off Task 0.00 0,00 0,00 0.00
Non Activity Total 55.08 B.38 72.04 8.46
Activity - Non Skil|
warmup 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
suppert 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
movament 2e.67 3.55 13.13 5.33
Activity - HNon Skill Total 22.67 - 3.55 13.13 5.33
Activity - 5I0)
ball skilf + {positive) 11.86 5.01 4.3 3.57
hall slill - {negative) 4.03 1.43 217 1.5
non ball skl {i.e. defending) 6.36 215 7.15 5.41
Activity - Sl Totdl 22.25 5,53 14.83 413
| OVEBALI,_ACTIVITY. TOTAL 44,92 538 2796 8,48
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When assessing the non activity categories, the major
difference between high and low skilled participants was in
the amount of time they spent waiting to. gain possession of
the ball. Low skilled players spent 40.88% time waiting,
compared to 23.83% for high skilled players. However the high
and low skilled players spent almost exactly the same amount
of time off the court as reserves, with high skilled players
accruing 12.60% in this category and low skilled players
12.70%.

Low skilled players spent far less time positively involved in
ball skill activity (4.91%) than higher skilled players {11.86%).
This indicates that the high skilled participants spent more
than double the amount of time successfully engaged in ball
skills than the lower skilled participants. High skilled players
spent 15.89% of time involved in ball activity, of which only
4.03% was unsuccessful compared to a total of 7.68% for low
skilled players of which 2.77% was unsuccessful. Low skilled
players also spent less time in non-skill activity (13.13%)
than high skilled players (22.67%). The lower skilled
participants however, spent slightly more time in non ball
skill activities such as defending. (7.15% - low skilled, 6.36%
- high skilled).

Results from the Revised SOSOR (table 5.2, p. 101) further
demonstrate the difference in the amount of opportunities to
make ball skill responses for high and low skilled participants
in games.
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Table 5.2

Revised SOSOR Data - Rates of Responses {1/__ Minutes)
Under 10 Netball Game Data

Hipgh Bl
Tot OTR TR

Lowy St
[stDev  THrpellitmyy [Tetomm ¥ Om _ [stDev [ Pate(y/ temy |
147 36.75 1087 0.5 50 12.50 7.55 2,44
0 Qa0 0CO __ . 000 o .00 0.00 0,00
o 0.00 LY Y 0 00U 0.00 0,00
0 0.00 noo___ 000 1 0.25 Q.50 136,20/
[+] 0.00 .00 .00 Q 0.00 o.u0 0,00
147 36.75 10.87 0,5 51 1273 ’02 2,40
30 7.50 66V ___ a3y 17 425 492 8.
0 Q.00 Qo __ 000 o Q.00 0.00 Q.0
[} 0.00 0.00 0,00 1] Q.00 0.00 :
30 7.50 6.61 4.3 [H 425 452 Q
M 3275 17.06 43 12,25 14,08
13 3.25 287 ‘8 1.25 1.29
2t 525 4.02 4 1.00 1.41 34,0%
28 7 245 455 25 6.25 3.30 5 271
193 40,25 21.53 0,43 83 20.75 15.9 1,3
0 0.00 000 i} 0.00 0.00,
henoftern \ 7 175 1,50 2 050 050
14 3.50 2,08 4 1.00 141 3
IOTAL RESRORIES 1391 Sr7x 3196 .23 3§
o Responsa 0 000 0.00 0,004 3 a7s 0.96 45 27|
Uncogabia Responsa ¢ 0,00 0.00 0,00 ‘0 0.00 0.00 0.0
Acceptable Response 361 8025 3404 037 53195 17 29.25 16.88 1,10 _ (7Z,6%) |
Unacreptable Responsa 30 7.50 4431 435 (7.7%) “ .00 9,59 3,06 (27.4%)
Successfid Response 1A 73,50 n.e1 17 2925 21.52 |
Unsuecessful Response 73 18.25 640 1,53 (]8, 44 11.00 5.50 3,06 {27 4%}

High skilled players passed the ball nearly three times more

frequently than low skilled players. (High skilled - 1 pass

every 56 seconds, low skilled - 1 pass every 160 seconds).

The catching rates show that high skilled players made a catch

or gained possession every 43 seconds, compared with every

99 seconds for low skilled players. It is significant to note

that the high skilled players received a far greater proportion
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of catcﬁes (85.5% of possessions) than low skilled players
(69.9% of possessions). Thus the low skilied player received a
far greater proportion of possessions from picking up the loose
ball off the ground than the higher skilled player.

Despite the low skilled players spending seven of the sixteen
observed quarters, in the position of goal shooter they shot
slightly over half the amount of shots at the goal (one every
8.01 minutes) than the high skilled players (one every 4.35
minutes).

(Refer to Appendix 7 for summary of positions)

Inspection of game data sheets reveal that the high skilled
players when in the position of Goal Attack still had more
shots at goal than the low skilled player who was playing goal
shooter. High skilled players were successful in 53.3% of all
shots, compared to 41.2% for the low skilled players.

The high skilled players gained more than double the amount of
rebounds (one every 10.34 minutes) than the lower skilled
player (one every 27.16 minutes) when playing in goal
positions. High skilled players also made far more frequent
acceptable ball skill responses during the game (one every 22
seconds as opposed to one every 70 seconds for low skilled
players) and accrued more frequent rates of successful
execution of these skills. (One successful response every 26
seconds as opposed to one every 70 seconds for low skilled
players).



Overall the iow skilled players made less skili responses than
the high skilled players in every skill response category.

Training_Results

Results from the Revised ALT-PE/SPORT instrument (Table
5.3) indicate that high skilied participants spend more time
positively engaged in ball skill content (12.73%) than low
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skilled participants (10.12%) and spent more time in all

activity categories, except for warm-ups and unsuccessful

ball skill responses.

Revised ALT-PE/SPORT - Behavioural Category Percentages

Table 5.3

Under 10 Netball Training Data

High Skill M

RI {34} 50 {36}
Non Activity
injury 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
management, 7.06 3.46 6.84 2.56
transition 20.70 2:58 19.03 342
knowledge 10.42 4.29 B.84 2.35
wait 25.38 5.16 28.87 6.10
wait{reserve) 0.00 0.00 4.49 810
Off Task 1.33 1.29 0.93 0.92
Nen Actlvity Total 64.90 7.02 69.00 2.03
Activity - Non Skil
warmup 4,83 2.45 5.27 a7
support 1.58 1.75 D.57 . 0.68
movement B8.25 1.81 6.56 2.76
Activity - Mon Skil Total 14.76 5.10 12.40 1.43
Activity - Skil
bafl skill + (positive) 12.73 3.66 10.12 3.0
baft skifl - (negative) 3.22 0.99 4.70 0.83
non balt skill (i.e, defending) 4.4 2.42 3.78 1,55
Activity - Still Total 20.35 4.768) 18.60 1.42
QVERALI_ACTIVITY TOTA___ 35,10 702l 3100 297
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The results also show that low skilled players spent 28.87% of
time waiting to be involved in activity whereas high skilled
players spent 25.38% of time waiting. This disparity also
occurred in the waiting (reserve) category where the low
skilled player spent 4.49% of training time as a reserve during
practice games with the high skilled player spending no time
in this category. Low skilled players spent marginally less
time invoived in knowledge content, management and
transition episodes than did high skilled players.

Results indicate that only 35.1% and 31.0% of time
respectively for high and low skilled players was spent
involved in activity. Much of the time lost was in transition
episodes with both high and low skilled players spending over
17% of time in this category.

Results from the Revised SOSOR instrument (Table 5.4, p105.)
indicate that the frequency of skill responses by low skilled
players was twice as great in practice as they were in the
game, but were still lower (one every 25 seconds) than high
skilled participants (one every 20 seconds). This disparity is
further reinforced by the fact that high skilled players made a
total of 705 skili responses during the practice sessions, as
opposed to 605 for low skilled players.
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Table 5.4

Revised SOSOR Data - Rates of Responses (1/_ Minutes)

Under 10 Netball Training Data

Hegh 94 Lom =3
5 Tot OTR  |x OTR [ St Dev | Bateg1/ 7). __|Tot OTR__ {x OTR iS5t Dev
chest/sshoutder 72 68.00 2994 __ . 033 233 58.2%
Bounce 24 6.00 816 _ 9,56 25 625
hoci (4] 0.00 000 000 0 0.00
overhead 2 G.30 .58 2 050
undaram 0 0.0C 0.2 0, 0 0.00
Paeting Tolz) 258 74.5 36 260 65
Shogtma
set shot 28 7.00 4,83 8,31 27 675
Ey-up +} Q.00 oog__ . 0.0, v .00
izt o 0.00 0.00 .00 0.00 a.o0
Shoaly) Torxd 28 7.00 4.03 3,31 27 6.75
Sutgess (46,45 )

from pass 230 72.50 4029 _ 9,57 266 £6.50
rebound 20 5.00 327 11.55 k] 075
intercent 13 375 275 19,208 5 1.2%

ouncbhal 40 10,00 4.24 5.38 28 7.00
Catehing Totd 353 83.25 36,81 0,40 302 75.5
oy a 0.0 0.00 0,00 +] 0.00
| %15 o 13y SR 17 4.25 6.55 14,01 14 3.50

q 2.25 1.26 25. 4 1.0¢

TOTAL_FESPONTES 703 el [B22 N3] 0,2 [X] 131
Na Remponsa 2 Q.50 0.58 119.10; 1 0.25
Uncoctztés Response 5 1.25 1.2% 47,501 4 106
Acceptabis Responsa 633 158.25 58.11 0,22 (63.8%) 49 122.75 54,32 0,30 (81,3%)
Una ecoptabiz Response 4 18.00 935 139 _{10.2%) 113 2B.25 946 2,12 [18.7W)
Successitd Response 610 152.50 63.01 502 125.50 67.72
Unsuccessfu) Rasponse 35 23.7% 4,99 1.46 (} 102 25.50 545 226 (16.9%) ]

Obvious contrasts between high and low skilied participants-

can be seen in the rate of passes made at training, with the

high skilled players making a pass every 48 seconds, as

opposed to the low skilled players who made a pass every 57

seconds.

Goal shooting was practised very little by the team. The rates

of skill responses for shooting were almost identical for high
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and low skilled participants, with high skilled players actually

~ making only one more shot during training than low skilled

players. However, the high skilled participants were
successful in 46.4% of shots compared to only 27.9% of
successful shots for the low skilied participants.

Disparities were also found in all rates of catching, resulting
in the high skilied players making a catch every 40 seconds,
whilst the low skilled players made one every 49 seconds. The
greatest difference in the types of catching occurred in the
rebound category, where the high skilled piayer made a rebound
every 11.55 minutes, compared to every 82.33 minutes for the
low skilled players. High skilled players also made a caught
interception every 18.20 minutes as opposed to every 49.32
minutes for low skilled players.

In summary the differences in the amount of skill responses
made by high and low skilled players in each category was not
high, however, low skilled players made fewer responses in
each major category than the high skilled players. Results
indicate that greater equity of involvement for high and low
skilled participants occurred during practice sessions than in
the game context, however the imbalance favouring high
skilled participants in skill performance areas was still
evident.
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Discussion of Under 10 Netball Results
Game Results

The results from both Revised ALT-PE/SPORT (Table 5.1) and
Revised SOSOR (Table 5.2) show that the low skilled players
had far fewer opportunities to respond than the high skilled
players. The low skilied players spent less time in activity
than the high skilled players. These resuits can be mainly
attributed to the positions that the high and low skilled
players were assigned during these games. (Refer to Appendix
7). In every quarter, except cne, the low skilled participants
played either goal keeper or goal shooter. These two positions
restrict the players movement to only one third of the court,
resulting in the players spending more time waiting and less
time involved in activity. High skilled players were only
positioned in either of these {wo positions for one quarter
(G.K.), with the rest of the time being positioned at Goal
Defence, Goal Attack, (which enables the player to move in two
thirds of the court) or Centre, which allows the player to move
in all thirds of the court, except in the goal circles. The low
skilled player when playing at Goal Keeper, often did not come
into contact with the ball for long periods of time because the
team was consistently winning and the ball did not come down
to that end often.

~ The data from Table 5.1 shows that lower skilled participants
spent more time in non ball skill activities, such as defending
than in bali skill response activities such as passing, catching
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and shooting. This was mainly due to the lower skilled
participants spending more time in the position of goal keeper,
which has a areater emphasis on preventing the opposition
player form gaining possession than accumulating personal
possessions. The positions of Goal Attack, Goal Defence, and
Centre, played by the high skilled players allow the player to
link up the play moving up and down the court and subsequently
gain more possessions. These positions allow the player to
pass the ball to another player then receive it further down the
court. Playing Goal Keeper or Goal Shooter, usually means that
the player either initiates the start of a pattern of
possessions down the court or is at the end of the pattern to
shoot, thus allowing less opportunity for the player to pass
and receive. Quite often the low skilled player is not even
involved in the pattern of play. In fact Otago (19282) found that
the positions of G.K. and G.S. make the least amount of skill
responses of all positions and that G.D. and G.A. make the most
skill responses, with the exception of the Centre player.

The data from table 5.2 highiighted that high skilled piayers
received a far greater proportion of catches from the ball
being passed to him/her than the low skilled player, whilst the
low skilied player received a far greater proportion of
possessions from picking up the loose ball off the ground. This
indicates that the players in the game tend to pass to the high
skilled player where possible, whereas the low skilled player
has to seek possession more often by his/her own means.
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Analysis of individual game data sheets show that the high
skilled players when in the position of Goal Attack still had
more shots at goal than the low skilled player who was playing
Goal Shooter. This can partly be attributed to the high skilled
player gaining more than double the amount of rebounds than
the lower skilled player and subsequently shooting from that
position. It is also poignant to note that the high skilled piayer
often made better position for the pass and fellow players
looked for that player much more, thus enabling them greater
opportunities to respond with a shot a goal.

Both percentage rates are quite acceptable for the difficult
skill of shooting, suggesting that the lowered height of the
ring helps to facilitate shooting success.

it is salient to consider that in every category the low skilled
players made fewer skill responses than the high skilled
players. This indicates that the game design for the junior
players in the under 10 level is not sufficiently well modified
or adapted to address imbalances in the number of skill
response of high and low skilled participants.

Training_Results

The results from Table 5.3 and Table 5.4 display a more
equitable involvement in skill practices during training
sessions than occurred in game situations. However, some
specific skill areas such as passing and catching showed
greater involvement for high skilled players.
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An interesting result was that low skilled participants greatly
improved their rates of involvement in training sessions, when
compared to game results, though their rates of responses
were still less frequent than the high skilled participants.
High skilled players did not spend a greater percentage of time
involved in activity and skill practice in training sessions than
they did in games, despite the coach being able to manipulate
the environment to ensure greater active involvement.

The type of activity employed by the coach dramatically
effects the rates of a participant’s active involvement. The
triangulation of the results from Revised ALT-PE/SPORT and
Revised SOSOR reinforce the case that low levels of
opportunity were provided for high and low skilled
participants to exhibit skill responses at the practice
sessions. The coach tended to employ small group practices
infrequently, and too often had lines of children waiting for a
turn, as one ball was shared amongst the team members for
skill practice. As mentioned previously, too much time was
spent in transition and management episodes, thus limiting the
amount of time available for skili =-zctice. The coach would
devote time to a practice game in all sessions, and in two of
the sessions the team played another team from the club, who
were playing in the year above them. This practice definitely
affected the rates of involvament of all participants in the
under 10 team, as the other team tended to maintain
possession for much of the time. The low skilled players were
further disadvantaged in these situations as they were again
mostly restricted to the positions of Goal Keeper or Goal
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Shooter where they were restricted to one third of the court,
whilst the high skilled players were more often able to play in
. positions which enabled greater court coverage.

The rather high standard deviations for both catching and
passing indicate a high degree of variability in the percentages
and rates across training sessions. (e.g. compare results from
session 1 and session 2 in Appendix 12). This is due to some
practice sessions involving small group or pair work resulting
in high involvement rates, whilst other practice sessions
mostly involved practice games or whole group activities.
(Refer to Appendices 12,13,14 &15 for training session by
session results),

Analysis _and Interpretation of Results From Under 12

Netball Obsarvations

Results from the Revised ALT-PE/SPORT and Revised S.0.S5.0.R.
insttuments used in the observation of under 12 netball
participants are presented in table 5.5, 5.6, 5.7 and S.8.

Game_Results

The results from the Revised ALT-PE/SPORT data (Table 5.5)
indicate that the percentages for the behavioural categories of
injury; management; transition; knowledge; wait (reserve) and
activity movement are similar for both high and low skilled
participants.
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Table 5.5
Revised ALT-PE/SPORT - Behavioural Category Percentages
Under 12 Netball Game Data

Hich Lo 5
{ES {%)} __ 8D {96} S0

Non Activity
injury 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
managamersit ' .11 0.25 0.1 0.25
transition 13.45 3.96 14.64 337
{knowiedge 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
wait 3390 9.68 36.78 10.81
wait{reserve) 6.67 12,39 6.70 12.45
OFf Task 0.00 Q.00 0.00 0.00
Non Activity Toual 54.12 16.57 58.23 7.06
Activity - Non Skil :
warmup 0.00 0.00 G.00 0.00
support 0.00 Q.00 0.00 0.00
movement 20.45 10.49] 19.75 8.76
Activity - Non Skill Total 20.45 10.49 19.75 B.76
Activity - Skl
ball skill + (positive) 13.45 5.31 6.58 2.23
ball skill - {(negativa} 4.86 2.56 3.63 1.79
non ball skill {i.e. defending) .12 3.91 11.80 3.69
Azilvity - Skill Totol 2542 7.49 22.02 7.58

e v A 45.08 16.57 41,77 7.6l

Differences occur mainly within the activity category.
Interestingly both high and low skilled players spent over a -
third of their time in wait episodes, with low skilled
participants spending 36.78% of time, 2.88% more than high
skilled participants.

When analysing the activity categories from iable 5.5 it is
evident that there is little difference in the non skill areas
and that the greatest imbalance between high and low skilled
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participaitts occurred in the skill areas. High skilled players
achieved over twice as much time positively involved in ball
skills {13.45%) than low skilied players (6.58%). The high
skilled players also spent greater amounts of time in
unsuccessful skill responses (4.86% - high skilled, 3.63% low
skilled), indicating the increased opportunities to respond for
the high skilled players. However, a greater amount of the time
was used by low skilled players in non ball skills, such as
defending (11.80%) than high skilled players (7.12%). The low
skilled players spent six of the sixteen quarters in the
position of Goal Keeper, five at Wing Defence, two at Wing
Attack and two at Goal Shooter. The high skilled player spent
eight quarters at Goal Attack, two at Wing Attack, two at
Centre and three at Goal shooter, (See Appendix 7)

The results from the Revised SOSOR instrument (Table 3.6,
p114) are consistent with the Revised ALT-PE/SPORT data and
further delineate the imbalance of opportunities to make skill
responses between high and low skilled players.
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Table 5.6
Revised SOSOR Data - Rates of Responses (1/_ Minutes)
Under 12 Netball Game Data

. Wih 2 Log 53
TotOTR__ |x OTR [stDxv [ mate oty (Totowr |4 O [stDev | Rateflz.®)

108 27.00 wre_____1.729 86 21.50

1] 0.00 .00 0,001 ¢ 000

o] 000 0.00 0.00f o 0.00

10 2.50 5.00 ___ua_q 0 0.00

o 0.0 0.00 0.004 0 0.00

118 29.50 14.15 1,10} 86 21,50

3| 12.75 11.53 2 050

0 0.00 C.00 ) o 0.00

1] 000 000 0,00 0 Q00

51 12.75 11.53 2,42 ] 0.50

Sugeerq (54.9%4) |

tkH 33.75 1953 . _ 101 46 11.50

3z 3] 693 a1y 13 3.25

5 1.25 89 LI [ 1.50

22 550 2.38 6.15 17 4.25

194 48.50 13.48 0, B2 20.50

o o.00 o0 ___ . 000 ] 0,00

2 050 0.58 2 o350

10 2.50 1.29 13,4 1 0.25

375 NS 23 06 2 188 49700

Ko Responze 1] 0.00 000 __ 0.0 3 075

uncodstia Responsa 2 o050 too ______33.33 1 0.25
Acceptzbin Response 135 83.75 26.04 Q25 (65383 141 35.28% 911 0,58 {7534} |
Unacceptatia Responsa 75 1B.75 239 342 (10734 | a7 .75 287 .54 (231} |
Sucressfl Response 297 74.25 2574 D20 (72,239 | 135 3375 9.1 1] (7LoW) |
Unsiscessiy) Response 77 19.2%5 6.85 147 (208 53 13.25 1.71 235 [20.7%] |

There are some significant differences demonstrated in Table
5.6, with the most outstanding being the rate of opportunities
to shoot at goal. The opportunities for lower skilled players
were greatly limited because they only spent two quarters in a
shooting position, during the four games, (12.5% of game time),
even so they still managed only two shots at goal (both
unsuccessful) in this time, whilst high skilled players had
fifty one shots at a rate of on every 2:42 minutes, during the
eleven quarters in a shooting position with a success rate
54.91%.
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High skilled players achieved a superior rate of passing during
the game (one every 1.10 minutes) than low skilled players
(one every 1.36 minutes). They also had a far greater frequency
of catching {one catch every 43 seconds) than low skilled
players (one catch every 100 seconds). High skilled players
received nearly three times 25 many passes from teammates
and collected nearly three times as many rebounds than did
low skilled players. Only in the categories of caught
interceptions and gaining possession from the ground was
there any equity between the high and low skilled players.

Significantly, high skilled players made a successful skill
response every twenty eight seconds, whereas low skilled
players made one every sixty one seconds.

Training Results

In investigating the Revised ALT-PE/SPORT data (Table 5.7)
from under 12 netball training sessions, some imbalances
between high and low skilled players are evident. However it is
important to consider that the percentages of time spent in
specific behaviours for low skilled players are affected by the
7.40% of time spent injured and receiving treatment. The time
spent in this capacity obviously effects the participants
percentage accrual in other behavioural categories. In contrast
to this the high skilled players spent only 0.34% of time
injured.
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Table 5.7
Revised ALT-PE/SPORT - Behavioural Cateqory Percentages
Under 12 Netball Training Data

Hioh S o L,
RI {36} s (96) 0

Non Activity

injury 0.34 0.63 7.40 13.75

management a.87 3.96 6.68 4,73

transition 23,53 4,37 19.99 118 -

knowledge 15.96 .96 14.27 3,30

wait 17.33 5.40 20.46 B.38

wait{reserve) 0.00 0.00 0.00 Q.00

Off Task 0.89 0.83 047 0.33
. | Non Activity Tota! 66.92 5.85 71.27 7.39

Activity - Non Skilt )

warmup 0.95 0.77 1.01 077

support _ 0.27 0.42 0.40 0.70

movemant 8.12 1,82 9.56 319

Actlvity - Non Skill Total 9.35 1.93 10.97 413

Activity - Skill

ball skill + {pasitive} 13.51 3.57 9.49 2.33

Lall skill - {(negative) 3.68 069 2.89 0.80

non ball skill {i.e. dafending) 6.55 2.69 5.38 1.57

Activity - Skill Total 23.74 4.43 17.77 4.34

OVERALL_ACTIVITY TOTAY___ 3308 505 _ 2073 ___ 739

In the non-activity categories the only areas of discrepancy
between high and low skilled players occurred in the wait
category, where low skilied players spent 20.46% of time
waiting, compared with 17.33% by high skilled players.
Conversely, high skilled players spent 3.54% more time in
transition behaviours, spending 23.53% of time, compared to
19.99% for low skilled players. In the activity behaviours, low
skilled players spent marginally more time (10.97%) in
nonskilled activity than high skilled players (9.35%). However
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in all areas of skilled behaviour, high skilled players were
involved for a greater percentage of time than low skilled
players. This is most evident in ball skills (positive) where
they accrued 13.51% compared with 9.49% for low skilled
players.

The contrasting opportunities provided for high and low skilled
participants to make ball skill responses is demonstrated in
specific skill areas in the Revised SOSOR data in Table 5.8.

Tabie 5.8
Revised SOSOR Data - Rates of Responses {1/ _ Minutes
Under 12 Netbhall Training Data

SESSI0N Hich o Low Sk
RESPONSES, e |TOtOTR [X OTR St ODev [TotOTR _[fom — JSt0= [ Rale(17 M) )
Pregna. |
chest/shoulder 202 50.50 13.43 112 209 22,25 3.30 1,08)
Bounce 7 175 2ar __ 34.54| ’ 0.25 000 22920
hook 1 Q.25 Q.50 241,901 . 0,00 0.00 0,008
overtiead ] 2.25 1.1 8 2.00 137 28408
underam 24 6.00 9.3% 10.11| 3 0.75 096 76,27
Passing Totol 243 60.75 6.08 1 221 55.25 5.62 1,02]
set shot 76 19.00 7.02 22 800 8z___ 730
lay-up [ 0.00 0.00 0 0.00 000 oo
ficid o 0,00 0.00 [ 0 0.00 0.00 D,00]
thooting Total 32 8,00 7.02 31 32 8,00 8.12 FATY
Syscrsy (30,254) | Sucress(36,25%) |
atdhing
from pass 239 59,75 0.1 1.01 184 4600 2.45 1.15
rebound 43 10.75 450 . 5.4 15 375 096 _ 1537
lintercept 8 2.00 149 3032 3 075 006 76,27
oroundbal) 51 12,75 2,63 447 45 11.25 1.30 -5,
Catcing ot 34 85.25 12.42 .43 247 6175 6.45 5
P | i} 0.00 000 ___ 900 0 Q.00 000 __ 00
emtocs 3 0.75 096 ___ 74.47| 2 0.50 000 000
mtopcen 14 3.50 1.73 17 10 2.50 1,73 22,56/
[1OTAL PESPOMSES 676 ___1ca00 1005, 9.22 310 12750 8e 0,.21]
ho Responsa 0 0.00 000 __ 0,004 ' 1.00 082 57,20
tincodable Response 4 1.00 1.41 6195 1 0.25 0.50 _ 229,20
Acceptabls Response 623 155.75 17.56 419 104.75 23.41
Unacceptate Response 53 13.2% 4.65 91 2275 995 2.31 (17.8%)
Succeashil Response 553 138.25 18.46 413 108.25 16.00
pnsuceessiul e 123 0,75 250 230 (1 17 19.2% 263 259 {15 1%}
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The data shows that high skilled participants had more
opportunities to respond in every skill category and made a
skill response every 22 seconds as opposed to every 30
seconds for fow skilled players. They were successful in more
of these responses (81.8%) than the low skilled participants
(71.8%), making a successful response every 24 seconds
compared to every 33 seconds for low skilled players.

There was little difference in the passing category with high
skilled players making a pass every minute as compared to
every 1:02 minutes for low skilled players. However in this
category one major difference occurred, in the rates of
underarm passes made. High skilled piayers made an underarm
pass every 10:11 minutes, whilst low skilied players only
made one every 76:27 minutes.

The most striking difference between high and low skilled
participants occurred in the goal shooting opportunities. High
skilled players made a shot at goal every 3:13 minutes, whilst
low skilled players only shot every 7:10 minutes. Interestingly
the low skilled players were successful in 56.2% of shots
compared to 38.2% for high skilled players. Another major
difference occurred with the gaining of possession (catching).
High skilled participants made a catch every 43 secends,
whilst the low skilled participants made one every 56 seconds.
Of the catching categories, the most striking difference was
evident in rebounding, where the high skilled participants
made almost three times as many responses than did the low
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skilied participants, attempting a rebound every 5:41 minutes
as opposed to every 15:17 minutes for low skilled participants.

In summary, the high skilled player made more frequent skill
responses in each major category than low skilled
participants, with the most significant disparity occurring in
the response rates of shooting at goal, and in catches
(especially rebounds).

Discussion of Under 12 Netbzll Resuits

Game Results

The results from Table 5.5 and Table 5.6 reveal that the major
difference between high and low skilled players occurred in
the activity-skill categories. High skilled players spent over
double the amount of time positively engaged in bail skills
than the lower skilled players. However, a greater amount of
the time was used by low skilled players in non ball skills,
such as defending (11.80%) than high skilled players (7.12%).
This may be due to the positions played by the low and high
skilled players, as the low skilled players spent far more time
in defensive positions and in positions that were more
restricted in their area of allowed movement. Obhviously with
the low skilled players spending more time in defensive
positions, they are more likely to spend time engaged in the
skill of defence. Aiso the positions such as Goal Attack, Wing
Attack and Centre which were assigned to high skilled players
in twelve of the sixteen quarters, accrue greater rates of skill
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possessions than do the positions of Goal Keeper and Wing
Defence in which the low skilled player spent eleven of the
eighteen quarters (Otago, 1982).

The low skilled players spent only two of the sixteen quarters
in a shooting position, in which they did not make one
successful shot. Whereas the high skilled players spent eleven
quarters in either of the shooting positions, making 51 shots
at goal in this time. The coach tended to place children in
specialised positions, which fairly well negated sufficient
pfactice of the skill of shooting for tow skilled players.

By combining the shooting success rates of high and low
skilled players, an overall shooting success percentage of
52.8% was achieved.

Another interesting difference occurred in the rate of
rebounding by high and low skilled participants (See Table 5.6).
Despite the low skilled players spending; Ten quarters in a goal
circle position, (defensive and attacking) one less than high
skilled players, they oridy made a rebound from the goals every
10:32 minutes, while the high skilled players made one every
4:18 minutes. Anecdotal records show that the low skilled
players would often not follow the shot to the ring, or
appeared apprehensive in rebounding, often leaving this skill
up to another player from their team.

As was the case with the under 10 participarits, higher skilled
players received a greater proportion of their catches from a
pass (70%) than did low skilled players (56%) indicating that
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players are more likely to pass the ball to the high skill~ i
player, be that a function of the position they are playing or a
judgment made on the skill apility of the player.

Trainjing Results

The results from Table 5.7 show that over two thirds of high
and low skilled participants’ time was spent in non-activity
behaviours. Over 20% was spent in waiting episodes and over
20% in transition episodes. The coach tended to spend a great
deal of time in explaining and demonstrating skills to the
players, resulting in 15.26% of high skilled players’ time and
14.27% of low skilled players’ time being spent in knowledge
content. This amount of time is greater than the amount of
time that players were positively involved inball skill practice
(High skilled players - 13.12 9, low skilled participants -
9.49%).

The structure of the training sessions greatly effected the
opportunities to respond for participants. When the coach
employed pair or small group work for skills practice, the
players achieved much higher rates of responses. This however
tended to dissipate when whole group games were employed,
which was often, especially effecting tower skilled players, as
the high skillad players tended to dominate possessions during
these activitius.

Table 5.8 demonstrates how the higher skilled participants
achieved greater skill response rates in all major skill
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categories, with the major differences being in the frequency
of shooting and catching responses. The contrast in shooting
opportunities is mainly due to the reliance by the coach in
spending much of each training session in modified games or
scrimmage activities. As a result, the participants were often
placed in positions similar to those played during the weekend
game, with the high skilied players being positioned in goal
scoring positions more regularly. This also explains why the
shooting success was higher for low skilled players as the
majority of their shots were taken from close range in
shooting practice exercises, whereas the majority of the high
skilled participants’ shots were taken during game/scrimmage

play.

The coach did not appear to have an understanding of the need
for utilisation of time nor the strategies to increase active
involvement, Too little time was supplied for practice of
specific skills, nor was the use of more than one or two balls
in a practice session employed, despite the availability of
enough equipment to reduce the equipment/child ratio.

Comparison_and_Analysis of Results For lUnder 10 and
12 Netball

A comparison of the resuits of the study of under 10 and under
12 netball participants using the Revised ALT-PE/SPORT and
Revised S.0.S.0.R. are presented in summary tables 5.9 and
table 5.10 for game results and tables 5.11 and 5.12 for
training results.



Game Results

1
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When analysing the data from both age groups some interesting

contrasts and similarities can be made. It is evident from

Table 5.9 that in both year groups the low skilled participants

achieved far less successful ball skill contact than high

skilled participants.

. Table 5.9
Revised ALT-PE/SPORT - Behavioural Category Percentages

Comparison of Under 10 and Under 12 Netball Game Data

Hich Skift Low Skill _
~ | MEAN ( ) OF ~ TMEAN ( X ) OF
uig_ iz Us10 & unz|un usiz U/T0 & U2
0.00 G.00 006 000 00D 0.00
manigement 1.27 011 1.14 0.9 0.1 0.9%
transition 17.37 13.458 1541 17.50 14.64 16.07
knowledge 0.00 0.00 000] Q.00 0.00 0.00
wait 23.83 3390 £8.86| 40.88 36.78 38.83
wait(reserve) 12.60 6.67 9.64] 1270 670 9.65
off Task a.C0  0.00 000F 000 000 0.00
Non Activity Total 55.08 5412 54.60] 72.04 5323 65.14
Activity - Non Skilt
warmup 0.0 0.00 0000 000 000 0.00
|support 000 000 0.00] 0.00 000 0.00
movement 22,67 2045 21,56 13.13 19.75 16.44
Activity - Non Skill Total|[ 22.67 20.45 21.56] 13.13 19,75 16.44
Activity - Skil
balt skill + (positive) 11.86 13.45 12.66] 491 658 5.74
ball skill - {negative) 403 4.88 4.44 2.77 363 3.20
non ball skili {i.e, defcnding) 636 7.2 6.74| 715 1i1.80 9.48
Activity - Skil Total 22.25 2542 23.84) 14.83 2202 18.42
OVERALL_ ACTIVITY TOTALl_44.92 45,88 4540)_27.96 4177 34.86

The percentage of time spent positively involved in bali skills

was higher in both low and high skilled categories for under 12
players (13.45% & 6.58%), than under 10 players (11.86% &

4.91%).
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in both age groups, the low skilled player spent significantly
more time in wait episodes, with an overall mean for the two
ages of 38.83%, compared to 28.86% for high skilled players,
indicating that the low skilled children spent well over a third
of game time just waiting to be involved.

In both the under 10 and 12 teams low and high skilled players
spent equitable times as a reserve. The difference in the
percentages in the wait reserve category for the under 10 and
under 12 teams was simply an occurrence respective to
sampled data collection, whereby not all of the season’s games
were observed, and by chance, games observed in the under 10
team involved two quarters spent as a reserve per player,
compared to one quarter in the under 12 observations.

The difference between the amount of activity experienced by
high and low skilled participants was significantly broader in
under 10 netbali than in under 12 netball, (9.54% difference
between under 10 high and low skilled participants and 0.70%
difference in under 12 netball). Low skilled players in under 12
netball also spent 4.68% more time in non ball skill activity
than the high skilled players, whilst low skilled under 10
netball players only spent 0.79% more time in this area.

The greater difference in skill response opportunities between
under 10 high and low skilled players is further highlighted by
the Revised SOSOR results in Table 5.10.
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Table 5.10
Revised SOSOR - Rates of Responses (1/_ Minutes)
Under 10 and 12 Netball Game Data Summary

ﬁ]@ g!;é OW SKI
MEAN ( X ) OF KEA/

ul0 Jui2 V1Y & Wizluto ul2 U110 & U712

0.56 1.29 1.06 2.44 136 2.01

000 Q.00 0.00 0.00 000 0.00

0.00 000 0.00 000 0.00 0.00

0.00 1346 27.31] 13£.20) 1346 273.20

0.00 000 0.00) a0 0.00 0.00

0.5 110 1.02 243 135 2.00

set shot 4,35 242 3.23 8.01 830 14,23

lay-up 000 0No 0.00 0.00 000 0.00

field 0.00  0.00 0.00] 0.00 0.00 0.00

Sl‘lootiﬂg Total 435 242 3.23] B8.01 6830 14.23

bt_ﬁs‘nn_.____

from pass 1.03 1.0 1.02 247 258 2.52
rebound 10.34 418 6.07] 27.16 1032 15.11 3

interzept 6.33 2732 1011} 34,05 2250 27.20

I@undbaﬂ 4,55 6.5 5.30 5.27 B804 6.30

Catching Total 0.43 043 0.42 1.39  1.40 1.33

dribbling 0.0¢ 0.00 0.00 0.00 000 0.00

jump/toss 19.39 39.33 30.34|] 68.0 6830 48.20;

’L_tdef___.é_pt 9.49 1346 11.27] 34.05 137.00 11.53

TOTAL_RESPONSE 0.2z _0.72) 022] 050 043 hYTA

No Response 000 000 0.00] 45.27 4540 45.33

Uncodable Response 0.00 39.33) 137,350  0.00 137.00 273.20

Acceptable Response 0.22 0.25 0.24 1.10 058 1.04

Unacceptable Response 4,35 3142 3.58 3.06 254 3.02

Successfui Responsa 026 0.28 0.27 110 1) 1.05

Unsuccessfui Response 1.53  1.47 .50 3.06 235 249

The total responses for the high skilled competitors in both
under 10 and under 12 are the same (one response every 22
seconds), whilst the rate for under 10 low skilled players was
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one response every 50 seconds, as opposed to one every 43
seconds for under 12 tow skilled participants.

Other interesting comparisons can be made using the Revised
SOSOR data. Results show that in the catching category for
high skilled players that both year levels achieved the rate of
one response every 23 seconds. In under 10 netball the high
skilled players made more disposals by passing every 56
seconds, whereas the under 12 high skilled players made a
pass every 70 seconds. However, the under 10 high skilled
players made iess shots at goal (1/4:35 mins) as compared to
1/2:42 mins for uncer 12 teams.

Catching results were also very similar for low skilled under
10 and urider 12 players. (1/39 secs - U/10 and 1/40 secs -
U12). Interestingly in both age groups the low skilled players
made significantly less rebounds than high skilled players and
had to achieve a much a higher proportion of possessions from
loose balls on the ground than their higher skilled
counterparts.

Under 10 low skilled players were less frequent in their
passes than under 12 low skilled players (1/2:40 mins- Under
10 and 1/1:36 mins - Under 12) though had a superior rate for
shooting (1/8:01 mins -J/1G and 1/68:30 mins - U/12).

When assessing the difference in the shooting means of high
and low skilled players over both teams it demonstrates a
major inequity in favour of the high skilled player. They
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received over four times as many shooting opportunities than
the low skilled player, with a rate of one shot every 3:23
minutes compared to every 14:23 minutes for low skilled
players.

The closeness in the overall skill responses of high skiiled
players in both age groups and low skilled players in both age
groups, make for interesting comparisons. The high skilled
under 10 players made a successful skill response every 26
seconds with 81.3% of all skill responses being successful,
compared with a rate of one every 28 seconds and percentage
of 79.2% for under 12 high skilled players. Low skilled under
10 players made a successful skill response every 70 seconds
with 72.6% of all responses being successful, whilst under 12
low skilied players made a successful skill response every 61
seconds with a percentage of 71.8% for successful responses.

Training Results

Results from the Revised ALT-PE/SPORT instrument indicate
that in both teams little time was spent in activity, with much
more time spent in non-activity behaviours such as waiting
and transition episodes (see table 5.11, p. 128).
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Table 5.11

Revised ALT-PE/SPORT - Behavioural Category Percentages
Comparison of Under 10 and Under 12 Netball Training Data

R | I {1 t ovr Skitt
[~ MEAN ( X ) OF [MEAN ( X } OF

éé]éﬁ Q!EGOR!ES us1q Uiz us10 & W12 (U0 unz us1c & U2
Non Activity

injury 000 034 0.17) 000 7.40 3.70
management 7.06  8.47 7.96| 6.84 8.68 7.76
transition 20,70 23.53 22121 19.03 19,99 19.51
1know1edga 1042 1596 13.19 8.84 14,27 11.56
wait 25.38 1733 21.36| 28.87 2046 24,66
wait{reserve) 000 010 0.001 4.49 000 2.24
off Task 1.33  0.89 1.1H 093 047 0,70
Non Activity Total 64,90 6b6.92 65.91 69.00 71.27 70.14
Activity - Non Skill

warmup 483 095 2.8 5.27 .01 3.14
support 1.68 027 098] o057 040 0.48
moverment g25 #8.12 818 656 956 9.06\
Activity - Non Skifl Total| 14.76 935 12.06] 12,40 10.97 11.68|
Activity - Skal

ball skll + (positive) 12,73 13.51 13020 1012  9.49 9.80]
balt skill - {negative) 3.22 368 345t 470 289 1.8
fion ball skill (i.e. defending} 441 655 548 378 5.38 4.58
Activity - Skill Total 20.35 23.74 22.04] 1B60 17.77 18.18{
OVERALL ACTIVITY TOTAL| 3510 _33.08 4 1 7 29.86)

transitional behaviours and over 26% in waiting. Similar

results were found for the under 12 participants with over
22% of time spent in transitional behaviours and 18% in

waiting. The under 12 participants actually spent more time in

receiving knowledge {(14% of time} than in successful practice

of ball skills.

Revised SOSOR response rates (Table 5.12, p. 129) for under 10
participants were marginally better than the under 12

participants in most skill areas.
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Table 5.12
Revised SOSCR - Rates of Responses (1/_ Minutes)
Under 10 and 12 Netball Training Data Summary

HIBH SN _ LOu SIEH L
MEAN( X)) OF pEAM ( X)) OF

ESPONSES w0 Juiz U7i0 & U12[ul0 |12 U710 & U/12
chest/shoulder 0.53 1.2 1.01 1.04 1.06 1.05
Bounce 9.56 34.54 15.34 9.54 229.20 18.21
hook 0.00 241.00 482.40p 0.00 0.00 0.00
overhaad 119.30 27.09 43.53; 123.50 28.40 477
underarm 0.00 10.11 20.07] Q.00 7e.27 158.00
Passing Tetal 048 1.00 053} 0.57 1.02 1,00
| Sivooting
sat shot an 3.13 438 5910 710 8.05
lay-up 000 Q.00 000f 0.00 0.00 0.00
feld 000 0.00 000] Q00 Q.00 0.00
Shooting Total 8.31 3.13 4381 9.0 7.10 8.05
Catching
from pass 0.51 1.0 0.56] 0.56 1.15 1.04
rebound 11.55 541 7407 8233 15.17 26.30
intercept 1820 3032 23.59] 4932 76.27 59.37
groundball 5.58 4,47 5.18| B.50 5.06 6.32
Catching Total D40 043 041} 0.49 056 0.52 ’
dribbling 0.00 0.0 O.OOL 000 0.00 0.00
{ump/toss 14.01  74.47 24081 17.41 0.00 20.44
intercept 26.29 17.27 20.59 61.55 22.56 34,04
TOTAL RESPONSE . | gzg Q.22 g.é'l 2 27 g_g_g_r
No Response 11830 000 241,208 24740 57.20 95,24
tncodable Responsy 47.40 61.05 53.32| 61.55 229.20 95.24
Acceptable Responsa 022 Q.24 0231 030 033 0.31
Unacceptable Responss 309 437 3.52] 212 2.3 2.20
Successh! Response 023 0.27 025 030 0.31 0.31
Unsuccessful Response 1.46 1.59 2301 226 259 2.40

High skilled under 10 participants made a successful skill
response every 23 seconds, compared to every 27 seconds for
high skilled under 12 participants. Low skilied under 10
participants made a successful skill response every 30
seconds and under 10 low skilled players made a successful
skill response every 31 seconds.
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The most strident difference between the two age groups
occurred in the amount of shooting practice. High skilled under
10 participants made a shooting response every 8:31 minutes,
compared to every 3:31 minutes for high skifled under 12
participants. Low skilled under 10 participants made a
shooting skill response every 9:10 minutes and under 12 low
skilled participants every 7:10 minutes. The shooting rates in
the high and low skilled under 10 participants was quite
similar, though the high skilled participants shot successfully
on 46.40% of occasions, compared to only 27.90% for low
skilled participants. The under 12 high skilled players shot far
more frequently than the low skilled participants, though were
18% less successful in their shooting percentage. The amount
of extra shooting responses made by the under 12 participants
was compensated by the more frequent passing practice that
the under 10 players had. Catching rates were consequently
marginally higher for under 10 participants.

Another contrast that can be made be made between th: two
teams is in the amount of wait time that participants endured.
The wait time percentages were quite high for participants of
both teams, however, it was worse for under 10 participants
who spent over 8% more time waiting than the under 12
participants.

Other differences occurred in the categories of warmup and
receiving knowiedge. The under 10 participants spent
approximately 5% of time in warmup activities, whilst the
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under 12 participants spent only about 1% of time in such
activities at the start of training sessions.

The participants in the under 12 team spent over 5% more time
involved in knowledge content than the under 10 participants.
Interestingly, the low skilled participants in both teams
received less knowledge content than high skilled players.
(1.56% less in under 10 and 1.69% less in under 12).

Discussion of Under 10 and 12 Netball Results

Game Results

The results shown in tables 5.9 and 5.10 demonstrate a great
inequity in skill involvement for high and low skilled players.
In both age groups the low skilled player spent less time in
activity and made less responses in all type of skills. Too
much time was lost Ly low skilled players in non-activity
behaviours. A major difference was evident in the amount of
wait time spent by each skill group, with low skilied players
of both ages spending considerably more time in wait episodes.
This combined with the time spent as a reserve, and in
transition and management behaviours, demonstrates that low
skilled players were not sufficiently involved in activity
during a junior netball game.

High skilled players in the under 12 games spent 10.07% more
time in wait episodes than the under 10 high skilled players.
This is mainly a function of the positions assigned to the
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respective team members, with under high skilled 12 team
members spending two more quarters in the restrictive
G.S5/G.K. positions, than the under 10 high skilled players. The
relative success experienced by the team. (i.e. under 10 team
not losing a game and under 12 team losing two games) may
have also effected the results, with the under 12 high skilled
player spending thirteen of the sixteen quarters in attacking
positions in a less successful team.

The under 10 high and low skilled piayers spent less time in
activity than their under 12 counterparts. This may be
explained by the greater amounts of time they spent in
transition and management episodes. Such a situation may be
expected as under 10 players are just learning the procedures
of the game.

In both the under 10 and 12 teams low and high skilied players
spent equitable times as a reserve as both coaches instituted a
roster system of appointing reserves.

The range in the amount of activity experienced by high and
low skilled participants was significantly broader in under 10
netball than in under 12 netball, (2.54% difference between
under 10 high and low skilled participants and 0.70%
difference in under 12 netball). Much of this can be attributed
to the difference in time spent in movement episodes as 2
result of the positions assighed to under 10 low skilled
participants, whereby they spent fifteen of the sixteen
quarters in either Goal Keeper, Goal Shcoter or as reserve,
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compared to only three quarters for high skilled under 10
players. Low skilled under 12 players spent nine quarters in
these roles, compared to four for high skilled under 12 players.

Low skilled players in under 12 netball spent 4.68% more time
in non ball skill activity than the high skilled players, whilst
fow skilled under 10 netball players only spent 0.79% more
time in this activity. This was mainly due to the low skilled
under 12 players spending more time in defensive positions
than the under 10 low skilled players.

The total responses for the high skilled competitors in both
under 10 and under 12 were the same, whilst the rate for under
10 low skilled pliyers of one response every 50 seconds as
opposad to one every 43 seconds for under 12 low skilled
participants. This difference in the low skilled responses may
be as a result of players by the age of under 12 having a
greater proficiency in the skills, with less of a range of
abilities. In under 10 games it was obvious that the high
skilled children had mastered many of the skills, whilst the
low skilled children were still beginning to learn many of
them. It may also be the case that by the time children reach
the higher age groups, some of the lower skilled participants
have dropped out, (Robertson ,1981), due to lack of response
opportunities, thus feaving less of a range of skill abilities in
oider age groups.

Revised SOSOR results show that high skilled under 10 netball
players made more passes than the under 12 high skilled
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players. However, the under 10 high skilled players made less
shots at goal than the under 12 teams. Again this appeared to
be primarily a function of the positions played during the
game, with the under 12 high skilled players spending more
time in shooting positions.

The modification of equipment in the under 10 age group has
resulted in both high and low skilled participants achieving
comparable successful skill responses rates with the under 12
participants, which indicates that the equipment suits the
developmental level of the children. Despite the under 10
players shooting a lower percentage of shots than the under 12
players, the difference was negligible, indicating the lowering
of the ring facilitated a satisfactory level of shooting sucress.

The minor game modifications such as the six second ball
holding rule and equipment modifications such as reduction in
the ball size and goal height assist in achieving satisfactory
levels of success in performing skills, but in no way address
the disproportionate number of opportunities to respond that
occur between the differing skill levels. It appears that
despite the game of netball being played in restricted areas
for different positions, the current game design does not seem
to assist in providing equitable involvement for players of
different skill ability.
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Training Results

The results taken from training observations indicate that
neither coach was able to provide sessions that utilised the
majority of the allocated time for skill practice. Low skilled
players were successfully engaged in skill content less than
higher skilled participants, though the difference was not
considerable.

The organisation of the training session and the choice and
design of the activities employed by both coaches led to high
percentages of non-active time for all participants. When skill
practices were completed in pairs or smail groups,
participants were able to execute numerous skill responses in
a short space of time. However this was done infrequently
with the available equipment not being properly utitised. Both
coaches preferred to institute practices on many cccasions
that relied on the use of one ball for the whole team. The
predominance of whole group practices and half court or full
court trial games produced tne high amounts of wait time, and
directly attributed ~3 the lower skill response rates and
percentages for lov. .. ' "ad players compared to high skilled
players. These findings reinforce the conclusions made by
Placek et al., (1982, p.45) who stated that the low skill
success rate in team sports
...raises serious questions about using team-size groupings
for practice, when the goal is psychomotor skill
achievement. Since ALT-PE data indicate severely limited
opportunities to practice in game and scrimmage
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situations, other organisational strategies may more
appropriately provide more practice for the child.

The under 12 coach spent over 14% of time in demonstrating
skills and in discussing game strategies. This appears to be
somewhat excessive, given that less time was spent in
successful balt skill involvement. The under 10 participants
had to endure long lines waiting for activities resulting in
over a quarter of the allocated training tims being spent in
wait episodes.

Coaches of both teams did not seem conscious of how much
time was lost in non-activity behaviours and the training
sessions followed a similar pattern throughout the season.
Strategies to maximise participant involvement were not
implementzd by either coach, with the training sessions only
providing limited opportunities for ball skill responses,
especially so for low skilled participants.

Specijfic _Research Questions

1. What level of successful motor skill engagement, is
provided for high and low skill participants, in junior
basketball programmes?

3. What level of successful motor skill engagement is provided
in the adult and modified game structures and practice
sessions in junior basketball, and how do the differing game

designs compare?
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Analysis and Interpretation of Results From Under_10
Basketball Observations

Results of the study of under 10 basketball participants using
the Revised ALT-PE/SPORT and Revised S.0.S.0.R. are presented
in tables 5.13, 5.14, 5.15 and 5.16.

Game Results

In invesfigating the results from the Revised ALT-PE /SPORT
observations (see Table 5.13), the most obvious difference
between the high and low skilied players occurs in the amount
of time low skilied piayers spent off the court as a reserve.

Table 5.13 ’

Revised ALT-PE/SPORT - Behavioural Category Percentages
Under 10 Basketball Game Data

s | lwsel

[ALTZPE_CATCGORIES (0 5 (9 s

Act
\i’:ﬁry " 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
management 0.82 0.758 0.74 0.50
transition 18,56 3.28 12.75 6.88
krowledge 8.72 3s 8.61 3.68
walt 12,21 1.94 6.80 4.76
wait(reserve) 5.4 6.68 38.74 32.85
Off Task 0.00 0,00 0.00 .00
Non Actlvity Total 45.74 5.52 68.65 18.87
Activity - Non Skill
warmup 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
support 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
movement 25,85 7.12 21.89 1287
Actlvity - Non Skill Total 25.85 7.12 21.89 12.87
Activity - Sldit

ball skill + {positive) 14,67 1.51 393 416
ball skilt - {negativa) 4,82 0.60 2.55 1.95
nen balt skifl (Le, defending) 8.92 1.27 2.98 1.2?
Activity - S4fil Total 26.41 2.06 9,46 5.58
[1._ACTIVITY {(OTAL 4 5,52 3135 16,87
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The low skilled players spent 39.74% of game time as a
reserve, 34.30% more than the high skilled player. The amount
of time low skilled players spent off the court reduced
percentages of time accrued in other categories. The result of
high skilled players spending 5.81% more time in transition
episodes is indicative of how the specific categories have been
affected by different amounts of time spent on the court .

Another major area of imbatance between the high and low
skilled players was evident in the skill activity section. High
skilled players were successfully engaged in skill activity for
14.67% of the time, with fow skilled players only being
successfully engaged for 3.93% of the time. High skilled
players also spent 2.27% more time involved in unsuccessful
skill responses, due to the far greater amounts of skill
responses they made. High skilled players also spent much
more time in non-bafl skill activities (8.92%) than did low
skilled players (2.98%). The high skilled players spent 18.95%
more time in skili activity than did low skilled players.
Despite the differences in the ball skill responses and the far
greater amount of time spent off the court by low skilled
players there was littie difference in the amount of time spent
in non-skiil activity. High skilled players spent 25.85% and low
skilled players 21.89% of time in non-skill activity behaviours.

Results from the Revised SOSOR in Tahle 5.14 further reinforce
the imbalance in ball skill involvement between the two skill
groups.
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Table 5.14

Re sised SOSOR Data - Rates of Responses (1/__ Minutes)

Under 10 Basketball Game Data

Vo o Low 93
Tor O Ok [St Devw TRat~{17 1™)___[TetOMmM  |Fomm  [5tDev [ Rate{1/ t0a}
135 33.75 aBs______ 07| 36 9.00 7.35
] 2.25 530 6,53} 1 025 osn
2 0.50 1,00 75,22 1 0.25 050 a
1 0.2s 0.50 152.46| 1 0.25 .50
0 0.00 0.00 0.0604 0 0.00 oo 0,
147 36,75 12.42 1,02 33 .75 7.59 222
5 1.25 Q.96 3032 o 0.00 @00 0,00
15 375 i 10.13) 2 0.50 1.00 4512
60 15.00 4.24 2,33} 8 2.00 2.71 1 _ng
80 20.00 2.83 55 10 2.50 3.70 9.14
Success (34,03 Success (F8) |
116 29.00 97 119 21 5.25 urr ___‘1.251
28 7.00 258 _ 527 11 275 126 524
36 9.00 356 435 7 1.75 287 ____ 13,37
6 9.00 542 415 13 3.2% 2.87 Z
185 46.25 76.21 0,42 52 13,00 938 147
136 34.00 .56 107 16 4.00 4,24
2 050 ase_ . 7623 1 025 096
[+} 0.00 0.00 0,004 1 02§ .
sB1. 14878 11,63, 0,18 121 )
2 000 0.58 0 .00
Uncodabie Response 4 1.00 1.4 o 0.00
INtcestuiole Responss 506 126.50 21.55 0,18 (7,95 95 23,75
Unacceptabie Resporse 75 18.75 29% 202 {12,295 26 650
| Swreeeysfii Responsy 481 120.25 1543 0,19 __ (32.0%) a6 21.50
junsuccessful Response 100 25.00 424 132 __ {1}, as 875

The Revised SOSOR results only report on the time a
participant is on the court, thus are not affected, like the
Revised ALT-PE/SPORT instrument, with the time a player
spends as a reserve. Despite only calculating involvement

during court time, there was still a major imbalance between

high and low skilled players.

The data indicated that high skilled players made a pass every

1:02 minutes compared to the low skilled players rate of one

pass every 2.22 minutes. The most obvious difference occurred

in shooting rates. High skilled players made a shot at goal

every 1:55 minutes, compared to the low skilled player’s rate
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of one every 9:14 minutes. In the four games played, the low
skilled players only made ten shots, of which none were
successful, whereas the high skilled players made eighty shots
at a success rate 34.6%.

High skilled players made a catch every 42 seconds whilst the
low skilled players made one every 107 seconds. The high
skilled players achieved a higher rate in all types of catching,
but the low skilled players had to gain a greater proportion of
their catches from the ground. Low skilled players only
received a pass from team mates every 4:24 minutes, whilst
high skilled players received one every 1:19 minutes.

There was also a great inequity in the rate of dribbling by the
players. Results show that the low skilled players only
dribbled the ball every 5:46 minutes compared to the high
skilled players’ rate of one dribble every 1:07 minutes. Results
indicate that upon gaining possession of the ball the high
skilled player would dribble on over 70% of occasions, whereas
the low skilled player would dribble on only 31% of occasions
after possession. Overall the high skilled players had nearly
three t:mes more opportunities to respond than the low skilled
players and made a successful response every 19 seconds,
whilst low skilled players made a successful response every
64 seconds.
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Training

Results from the Revised ALT-PE/SPORT (Table 5.15) show
that the majority of training time was spent in non-activity
behaviours.

Table 5.15
Revised ALT-PE/SPORT_-_ Behavioural Cateqory Percentages

Under 10_Basketball Training Data

High Skl Low Skil
A T IES {96} b31] {%6} SO
Non Activity
injury 0.00 0.c0 0.00 0.00
management 2.60 2.16 2.38 1.65
tronsition 19.02 5.34 16.95 2.92 ’
kniowlerge 19.27 8.51 22.11 6.73
wait 29.59 324 .29 3.19|
wait{reserve) 0.57 . 0.00 0.0C
Off Task 3.74 3.56 1,31 0.95
Non Acthity Total 74.80 6.36 74.04 5.89]
Activity - Non Skl
warmup ) 0.00 0,00 0.00 0.00!
support 0.89 .66 1.15 0.63
movement 5.61 3.63 5.8 3.2
Activity - Non Skill Total 6.50 3.08 6.88 2.92
Activity - Skill
ball skl + (positiva) 11.14 ’ 245 10.57 1.67
ball skil - {nagative) 3.41 0.68 5.41 1.99|
non ball skill {i.e. defencing) 4,15 2.1 3.03 201
Activity - Skill Total 18.70 413 19.08 3.37|
OVERALL_ACTIVITY TOTAL] 2520 6.83 2596 5,691

Low skilled participants spent 74.04% of time and high skilled
participants 74.80% of time in such behaviours. Many variables
contributed to this large percentage of time. High skilled

participants spent 19.02% of time in transitional episodes and
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low skilled players 16.95%. The amount of time spent in
receiving knowledge accounted for much of the time spent in
non-activity behaviours. The coach spent slightly more time in
delivering knowledge to low skilled participants (22.11%) than
high skilled players (19.27%). Resuits from Table 5.9 also
demonstrate that both high and low skilled participants spent
nearly a third of their time waiting to be involved in activity.
High skilled participants spent 29.59% of time on waiting
episodes compared to 31.29% for low skilled participants.

The Revised ALT-PE/SPORT results (Table 5.15) showed that
there was no marked difference in the amount of time spent by
the high and low skilled players in the ball skill categories,
though it must be recognised that the amount of time spent in
making ball skill responses accounted for little of the overall
training time, with high skilled players spending 11.14% of
time engaged in successful ball skill practice and low skilled
players 10.57%.

Revised SOSOR rates (Table 5.16, p143) indicate a greater
difference in the success achieved in ball skill responses for
high and low skilled participants, than shown in the Revised
ALT-PE/SPORT results, with high skilled players making a
successful ball skill response every 22 seconds and low skilled
players every 29 seconds.
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Table 5.16

Revised SOSOR Data - Rates of Responses (1/_ Minutes)

Under 10 Basketball Training Data

i 20 Lew S0
TetOm _ [XOMR jstev  [Ratel)L B [TerOm ¥ O [stDev [ Rate(17 3én} ]
147 36.75 299 ___ 129 153 1825 9.54 )22
21 5.25 457 3.3 5 1.25 6.96
7 178 w2733 6 1.50 238 _
4 1.00 082 . 51,46 t 0.25 0.50
8 2.00 1.83 23,53 L] 275 1.26 19
187 45.75 3.30 1.05] 176 44.00 12.52 L2
25 6.25 B0 ______. 037 25 6.25 7.4
26 9.00 663 __ 349 1105 276 6.86
a7 9.2% 2,22 5,33 22 5.50 238
a8 24.50 15.55 207 66 16.50 0.4 ENT]
Sugcess{42.009) | Succees{3).a%) |
182 45.50 6a6 . 1.08 165 41.25 11.35
45 11.25 1200 . 4324 27 6.75 3.86
7 175 ) IS 1 & | 6 1.50 a.s8
50 12.50 1.29 45 11.25 2.50
264 71.00 13.44 0.4 10.69
12 3275 1080 ___ 1.3y
1 0.25 050 . 207.05)
8 2.00 1.83 15.53] .
6a7 1LLIs 27,94 018 337 3039
No Resparnsa 1 0.23 WA Z07.05) 5 1.25 1.50 i
Uncoagbis Response g 2228 wee___ 238 33 8.2t 695
Acceptable Response 554 138,50 16.20 0,22 {20.6¥) | 422 105,50 19.54
Unacteptable Response 218 54,50 19.49 1,33 {19.4%) _; 175 43.75 17.73
Successtul Resporss 571 142,75 20.02 0,22 {83.184) 447 111.75 23.87
Unsuccessful Response 16 248.00 9.90 1,47 (169 150 37.50 r.7z 1,24 {231

The high skilled participants made more frequent skill
responses during the games (one every 16 seconds) than in
practice sessions (one every 18 seconds), though the low
skilled player was able to make a skill response every 21

seconds during training as opposed to every 64 seconds during

the game.

When analysing the skill responses in Table 5.16 some
disparities are evident between high and low skilled players.
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Rates for passing were quite equitable (High skilled - 1/1:06
minutes, low skilled - 1/1:12minutes), though high skilled
participants made far more frequent bounce passes, completing
one every 2:48 minutes compared to every 9:12 minutes for the
the low skilled player, as was the case during game play.

A major area of difference came in the frequency of the shots
made during training. Though the difference was not as marked
as during game play, the high skilled participant was still able
to make a shot every 2:07 minutes (45% success) compared to a
shot every 3:11 minutes (31.8% success) for the low skilled
participants.

High skilled participants made a catch every 43 seconds, with
the low skilled players making a catch every 52 seconds. There
was no significant contrasts between the high and low skilled
groups in any of the catching categories, however the high
skilled participants made marginally more frequent responses
in each of the specific catching categories. High skilled
players dribbled the ball more frequently (1/53 seconds) than
the low skilted players (1/65 seconds), though this is not the
same level of difference as observed in game play.

The high fevel of uncodable responses came about due to the
practice of skills that were not directly related to game skills.
These exercises were considered in the Revised ALT-PE/SPORT
data as skill responses, but could not be coded with the
Revised SOSOR instrument.
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Discussion of Under 10 Basketball Results

Game Results

The large difference in the amount of time spent as reserve
betwren high and low skilled players is the area of greatest
disparity and concern from the results in Table 5.13. The
34.30% difference is even more striking when it is considered
that in one of the four observed games there were no reserves,
due to player absences, and the participants had to play the
entire game. The last game observed was a finais match. In
this match the high skilled player spent ng time as a reserve,
whilst the low skilled player spent 79.56% of the time off the
court.

It was also observed that the low skilled player was often
removed from the court when the game became close and that
usually he only returned if the resuit of the game was secure.
The ahility to substitute players at any time in junior
basketball allows this situation to occur. Interestingly,
despite the low skilled player spending so much time off, the
high and low skilled players spent a similar amount of time in
‘activity movement’ behaviours. This situation was
characterised during the games where the low skilled players
were often observed moving up and down the court following
the play without coming into contact with the ball, whereas
the high skilled player would often make position, wait, and be
confident of receiving possession. This situation, combined
with the fact of how much extra time the high skilled player
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spent on the court, accounts for the high skilled player
spending 5.41% more time in wait episodes during the game
than the low skilled player.

Transition episodes for high skilled players of 18.56%
demonstrates the amount of time lost in junior basketball
games in player movements on and off the court for
substitutions and in moving to and from the coach’s area during
time-out episcdes. During these breaks, the game clock is still
running (this does not occur in the adult game), resulting in
less time available for actual game play. Nearly 9% of game
time was lost for time-outs for high and low skilled players,
where the coach delivers knowledge to the players.

The high rates of success in performing skills (82.8% - high
skilled and 71.1% - low skilled), with even higher rates of
acceptable skill responses, indicates that the equipment
modification is successful in adapting to the physical needs of
the participant. However the extreme inequity in the amount of
ball skill responses made by high skilled piayers in comparison
to low skill players indicate that the modifications to the
ruies have had little effect in providing greater equity of
participation.

The rule that requires a2 ‘no press’ situation in the back court,
usually only resulted in the high skilled players bringing the
ball in and up the court to the half way line, passing off and
receiving the ball back again. Low skilled players were rarely
used in the process of bringing the ball up the court after a
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goal. The three dribble rule was not as successful as would be
hoped, with the high skilled players usually passing the ball

off after a few dribbles then quickly receiving it back. Rarely
was the ball passed to the low skilled player in this situation.

Training Results

The results from Tables 5.15 and 5.16 vividly demonstrate that
the allocated practice time was not sufficiently well utilised
to provide maximum skill involvement for all participants.
Indicative of this is the data indicating that both high and low
skilled participants spent over 74% of time in non-activity
behaviours and of the 26% spent in activity behaviours, only
11.14% for high skilted and 10.57% for low skilled participants
was spent positively engaged in bail skill practice.

The coach spent a great deal of time demonstrating and
explaining skills and game strategies to the group, resuiting in
the high skilled participants spending 19.27% of time receiving
knowledge compared to 22.11% for low skilled participants.
The coach seemed more inclined to pull the lower skilled
players aside to supply knowledge than the high skilled
players, resulting in the higher percentages in knowledge for
lower skilled participants. The coach would often spend over 5
minutcs explaining a skill practice to the group resulting ir
the transition percentages being 16.95 and 19.02 respectively
for low and high skilled participants.
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There was not any significant inequity between the different
skill groups in any skill category as shown in Table 5.16,
though high skilled players made slightly more frequent skill
responses in all skill areas.

The organisation of the practice activities contributed to the
high amounts of non-activity time for all participants. The
practices rarely involved pairs (each pair with a ball), and
were often characterised by two lines and the use of only one
ball for the whole group. Two balls were used in some
practices, though more balis were available. The practice
activities often resulted in children waiting for long periods
of time to be involved in activity. The coach rarely used
scrimmage or game play activities, concentrating mostly on
specific skill practices. Despite this concentration on the
development of skills, the coach did not seem to have a bank of
appropriate strategies to ensure a high degree of skill
involvement for players of all skill levels.
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Analysis _and Interpretation of Results From Under 12

Basketball Observations

Results of the study of under 12 basketball participants using
the Revised ALT-PL/SPORT and Revised S.0.S.0.R. are presented
in tables 5.17, 5.18, 5.19 and 5.20.

Game Results

Results from the Revised ALT-PE/SPORT instrument (Table
5.17) reveal that there was not a great difference in the level
of skill engagement between the high and low skilled players
in under 12 games.

Table 5.17 ,
Revised ALT-PE/SPORT - Behavioural Category Percentages

Under 12 Basketbal. Game Data

High_Skit Low Skl
[ALTZPE_CATEGORIES, (9 5 (%) __ 50
Non Activity
rinjury 0.0 0.00 0.C0 0.00
management 0.28 0.36 0.20 0.24
transition 18.22 13.30 16.35 4,06
knowledge £.80 6.38 8.28 3.06
walt 9.25 1.72 6.31 2,36
wait(reserve) 16.90 2.75 26.90 10,75
0ff Task 0.00 G.00 0.00 0.00
Non Activity Total 51.46 15.20 58.03 8.34] .
Activity - Non Skill
waltmup 0.00 0.00 0.00 .00
support 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
movement 24.74 12.07 23.55 4.97
Activity - Non Skill Total 24.74 12.07 23.55 4.97
Activity - SkCI
ball skill 4 {positive) 12.84 12.96 B8.67 2.21
ball skilf - {negative) 378 2.45 3.25 0.43
non ball skill {i.e, defending) 7.18 2.16 6,50 2.36
Actlvity - 3kl Totwl 23.80 13,64 18.42 3.50
_QVERALL,_ACTIVITY. TOTAL 48,04 1314 41,37 8,34




150

Interestingly one of the two high skilled players made less
responses in the two observations of his play than the low
skilled player. However, the other high skilled player made far
more frequent responses accounting for the difference between
the high and low skilled players overall, and the high standard
deviation scores in the activity categories for the high skilled
players. (Refer to Appendices 32, 33, 34 & 35 for specific
game session details). The high skilled players spent 12.84% of
the game time positively involved in ball skill content,
compared to 8.67% for low skilled players. Both high and low
skifled players spent similar amounts of %ime in non-ball

skills, with high skilled ptayers spending 7.18% and low skillad
players 6.50% in such behaviours. Involvement in non-skill
movements was also quite equitable with high skilled players
spending 24.74% in this category of activity, compared to
23.55% for low skilled players. High skilled players spent
nearly half of the allocated game time in activity (48.54%)
with the low skilled players spending 41.97% of time in
activity.

The results also highlight some other differences. One of these
was the amount of time spent as a reserve, Low skilled players
spent 26.90% on the bench, compared to 16.90% for high skilled
players. Transition episodes accounted for a major part of non-
activity time with high skilled players spending 18.22% in
transition episodes and low skilled players 16.35%. There was
a small difference in the amount of time spent in knowledge
receival by high and low skilled players with low skilled
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players spending 6.80% of time in knowledge episodes and high

skilled players 8.28%.

The results from the Revised S.0.5.0.R instrument (Table 5.18)
reinforce the ball skill resuits from the Revised ALT-
PE/SPORT instrument (Table 5.17) which indicate that high
skilled players were positively involved in ball skills more

often than low skilled players during game play.

Table 5.18

Revised SOSOR Datg_- Rates of Responses (1/_ Minutes)

Under 12 Basketball Game Data

[E550M High S Lo 28
3 Tat OTR (ROTR  [StDev | Rate(1/_E=n) __[TotOTR [R OTR [5t Dew | Ratef1/_#&a}
thest/shoulder 96 24.00 476 1.31 66 16.50 11.73 3
Bounce 14 3.50 412 10.241 7 1.7§ 2.22 16.4%
hook 6 1.50 VI3 246 0 o.00 0.00
overhead 22 5.50 1.29 637 5 1.25 1.50 73
ungeram 3 075 1.5 47,32 4 1 1.41 79,25
[Pascing Tolzl 141 35.25 896 1,02 a2 20,5 12.48 .26
[Shootpa | -
set shot 8 1.50 1.91 24,16 4 1.00 1.41 79,25]
lay-up 6 1.50 3.00 24,16 a 2.00 1.43 14,42
ficld 29 7.25 3.77 5.01 21 5.25 299 5.3¢
Sheating Totzl 41 10.25 4.35 3,33 33 825 1.5 3,34
Suceess (29,2675 Suceey {35,558 |
trom pass 110 27.50 12.61 119 64 16.00 712 150
rebound 35 875 .50 4,16} n 7.75 2,63 3,47
intercept 16 4.00 216 9,05} 8 2.00 0.82 42
oundhak 24 [ 1.63 6.04 18 4.5 1.73 £,37
Catching Toted 185 46.25 16.21 047 121 30.25 10.5 0,50
B4 2100 19.13 1.44 58 14,50 4.20 207
6 1,50 1,29 24,1¢! 3 075 0.96 39,14
intercony, N 275 1.71 12,14 " 2.75 1.50 10,57
I,_RESSGSES 460 117 15 66 019 R[] 7128 2504 0.23
Ho Responsa 2 0.00 0,50 72,49 o 0.00 0.00 0,61
Uncodabie Respones ] .00 000 000 2 050 0.58 LS00
Acceptabiz flesponse 430 107.50 49,22 0,20 {91,97% 279 63.75 25.01 025 (96333 |
Unacorptable Resporss 38 9.50 1,73 3,50 {550 30 7.50 3.00 3,55 _ {3,054
Suzcesshut Response 388 97.00 48,60 | 255 63.75 23.92 0,28 __{Nn2 55 |
Unsuccessful Response BO 20.00 316 149 (17,15 54 13.50 4.20 211 (17,583)
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Revised SOSOR results report that high skilled players made a
successful skill response every 23 seconds, compared to every
28 seconds for low skilled players. Overall, high skilled
players made a skill response every 19 seconds and low skilled
players every 23 seconds.

Despite the near equivalence of the response rates, some
interesting contrasts can be drawn from the Revised SOSOR
data. The high skilled players made more frequent passes in
every passing category, with the greatest difference being in
the frequency of over head passes. (High skilled - 1/6:37 mins,
Low skilled - 1/23:32 mins). Interestingly, the high skilled and
tow skilled shooting frequencies were almost identical {(1/3:33
minutes - high skilled, 1/3:34 minutes - low skilled). Low
skilled players shot successfully in 35.5% of attempts and high
skilled players in 29.3% of attempts. Though it must be
considered that variables such as fatigue and the level of
difficulty of shots taken may have affected this result.

High skilled players made more frequent catches with a catch
every 47 seconds, compared to every 58 seconds for low
skilled players. High skilled players achieved better rates in
each of the catching categories, except rebounds. Most of the
difference between the skill groups in the catching category
can be attributed to the caiches received from direct passes
from team mates. High skilled players received a pass every 79
seconds, whereas low skilled players only received one every
110 seconds.
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Dribbling rates were quite equitable, as were jump balls and
interceptions. Both high and low skilled players made
topographically acceptable responses frequently (1/20
seconds at 91.9% for high skilled players and 1/25 seconds at
90.3% for low skilled players). Though there is only a
difference of 5 seconds in these rates, this difference in the
amount of skill responses actually accounts for 151 responses.
(Though low skilled players spent 10% more time as a reserve).

Training

Data from the training sessions reveal that the rate of skill
involvement for both high and low skilled players was high. The
Revised ALT-PE/SPORT results showed that the high skilled
participants spent 21.86% of time positively engaged in ball
skill practice with low skilled players spending 18.22% (see
Table 5.19, p. 154).
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Table 5.19
Revised ALT-PE/SPORT - Behavioural Category Percentages

Under 12 Basketball Training Data

High Skil Law_ Skl
ALT/PE CATEGORIES {96} 5D (54) 50
Non Activity
injury 0.00 ¢.00 0.00 0.00
management 3,23 1.72 S.04 1.65
transition 16.05 6.61 15.38 2.92
knowledge 11.07 6.03 10.62 6.73
wait 25.74 9.76 27.29 3.9
wait{resarve) 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Off Task 1.48 0.95 3.4G 0.95
Non Activity Total 57.56 6.76 58.79 5.89
Activity - Non Skill
warmup 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
support 3.4 32 3.48 -0.63
movement 4,80 1.28 7.23 312
Activity - Non Skill Total 7.92 3.28 10.71 2.92
Activity - SKl
ball skill + {pesitive) 21.86 B.O1 18.22 1.67
ball skil - {negative) 6.27 1.84 5.49 1.99
non ball skill (Le. defending) 6.36 2.07 6.78 2.01
Activity - Skill Total 34,50 8.00 30.49 3.37
OVERALL_ACTIVITY TOTAL 42,44 6,76 41,21 5.89

In all siill activities, high skilled players spent marginally
more time involved (34.50%) than low skilled players (30.49%),
with most of the difference being attributed to the ball skill
categories where the high skilled participants spent more '
time. However the overall activity percentages were very close
with the high skilled player spending 42.44% of time in

activity and the low skilled player 41.21%. Results indicated
that the low skilled players spent 7.23% of activity time in
movement (non skili behaviour) whilst high skilled players
sient only 4.80% of time.
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Results from the non activity categories reveal that the
participants spent only a small amount of time in management
(3.23% - high skilled and 5.04% - low skilied) as well as only
spending a moderate amount of time in knowledge content
(11.07% - high skilled and 10.62% - low skilled).

Most non-activity time was spent in transition and waiting.
Both high and low skilled players spent over 15% of time in
transition tasks. High skilled players spent 25.74% of time
waiting with low skilled players spending slightly more with
27.29%.

The Revised SOSOR results further emphasises the large
amount of ball skill practice made available to all participants
with the high skilled players making more ball skill responses
than the low skilled players. (see Table 5.20, p.156).
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Table 5.20
Revised SOSOR Data - Rates of Responses (1/_ Minutes)

Under 12 Basketball Training Data

T ot 520 Loy SO
Tot 0Tk [¥OTR [st O [Bate(17_E22)  [TorOm  [R OIR [5t Dev | Rate(¥/_Kan}
268 67.00 s 04% 265 66.25 51,98 0,42
66 16,50 1706 248 20 5.00 5.29 9,12
9 2.25 w203 0 0.00 0.00 0,004
4 1.00 s arl 6 1.50 129 . 3040
5 2.25 2.22 Az a 200 1.83 3,00
356 [X) 39.82 0.31) 259 74.75 S0.76 037
37 .25 6.24 5,00 26 6.50 6,61 7.0§
67 16.75 S32. 0000245 3z B.00 2.83 5.45
110 27.5 10.66 1,41 80 20.00 13.19 2,10
214 53.5 2.38 0,52 138 345 12.07 1,208
Lyceens (43,9%4) Suzreas 41,384
from pass 349 87.25 |E0__ g3zl 302 75.50 4375 237}
rebound 94 23.50 520 1.5 96 24.00 14.31 1,35 .
intrarcesa 4 1.00 2.00 3 a7s 096 61,201
oroundial 104 26 10.50 147 69 17.25 4,99 2.4
Cateltisg Toto) 551 137.75 34.94 07 470 117.50 59.87 9.2
gittran 192 48.00 26,05 0.50 147 36.75 13.45 115
pEnTS ey 0 0.00 0.00 0.00] 0 0.00 0.00 0,00
intereent 4 1.00 1.15 47,11 3 078 098 61,2
JOTAL BESPONCES | 1316 329 74,1 0,07 1056 264,00 13094 0.10
Na Responss a 2.00 1.63 23.05 9 2.25 0.96 27
Uncodats Responsa 12 8.00 872 546 50 12.50 9.75 an
Acceptable Recponsa 1144 286,00 519 030 (G555 502 225.50 109.86 012 {[)5.4%) |
Un#eceptabla Response 170 42,50 1449 1.0% (13,159 153 30.25 675 112 _(14.6%) |
Succasshil Response 123 280.75 $6.36 0,10 (8534 | 509 227.25 108.55
Unsuceessful Response 191 47.75 757 9,38 (14,75, 146 36.50 9.88 1,15 {13.9%

High skilled players made a response every eight seconds, with

the low skilled players making one every ten seconds. Results

indicated that high skilled participants made more frequent

responses in every skill area.

In the skill area of passing, the rates were high for both

groups, with low skilled participants making a pass every 37
seconds compared to every 31 seconds for the high skilled
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participants. The major difference in passing types occurred in
the frequency of bounce passes. High skilled players made a
bounce pass every 2:48 minutes, whilst low skilled
participants made one every 9:12 minutes.

Shooting results showed that participants were able to make a
great many shots during practice sessions, however the results
exhibited the largest contrast between the two skill groups,
with the high skilled players making far more frequent shots
than the low skilled participants in each type of shooting. This
resulted in an overall shooting rate of one shot every 52
seconds for high skilled participants and one every 80 seconds
for low skilled players.

Results for the catching category showed that high skilled
players received a pass every 32 seconds, compared to every
37 seconds for low skilled players. High skilled playei= also
gained possession more frequently from the ground than low
skilled players (1/1:47 mins - high skilled, 1/2:40 mins - low
skilled). High skilled players dribbled the bzll more frequently
(1/58 seconds) than low skilled players (1/75 seconds).

Despite the low skilled participants experiencing lower rates
of involvement than the high skilled participants, they did
make frequent responses (1056 responses) during the four
training sessions, compared to high skilled participants who
made 1316 responses.
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Discussion of Under 12 Basketball Results

—

Game Results

Results from Tables 5.17 and 5.18 show that high skilled
players had more opportunities to be involved in ball skill
content than the lower skilled players. This difference
occurred mostly in the passing and catching categories with
the high skilled players making more frequent passes in all
types of passing except underarm and receiving a pass more
frequently from a teammate than did the low skilled players.

When noting the levels of involvement for the under 12 players,
it is important to cunsider that the team won all of their
games convincingly, and obviously exhibited more skill
responses than the opposition teams. Despite the high skilled
players spending 48.54% of time in activity and the low skilled
players 41.97% of time, considerable amounts of time were
lost to the categories of transition and waiting.

The similar percentage of involvement in non-skill movements
between high and low skilled players {despite fow skilled
players spending 10% more time off the ground as a reserve) is
explained by the pattern of play ohserved, where the high
skilled player was more likely to move to a position and
receive the ball, whereas the low skilled player would not
receive the ball as frequently and would subsequently keep
running around trying to move into a position that would enable
them to receive a possession. Low skilled players in fact spent
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over a quarter of their time on the bench as a reserve (26.90%),
compared to 16.90% for high skilled players. Though this result
is far more equitable than in the under 10 team, there was

still the tendency by the coach to leave the high skilled players
on the court during close stages of the game and bring the low
skilled player on when the result appeared to be safe.
Transition episodes were high (18.22% for high skilled and
16.35% for low skilled). Again this was due to time wasted in
substituting players and in moving to and from time outs.

The difference in the time spent in knowledge by high and low
skilled players {6.80% and 8.28% respectively) can be
attributed to the coach spending more time discussing the
game and skills with the low skilled player when he was
spending time sitting off as a reserve.

In summary the major differences that existed between high
and low skilled players were in the amount of time spent as a
reserve and the frequency of catching and throwing skill
responses.

Training Results

Both the Revised ALT-PE/SPORT (Table 5.19) and Revised
SOSOR (Table 5.20) results show that the high and low skilled
players spent much of their time involved in activity during
the training sessions. The high level of active involvement can
be attributed to a variety of variables. Anecdotal notes reveal
that the coach instigated a variety of
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activities throughout the training session, many incorporating
the full range of skills and resulting in high frequency skill
responses. The activities chosen often used pair or three
member groupings. The activities often required the
performance of a variety of skill type responses in each
completion of a routine. However some of these activities
accrued greater wait time than they should have because only
one or two balls were used for the team and pairs at times had
to wait in line to be involved. The set routines were also
restricted at times as only one goal was available, as teams
were only allocated a half of a court for practice, thus not
allowing the group to be split between two goals when
completing a shooting exercise. This was at times
compensated by dividing into two or three groups when
shooting at the same goal.

Many of the activities were obviously familiar to the players
who moved quickly into different routines without the coach
having to explain the activity, thus reducing transition time.
The fact that the players were familiar with set training
routines was further emphasised when on two occasions the
players started set training exercises when the coach was late
to training.

The coach spent less than 11% of time explaining skills or
strategies to the players, much less than the time spent by
players in activity. He rarely spoke to the group as a whole in
defivering knowledge, preferring to work with the participants
individually on most occasions, as they completed an activity.



161

Comparison of Results for Under 10 and Under 12
Basketball

A comparison of the results of the study of under 10 and under
12 basketball participants using the Revised ALT-PE/SPORT
and Revised S.0.5.0.R. are presented in summary tables 5.21 and
5.22 (game results) and 5.23 and 5.24 (training results).

Game Results

When analysing and comparing the data from the Revised ALT-
PE/SPORT (Table 5.21) and Revised SOSOR instruments (Table
5.22) from both age groups some definite contrasts can be
made.

Table 5.21
Revised ALT-PE/SPORT - Behavioural Category Percentages
Comparison of Under 10 and under 12 Basketball Game Data

High Skl Low Skl
MEAN { ¥ ) OF MEAN { X } OF

ALT/PE CATEQRIES wig_ w12 uno & uN2|1810 . unz us/ 10 & U2
Non Activity

Injury 000 0.00 000 000 Q.00 0.00
management 0.82 0D.28 Q.55 0.74 020 0.47
transition 18.56 18.22 18.39] 12.75 16.35 14.55
Jknowiedge A72 680 7.76 B.61 8.28 8.44
wait 12.21 9.25 10.73} 6.80 6.31 6.56
wait{reserve) 5.44 16,90 11.17) 39.74  26.90 33.32
Off Task 000 0.00 0.00] 0.00 0.00 0.00
Non Activity Total 45.74 51.46 48.60f 6B.65 53.03 63.34
Activity - Non Skill

warmup 000 0.00 0.00] 600 0.00 0.00
{support . ¢.00 Q.00 0.00] 000 0.00 0.00
movement 25.85 24.74 25.30] 21.B9 23,55 22.72
[ Actvity - Non Skill Total | 25.85 24.74 25.30] 21.89 " 23.55 22.72
Actvity - Skill

ball skill + (positive) 1467 12.84 13.76 393 a8.67 €.30
ball skill - {negative)} 4,82 378 430 255 328 2.90
non ball skil {1.e. defending} 892 7.8 B.05] 298 6.0 4.74
Activity - Skili Tota 2841 23.80 26,10, 946 1042 1394
_OVERALL_ACTIVITY TOTAL[_54.26, _48.59] 51.40]_31.35 41.97 36,66
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Table 5.22
Revised SOSOR - Rates of Responses (1/_ Minutes)

Comparison of Under 10 and 12 Basketball Game Data

HIGH_SKILL, I T N—
MEAN ( X) OF _HEAN { K oF)
RESPONSES u/10 junz U0 & UN12{UA0 juAZ [ uAo & b2
Passing
chest/shoutder 1.07 i 1.18 2.34 1.46 1.58
Bounce 16.58 10.24 12.58] 92.23 15.49 25.08
~ fhook 75.38 2416 378 92.23  0.00 201.03{
overhead 152.46  6.37 12.58] 92.23 23.32 33.30
underarm 0.00 48.32 99.28] 0.00 29,25 50.16
Passing Total 1.02 L02 1.02) 222 1.26 1.39
Shooting
set shot 30,32 24.16 27,071 0.00 2925 S0.16
lay-up 10.17 246 14,12} 4612 14,42 20.06
field 233 50 321} 1133 536 6.55
Shooting Toial 1,55  3.33 2.27] 9.4 334 4.40
Catching
from pass 119  1.19% 1.19] 424 1,50 2.21
rebound 5.27 4.0 4.44] B8.24 3.48 4.47
Intercept 4315 9406 5.44] 13.32 14,42 14.00
{groundball 4,15 6.04 458 706 6.32 6.46
Catching Total 042 047 045 147 058 1.10
dribbling 1.07  1.44 1.23 546 2.02 2.38
jump/toss 76.23 24.16 37.18] 30.48 39.14 33.30
intercept 0.00 1314 27.07] 92.23 10.42 16.45
TOTAL_RESPONSE 0.16 __0.19 0.17]_ 046  0.23 0.28
o Response 7632 72.49 74.36] Q.00 Q.00 .00
Uncodable Response 3816 0.001 74.36f 0.00 58.50 100,32
- |Acceptabie Response 018  0.26 0% 058 0.25 0.32
Unaceeptable Response 202 3.50 302} 338 355 3.45
Successful Response 0.19  0.23 0.21 1.04 Q.28 0.35
Unsuccessful Response 1.32 1.49‘ - 1.39) 238 2.1 2.15

The most obvious contrast is in the amount of ball skill
responses available to low skilled players in the two age
groups. Results show that in the under 12 age group, the low
skilled players spent 8.67% of time positively engaged in ball
skill behaviour and made a successful skili response every 28
seconds when involved in game play. Comparatively the low
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skilled under 10 player spent only 3.93% of time positively
involved in bail skills and only made a successful skill
response every 64 seconds when involved in game play.

Under 12 iow skilled players made far more frequent responses
in all skill categories, than under 10 low skilled players, with
the most outstanding difference being in the rate of shooting
for goal. Under 12 low skilled players made a shot every 3:34
minutes at a success rate of 35.50%, with under 10 players
low skilled players making a shot only every 9:14 minutes, all
of which were unsuccessful. Conversely, high skilled players in
under 12 hasketball made less frequent successful skill
responses (1/23 seconds) than the under 10 high skilled
players (1/19 seconds). Under 12 high skilled players spent
12.84% of time in successful ball skill behaviour, compared to
the higher percentage of 14.67% for under 10 players. Most of
the difference in the skill response frequencies between high
skilled groups of both teams can be attributed to the
categories of catching and shooting as the passing rates were
identical.

Under 10 high skilled players made a shot every 1:55 minutes
(34.60% success), almost double the rate of the under 12 high
skilled players who made a shot every 3:33 minutes (29.30%
success).

Under 10 high skilled players made a catch every 42 seconds,
compared to every 47 seconds for under 12 high skilled
players. There was no difference in the rates of catches
obtained from passes, though the difference in the éverall
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catching can be attributed to more frequent interceptions and
ground ball possessions made by the under 10 high skilled
players. There was a wider gap in the frequency of skill
responses between high and low skilled players in the under 10
basketball team than in the under 12 basketbal! team.

There was a much greater difference in time spent off the
court between under 10 high and low skitted plavers (34.30%
difference), than in the under 12 skill groups (difference of
10.00%). Revised ALT-PE/SPORT results (Table 5.21) also
demonstrate that high skilled players in both age groups spent
more tirns: in each of the activity behaviours than the low
skilled group, with it more the case with the under 10 players.

Interestingly, high skilled players spent more time in wait
episodes during the game than low skilled players. In the under
10 team the high skilled players spent 5.41% more time in
waiting behaviours than the lower skiiled players, and in the
under 12 team the high skilled players spent 2.94% more time
waiting,

Other important findings include:

(a) Far less rebounds were made in the under 10 age group than
in the under 12. Under 12 high and low skilled players made
nearly double the rate of rebounds than the under 10 players.

(b) High skilled players in both teams dribbled the ball far
more frequently than the low skilled players.
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(c) Under 12 players used a far greater variety of passes than
the under 10 players, especially the bounce pass and overhead
pass.

(d) Over 7.5% of game time was used for timeouts (knowledge)
in both age groups, with even more time lost in transition
time, as players moved on and off the court during time outs
and in other game stoppages.

(e) High skilled basketball ptayers spent an equivalent amount
of time in skill and non skill activity, whereas low skilled
players spent significantly more in nonskill activity
(movement), seeking possession of the ball, than in skilled
activity.

(f) Under 12 players shot at an overall success rate of 31.94%,
with the lower skilled players performing marginally better.
Under 10 players shot with an overall success of 30.77% (High
and low skilled players’ results combined) indicating that the
modification of lowering the ring has helped to achieve
equitable success rates to older children who use higher rings.
However it is significant that the low skiled under 10 players
did not make one successful shot in all of the games {out of
only 10 shots made). This statistic is indicative of the
imbalance that is evident in the under 10 results for high and
low skilled participants.
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Training Results

Data from the training sessions of the two basketball teams
reveal vast differences in the armount of activity engaged in by
players of each age group. Revised ALT-PE/SPORT results
(Table 5.23) show that the under 12 high and low skilled
participants spent over 41% of time involved in activity, with
over 30% devoted to skill practice, of which more than 18%
was utilised in successful ball practice.

Table 5.23
Revised ALT-PE/SPORT - Behavioural Category Percentages

Comparison of Under 10 and under 12 Basketball Training Data

H ﬂ Ezr i
MEAN (R ) OF MEAN ( X ) OF
ALT/PE_CATEGORIES ui1g U2 4 U0 & u/12 1ung | ul U0 & U2
Non Activity
injury 000 0.00 0.00] 000 0.00 0.00
management 260 323 2921 238 5.04 3.71
transition 19.02  16.05 17.54] 1695 1538 16.16
!knowledge 19.27 11.07 1537 2211 20.62 16.22
wait 29.59 2574 27.66] 3129 27.29 29.29
wait(reserve) 057 0.00 0.28] 000 000 0.00
Off Task 3.74  1.48 261 131 0.46 1.13
Non Activity Total 74.80 57.56 66.18] 7404 58.79 66.42
Activity - Non Skill :
warmup 0.00 0.00 0.00] 0.00 0.00 0.00
support 0.89 3.14 202 115 3.48 2.32
movement 561 4.80 520 581 7.23 6.52
Activity - Non Skill Total] 6.50 7.93 7.22] 6.88 10.71 B.80]
Activity - SkiJ
bell skill + {positiva} 1114 21.86 16.50| 10.57 18.22 14.40
ball skill - {negative} 34 6.27 4.84 5.41 5.49 5.45
non ball skl (L. defending) 415 636 526| 303 6.78 4.90
Activity - Sli3 Totzl 18.70 34.50 26.60] 19.08 30.49 24.78]
OVERALL. _ACTIVITY TOVAL|_25.20 _12.44 33.82| 2596 _41.21
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In contrast to this, under 10 high and low skilled participants
spent less than 26% of practice time in activity, with less
than 19% in skill activity and of which only 11% being spent in
cuccessful ball skill responses.

Revised SOSOR data (Table 5.24, p. 168) demonstrate that
under 12 participants made significantly more frequent skill
responses in all ball skill areas {over twice as frequent in each
area) than under 10 participants.
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Table 5.24
Revised SOSOR - Rates of Responses (1/_ Minutes)
Under 10 and 12 Basketball Game Training Data

HIGH SKILL _ LOW SKN1 ,
MEAN ( X ) OF _TEUEF_"T: (L)1 0F
RESPONSES us1o_Juntz | w710 & UNZJuno [unz | una & unz
Passing
est/shovider 1.24 0.49t 0.57] 122 042 0.57
Bounca g.52 2.48 4.30) 4208 9.12 15.47]:
. lhook «F 2235 2032 24,301 3506 Q.00 65.46\'
ovarhead 51.46 47.11 49.00| 210,38  30.40 56.22
uncleranm 25.53 20.32 23.03} 19.09 23.00 20.46
Passing Total 1.06 0.3 0.43] 112 037 0.50
Shooting
set shot 87 5.00 6.19 8.26 7.05 7.44
lay-up 545 245 3.48] 1105 545 7.44
field 5.35 1.4% 2.40 9,34 2.18 3.52
Shoating Total 2.07 052 1.15 3.1 1.20 1.56
Catching
from pass 1.08 032 0.44 1.16 0.37 3.51
rebound 4.36 1.58) 2.49 7.48 1.55 3.03
intercept 27.35 4711 35.37| 35.06 61.20 44.31
groundball 4.08 147 2.32 6.41 2.40 3.28
Catchiny Total 0.43 0.20 0.28{ 0.52 0.23 0.33
dribbling 1.35 0.58 1.13 1.58 1.15 1.33
jump/toss 207.05 0.00 391.47] 210.38 0,00 394,39
ntercept 15.53 4711 32.39] 5240 61.20 56.22
TOT.Q% RESPONSE . .1 L0 0.12 0.21 019 0.14
No Response 207.05 23.06 43.32{ 42.08 20.27 28.1
Uncodable Response 2.19 546 3.14] 6.23 3.41 4,45
Acceptable Response 22 0N 0151 030 Qa2 0.18
Unacceptable Response 1.33 G051 1.07) 1.2 1.12 1.12
Successful Response o.22 0.10 0.14] 0.29 a2 017
Unsuccessful Resgonse 1.47  0.53 1.17 1.24 1.15 1.20

Results in Tabie 5.24 show that high skilied players making a
successful skill response every 10 seconds and low skilled
players every 12 seconds. Conversely under 10 high skiiled
participants only made a successful ball skill response every
22 seconds and low skilled participants every 29 seconds.
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In analysing the skill responses of the two teams, the greatest
contrast existed in the rate of shooting responses. In under 10
training sessions low skilled players only shot the ball once
every 3:11 minutes (31.80% success) and high skilled players
once every 2:07 minutes (45% success). Under 12 players shot
far more frequently with high skilled players shooting every
£2 seconds (43.90% success) and low skilled players every 80
seconds (41.30%). Interestingly in both age groups, the low
skilled player made less frequent shots and was less
successful in their shots, though there was only a slight
disparity between high and low skilled participants in the
under 12 team.

The under 10 coach spent far more time delivering knowledge
to the players, with high skilled players spending 19.27% of
time in knowle<dge and low skilled players even more with
22.1 1% of time in this category. Dissimilarly, the coach in the
under 12 team spent only 11.14% of time in knowledge with
high skilled players and 10.62% with low skilled players,
resulting in more time available for skill practice.

In both age groups wait time was well over 25%, with low
skilled players spending marginally more time in this category
in both groups. Little activity time was sacrificed in each age
group for management or off task behaviour but much more was
lost in transition episodes. In the under 12 team, high skilled
players spent 16.05% of time in transition and low skilled
players 15.38%. in under 10, high skilled players spent 19.02%
and low skilled players 16.95% in transition.
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Discussion of Under 10 and 12 Basketball Results

e ——

Game Results

The results from Tables 5.23 and 5.24 demonstrate that there
is a definite inequity in the amount of involvement for high and
low skilled players in junior baskethail. This was far more
evidert in the under 10 results than in the under 12 results.
The ALT-PE/SPORT results (Table 5.23) were greatly affected
by the amount of time players spent as a reserve, especially so
in the under 10 team wherve the high skilled players spent
34.30% more time on the court than the lower skilled players.
In under 12 basketball high skilled players spent 10% more
time on the court. Coaches chose to leave the high skilled
players on the court for greater durations, as there are no
binding rules in junior basketball to ensure equity in court
time for players. Teams were playing for spots in finals and
this appeared to influence the substitutions made by the
coaches, depending on the state of play at the time.

Valuable playing time was lost in all games from both age
groups due to substitution and time-out rules. Over 7.5% of
game time was used for timeouts (knowledge) in both age
groups, with even more time lost in transition time, as players
moved on and off the court during time outs. More time was
lost as players were subbed on and off the court and as the
umpire made detailed signals to the score bench.
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Interestingly, high skilled players spent more time in wait
episodes during the game than low skilied piayers. This can be
mainly attributed to their greater time on court and also to the
fact that they often make good position to receive the balt and
wait for a pass, while lower skilicd players tended to move
around inconsistently seeking a pass wherever possible.

High skilled players made more frequent responses in ali major
response categories, with this being especially evident in the
under 10 results, especially in the area of shooting. There was
less of a difference in the rates of active involvement for high
and low skilled under 12 players. Much of this can be attributed
to a more even spread of skill tevels in the players in the under
12 team, where the gap in skill levels between high and low
skilled players was noticeably less than in the under 10 team.
It may well be that in younger age groups chiidren bring a
variety of prior experiences to their first season of the game,
resulting in some children dominating the game as others are
still acquiring many of the basic skills. Whereas this
difference in skill levels between players in older age groups
may be less obvious as players have practised skills over a
period of a few seasons and gained a greater level of mastery.
it may also be the case that low skilled players from younger
years who are constantly exposed to little active skill
involvement, have already left the game after a season or two,
resigned to fact that they are not going to receive the
opporiunities they seek to fuily participate in the game, thus
leaving 2 more even spread of skill levels in older teams.
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In assessing the effectiveness of the modifications to the
under 10 game, some import- .it factors need to be considered.
Changes to equipment and rules such as ‘no press in the
backcourt’ and ‘six seconds in the keyway’ appear to have been
of assistance in increasing success rates in performing skill
responses, to a level of near equivalence to the older age group.
The percentage of successful responses was quite =quitable
for under 10 and 12high skilled players (82.8% - under 10,
82.9% - under 12) only marginally different for low skilled
players (71.1% - under 10, 82.5% - under 12).

Despite the success of the modifications in assisting
successful execution of skills, they do not address the problem
of the great disparity in the opportunities to respond between
high and low skilled players. It appears that the modifications
have had little effect in reducing any inequities that exist
between the skill groups in rates of active skill involvement.
The ‘three dribble ruie’ may have increased the amount of skill
responses made in the game, but it appears that the high
skilled players are the group that benefit mostly from this,
with the low skitled players still being denied sufficient
access to the ball. Anecdotal observations also pointed to the
high skilled children passing the ball in more often when it has
gone out of court and usually brought the ball up the court
after a goal. Obviously further consideration needs to be given
to providing more effective game design and rule changes if
any effect is to be made on evening the amount of involvement
for participants.
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The equipment used by under 12 participants appeared to suit
the needs of the children resulting in acceptable rates of
success when performing skills (both high and low skilled
players). However it may be advisable for administrators to
investigate minor rule changes to deal with the time lost in
time-outs and transition episodes and in providing equity in
court playing time for all participants.

In summary the high skilled players in the junior basketball
games that were observed in this study were successfully
engaged more often than low skilled players, with the gap
between high and low skilled players being greater in the under
10 age group than the under 12 age group, despite some
modifications to the game design in this age group.

Training Results

Results displayed in Tables 5.23 and 5.24 vividly demonstrate
that the under 12 coach was able to provide training exercises
that consistently produced high rates of skill responses,
whereas the under 10 coach was unable to do this due to the
institution of exercises that only provided limited
opportunities for active involvemant .

The different types of the activities instituted by the
respective coaches definitely attributed to much of the
contrast between the skill activity results for the two age
groups. The coach in the under 12 team often implemented ball
skill drills that required many responses in a short space of



174

time. The under 10 coach predominantly used exercises that
required only a few skill responses at a time before the player
returned to wait for another turn in the activity. The under 10
coach spent far more time delivering knowledge to the players,
with players spending approximately 20% of time in this
category. The coach in the under 12 team spent only about 11%
of time with his players in supplying knowledge.

Participants from hoth teams spent over 16% of time in
transition episodes and over 25% in waiting episodes. Both
ccaches need to be made aware of strategies to reduce such
non-activity behaviour, thus allowing more time for activity.

The similar shooting success rates of the two age groups
indicate that lowering the ring in the under 10 age group
assists in achieving rates that are comparable the older game
and thus the equipment seems to suit the body size and
development o fthe younger players. Under 12 players appeared
comfortable with the design of their equipment achieving high
rates of success in performing skill.

Finally it must be recognised that the coach of the under 12
team is far more experienced in coaching basketball and has
achieved high levels of coaching accreditation, whereas the
coach of the under 10 team has had limited experience and has
had fittle training in coaching in junior sport. This could be a
determining variable in the amount of successful skill
involvement provided for the participants during practice

sessions.
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Specific Research Question

(4) How do the two sports of basketball and netball, with a
similar basis, but differing game design, compare in levels of
successful motor skill engagement?

Analysis, Interpretation and comparison of Results
From Basketball and Netball

Comparative resuits of the study of under 10 and 12 basketball
and nethall participants using the Revised ALT-PE/SPORT and
Revised S.0.5.0.R. are presented in summary tables that afllow
inspection and comparison of results from high and low skilled
participants of all teams. For each section of game and
training results there are four tables. The first two tables
present the Revised ALT-PE/SPORT data with the first table
allowing direct comparison of the results from each team and
the second providing combined results for each sport. The
second two tables display Revised 5.0.S.0.R findings, which are
presented in the same manner as the first two tables.

Graphs are also provided for the purposes of visual comparison
ariongst the age groups and sports in areas where they are
deemed relevant.
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Comparison of Netball and Basketball Game Results

In analysing the game data from the Revised ALT-PE/SPORT
instrument, some differences become obvigus when comparing
the sports and age groups (Table 5.25).

Table 5.25
- Revisad ALT-PE/SPORT - Behavioural Category Percentages
Overview of Under 10 and under 12 Netball and Basketball

Teams Game Data

Results show that in general more time was spent in non-
activity behaviours than activity behaviours in both game
types. Little difference exists in the total amount of non-
activity time for high skilled players across the different

ALT CATEGORIES 1 HIGH SKII_{PERCENT $5) | LOW SKILL_(PERCENT. $%)
Non Activity u1GN/ball | u12N/ball [ w10B/ball { u128/ball { w10N/ball T u12N/ball § w10B/bail | u128/bai
injury 0.00 N/A 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
management 1.27 0.11 0.82 0.28 0.96 0. 0.74 0.20
Transition 17.37 13.45 18.56 18.22 12.50 14.64 12.75 16.35
Knowlzdge 0.00 0.00 8.72 6.80 0.00 0.00 8.61 8.28
weait 23.83 33.90 12.21 9.25 40.88 36.78 6.80 6.31
wait{reserve) 12.60 0.67 5.44 16.50 12.70 6.70 39.74 26.90] -
off task 000 0.00 0.00 Q.00 0.00 0.00 Q.00 0.00
Non Activity Total 55.08 54.12 45.74 51.46 72.04 58.23 68.65 58.03
Activity Non Skill .
warmnup 0.00 .00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
support 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
movement 22.67 20.45 25.85 24.74 13.13 19.78 21.89 23.55
Non Skilt Total e2.67 20.45 25.85 24.74 13.13 19,75 21.89 23.55
Activity - Skill
ball skili +(positive) 11.86 13,45 14.67 12.84 1.9 6.58 393 8.67
bail skill - (negative) 4.03 4.86 4,82 3.78 2.77 3.63 2.55 3.25
non ball skil 6.36 712 8.92 7.18 7.15 11.80 2.98 6.50
Activity 5ldll Tetal 22.25 25.42 2841 23.80 14.83 22.02 9.46 18.42
{—ACTIVITY. TOTAL 4492 45.08 54.26 48,54 27.96 4177 3135 41.97]
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groups, though bhoth netball teams spent longer in such
behaviours with 55.08% - under 10 and 54.12% - under 12
netball.

The high skilled under 10 basketbalters spent less time in non-
activity behaviours accruing 45.74% and under 12
basketballers accruing 51.46%.

There was greater variance in the amount of non-activity
behaviours for lower skilled players with under 12 basketball
and netball averaging 58% of non activity time during games,
whiist under 10 low skilled netballers accrued a much higher
percentage on 72.04% and under 10 basketballers spent 68.65%
of time in non-skilled behaviours. It is interesting to note that
the modified age group games, accrued over 10% less activity
time than the under 12 game versions for low skilled players.
De: hite the difference between each team, Resuits in table
5.26 show that the overall results for the two sports were
quite equitable amongst high skilled players.
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Table 5.26

Revised ALT-PE/SPORT - Behavioural Category Percentages

Comparison of Netball and Basketball Game Data

{Under 10 and 12 Data Combined)

HIGH SKILL LOW SKILL
ALT/PE Categories NETBALL [ BASKETBALL | NETBALL | BASKETBALL
Non Activity
injury 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
management 1.14 0.55 0.95 ©0.47
transition 15.41 1839 16.07 14.55
knowledge 0.00 7.76 0.00 8.44
wait 28.86 10.73 38.83 6.56
wait{reserve) 9.64 1017 9.65 33,32
off Task ' 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Non Activity Total 54.60 48.60| 65.14 63.34
Activity - Non Skill
warmup 0.00 Q.00 0.00 0.00
support 0.00 .00 0.00 0.00
movement 21.56 2530 16.44 22.72
Activity Non Skill Total 21.56 25.30 16.44 22.72
Activity - Skill
ball skill + (positive) 12.66 1376 5.74 6.30
balf skill - {negative) 4.44 4,30 3.20 2.90
non ball skill (i.e. dafending 6.74 8.05 9,48 4.74
Skl Total 23.84 26.70 18.42 13.94
LACTIVITY TOTAL 45.40 21.40 34,86 _36.66

with low skilled netballers spending 65.14% of time in non-~
activity behaviours and low skilled basketbaliers 63.34% of

time.

Within the specific categories of non-activity behaviours there
were some definite contrasts between the teams, Management
and injury behaviours were negligible for each team, and little
difference existed in the amount of transition time for each
skill group, in each team, with a range of only 5.81%. The major
discrepancies existed in the wait, wait (reserve) and
knowledge categories. There was a major difference between
the four teams, in both high and low skilled players in the wait
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category, with basketball players spending far less time
waiting during game play. The high skilled player resuits from
Table 5.25 show that the Under 12 netballers spent the most
time in wait behaviours, with a percentage of 33.90, compared
to the percentage of 23.83 for under 10 high skilled players.
Under 10 high skilled basketballers spent 12.21% in wait
episodes and under 12 basketballers spent 9.25% . Resuits in
table 5.26 demonstrate that the combined team percentages
for each sport were much different, with the high skilled
netballers spending 18.13% more time in wait episodes and low
skilled players 32.27% more time than the basketballers.

The amount of time spent as a reserve (off the court) differed
between the two sports. Results from Table 5.26 show that the
netball results were equitable between high and low skilled
players. However there was a large difference hetween high
and fow skilled basketball players with the high skilled
players spending 11.67% of time as a reserve compared to
33.32% of time for low skilled players. The results in Table
5.25 highlight that the major reason for such a difference
orcurring was as a resuft of the high skilled under 10
basketball players spending far more time on the court
(34.30%) than the low skilled under 10 players, whilst in the
under 12 age group the difference was only 10% in favour of
the high skilled piayers.

The Netball players did not spend any time involved in
knowledge content during game time, as they do not have the
time-out situation that exists in junicr basketball. Combined
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team resuits in table 5.26 show that high skilled basketballers
spent 7.76% of time in knowledge receival and low skilled
players 8.44% of time. Table 5.25 results reveal little range in
the amount of knowledge receival for each team.

Results in Table 5.25 reveal that players in al teams, except
for the low skilled under 10 netball players spent between
19.75 and 25.85% of time in non-skill movement hehaviours.
The low skilled under 10 players however, only spent 13.13% of
time in such behaviours, contrasting the resuits from the other
groups.

Figure 5.1 (p. 181) shows that there was not a marked
difference between the activity totals for high skilied p'Iayers
from each netball and basketball team, whilst the low skilled
results in the under 12 age groups were higher than in the
under 10 age groups for both games.
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FIGURE 5.1

Revised ALT-PE/SPORT Percentages of Involvement in

Activity Behaviours During Game_ Sessions in
Under 10 and 12 Netball and Basketball

%
Activity

|

U/10 N/Ball U712 N/gall U/10 B/Ball u/12 B/Ball
Basketball and Netball Teams
ElHigh Skill - Game  ELow Skill - Game

The high skilled under 10 basketballers accrued the most
activity time, spending 54.26% of time in activity, with the
under 12 high skilled basketballers spending 48.54% of time -in
activity. Under 10 and 12 high skilled netballers spent 44.92%
and 45.88% of time respectively in activity behaviours.

Low skilled netballers spent less time in activity behaviours
than basketballers, with the under 10 players spending 27.96%
of time in activity and the under 12 players 41.77%. Low
skilled basketbailers spent marginally more time in activity
than their comparable netball age group with under 10
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players spending 31.35% and under 12 players 41.97% of time
in activity behaviours. Interestingly the low skilled under 10
netballers spent 13.81% less time in activity behaviours than
the low skiiled under 12 netballers. This was mirrored in the
basketball results with the low skilied players in the under 10
age group spending 10.62% less time involved in activity than
the under 12 low skilled players.

There was not a significant difference in the amount of time
spent in non-ball skill behaviours in the high skilled players of
each group, though the results in Table 5.26 show that the
combined results for high skilled netballers were 6.74% and
high skilled basketballers 8.05% for non-ball skill activity.

The low skiiled results were opposite to this with low skilled
netballers spending 9.48% of time in non-ball skill behaviours,
compared to only 4.74% for low skilled basketballers. Such a
discrepancy is a result of the compratively high percentage for
fow skilled under 12 netballers who spent 11.80% of time in
non-ball skill behaviours, and under 10 low skilled
basketbaliers who only spent 2.98% of time in such behaviours.
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Figure 5.2 displays comparisons of ball skili behavioural
nercentages amongst the skill groups and sports.

FIGURE 5.2

Revised ALT-PE/SPORT Percentages of Successful
Ball Skill tnvolvement During Game Sessions _in
Under 10 and 12 Netball and Basketball
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EJHigh Skill - Game  ELow Skill - Game

The amount of positive ball skill responses differed little
between the high skilled players of each team, with only a
range of 2.81% between the four teams, with the high skilled
under 10 basketballers accruing the highest percentage with
14.67% and the under 10 netballers the lowest with 11.86%.
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There was a negligibie difference in the amount of
unsuccessful ball-skil behaviour with a range from 3.78%
(under 12 basketball) to 4.86% (under 12 Netball).

In the low skiiled player ball skill percentages, the totals
were considerably less than the high skilled totals. Again the
younger age group (modified game) of each sport scored a
lower percentage of time positively involved in ball skills,
than players in the older age group. The low skilled under 10
basketball players spent only 3.93% of time in this behaviour
compared to 8.67% for low skilled under 12 basketball players,
whilst low skilled under 10 netball players spent 4.91% of
time and under 12 low skilled netballers 6.58% of time.

The difference in the amount of time spent positively engaged
in ball skills between high and low skilled players was
greatest in the under 10 basketball team, where high skilled
players spent 10.74% more time. There was little disparity in
the differences for the two netball teams, with high skilled
players in under 10 netball spending 6.95% more time
positively engaged in ball skills than the lower skilled players
and the under 12 netball players spending 6.87% more time. The
difference between the high and low skilled players in under
12 basketball showed the least difference with high skilied
players spending 4.17% more time in positive engagement in
favour of the high skilled players.

Results in Table 5.26 show that the rates of successful ball
skill engagament were very similar overall for netball and
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basketball. High skilled netballers accrued 12.66% of time in
this category, 1.10% of time less than the high skilled
basketball players. In the low skilled results, the netball
players accrued 5.74% of time positively involved in bali
skills, only 0.56% less than the low skilled basketball players.
Therefore the overall difference between high and low skilled
players in both junior ages in basketball was 7.46%, compared
to 6.92% in both junior netball age groups.

Results in table 5.25 indicate that there was not a significant
difference in the overall amount of skill activity for high
skilled players of each group, with the skill totals ranging
from 22.25 (under 10 netball) to 28.42% for under 10
basketball. This however was not the case in the low skill
percentages where the under 12 basketball and netball resuits
were higher (18.42% and 22.02% respectively) than the low
skilled results, and the low skilled under 10 basketballers
spent only 9.46% of game time in skiil behaviour, compared to
14.83% for low skilled under 10 netballers.

Revised SOSOR resuits for each team in Table 5.27 (p. 186)
show that the total number of responses was quite inequitable
between high and low skilled players in all teams except the
under 12 baskethall team, where both high and low skilled
players responded frequently. This was evident in all major
skill categories.
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Table 5.27
Revised SOSOR Summary - Rates of Responses (1/_ Minutes)

Overview of Under 10 and 12 Netball and Baskethzll Teams

Game Data

{Rates 1/__Mnutes)

410 N/bal [u12 Njbal [ui0 @/bal [ul2 B/bak

(Rates 1/__Minutes}

ul0 N/ball [ul2 M/ball ful1Q B/bak [ul2 8/bad

Passing
chest/shoulder 0.56 1.29 1.07 1.3 2.44 136 2.34 1.46
nce 0.00 0.00 16.58 10.24 0.00 0.00 92.23 16,49
haok 0.00 0.00 7538 24.16 Q.00 0.00 92.23 0.00
overhead 0.00 13.46 152,46 6.37 136.20 13,46 92.23 23.32
underarm 0.00 0.00 0.00 4832 000 0,00 .00 25.25]
Fassing Total 0.56 1.10 1.02 1.02 2.40 1.36 2.22 1.26
Shooting
set shot 4.35 242 3032 24,16 aM 68.30 0.00 29.25)
llay-up 0.00 0.00 10.11 246 0.00 0.00 46.12 1442
finid 0.00 0.80 2.33 501 0.00 0.00 11.33 5,36
Shoeting Total 4.35 2.42 1.55 333 .01 68.30 5.14 3.34
Shooting Succesa (%) 55.30% 54.90% 34.60% 29.30% 41.204 0.00% 0.00% 35.50%
Catching
hom pass 1.03 1.01 119 W19 247 2.58 4,24 1.50
rebound 10.34 418 5.27 4.10 27.16 10.32 8.24 3.48}
intercept 6.33 27.32 415 9.06 3405 22.50 13.32 14,42
grounchball 4,55 6.15 4.15 6.04 527 B.04 7.06 6.32
Catching Total 0.43 0.43 0.42 0.47 1.3% 1.40 1.47 0.58
dribbling 0.00 0.00 1.07 1.44 0.00 0.00 546 202
[ump/toss 19.39 39.33 76.23 24.16 68.10 68,30 10.44 39.14
intarcept 9,44 13.46 0.00 13.14 34.05 137,00 92.23 10.42
JOTAL peEgeONSE 1 022 Y P N T GRE] R Y 046 2.23]
Na fesponse 0.00 0.00 76.32 72.49 45.27 45.40 0.00 0.00
Uncodable Response 0.00 39.33 38.18 000 00 137.00 000 58.50
Acceplable Responsa  [0.22(92.3%) 0.25(89.3%) 0.18(87.1%) 0.20{91.9%)11.10{72.6%) 0.58(75%) 0.58(78.5%) 0.25(50.3%)

Successful Response

|Unacceptable Response |4.35(7.79)  3.42{10.7%) 2.02(12.9%} 3.50(8.1%)

0.26(81.3%) 0.25(v%.2%) 0.13(82.8%) 0.23(82.9%)

Unsaccesshul Respense | 1.53(18.7%) 1.47(20.8%) 1.32{17.2%) 1.43(17,1%)

3.06{27.4%) 2.54(25%)

1.10{72.6%) 1.OVTLA%) 1.04{71.1%) 0.28(82.5%)

3.06(27.4%) 2.35(20.2%) 2.38(20.9%) 2.11{17.5%]

3.36(21.5%) 3.50{9.7%)

The low skilled responses reinforced the Revised ALT-
PE/SPORT findings that the under 12 low skilled players in
each sport made more frequent responses than their under 10

counterparts.
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The low skilled under 10 netballers made a response every 50
seconds and the under 10 basketballers made a response every
46 seconds. The under 12 netball results were not too
dissimiiar to these results with a response every 43 seconds,
however, the low skilled under 12 players made far more
frequent responses, one every 23 seconds.

Figure 5.3 visually demonstrates the difference in response

rates between high and low skilled players in each team and
allows comparison between the sports.

FIGURE 5.3

Revised SOSOR Total Rates of Responses (1 per _ seconds)
of Under 10 _and 12 Netball and Basketball in Game Sessions

50_1__

45|
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U710 N/Ball U/12 N/8all U/10 B/Ball U/12 B/8all

Basketball and Netbali Teams
ElHigh skill - Game  EdLow Skili - Game
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Results from Figure 5.3 demonstrate the more frequent

response rates of the high skilled players in each team, with

the difference in the response rates of high and low skilled

players far less in the under 12 basketball team (4 seconds)
than the under 10 basketball team (30 seconds), the under 12
netball team (21 seconds) and the under 10 netball team (28

seconds).

Table 5.28 supplies a comparison of combined revised SOSOR

age group results from netball and basketbali.

Table 5.28

Revised SOSOR Summary - Rates of Responses (1/_ Minutes)

Comparison of Netball and Basketball Teams Game Data

(Under 10 and 12 Data Combined)

HiGH SKILL (Rate 1/_Mins) | LOW SKILL (Rate 1/__Minrs)
CATEGORIES NETBALL | BASKETBALL §NETBALL | BASKETBALL
Passing,
chest/shoulder 1.06 1.18 2.01 1.58
bounce Q.00 12.58 0.00 25.08
hook 0.0G 37.18 0.00 201.03
overhead 27.31 12,58 273.20 33.30
underarm 0.00 99.28 0.00 50.16
Passing Total 1.02 1.02 2.00 1.39
Shonting
set shat 3.23 27.07, 1423 50.16
lay-up 0.00 1412 0.00 20,06
field 0.00 3.21 0.00 6.55
Shoating Total 3.23 2.27 14.23 4.40
Catching
from gass 1.02 1.19 2.52 2.21
chbound 6.07 4.44 1511 4.47
Intercept 10.11 5.44 27.20 14.00
groundball 5.30 4.58 6.30 6.46
Catching Total 0.43 045 1.33 1.10
dribi'ing 0.00 1.21 0.00 2.38
ump/tess 30.34 3718 48.20 33.30
mtercent 11.27 2707 11.53 16.45
TOTAI_RESPONSE 0.22 0.17} 0.47 0.28
No Response 0.00 74,36 45.33 0.00% |
Uncodablz Response 137.35 74.36 273.20 100.32] |
Acceptable Response 0.24 (91%)  0.19(89.2%)] 1.04 (73.0%) 0.32 (86.6%)
Unzceceptalle flesponse 3.59{9.096) 3.02 (26.196)] 3.02 (26.1%) 3.45 (13.4%)
ISuccesstd Response 0.27 (80.4%)  0.21 (p2.8%){ 1.05(72.29%) 0.35(78.9%)
Unsuscessful Response 1.50 (19.6%} 139 (17.205)} 2.49 (27.098)  2.15 (20.1%)
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The high skilled players in netball made a response every 22
seconds. in basketball there are only five plavers on the court
at a time compared to seven in netball, so it would be expected
that they would accrue more frequent response rates. It is also
prudent to consider that basketball players can accrue greater
rates of responses, through dribbling the ball before passing,
whereas the netballers hold onto the ball before passing. This
was the case in the high skilled basketball results with the
basketball results with the high skilled players making a
response every 17 seconds.

Figure 5.4 represents the rates of successful skill responses
of high and low skilled players during game play.

FIGURE 5.4

Revised SOSOR Total Rates of Successful Skill Responses (1
per _seconds) of Under 10 and 12 Netball and Basketball in
Game_Sessions

70 X
63|
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Per 42
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U/10 N/Ball u/12 N/Ball Uu/10 B/Ball uUs12 B/Ball

Basketball and Netball Teams
ElHigh Skill - Game  BALow Skill - Game
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Results show that the high skilled under 10 and 12 basketball
players made more frequent successful ball skill responses
than the under 10 and 12 netball players, making one
successful response every 19 and 23 seconds respectively. The
high skilled under 10 netball players made a successful ball
skill response every 26 seconds and the under 12 netball
players every 28 seconds.

As expected the rates of successful ball skill responses for
low skilled players were not as frequent. Under 10 netballers
made a successful response every 70 seconds compared to
every 61 seconds for under 12 players. Low skilied under 10
basketballers made a successful response every 64 seconds, in
contrast to every 28 seconds in under 12 basketball.
Interestingly the under 12 low skilled players made a
successful response in 82.5% of responses, whilst the other
low skilled players made a successful response in 71-72% of
responses.

The difference in the amount of successful ball skill responses
between high and low skilled players in each team is as
follows:-

: Under 10 netball - 44 seconds

: Under 12 netball - 33 seconds

: Under 10 basketball - 40 seconds

: Under 12 basketball - 5 seconds

Again it reinforces the fact that the difference between high
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and low skilled players in the younger age groups ¢ . each sport
is broader than in the older age group.

Results in Table 5.28 show that there exis® a real difference
in the amount of total and successful baii skill rasponses,
between high and low skilled players in each sport, with the
difference being broader in netball than basketbali. The
difference in ball skill responses between high and low skilled
players in netball and basketball was found to be more
pronounced in the Revised SOSOR data than in the Revised ALT-
PE/SPORT data.

When analysing the type and frequency of ball skill responses
displayed in Table 5.27, many similarities between the two
sports and age groups can be made. The passing results reveal
that high skilled players from each team in netball and
basketball passed more frequently than the lower skilied
players. The under 10 high skilled netbaliers passed the most
frequently - one every 56 seconds. The under 10 netballers
passed every 70 seconds and high skilled basketballers of each
team passed every 61 seconds,

The under 10 low skilled players in basketball and netball
passed far less frequently than their under 12 counterparts. In
netball the under 10 low skilled players passed every 160
seconds, compared to every 96 seconds for the under 12 low
skilled players. The low skilled under 10 basketball players
passed the ball every 144 seconds and the under 12 players
every 86 seconds.
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The difference in the frequency of disposals between the high
skilled under 10 and 12 netball players was equated by the
amount of shots made. Though the under 12 netball players may
have made less frequent passes, they were more frequent in
their shooting at goal making a shot every 2:42 minutes,
compared to every 4:35 minutes by the under 10 high skilled
players. The under 10 high skilled basketballers shot the most
frequently of all groups making a shot every 1:55 minutes,
compared to every 3:33 minutes by the under 12 high skilled
players.

In all teams, except the under 12 basketball team there was a
great disparity in the frequency of shooting between high and
low skilled players. The low skilled under 10 netball players
only made a shot every 8:01 minutes, the low skilled under 12
netballers every 68:30 minutes and the fow skilled under 10
basketball players made a shot every 9:14 minutes.

The results in Table 5.27 show that the percentage of success
in the shooting was very even for the high skilled under 10 and
12 netballers, with the under 10 piayers being successful on
55.30% of time compared to 54.90% of time for under 12 high
skilled netballers. The percentages of shooting success were
much lower for the high skiiled basketball players, with the
under 10 players shooting at 34.60% and the under 12 players
at 29.30%. The low skilled shooting percentages make for
interesting comparisons. Neither the under 10 basketbali nor
the under 12 netball players made a single successful shot at
goa! during the periods of observation. The fow skilled under
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10 players were more successful shooting accurately on
41.20% of the time. The under 12 low skilled basketbalfers
actually had more success in shooting than the under 12 high
skilled players shooting at 35.50%.

Catching rates were similar for all high skilled groups with
both netball groups making a pass every 43 seconds, under 10
high skilled players every 42 seconds and under 12 high skilled
players every 47 seconds. Catching rates for low skilled
participants in each team were higher in comparison to low
skilled groups, with under 10 and under 12 netball players
catching at a rate of one every 99 and 100 seconds
respectively. Under 10 low skilied players caught less
frequently than this, making a catch every 107 seconds. The
under 12 low skilled players made more frequent catches with
a rate of one catch every 58 seconds.

From the overall skill response rates displayed in Table 5.28
the following findings are made:

(a) High skilled basketball and netball passing and catching
rates were equitable, though low skilled basketballers
achieved more frequent responses in these two skill
categories.

(b) Basketball players in both under 10 and 12 age groups were
far more frequent in their shooting at goal.
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(c) Basketball players in both under 10 and 12 age groups made
more frequent successful responses with the high skilled
netballers achieving a rate of one successful response every
27 seconds compared to every 21 seconds for high skilled
basketball players. Low skilled netballers made a successful
response every 65 seconds and low skilled basketballers every
35 seconds.

Comparison_of Netball and Basketball Training Results

Comparative results of the study of under 10 and 12 basketball
and netball training sessions using the Revised ALT-PE/SPORT
and Revised S.0.5.0.R. are presented in summary tables that
allow inspection and comparison of results from high and low
skilled participants of all teams.

Graphs are also provided to provide visual inspection for the
purposes of comparison amongst the age groups and sports in
areas where they are deemed relevant.

The results provided in Table 5.29 show that both skill groups
in each team spent more time in non-activity behaviours than
in activity behaviours.
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Table 5.29

1

Revised ALT-PE/SPORT - Behavioural Category Percentages

Summary of Under 10_and Under 12 Netball and Baskethal

Training Data

ALY _CATEGORIES

RIGH SXit.L LOW SKILL

Non_ Actlvity uiON/ball | w12N/ball | u10B/balt | u128/ball | uION/ball  u12N/ball | uiNB/ball [ u12B/ball
injury 0.00 0.34 0.00 0.00 0.00 7.40 0.00 0.00
management 7.06 8.87 2.60 3.23 6.84 8.68 2.38 5.04
Transition 20.70 23.53 19,02 16,05 19.03 19.99 16.95 15.38
Knowledgs 10.42 15.96 19.27 11.07 8.84 14,27 221 10.62
wait 25.38 17.33 29.59 25.74 28.87 20.46 31.29 27.29
wait(reserve) 0.00 0.00 0.57 0.00] 4.49 0.00 0.00 0.00
oif task 1.33 0.89 3.74 1.48 0.93 0.47 1.31 0.46
Non Activity Total £4.90 66.92 74.80 57.56 69.00 71.27 74.04 58.79}
Activity Non Skin
warmup 4.83 0.95 .00 0.00 5.27 101 0.00 0.00
support 1.68 0.27 0.89 314 0.57 0.40 1.15 3.48
movement 8.25 812 5.61 4.80 §.56 9.56 5.91 7.23
Non Siil Total 14,76 9.35 6.50 7.93 12.40 10.97 6.88 10.7%
Activity - Skill
ball skill +{positive} 12.73 1351 11.14 21.86 1032 9.49 10.57 18.22
ball skill - (negative) 3.22 3.68 3.41 6.27 4,70 2.89 5.41 5.49
nen bals skill 44 5.55 415 6.36 3.78 5.38 3.03 6.78
Activity Skill Taotal 20.35 23.74 18.70 34.50, 18.60 17.77 19.08 30.49
ACTIVITY TOTAL 3510 33.08 25,20 42.4a) 3100, 2873 25.96 41211

Only the under 12 basketball participants spent less than 60%
in non-activity behaviours, and subsequently more than 40% in
activity behaviours, In comparison, under 10 basketball
participants spent well over 70% of time in non activity
behaviours (high skilled - 74.80%, low skilled - 74.04%) and
less than 26% in activity behaviours. Under 12 low skilled
netball participants spent 71.27% in non activity with the high
skilled participants spending slightly less with 66.92%. High

skilled under 10 netball participants spent 64.90% in non-
activity behaviours, compared to 69% for low skilled players.
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Figure 5.5 below supplies a graphical respresentation of the
time spent in activity for each group.

FIGURE 5.5
Revised ALT-PE/SPORT Percentages of Involvement_in
Activity Behaviours During_Training _Sessions in
Under 10 and 12 Netball and Basketball
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48]

% 42
Activity
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Basketball and Netball Teams
ElHigh Skill - Training  BEALow Skill - Training

Figure 5.5 clearly demonstrates that the under 12 basketball
participants were exposed to greater amounts of activity,
whilst the results for the other teams were virtually parallel.
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Combined team results from the Revised ALT-PE/SPORT
instrument (see Table 5.30) show that the duration of
involvement for low and high skilled players was more
equitable in basketball, with a difference of only 0.26%
between the high and low skilled participants, whereas high
skilled netball participants spent 4.23% more time in activity

than the low skilled participants.

Table 5.30

Reviséd ALT-PE/SPORT - Behavioural Category Percentages
Comparison of Netbhall and Basketbail Training Data

(Under 10 and 12 Data Combined)

HIGH SKILL LOW SKI.L
ALT/FE Categoiies NETBALL BASKETBALL NETBALL BASKETBALL
Non Activi
injury i 0.17 .00 3.70 0.00
management 7.96 2.92 7.76 3.7
transition 2212 17.54 19.51 : 16.16
knowledge 13.19 1517 11.56 16,22
wait 21.36 27.66 24.66 29.29
wait{reserve) 0.00 0.28 2.24 0.00
off Task 1.11 2.61 0.70 1.13
Non Activity Total 65.91 66.18 70.14 66.42
Acti « Non Skill
w:mi::f? o 2.89 0.00 314 0.00
support, .98 2.02 048 . 2\.3:2
moverment 8.18 5.20 9.06 6.52
Activity Non Skill Total 12.06 7.22 11.68 8.80
Activity - Shill
ball skiil + (positive) 13.12 16.50 9.80 ltsl»:g
ball skill - {negative) 3.45 4-8‘5 3.Eg 4.90
non ball skill {i.e. defending 5.48 5.26 45 90|
Skill Totat 22.04 26.50 18.18 24.78
ACTIVITY TOTAL 34.09 33902 23.86 —33.58|

Overall high skilled netballers spent 0.27% more time in
activity behaviours than the high skilled basketballers, though
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the low skilled basketballers spent 3.72% more time in
activity than the low skilled netballers.

In analysing the ‘Activity-Non Skill’ categories in Table 5.29
some real differences are apparent between netball and
basketball results. Both netball teams were involved in some
warm-up exercises, whilst the basketball participants were
not. The under 10 netballers spent about 5% of time in such
behaviours, compared to approximately 1% of time for under 12
netballers,

Negligible amounts of time were spent in support behaviours in
all teams except the under 12 hasketball team. Both high and
low skilled participants spent over 3% of their time assisting
other players in skill practice. Participants in both netball
teams spent more time in non-skil movement behaviours than
the basketball participants. Table 5.30 shows that high skilled
participants spent more time in such behaviours than low
skilled participants, with high skilled netbailers spending
8.18% in movement behaviours, compared to 9.06% for low
skilled players, and high skilled basketballers spending 5.20%,
compared to 6.52% for low skilled participants. With the
netball participants spending more time in warm-up and
movement behaviours, they spent more time overall in non-
skill activity behaviours. High skilled netballers spent 12.06%
of time in such behaviours, compared to 7.22% for high skilled
basketballers and low skilled netballers spent 11.68% in non-
skill behaviours, compared to 8.80% for low skilled
basketballers.
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In analysing the ball skill activity, it is obvious that the
participants of the under 12 basketball team achieved far
greater amounts of ball-skill activity than any other . There
was little difference in the amount of positive ball skill
responses for high skilled players in the under 10 and 12
netball and under 10 basketbal! results, with a range of 11.14%
for under 10 basketball to 13.51% for under 12 netball.
However the high skilled under 12 basketballers accrued
21.86% of time positively involved in balt skills. The

case was similar in the low skilled resuits, with the under 12
basketball participants spending 18.22% of time positively
involved in ball skill practice, compared to a range of 9.49% to
10.57% for the low skilled participants from the other teams.
Inspection of these results is aided by the graphical
representation, exhibited below in Figure 5.6 (p. 200), which
shows the amount of successful ball skill involvement for high
and low skilled participants at training.
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FIGURE 5.6

Revised ALT-PE/SPORT Percentages of Successful
Ball Skill Involvement During Training Sessions in
Under 10 and 12 Netball and Basketball
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In each of the basketball and netball teams the high skilled
participants accrued higher percentages in the ball skill
{positive) category than the lower skilled participants. The
difference between high and low skilled participants was
greatest in the under 12 netball team, with a difference of
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4.02%. In under 10 netball the difference was 2.61%, in under
10 basketball the difference was 1.65% and in under 12
basketball it was 3.64%.

Little disparity was found across the skill groups in the
amount of unsuccessful bail skill behaviour, though the under
12 high and low skilled basketballers accrued greater
percentages than the other teams, as a result of their overall
increased involvement. The low skilled under 10 basketball
players spent 2% more time in unsuccessful ball skill practice
than the high skilled participants, thus having accrued a
greater amount of time in ball skil behaviour than the high
skilled participants (positive and negative responses added).
This was the only team in which the low skilled participants
actually spent more time in ball skill behaviours than the high
skilled participants.

In the non-ball skill category there was not a significant
difference between the skill groups, with the under 12
basketballers and under 12 netballers accruing marginally
greater rates in this area than the younger aged participants.

Revised SOSOR ball skill response rates exhibited in Table 5.31
further demonstrate the high rates of involvement for under 12
basketball participants in comparison to other teams.
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Table 5.31

Revised SOSOR Summary - Rates of Responses (1/ Minu;es]
Overview of Under 10 and 12 Netball and Basketball Teams

Training Data

! (Rates 1/__ Minutes) {Rates 1/__Minutes)

ML ul0 N/baft [ut2 N/bali [ u10 8/bafl § ul2 B/ball | ul0 N/balt [u12 N/ball | ul0 B/ball [ w12 B/ball
Passing
chest/shoulder 0.53 1.12 1.24 0.41 1.04 1.06 1.22 0.42
Bounce 9.56 34.54 9.52 2.48 9,54 229,20 42,08 9.12
hook 0.00 241.00 27.35 20.32} 0.00 0.00 35.06 0.00
overhead 118,10 27.09 51.46 4711 123.50 20.40 250,38 30.40
underarm 0.00 10,11 25.53 20.32 0.00 76.27 1909 23.00}
Passing Tots) 0.48 1.00 1.06 0.31 0.57 1,02 1.12 0.37
Shooting
set shot 8N 3.13 817 5,00 910 7.10 8.26 7.05
lay-up 0.00 0.00 5.45 2.45 0,00 0.00 11.05 5.45
fetd 0.00 0.00 5.35 1.41 0.00 0.00 9,34 2.19
Shoating Total 8.3 3.13 2.07 0.52 9,10 7.10 n 1.20
Shooting Success (%) 46.40% 30.20% 45.00%  43,90% 27.90% 56,20% 31.80% 41,30%
Catching
from pass 05 1.0 1.08 0.32 0.56 1.15 1,16 037
rebound 11.58 5.41 4.36 1.54| 82.33 15.17 7.48 1.55
intercapt 18.20 30.32 27.35 47.1 49.32 76.27 35.06 61.20
groundball 5.58 4.47 4,08 1.47 8.50 5.06 6.41 2.40
Catching Total 0.40 0.43 043 0.20 0.49 0.56 0.52 0.23
dribbling 0.00 0,00 1.35 0.58 0.00 0.00 1.58 118
jump/toss 14,01 74,47 207.05 0.00 17.41 000 210.38 000
intercept 26.29 17.27 15.53 42.11 61.55 22.56 52.40 61.20

TA Se ) 050 0.2z WAL 0923 9.27 Q.21
Ne Respense 118,10 0.00°  207.05 23.06 247.40 57.20 42.08 20.27
Uncodable Response 47.40 61.05 2,19 5.46 61.55 229,20 6.23 a4
Acceptable Response | 0.22(59.8%) 0,24(92.2%) 0.22{80.6%) 0.11 (79,9%0.30(81.3%) 0.33(82.2%) 0.30(70.7%) 0.12(85.4%)
Unaceaptable Resporse [ 3.19(10,25%) 4,37(7.8%)  1.33(19.4%) 0.51 (20.196]2.12(18.7%) 2.31{17.8%) 1.12(29.3%) 1.12(14.6%)
Successful Response  {0.23(06.5%) 0,27(81.8%) 0.22(83,1%) 0.10 (80.7%]0.30(83.1%) 0.31(84.9%) 0.29(74.9%} 0.12{86.1%)
Unsuccessful Responsa | 1.46(13.5%) 2,30(18.2%) 1.47(16,9%) 0.53 (19.3%}2.26(16.9%) 2.59(15.1%) 1.24(25.1%} 1.15(13.9%)

Results show that both high and low skilled under 12
basketball participants made far more frequent responses in

ali ball skill areas than any other skill group from the other

tefde .
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The low skilled participants made a skill response every 10
seconds and the high skilled participants, every 8 seconds. The
results from the other three teams were quite similar, with
high skilled under 10 netballers making a response every 20
seconds, high skilled under 12 netballers every 22 seconds and
high skilled under 10 basketballers every 18 seconds. Low
skilled participants made less frequent responses with under
10 netballers making a response every 25 seconds, under 12
netballers every 27 seconds and under 10 basketballers every
21 seconds. These results are presented in the form of a graph
in figure 5.7 below.

FIGURE 5.7

Revised SOSOR Total Rates of Responses (1 per __ seconds

of Under 10 and 12_Netball and Basketball in Training_Sessions
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Inspection of the Revised SOSOR (Table 5.31) results reveal
that in each team the high skilled players made more passes
than the low skilled players, with the under 12 basketballers
making the most responses followed by the under 10
netballers. The under 10 baskethall participants made the least
passing responses.

Shooting response rates show that in both basketball teams
the participants made far more frequent shots at goal during
practice than the netball participants. However the rate of
shots for the basketball teams was increased by the lay-up
shots, not permitted in junior netball. In each team the high
skilled participants made more frequent shots at goal than the
low skilled participants, with the most obvious imbalances
occurring in under 10 basketball, where the low skilled
children only made a shot every 191 seconds, compared to
every 52 seconds for high skilled children. Such an imbalance
also accurred in the under 12 netball training with the high
skilied participants making a shot every 3:13 minutes
compared to every 7:10 minutes for low skilled participants.

Shooting success percentages remained at a similar level for
high skilled participants of each team, with a rangc of 38.20%
to 46.40% for the four teams. Low skilled shooting percentages
were not so even, with low skilled under 10 netballers only
shooting successfully 27.90% of the time, under 12 netballers
56.20% of the time, under 10 basketballers 31.80% of the time
and under 12 basketballers 41.30% of the time.
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Catching response rates again show that high skilled
participants made more frequent responses than low skilled
participants and that under 12 basketball participants were
over twice as frequent in making catcnes than any other team.
Not unexpectedly players from all groups made the most
catches from receiving passes and the basketball participants
made more frequent rebounds, as they shot at goal more often.

The dribbling rates obviously increased the total amount of
responses made for basketballers as netball participants do
not practice such a skill. Results from both the under 10 and
12 teams reveal that high skilled participants made more
frequent dribble responises than the iow skilled participants.

Results in Table 5.31 show that only the under 10 netball
participants really practised the ball-toss, achieving far more
frequent rates than any other team. Uncodable responses were
far more prevalent in both Gasketball teams as coaches
instituted practices that did not fit the skill criteria in the
Revised SOSOR instrument.

When inspecting the rates of acceptable and successful
responses it is evident that the high skilied participants in the
under 10 and 12 netball and under 10 basketball produced quite
parallel resuits, whilst the under 12 participants had far
greater cpportunities to respond successfully. This also proved
to be the case in the low skilled rates. Figure 5.8, p.206,
provides a graph of ali successful response rates, graphically
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demonstrating that under 12 basketball participants made a
successful response far more frequently than any other group.

FICURE 5.8

Revised SOSOR Total Rates of Successful Skill Responses
(1 per _ seconds) of Under 10 and 12 Netball and Basketball in

Training Sessions
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The overall rates for basketball and netball participants in
Table 5.32 show that the under 12 basketball results assisted
in making the training rates for basketball much superior to
the netball rates.
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Table 5.32

Revised SOSOR Summary - Rates of Responses {(1/_ Minutes)
Comparison of Netball and Baskethall Training Data

I{Under 70 and 12 data combined)

HIGH SKILL (Rate 1/__Mins) | LOW SKILL (Rate 1/___Mins)
CATEGORIES NETBALL | BASKETBALL | NETRALL | BASKETBALL
Passmq
chest/shoulder 1,01 0.57 1.05 0.57
bounce 15.34 4.30 18.21 15.47
hoale 482403 24,30 0.00 65.46
overhead 43.53 43.00 4717 5622
underarm 2007 2303 159.Q0 20.46
Passing Total 0.53 043 1.00 0.50
Shooting
set shot 438 6.19} 8.05 7.44
lay-up 0.00 3.48 0.00 7.44
field 0.00 2.40 0.00 3.52)
Shocﬁng Total 4.38 1.15 8.05 1.56
Catclrng
from pass 0.56 0.44 1.04 0.51
rebound 7.40 2.49| 26.30 3.03
Intercept 23,59 35.37 59.37 44,31
groundb2) 5.18 2.32 6.32 3.28]
Catching Torz! 0.41 0,28 0.52 .33
dribbf1a 0.00 1.13 0.00 1.33
jumpftors 24.08 391.47 34.04 394.39
intergent 20.59 32.39 20.94 56.22
Eé} m 0.21 012 0.26 0.14
No Respomse 241.20 43.32| §95.24 28.11
Uncodable Resparnse 53.32 3.14 95.24 445
Acceptable Response 0.23 (90.9%) 0.15(80.0%)| 0.31 (81.7%)  0.18 (80.0%)
Unacceptable Response 3.52 (9.1%) 1.07(20.0%) 2.20 (18.3%) 1,12 (20.0%)
Successful Resporse 0.25 (84.2%) 0.14 (B4.4%) 0.31(83.5%) 0.17 (82.0%}
Unsuccessful Response 213 (15.8%) 117 (15.6%)] 2.40 (16.1%) 1.20 (17.9%)

An interesting corﬁparison that can be made across the groups

however, is in the range of success percentages for each group.

High skilled netballers made a successful response on 84.2% of

occasions, 0.2% less than high skilled basketbaliers, whiist

low skilled netballers made a successful response on 83.9% of

occasions, 1.9% more than low skilled basketballers.
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Discussion_and Comparison _of All Netbail and
Basketball Results

Discussion of the findings is difficult, as few studies have
been conducted in the settings observed in this study. This is
especially the case in the area of basketball and netball game
settings, where little research exists. Research in training
contexts is more evident, though is still not vast, with
basketball studies mainly focussed on high school or college
aged participants and no research conducted in netbail training
contexts.

Some studies in generalised game settings have some
application for comparison to findings in this study, however
only those studies with pertinent findings, directly relevant to
the findings in this study, will be used for the purposes of
comparative discussion.

Game Results

Results from the game observations made in netball and
basketbali show an overall pattern of lower amounts of
successful involvement in game skill content for low skilled
players than high skilled players. Results from the Revised
ALT-PE/SPORT observations indicate that in the the under 10
and 12 netball and under 10 basketball teams the high skilled
player was successfully involved in ball skill responses more
than twice as frequently than the low skilled players. This was
not the case in the under 12 basketball results though, as the
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high skilled players in this team spent over a third more time
successfully involved in ball skill behaviours. (refer to Table
25)

Results from both the Revised ALT-PE/SPORT and Revised
SOSOR instruments show that regardless of the differing game
designs, with netball having segregated regions for various
positions and basketball having no regions, there is no
significant difference between the sports in the equity of ball
skill involvement for high and low skilled participants. This
finding concurs with those made by Parkin (1980) who
manipulated the basketball game environment by providing
three separate restrictive regions for players, only to find that
the high skilled players stiil dominated play. The restrictive
regions inherent in the netball game design were less effective
in providing equity in participation, than in Parkin’s study, as
the areas that players are allowed to move in during netball
game play are not the same for each player, with the positions
of Goal Attack, Goal Defence and Centre allowed greater court
coverage than the other positions. These positions were also
found to be those most often played by the high skilled players,
thus allowing them greater access to the ball than the lower
skilled players.

in all target groups, except the high skilled under 10
basketballers the players spent more time involved in non-
activity behaviours than in activity behaviours. Within the non-
activity area, some contrasts can be made in respect to
specific categories. The most obvious difference occurred in
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the wait (reserve) category. The netball coaches employed a
roster system of appointing reserves, ensuring equal
participation in the games for all players, adhering to the rule
stating that each participant must spend at least one half of
the game on the court. In the basketball teams there were
major inequities in the amount of time spent as a reserve for
high and low skilled players, especially in the under 10 team
where the low skilled players spent approximately 16 minutes
out of the 40 minutes game time as a reserve, compared to
approximately 2 minutes for the high skilled players. This
situation is a result of the substitution rules that exist in
junior basketball, allowing the coach to substitute a player at
any time during the game, a situation that was often
characterised by coaches either removing low skilled players
when the score was close or finally allowing them to
participate when the score was not close. With the skill levels
of the players being quite close in under 12 basketball team,
the low skilled players were not subjected to the same degree
of inequity, however still spent on average nearly 5 minutes
less playing time per game than the low skilled players. This
occurrence in the junior basketball observations support the
findings made by researchers investigating the effect of
coaches’ expectations on the level of involvement for
participants. Cousineau and Luke (1990) found that high
expectancy students were involved more in motor content, as
did Telama et al., (1987) and Martinek and Karper (1982).

The time players spent waiting to be involved in activity was
also of great contrast between the two sports. In netball the
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‘participants spent an average of 33.6% in waiting behaviours
compared to 8.8% for basketball. This is a product of the
differing game designs, with netballers waiting in their zones
for at times, long durations, while the ball is at the other end
of the court. This was especially the case for low skilled
players in both netball teams, as they spent far more time in
the positions of Goal iKeeper and Goal Shooter which restricted
the players to only one zone of movement, whilst the high
skilled players spent more time in the positions of Goal
Attack, Goal Defence. and Centre, which allow movement
across a greater area of court and subsequently greater access
to active involvement. {See Appendix 7)

As a result of the basketball participants being allowed to go
anywhere on the court, they accrued more time in ‘movement’
behaviours, where they were moving around the court without
coming into contact with the ball or performing a skill, such as
defending a shooter. The difference between the two sports in
this area was not significant, nor was the difference between
high and low skilied participants in this behaviour in all teams
except the under 10 netball team, where the low skilled
players were almost exclusively restricted to the Goal Shooter
or Goal Keeper positions.

Another area of contrast between the two sports was in the
knowledge category. This is a result of time-out situations
occurring in junior baslketball, where coaches can stop the
game and call the players across to the coaches’ area and talk
to the players about the game. Such a situation must have
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limited benefit in junior sport as the game clock is still
running (in adult basketball the clock stops). With an average
of 8% game time spent in such behaviour, one must question
whether ‘time-outs’ are necessary, even though there may be
some benefit in the feedback provided. Surely the coach can
provide this information during the quarter time breaks and
leave more time in the game to actually be actively engaged.

The time spent in transition behaviours was consistent in
netball and basketbail, with netball averaging 15.74%
transition time and basketball 16.47%. Transition time was
increased in netball mostly as a result of the rule of bringing
the ball back to the centre after a goal, thus requiring all
players to move back to their particular zones hefore the game
could recommence. in basketball time was lost to transition
behaviours for a variety of reasons. One such reason was the
substitution rule. Every time a player was substituted the
game stopped, which took time as the player left the court and
the substitute was brought on. Time was also lost in moving to
and from time-out episodes and when the game stopped for the
referee to make signals to the score bench for fouls and in free
throw situations.

The free throw situation also provided for increased transition
time as players set themselves up in positions around the key
and the referee made signals between each shooting attempt. it
is to be expected that with there only being 10 players on a
court at ocne time in basketball, compared to fourteen in
netball, that the basketballers wouid accrue greater amounts
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of time involved in balls skill responses. This was the case,
though the difference in the overall time percentages was
guite minimal. (Refer to table 5.26)

In all teams the high skilled players were involved more than
the lower skilled players in both the positive and negative
category of ball skill activity, indicating a much greater
involvement in ball skill content for the high skilled players.
As indicated previously, the difference between the

skill groups was least in the under 12 basketball age group,
where the gap in skill performance between high and low
skilled players was observed to be the least. Interestingly the
participants in this team were also exposed to much higher
rates of ball skill involvement in their training than
participants from other teams.

in both sports the gap between high and fow skilled players in
ball skill content was greater in the under 10 age group than
the under 12 age group. The difference was slight in netball but
much more marked in the basketball, indicating that despite
modifications to game rules in the younger age groups, they
have had little effect in providing equity in participation for
players from differing skill groups.

Revised SOSOR findings (refer to Tables 5.27 and 5.28)
reinforce the findings made using the Revised ALT-PE/SPORT
instrument, indicating that high skilled players made more
skill responses than low skilled players. There was a larger
disparity in response rates between high and low skilled
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players in the under 10 age groups of each sport. The Revised
SOSOR rates show a larger gap in response rates between
basketball and netball than existed in the ball skill
percentages in the Revised ALT-PE/SPORT findings. This can be
attributed to the time sampling technique used in the Revised
ALT-PE/SPORT instrument not being able to piclk up multiple
responses in a five second observation period, which Revised
SOSOR is able to do. For example a basketballer may make a
catch, dribble and shoot in the space of a five second interval,
thus making three responses, whilst during the same time a
netballer may only make a catch and a shot. Despite the
basketballer making one more response, both observations
would both be coded as one interval of ball skill activity with
the Revised ALT-PE/SPORT instrument. It is also worth noting
that the amount of time spent as a reserve is calculated in
Revised ALT-PE/SPORT results, thus effecting percentages in
other categories, whilst it is not included when calculating
rates in Revised SOSOR (Further discussion on these matters
are presented in chapter 7).

Again the gap between high and low skilled participants was
the lowest in under 12 basketball results, whilst the largest
gap existed between the under 10 high and low skilled
basketball players. High skilled players in each team made
more frequent skill responses in all skill categories with the
most striking difference occurring in the shooting responses.
The netball results in this category were effected by the
positions assigned to the players. Unless given the position of
Goal Attack or Goal Shooter in netball the player cannot shoot
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at goal. In under 12 netball the high skilled players spent
eleven quarters in shooting positions, while the low skilled
player spent only two. The high skilled player made a2 shot
every 2:42 minutes (54.9% success) and the low skilled player
every 68:30 minutes (0% success). In under 10 netball

the high skilled players spent two quarters iess in shooting
positions than the low skilled players. Despite this the high
skilled player made a shot every 4:35 minutes (55.3% success),
compared to every 8:01 minutes (41.20% success) for low
skilled piayers. It was observed that when the low skilled
player was in a shooting position, they often passed the ball
off in preference to shooting and made far less frequent
rebounds, greatly affecting their shooting response rates.
Parkin (1980) found that the shooting success percentages
increased when modified basketball game structures were
introduced. This was especially evident in the low skilled
results where they improved from 10.3% to 19.4% success rate.
A direct comparison is difficult from this study, though it
must be noted that the percentage for low skiiled
basketballers involved in modified games was 0%, though they
only made 10 shots, and low skilled netballers involved in
modified games was 41.18% from 17 shots. The older lower
skilled children participating in modified games shot the
following percentages:

(a) 35.35% from 33 shots - under 12 basketball

(b) 0% from 2 shots - under 12 netball

in basketball all players on the court can shoot and the rates
for under 12 high and low skilled participants were almost
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identical. This however was not the case in under 10
basketball where the low skilled player only made a shot every
9:14 minutes, compared to every 1:55 minutes for the high
skilled plaver. Low skilled players in this team as in the
netball teams took on the appearance of what Buck and
Harrison (1990} term a ‘competent bystander’, where they
looked like they were involved in ail parts of the game, but
rarely came into contact with the ball. Avoidance behaviours
were observed, especially when in a position to shoot.

Overall the basketball players shot more frequently at goal,
which is not unexpected considering all players can shoot in
basketball and in netball only two players are permitted to
shoot and these players must shoot from within a restricted
goal circle. Netball players shot a higher success percentage,
despite basketball players having the assistance of a
backboard. The higher netball shooting success percentages
were possibly higher due to limited opposition when shooting,
as opposition players must be more than three feet away when
shooting in under 12, and no defence of the shooter is allowed
in under 10 netball. In basketball the shooter is quite often
under pressure from an opposition player who is allowed to
move as close to the shooter as they wish, and shots are quite
often made on the run. Only in a free throw situation is a
shooter able to take aim without any close opposition.

Basketball players made more frequent rebounds than netball
players as a result of the more shots being made in basketball
games, and as a result of the backboard being present on
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basketball goals, returning a greater majority of the balls to
the court than would occur without a backboard.

Revised SOSOR resuits (Table 5.27 and 5.28) indicate that
there is congruency between acceptable responses and
successful responses, indicating that if the topography of the
skill is acceptable then there is a high chance of a successful
skill response being emitted.

The range of successful responses from 71.8% to 82.8% for the
target groups in each age and skill group for each sport
indicate that the game design is conducive to performing skills
successfully, and that the game modifications in the under 10
age groups are suitable for the developmental level of the
participants. The problem exists in providing rule structures
that ensure equity across various skill groups.

Training Results

Results from this study do not display a definitive pattern for
successful engagement respective to particular sports. More
so, the involvement levels for participants are predominantly
determined by the practice activities instituted by the coach,
though it is recognised team sports accrue greater levels of
inactivity than individual sports. Beauchamp (et al., 1990).

The results support the findings made by Placek et al., (1982)
that low levels of active involvement are a result of poor
planning on the part of the coach. This was the case in results
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from three of the teams studied with low levels of successful
engagement occurring in the under 10 and 12 netball teams and
in the under 12 basketball team, mainly as a result of poor
organisation and choice of activities. Only the under 12
basketball participants were actively involved in bail skill
practices over 20% of the time, making a ball skill response
more than once every 10 seconds, due to the implementation of
activities that required frequent responses in a short space of
time and less time spent in non activity behaviours. A
predominance of large group skill practices implemented by
the other coaches, often oniy using one ball for the whole
team, resuited in the range of only 9.49% - 13.51% spent
positively involved in ball skill practice for the under 10 and
12 netball and under 10 basketbhall participants. The use of
regular practice games also appeared to effect the level of
skill involvement for participants in the netball teams. Buck
and Harrison (1990) suggest that for participants to properly
acquire skills, the learning strategy should include greater
amounts of skill practice and that ‘game like’ drills should be
used in preference to full game play as a practice exercise.
Much of the non-activity time in each team accrued in wait
time. Results show that netball participants spent less time in
wait episodes (21.36% - high skilied, 24.66% - low skilled)
than the basketball participants (27.66% - high skilled, 29.29%
- low skilled). This is an interesting result considering there
are less players to be involved in the basketball activities than
in the netball. However, it must be considered that the training
contexts were different, with the basketballers only having
access to half a court for practice, whilst the netballers had
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access to a whole court. This mav also explain the greater
reliance on whole group practice games in netball training,
whereas they were rarely used in either basketball team’s
practice. Wuest et al,, (1984) suggest that the way to reduce
time participants spend in waiting is <o ~ither use smaller
drill groups and/or provide activity stations.

The time spent in wait episodes by participants in this study
concurs with the results found by Pieron and Conclaves (1987)
who found that participants involved in training sessions run
by coaches spent 23.3% waiting, compared to 31.5% for
children in teachers’ classes. In this study the average wait
time for participants in all groups was 25.74%, supporting the
case made by Beauchamp (et al.,, 1990, p.94) that participants
in team sport activities spend most of their time waiting
(30%) when not involved in activity.

Wait time percentages in this study also concur with the
results found by Wuest et al., (1985) in their study of college
basketball skiil groups throughout one season. The results are
however at odds to the findings of van der Mars et al., (1984)
who made a comparative study of one high and one low skilled
high school basketball player finding that the high skilied
player spent more time waiting during training sessions than
the low skilled nlayer.

There was not a considerable disparity in the amount of
activity time for high and low skilled children in each sport,
though the differences were slightly more pronounced in
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individual team results of under 10 and 12 netball. In the under
12 netball results, some compensation must be made for the
7.40% of time the ow skilled participants spent injured, as
this reduced the available activity time, not as a direct result
of the activities implemented. Only under 12 basketball high
and low skilled participants spent over 40% of time involved in
activity, with under 10 basketballers spending less than 26 %
and under 10 and 12 netball teams, marginally over 30% of
time in activity. The overall level of activity for all
participants is not dissimilar to the results found by Metzler
(1989) who found a median range of 30-40% for sport practice
sessions. The results also concur with the findings of Thomas
et al,, (1984), Wuest et al., (1984), and Wuest et al., (1985) in
their studies in sport training settings of basketball,

volleyball and lacrosse. However the results from this study
did not find the high degree of contrast between high and low
skilled participar:ts that were found in these studies.

The amount of time provided for activity during these sessions
proved to be higher than levels found in most physical
education studies (school setting). Shute et al., (1982) found
the high skilled participants in elementary (primary) physical
education classes engaged in movement for 28%, compared to
19% for low skilled participants. In this study the average
level of active involvement for high skilled netballers was
34.09% and for high skilled basketballers 33.82%. For low
skilled netballers the activity level was 29.86% and for low
skilled basketballers it was 33.58%. The level of involvement
was also greater than that found by Siedentop et al., (1986) in
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their summary of ALT-PE studies, where they reported an
average involvement level of 21-30%. Time spent in transition
and management behaviours showed that the netball
participants spent more time in these behaviours than
basketball participants. The time spent in transition and
management episodes by basketballers of both age groups
ranged from 19.33% to 21.62% (transition and management
percentages added). Netball participants spent longer in such
behaviours with a range of 25.87% to 32.4%. In each team the
high skilled participant spent slightly longer in such episodes
than the low skilled participant.

It was apparent that the netball coaches spent much more time
talking about events not related to the instruction, including
giving out awards, discussing recent carnivals and about social
aspects, thus explaining their team member’s high percentage
of management behaviours. The netball teams did not have to
stick to a strict timetable as they could train as long as they
wished at the facility they were using. The basketball coaches
appeared more conscious of the time, as they were only
allocated 45 minutes training time in the facility in which
they trained. This may also account for the basketball coaches
not taking warm-up sessions with the team, choosing instead
to start sessions with skill practices.

The amount of time participants spent in receiving knowledge
was indicative of the individual coaching styles. The under 12
basketball and under 10 netball coaches were very succinct in
their delivery of knowledge content, refering to key points and



222

often talking to players individually as the activity was
progressing, in preference to stopping the whole group. As a
result high and low skilied participants only spent
approximately 11% of time receiving knowledge in under 12
basketball training and approximately 1026 in under 10 netball.
In contrast to this the under 10 basketball coach and under 12
netball coach spent more time in delivering knowledge. This
was especially evident in under 10 basketball training
sessions where periods of time often longer than five minutes
were used to describe a skill or strategy. The coach would also
spend longer with the lower skilled children who had not
mastered the skills to the same degree as the high skilled
children. As a result high skilled participants spent 19.27% of
time in knowledge content and low skilled participants 22.11%.
Under 12 netball participants spent less time with a
percentage of approximately 15%. The under 10 basketball
team was the only group in which the low skilled participants
accrued more knowledge content time than the high skilled
participants, however the difference between the two skill
groups was quite minimal. These results contradict those made
by van der Mars et al., {1984) in their study of college
basketball players whose findings indicated that fow skilled
participants spent much more time in knowiedge content. The
results of this study concur with the findings of Wuest et al,,
{1984) and Wuest et al., (1985) who found little disparity in
the amount of knowledge involvement for high and low skilled
participants.



223

The level of management and transition time found in this
study is greater than that found by Siedentop et al., (1986) in
their summary of studies completed between 1978 and 1983.
They found a range of 6%-22% for time spent in these
behaviours, though it must be considered that many of these
studies were in a school setting.

‘Movement behaviours’ (Non-activity category, Table 5.29)
were higher for the netball participants than the basketball
participants. This may be a resiit of the greater amount of
time netball participants spent in gamepractice in comparison
to the basketball players. Quite high levels of movement
behaviours accrue when in a game situation, as demonstrated
in the game results from this study (See Table 5.29).

Time spent in off task behaviour was very low in all settings
with the high skilled participants spending marginally more
time than the lower skilled participants in off task behaviours
in each team’s practice. This finding contradicts that made by
Telama et al, (1987) who found that high skilled participants
in ball game sessions were on task more than the low skilled
participants.

Revised SOSOR rates further reflect the high degree of active
ball skill involvement provided for under 12 basketball
participants in comparison to participants from the other
teanis. (See Tables 5.31 and 5.32). The results from the Revised
SOSOR instrument are not totally congruent with the results
from the ball skill response section of the Revised ALT-
PE/SPORT findings, as all ball skill responses, including those
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performed when acting as a support are recorded when using
the Revised S.0.5.0.R instrument. it must also be noted that
slight discrepencies may also be evident as result of the time
sampling technique used in the Revised ALT-PE/SPORT
instrument not being able to pick up multiple responses in a
five second observation period, which Revised SOSOR can do
(as noted in the ‘Game Discussion’).

Despite minor incongruencies, the triangulation of results
from both instruments show that only the coach of the under
12 basketball team provided his participants with frequent
ball skill responses in the training sessions, as a result of the
implementation of suitable exercises.

In all skill areas the high skilled participants made more ball
skill responses than the lower skilled participants, with the
greatest disparity being evident in the netball teams. Again
this could very well be as a result of the predominance of the
use of practice games in each training session, where the high
skilled player often was placed into the positions usually
played in weekend games that allow greater access to
possession of the ball. This is best highlighted in the
difference in the shooting response rates for the under 12
netball team, where the high skilled participants shot at goal
twice as frequently as the low skilled participants, as a result
of the high skilled participant playing in shooting positions
more often during practice games than the low skilled
participants,
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Shooting drills were used far more often in basketball drills
than in netball, as reflected in the shooting response rates
(Table 5.31). This was partly due to the nature of the shooting
in the two games. In basketball it is possible to dribble the
ball to the goal and shoot or fay up, whereas in netball, unless
standing near the ring and continually shooting by onesself or
in small groups, you are reliant on a pass to you near the goal
before being able to shoot. The nature of the skill in basketball
makes for a greater variety of shooting activities, that can
easily encompass cther skills. Plus in some ways the training
results reflect the results from the game where basketballers
were found to shoot more frequently than netballers.

The high percentage of successful skill resonses made (see
Table 5.31) in both the under 10 and 12 results for each sport,
indicate that the design of the equipment is well suited to the
development level of the children and that the activities
implemented by the coaches may not have always promoted
high rates of active involvement, but were appropriate for the
skill level of the participants.
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CHAPTER 6
CONCLUSIONS

This research project has studied how participants use their
time in junior netball and basketball programmes and the
comparative involvement levels of high and fow skilled
participants invoived in these programmes. Separate analysis
was conducted in game and training settings with particular
focus upon the degree of successful ball skill engagement for
the high and low skilled participants within these settings.

Descriptive results from this study have shown that high
skilled players in both netball and basketball in the ages of
under 10 and under 12 were involved in activity more often and
made more frequent successful ball skill responses in all skill
areas than low skilled players during game play. The results
show that high skilled participants made more frequent
responses in all ball skill areas during games, with a large
disparity between high and low skilled participants being
evident in under 10 and 12 netball and under 10 basketball. The
difference between high and iow skilled participants was not
as large in under 12 basketball.

Despite netball being designed with restricitive regions for
different player positions, it had no effect in providing greater
equity of involvement for participants when comparing results
to those found in basketball. Much of this was due to the
different positions designated for high and low skilled players.
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Netball participants were found to have spent more time in
wait behaviours and made marginally less skill responses than
basketball players, as a result of having two more players in
their team.

Low skilled netball players were found to spend more time
waiting during games than low skilled players and spent more
time in positions which had greater restrictions on court
movement and a subsequent lack of access to ball possessions.
Time spent in other non activity behaviours was consistent for
both skill groups in netball. High skilled netball players were
successfully engaged in ball skills over twice as often as low
skilled netball players with the difference being slightly
broader in the under 10 age group than in the under 12 age
group.

In basketball, high skilled players spent more time in activity
behaviours than low skilled players and spent a great deal
more time on the court, with this being most evident in the
under 10 age group. The difference between the active
involvement levels of high and low skilled participants was
much broader in the under 10 age group than the under 12 age
group, with the high skilled participants being twice as
frequent in their successful ball skill responses than low
skilled participants.

Results from training observations show that the level of
active involvement is respective to the planning and
organisation of the session by the coach, thus reinforcing the
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findings of Placek et al., (1982) who found that the
organisation of activities, equipment and participants may
affect the learning opportunities of participants more than any
other variable,

In both netball and basketball age groups, high skilled
participants were actively engaged marginally more than the
lower skilled participants, though high skifled participants
made more frequent skill responses in each skill area. Low
levels of involvement were found in activity behaviours and in
successful ball skilt engagement in the under 10 and 12 netball
and under 10 basketball training sessions. Only in the under 12
basketbali training sessions, conducted by the most
experienced and accredited coach, were there opportunities for
frequent ball skill responses.

The high degree of success for high and low skilled players in
performing skills during games and practices in under 10 and
12 basketball and netball indicate that the equipment and rule
changes used in both sports suits the physical requirements of
the participants, and that modifying equipment for the under
10 participants has been warranted. Focus for future studies
and planning should be on adapting rules to promote greater
equity in participation for players of differing skili levels, as
this problem has not been properly addressed.
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CHAPTER 7

RECOMMENDATIONS

The following recommendations are based on the results found
in this study pertaining to game design and practice
procedures. Recommendations on modifying game designs will
aim to provide changes that will be effective in providing
greater equity in participation, whilst not altering the basic
game design and being manageable and functional.

The findings of the study have not provided any evidence that
restrictive court zones are effective in providing equity of
participation in game play for high and low skilled players, as
the imbalance between high and low skilled netball players and
high and low skilled basketball players was very similar. As
mentioned in previous discussion this finding supports the
results found by Parkin (1980) when he introduced regions in a
modified basketball game. He introduced 6 players per team,
rotated through three court regions. He concluded that the “
The same skilled children in the skilled group continued to
dominate the game, but not quite to the same degree.” (Parkin,
1980, p.30).

Some of the disparity between high and low skilled players in
netball can be attributed to the positions assigned to the
player by the coach, as high skilled players were generally
placed in the least restrictive positions of Goal Defence,
Centre and Goal Attack. Opportunities to respond were also
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restricted for some of the players by assigning players to
specific positions in attack or defence only for most of the
season. A player who plays in a team that wins consistently
but is restricted to a defensive position, will cbviously have
less opportunities to respond than a player playing in an
attacking position. Alternatively an attacking player in a less
successful team would experience the same problem.
Specialising in positions at such an early age in neither
necessary or prudent, if equitable participation is to be
ensured.

Therefore a major recommendation for junior netball is to:
* Provide a compulsory rotation of positions_during

ames

The rotation of players could be instituted by a ruling that
demands that any player cannot spend longer than two quarters
in defence or two quarters in attack during a game. For
example a player playing at Goal Keeper in the first half must
transfer to a defensive position in the second half or to the
centre position.

An alternative ruling could be that any player may not be
resticted to a ‘one region position’ (Goal Keeper and Goal
Shooter) for more than two quarters per game, thus ensuring
lower skilled players have greater access to positions more
often occupied by high skilled players.

Results indicate that in basketball a major disparity between
high and low skilled players exists in the amount of time spent
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as a substitute on the interchange bench, whereas in netball
the results were equitable between high and low skilied
players. High skilied players spent considerably more time on
court than the low skilled players in both age groups and low
skilled players were often only brought on the court when the
game result was not in jeopardy. This occurred as a result of
two major factors. The first factor was the allowance of
coaches to substitute players at any time through out the
game, whereas in netbali it could only occur at the quarter
breaks or for injury. The other factor was that the game
results appeared to hold moresignifigance in basketball as
teams were playing for positions in the finals, whereas in
netball there were no finals matches. The coaches appeared to
be more inclined to keep high skilled players on the court to
ensure a winning result, whereas in netball the coaches worked
the interchange of substitutes on a rotational basis. This
situation was graphically demonstrated in a finals game in
under 10 basketball where the low skilled child spent less than
21% of time on the court whilst the high skilled player spent
the entire game playing. Subsequently the following
recommendation is made:

* Substitutions only to be made during quarter breaks,

and_based _on_a rotational basis, 1o _ensure equity
between players.

This rule would also assist in reducing the time spent in
transition episodes during the game. In junior basketball the
game is stopped to wait for substitutions to be made, whilst
the game clock continues to run down. By not having any
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substitutions during game time more time could be devoted to
actually playing the game. The following recommendations will
also assist in providing equitable involvement for all
participants:

*Each plaver must spend at_least one half of the game

on_the court, unless injured.

* No finals matches to be played in 12 vears and
basketball.

The recommendations have been made to avoid the situation of
players spending more time on the court than others due to
their perceived ability to ensure a win for the team, often as a
result of finals ambitions of coaches.

Results show that on average, 61% of time in junior basketball
is lost to non-activity behaviours. Approximately 16.5% of this
time is in transitonal episodes and 8% of time in knowledge
content. This amount of lost playing time could be reduced if
there were not any ‘time outs’ aliowed. Players spend time
moving to and from bench area during these episodes to spend
time listening to the coach give instructions about the game,
instructions that could be well said during the quarter time
breaks. No other junior game has such an occurence, and it
seriously hinders the amount of time available to practice
skills, Alternatively if it is deemed necessary to continue with
time-outs, then the clock should be stopped during them, as
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occurs in the adult game version. Therefore the
recommendation is as follows:
* The game clock should stop during ‘Time-Outs in

junjor_basketball, or they should be not be permitied

to_occur,

The results show a major imbalance in the amount of
opportunities to respond in junior basketball between high and
low skilled participants, with this imbalance being especially
evident in the under 10 age group. Games in this division were
characterised by the high skilled players generally passing the
ball among themselves, with the low skilled players rarely
being involved. The rule enabling the team to bring the bail up
the court to the half court line unopposed, (‘No Press Rule’) had
little effect, as the high skilied children usually brought the
ball in and up the court. In addition, the rule of only three
dribbles had some effect, but was often characterised by high
skilled players passing the ball off once they had three
dribbles and receiving it back quickly. To address this, a
solution must be found that shares the possession of the ball
more equitably. Tier "~ .~ the following recommendation is
made:

* After a goal is scored, the team bringing the ball up

to their attacking zone must pass the ball three times

before attempting the first shot

Such a rule has been introduced effectively in junior lacrosse
(Sofcrosse), though in a different game context, and should be
used in conjunction with the existing rules. it is important
that this only occurs in the situation where the ball is being
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brought up the court after a goal, if it was to happen after each
shot it would severely effect the amount of shots made and
such skills as ‘rebound shooting’ and ‘tip ins’ could not be
performed.

The most significant difference between high and low skifled
players occurred in the amount of shooting attempts. Only in
the under 12 basketball team was there any real equity. The
combined rates of responses from each age group (Table 5.30)
showed that in junior netball the high skilled piayers made a
shooting response every 3.23 minutes, compared to every 14.23
minutes for low skilled players. In basketbalt the high skilled
players made a shot every 2.27 minutes, compared to every
4.40 minutes for high skilled players. No modifications to the
rules have been instituted in either game to allow for all
children to have opportunities to shoot at goal. In netball the
greater difference is partly due to the higher skilled players
being placed in the shooting positions more often. If the
recommendation on rotating positions is heeded then this
problem should be reduced. However, as noted previously when
a high and low skilled player were positionad in the two
shooting positions the high skilled player made far more
frequent shots than the lower skilled player, as they received
the ball more often from team mates and made far more
rebounds. Therefore an additional rule change may be beneficial
in both age groups to assist in equalising the amount of shots
made by ali players.
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The recommended rule change would be as follows:
* Players are not_permitted to make more than three
shots in_a row at goal

It is not prudent to limit the amount of continuous shots to
anything less than three in a row, as there are only two
shooters in netball and the rule would become far too
restricitive, and when enforced would basically restrict the
team to only one shooter.

In basketball the positions of the playefs is not a major
variable in determining the amount of shots made, as all
players are able to shoot at goal. The difference between high
and low skilled players is basically a result of the high skilled
player dominating the game. This was well demonstrated in the
under 10 age group where there was a large difference in skill
level between high and low skilled players resulting in the high
skilled players making a shot every 1:55 minutes, compared to
every 9:14 minutes for low skilled players. In some games it
was observed that the high skilled player made consecutive
shots at goal, despite the lower skilled player at times being
in a better position to shoot. The following rule change is
suggested to help in providing greater equity in shooting
responses.

*Players are not permitted to make more than two

shots in_a row at goal (two free throws count as one

shot_only).
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The administrators of the game may need to develop further
rule changes to remedy a situation where the majority of all
shots are made by the same players. Other changes to help low
skilled participants have greater opportunities at shooting
could include making each player’s first score worth double
points or rotating turns on free throw attempts. Obviously such
changes would need to be tested, however innovative ideas
certainly need to be implemented and trialed to avoid the
obvious imbalance that occurs and the subsequent loss from
the game of children bewildered by the tack of skill
opportunities. Administrators need to considei that the overall
skill development of all players is essential, and that changes
in rules in junior age groups to assist in equity of

participation should not be seen as a deterioration of the game,
but a catalyst in which the skill level of all participants will
be further developed enabling effective participation when
participating in older ag2 groups. The more children that stay
in the game due to a feeling of enjoyment and belonging, the
better it is for the maintenance and development of the sport.
The stronger the competition, the greater the development for
elite performers, and a subsequent higher level of performance
in elite level teams.

The major problem that really affects the active involvement
of players in the games is the skill leveis that they
individually bring to a game, The greater the range in skill
levels across the team, the larger the gap in the amount of
opportunities to respond in high and low skilled piayers. The
difference in the skill level across the team should reduce if
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the training sessions provided high rates of involvement for all
participants, thus raising the skill level across the team,
enabling greater success in performing skills in games.
Interestingly the under 12 basketball players who achieved far
greater rates of successful active involvement in their

training sessions won all of their games convincingly, yet
showed the least difference in the frequency of skill responses
between high and low skilled players in games.

The training results showed that only the under 12 basketball
coach provided activities that kept the participants actively
involved for nearly half of the allocated training time {Table
5.19). The high skilled participants in his training sessions
made a successful skill response every 10 seconds and the
lower skilled participants every 12 seconds, compared to every
22 seconds for high skilled participants and every 30 seconds
for low skilled participants in under 10 basketball. In under 12
netball the high skilled participants made a successful skill
response every 27 seconds, and every 31 seconds for low
skilled participants, whilst in under 10 netball training the
high skilled participants made a successful response every 23
seconds, compzred to every 30 seconds for the low skilled

participant.

The under 12 basketball coach has far greater coaching
experience and has achieved much higher levels of coaching
accreditation from the Western Australian Ministry of Sport
and Recreation than the other coaches in this study. It would be
spurious to conclude that he provides far better training
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sessions purely on the basis of his training and experience,
however, it appears reasonable to suggest that all coaches
should be required to participate in accreditation instruction
units before coaching a junior team. A major focus of
introductory units ir such coaching schemes should be on how
to maximise the use of training time to ensure maximum
participant involvement and subsequent learning of skills.
Strategies in reducing non-activity time through the reduction
of episodes in transition, management, knowledge transference
and wait time should be taught, to enable the coach to be able
to adapt these to their own training sessions.

Walker (1990) found that increasing an instructor’s awareness
of the participant’s level of Academic Learning Time was
sufficient to supply a future increase in it. Therefore practical
assessment of a coach’s ability to provide high rates of
successful active involvement for participants, using
systematic observation instruments such as Revised ALT-
PE/SPORT and/or Revised SOSOR in coach training, would
assist in creating an awareness of how they utilise practice
time and areas they could work on to improve therates of
active involvement of their players. Therefore the following
recommendation is made:

* All coaches should be involved in_accreditation units

that provide strategies on how to provide high levels

of successful active involvement for all participants.

Finally, it is imperitive that administrators of the game
constantly reassess the suitablility of the game design to
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provide sufficient active involvement and equity of
participation for ail participants.

Future studies should be conducted in the following areas as a
basis for further improvement in junior basketball and netball
competitons:

* Levels of successful active involvement of participants with
coaches from different levels of coaching accreditation.

* Levels of successful active involvement of different skill
level groups involved in games using the recommended game
modifications from this study.

* Determining the optimum ball size and weight and goal
height for each age group in netball and basketball

* Comparative successful skill involvement of players (of the
same age group) using modified equipment and those using
standard sized eguipment. This could also encompass rule
changes or this could be treated as a separate study.
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Methodological Considerations

Over the past fifteen years there has been a widespread
acceptance of the ALT-PE instrumentation for its ability to
accurately describe junior sport and physical education
settings. However, as noted by Siedentop (1983) and Parker and
O’Sullivan {1983) ALT-PE instrumentation has some
limitations. Parker and O'Sullivan state that
Despite the productiveness of ALT-PE to generate useful
information about motor skill acquisition, it would appear
we are looking simplistically at a complex situation. We
know time-on-task is related to skill acquisition, yet it
does not allow for the the discrimination of various types
of responses. Such discrimination is needed to help us
highlight the most appropriate motor responses in the
development of more eifective games, play and activities.
(1983, p.9).

Siedentop (1983, p.4) stated
A major step forward will occur when researchers develop
content-specific categories for each of the major physical
education activities.... One can envision a content-specific
category system that reveals not oaly generic information
but also highly detailed skill specific information.

The use of both the Revised ALT-PE/SPORT and Revised SOSOR
instruments (with content specific categories) in this study,
has satisfied these requests, by providing data that is rich in
its descriptiveness of how participants spend their
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time in junior sport settings and in its specificity of the
frequency and type of skills used by players of differing skill
abilities.

Without the triangulation of the two systems a comprehensive
hehavioural analysis would not have been possible. The Revised
SOSOR system is extremely precise in its recordings,
evaluating the success and topography of each skill response.
The Revised SOSOR instrument compensates for some of the
inadequacies of the Revised ALT-PE/SPORT instrument which
are a result of the nature of its interval recording procedure.

Some minor disparities in the ball skill response categories of
both systems occurred as a result of the Revised ALT-
PE/SPORT system incorporating interval recording systems.
This is highlighted in practice sessions where a participant
could make a varying number of skill responses within the 5
second observation period and five second recording period of
the Revised ALT-PE/SPORT instrument. However the
instrument could not differentiate between the number of
responses and subsequently one skill response or even three or
four made by the player during an observation interval is still
recorded the same, as ball skill activity in the interval box.
This situation was highlighted in the under 10 basketball
results. The Revised ALT-PE/SPORT results showed only a
marginal disparity favouring high skilled participants in
successful hall skill responses, whereas in the Revised SOSOR
results the gap was more pronounced. This came about as
result of the Revised ALT-PE/SPORT instrument not
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being sufficiently sensitive to record the more frequent passes
made by the high skilled players during the observation
intervals. [t may therefore be beneficial in future studies to
reduce the recording interval time to 3 seconds, instead of
five, to provide greater sensitivity in recording actual events.
This however would require quicker notation of results and
would need a recorder extremely well trained in using the
instrument. Alternatively the Revised SOSOR system could not
be used as a sole instrument either. If this occurred only
details on the skill responses made by the players would be
described, without delineating how the player uses the rest of
his/her time. Knowledge of how players use their time is
essential if changes are to be instituted to engender greater
rates of successful skill engagement. The time spent in non
activity behaviours must be described so that the areas which
take up time, better used for activity, can be isolated and
strategies developed to deal with this.

Another minor problem existed between the two instruments.
The Revised S.0.S.0.R instrument could not code anything
outside of the categories prescribed. However in training
sessions coaches would at times enlist a skill practice, such
as weaving the ball between the fegs, which could not be
coded, as no set skill criteria existed for it. This ball skill
behaviour would then have to be coded as ‘Uncodable’, whereas
the Revised ALT-PE/SPORT instrument could code this as ball
skill activity, as a judgment is made by the observer as to
whether the player is performing the drill as shown by the
coach.
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It must be said that despite minor discrepancies, the results
overall between the Revised ALT-PE/SPORT and Revised SOSOR
instruments were quite valid and congruent, thus providing
solid foundations upon which the findings and conclusions were
made.

Both instruments proved to be relatively easy to learn,
however the Revised S.0.5.0.R instrument requires video taped
performarices to properly evaluate the responses, whereas
Revised ALT-PE/SPORT can be live coded.

Each response observed using Revised SOSOR requires four
recording operations :-

(a) Recording the time

(b) Recording the skill category

(c) Evaluating skill topography

(d) Evaluating the success of the response.

This process can be quite time consuming, as it is often
required that the video be paused or put in slow motion to
ensure the skill response is evaluated properly and there is
time to record it. In some training session observations, the
target participant made over three hundred responses,
sometimes resulting in over two hours being spent on one
session of coding.
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In future studies in basketball and netball using the Revised
SOSOR instrument some changes are required to streamline its
use:

(a) Reduce the number of passing categories, as many are
rarely used. The categories of hook, underarm and overhead
passes could be grouped under the description of ‘other
passes’, leaving chest/shoulder passes and bounce passes as
the other categories.

{b) Expand the dribbling category into specific groups to
indicate the number of dribbles made. With the present system
a player could bounce the ball once and be coded the same as
when they bounce the ball ten times,
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Appendix 1

Andrew Watt

Dear

Thankyou very much for considering my request for help in conducting my
study on junior netball and basketbalil.

I have attached a sheet outlining what is to occur in the study, why it is
being done and how it is to be conducted. Please read through this. If you have
any queries about it please do not hesitate to ask me.

I will contact you in a couple of weeks time to see what you think. If you
decide you can help, | will organise a time to meet and discuss it with you
further and to organise permission from parents for chiidren to participate.
If you want to discuss the proposed study with the parents of the children
feel free to do so and advise me of their reaction,

Once again, thankyou for your help, | greatly appreciate it.

Kind Regards,

Andrew Watt
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Appendix 2

STUDY: A DESCRIPTIVE PROCESS ANALYSIS AND COMPARISON OF
GAME MODIFICATIONS IN JUNIOR BASKETBALL AND NETBALL
(Summary)

Researcher: Andrew Watt
Institution: Edith Cowan University
Degree: Bachelor of Education (Honours degree) - thesis

Supervisor: Dr Andrew Taggart

Purpose of the Study: To provide a descriptive analysis of how often
children of different skill levels are actively and successfully involved in
game and practice sessions.

- To observe how children use their time in practice and
games,

: To establish the effectiveness of the game structure to
cater for children of all skill levels. (i.e - Does the modified game lead to
more equity in participation ?).

: To compare the effectiveness of basketball and netball
modifications in providing active skill involvement for participants.



260

Signifigance of the Study: To provide a better understanding of how childrer
spend their time in junior sport settings, considering so little has been done
in this area in relation to basketball and netball.

: Provide descriptive data on the effectiveness of current junior game
designs to effectively cater for the needs of all children.

: Use this data to make recommendations on how to best cater for the
needs of all participants in junior basketbail and netball.

How the Data is _to be Collected : With the permission of all coaches and
parents of the children involved, four coaching sessions and four game
sessions of each team will be recorded on video. The coaches will be asked
prior to this to rank in order the players from the most skilful to the least.
(This information to remain confidential between researcher and coach). The
top third of the players will be regarded as the higher skilied players and the
bottom third as the lower skilled players. Prior to each session one higher
skilled and one lower skilled player will be randomiy selected . These players
will be observed participating (video taped), and their involvement coded
using the following research instruments:- (I} Academic Learning Time -
Physical Education (ALT-PE),

This instument records exactly how a child spends their time during game

and practice sessions. (E.G - how much time they spend with particular
skills, how much time spent in lead up games, how often is spent listening to
instructions or receiving some knowiedge from the coach, how much time is
spent on management (asks such as paying fees or organising equipment, or
how often a child is actively and successfully involved during the session)
*This instrument will be used during both game and practice sessions.
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(I} Systematic Cbservation of Student Opportunity To Respond (SOSOR).
This instrument was developed to determine the effectiveness of game

modifications in providing opportuniti¢s for participants to perform a skiil.
It basically counts the number of successful and unsuccessful skill attempts
by the child during the session and is used as a cross check for the ALT-PE
instrument.

*N.B.- The specific children to be observed will not be notified who they are,
(nor will the coach) as this may change their normal behaviour during the
session and subsequently effect the results adversely.

Confidentiality: Everyone_involved in_the study will remain completely
anonymous, as will the club and the centre at which the sessions will be
observed. (No names will be mentioned at all in the study)

: Videos will only be observed by the researcher and research
supervisor, but will remain fully accessible to all interested participants to
view when required.

: Any participant wishing to pull out of the study at any time
is free to do so and is under no obligation to participate.

Results: All findings will be made available to all coaches and any interested
parents, and hopefully will be of use for your team.
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Appendix 3
Revised ALT-PE/SPORT - Record Sheets (sides 1 and 2)

ALT—PE/SPORT INSTRUMENT (Basketball/Netbal!} side 1

COACH TEAM SPORT, DATE TIME
GAME/PRACTICE START STOP
OBSERVER LIVE/TAPE

KEY BEHAVIOURS

Management (M) - related to class business, unrelated to instructional activity, e.g., taking
attendance, discussing noncontent related incidents.

Transition (T) - managerial and organisational activities refated to instruction,

Waiting (W) - completed a task, period of no activity and no movement between activities.

Wait_(Reserve} - time spent off the court as a substitute

Knowledgé (K) - listening to instructions, watching a demonstration, questioning, discussing,

Qff Task (Q) - participant engaging in an activity which he/she should not be participating, or performing
an activity other than the one he/she should have been participating,
Injury {1} - Unable to parficipate in activity due to injury

Activity - engaged in motor activity

{A/w) - warm-up exercises

{A/su) - Supportive: Active in supportive task. {e.g. feeding balls to sheoter)

{A/m) - Movement: Participant moving/ running during practice or game without
coming into contact with the ball. (e.g. running to positfon to receive a pass
in game)

Activity - Skill Response Categories

{A/s) - Skill response,_in contact with ball: player performs ball skill {e.g. player passes,

shoots, dribbles or catches the ball)
(A/n) - Skill Response -_not_in contact with ball: player perfarms a skill not requiring the use of

a ball (e.g. defending player with the ball, practicing feet shuffl_ing, moving into position
for a rebound)
For each skill response add_(+) or (-}
(+) - Successful skill performance: criterion skifl performed with moderate to high success,
(-} - uUnsuccessful skill performance; participant performs skill with little or no success.
e.q- Afs+ - skill performed with a moderate to high degree of success,
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R RD SHEET - REVISED ALT-PE/SPORT side 21
Target participant: Description
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A/n- Secs.
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Appendix 4

Example of Coded Revised ALT-PE/SPORT Qbservation Sheet

Targe‘t participant: ﬁrl/df/ -.rﬁ!‘-"' Description Jle..lfc m
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Appendix_5

Revised Systematic Observation of Student Opportunities to Respond

Record Sheet (Basketball & Netball)

Systematic Observation of Student Opportunities to Respond - Record Sheet

COACH TEAM ' SPORT DATE TIME,
START STOP, TOTAL TIME,
OBSERVER LIVE/TAPE
TARGET PARTICIPANT. DESCRIPTION
: - Codes -~ Basketball/Netball
assin _Shooting_ Catching *Dribblin
P1 - Chest - $1- Set shot C1 - from pass *D1 - Speed
P2 - Bounce (1 or 2 tand) S2 - Lay up C2 - Rebound *D2 - Control
P3 - Shoulder/baseball *$3 - Field C3 - Intercept Other
P4 - Hook C4 - Off ground J -dumpball/tossup
PS5 - Overhead * = Basketball only N - No rasponse
Topography Resulis X - Uncodable
Response Seq|skitt Code A UA 5 US I - ntercept
1
2
3
4
)
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23 .
24
25 —
26f
27 ]
28
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Appendix 6

Example of Coded Revised S.0.5.0.R. Observation Record Sheet

COACH - TEAM Ungler 12, SPORTNg thall  DATE [4/p  TIME .45
START Qoo STOP _2&: 3 TOTAL TIME __ 34 - &1
OBSERVER A. WALy uvaq_iﬁb w CAme

TARGET PARTICIPANT_Low S ieten(GAME) DESCRPToN_Blonde long hair

Codes - EBasketball/Netball

passing ' Shooting_ Catching *Dribbling
P1 - Chest (2) ~ §1-Setsnot =~ C1 - from pass (13) *0D1 -Speed -
P2 - Bounce (1 or 2 hand)=S2 - Layup =  C2 - Rebound - *D2 - Contrel =
P3 - Shoulder/baseball(i8) *S3 - fField ~ C3 - Intercept {2) Other
P4 - Hook =~ Ca~ Ground (2 J -Jumpbali/tossup( 1)
PS - Overhead = * = Baskeiball oniy M - No response
+ - Designates pass in coun X - Uncodable ()
u [ = Indercept
repography Resuits
Response Seq|skiil Gice A UA $ Us
1 o238 et ! !
2 A P3 ! !
3 2. 1% i / /
4 249 3 [ 7
S Lesd2e c/ { !
6t 443 P3 { /
7 Loguf P3 ’ /
8 £ 24 [V i
°L__ g -3bl et |7
Wi__ 3 -3yt £ 1 1.1, {
N Pogbl gl | 17 1
tZl_ 8.5t | pd i 7 I
13 | ri_| I / AGE 1
141 pg- ok P31 1 / ¥ /2
1530 15804 kol S i
15 1€ 1o £33 1. 1 {
[ A [ f {
a8 sr.24 RS S N f
e T~ { /
U gy L3 |1 i
Bl 4o 0y} CW L 1
2 _Le-og T b L] !
Sl lb-go | _pr . (i /
M e o ’fﬁ‘ / /
-
vy el V03 ] Wi
Th ;9%"? y &_ﬁ i J .
A 70 - ¥ T
L. EOR £ JJ - _
Totals ¢ o [ £ {4 /7
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Appendix 7

Positions Played by High and tow Skilled Ptayers
in Under 10 and 12 Netball Games

Number of Quarters Played in_Each Position

HIGH SKILLED PLAYERS LOW SKILLED PLAYERS _
POSITIONS - Under_1C| Under 12[TOTAL _ | Under 10| Under 12{TOTAL
Goal Shooter (G.S.) 0 3 3 7 2 9
Goal Keeper (G:K.) 1 0 1 &8 [ 12
Goal Attack (G.A.) 5 8 13 0 0 0
Goal Defence (G.D.) 4 G 4 1 0 i
Wing Attack (W.A.) 0 2 2 0 2 -2
Wing Defence (W.D.) 0 0 0 0 5 5
Centre (C) 4 2 5 0 0 0
Reserve 2 1 3 2 1 3
TOTAL QUARTERS 16 16 32 16 16 32




Appendix 8

REVISED ALT/PE - SPORT CATEGORY RAW SCORES & PERCENTAGES

HIGH SiiLL GAME PLAY CONTEXT

U710 NETBALL

i ALT CATEGORIES Segsion Session2 Session 3 Sesgion 4 Total Mean{%| _St. Dey
Non Activity Score  Percent Score Percent Score Percent Score  Percent | Score
Injury 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
management 3.00 1.28 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 9.00 3.80 12.00 1.27 1.79
‘Transition 40,00 17.02 29.00 12.18 42.00 17.95 53.00 22.36! 164.00 17.37 4.17
¥nowledge 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
wait 67.00 28.51 46.00 19.33 53.00 22.65 . 359.00 24.89] 225.00 23.83 3.86
wait{reserve) 0.00 0.00 59.00 24.79 60.00 25.64 12.00 5.06] 119.00 12.61 13.26
Off Task 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 .00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.0
Non Activity Total 110.00 46.81 134.00 56.30 155.00 66.24 121.00 51.058] 520.00 55.08 8.38
Activity Non Skill
warmup 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
support 0.00 .00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
movement 57.00 24.26 51.00 21.43 43.00 18.38 63.00 26.58] 214.00 22.67 3.55
Non Skill Total 57.00 24.26 51.00 21.43 43.00 18.38 63.00 26.58| 214.00 22.67 3.55
Activity - Skill
balt skifi +(positive) 38.00 16.17 36.00 15.13 12.00 5.13 26.00 1097 112.00 11.86 5.01
ball skill - (negative) 10.00 4.26 8.00 3.36 &6.00 2.56 14.00 5.91 38.00 4.03 1.43
non ball skill 20,00 - 8.591 9.00 3.78 18.00 7.69 13.00 5.49 60.00 6.36 2.15
Activity - Skill Total £8.00 28.94 53.00 22.27 36.00 15.38 53.00 22.36) 210.00 22.25 5.53
OVERALL ACTIVITY| 125.00 53.19 104.00 43.7C 79.00 33.76 116.00 48.95; 424.00 44 92 8.38

89¢



Appendix 9

REVISED ALT/PE - SPORT CATEGORY RAW SCORES & PERCENTAGES

LOW SKil GAME PLAY CONTEXT

U710 NETBALL

ALT CATEGORIES Session] Session?Z Session 3 Session 4 | Total Mean{%|5t. Dey |
Non Activity Score Percent Score Percent Score Percent Score Percent | Score | Percent|
injury 0.00 0.00 0.00 .00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.G0
mznagement 4.00 1.71 0.00 .00 3.00 2.16 .00 0.00 9.00 0.96 1.13
Transition 47.00 20.09 29.00 12.24 39.00 16.81 49.00 20.94| 164.00 17.50 3.95
Knowledge 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
wait 103.00 44,02 111.00 46.84 63.00 27.16  106.00 45.30 383.00 40.88 9.19
wait(reserve) 0.00 0.00 59.00 24.89 60.00 25.86 0.00 0.00f 119.00 12.70 14.66
Off Task 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 (.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Non Activity Total 154.00 65.81 199.00 83.97 167.00 71.98 155.00 66.24| 675.0D 72.04 B.46

Activity Non Skill

warmup 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

support 0.00 0.00 0.0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

movement 44.00 18.80 17.00 7.7 24.00 10.34 38.00 16.24] 123.00] 13.13 5.33

Non Skill Total 44.00 18.80 17.00 7.7 24.00 10.34 38.00 16241 123.00 13.13 5.33
Activity - Skill

ball skitl +{positive) 16.00 6.84 5.00 2.11 4.00 1.72 21.00 8.97 46.00 4.9 3.57

ball skill - (negative) 13.00 5.56 5.00 2.11 2.00 0.86 6.00 2.56 26.00 2.77 1.99

non ball skill 7.00 2.99 11.00 4.64 35.00 15.09 14.00 3.98 67.00 7.15 5.41
Activity Skill Tota 36.00 15.38 21.00 8.86 41.00 17.67 41.00 17.52| 139.00 14.83 4.13
OVERALL ACTIVITY 80.00 34.19 38.00 16.03 65.00 28.02 79.00 33.76( 262.00 27.96 8.46

69¢



APPENDIX 10

REVISED S.0.5.0.R. DATA SUMMARY (RATES PER MINUTE)
HIGH SKILL GAME PLAY CONTEXT
/10 NETBALL
[sEssioN 1 2 3 4 Total St. Dev Rate{/min) [
RESPOMSES 1:  Ming
Fasting
chest/shoulder 44 38 21 44 147 10.87 D.56
Bounce 0 0 0 0 0 0.00 0.00
hook #] 0 0 o 0 0.00 0.00
overhead o 0 0 Q 0 0.00 Q.00
underarm 1} 0 [} 4] 0 0.00 0.00
Possing Totz! 44 38 21 44 147 10.87 0.5612
Sheoting
Iset shat 16 8 0 6 30 6.61% 4.35
lay-up 0 o 0 o 0 0.00 0.00
fleld 0 0 (4] 1) Q 0.00 0.00
Shooting Total 16 8 [} 6 30 6.6 235
Catching
from pass 51 29 11 40 131 17.06 1.03
rebound 3 3 o 7 13 2.87 i0.34
intercept ) 1 2 3 21 4,03 6.33
groundball 7 10 4 7 28| 2.45 4.55
Catching Total 66 53 17 57 193 21.53 0.4275
dribbling 0 a o 4] v} 0.00 0.00
jump/toss 0 1 3 3 7 1.50 19.39
intercept 4 B 1 3 14 2.08 9.49
YOTAL _RESPONSES 130 105 43 113 39 37.96 G.2109
No Response 0] Q o 0] o 0.00 0.00
Uncodable Response 0 0 0 4] G 0.00 0.00
Acceptable Response i2i 94 42 104 361 34.04 0.23 (92.3%)
Unacceptable Response 9’ n 1 9 30 4.43 435 (7.7%)
e, iccassful Response 108 86 34 90 318 31.81 0.26 (81.3%)
Unsuccessful Response 22 19 9 23 73 6.40 1.53 {18.7%)

04¢



APPENDIX 11

REVISED S.0.S.0.R. DATA SUMMARY (RATES PER MINUTE)
LOW SXILL GAME PLAY COMNTEXT
U/T) NETBALL

SESSION 1 2 3 4 Total St. Dev Rate{/min) !
RESPONSES 1:, Mins '
Pessing

chest/shoulder 23 11 S 11 50 7.55 2.44
Bounce 0 0 0 0 0 0.00 0.00
hoak o 0 0 ¥] 0 0.00 0.00
overheaad 1 0 0 0] 1 0.50 136.20
underarm 1] 0 4] G 0 0.00 0.00
Passing Total 24 11 S 11 51 8.02 2.40
Shooting

sei shot 9 0 ¢] a 17 4,92 a.0$1
lay-up D 0 O 0 Q 0.00 0.00
field o 0 g Q 0 0.00 0.00
Shooting Total 9 )] 1) g 17 4.92 8.01
Catching

from pass 32 5 0 12 49 14.06 2.47
rebound ¢ 0 1 4 s 1.83 27.186
intercept 1 3 0 G 4 1.41 34.05
groundball 7 (4] 2 10 25 3.30 8.27
Catching Total 40 14 3 26 83 15.90 1.3al
dribbling 0 ¢ 0 0 0 0.00 0.00
jump/toss 0 1 1 1 2 0.50 68.10
lintarcept 1 3 0 s} 4q 1.41 34.05%
TOTAL RESPONSES 73 30 12 46} 161 25.88 0.5081
No Response 0 0 1 2 3 0.96 45.27
Uncodable Response 0 o 0 0 4] Q.00 0.00
Accepltable Response 51 26 10 30 17z 16.868 1.10 {72.6%}
Unacceptable Rasponse 22’ 4 2 16 44 9.5% 3.06 (27.4%)
Successful Responsa 57 24 5 31 1i7 21.52 1.10  {72.6%)
Unsuccessiul Response 16 & & 15 44 5.50 3.06 {27.49%)

LS



Appendix_12

_HIGH SKill TRAINING CONTEXT

LJ/10 NETBALL

REVISED ALT/PE - SPORT CATEGORY RAW SCORES & PERCENTAGES

ALT _CATEGORIES Session} SessionZ Session_3 Session 4 Tatal Mean(% | St Dev
Non Activity Score  Percent Score  Percent  Score Percent Score  Percent | Score
fnjury 0.00 0.00 0.00 .00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
management 7.22 7.22 21.00 5.85 45,00 12.82 19.00 5.23] 101.00 7.08 3.46
Transition 20.23 20.23 86.00 23.96 63.00 17.95 70.00 19.28] 296.00 20.70 2.58
Knowledge 17.63 17.63 33.00 9.1¢ 41.00 11.68 29.00 7.991 149.00 10.42 4.29
wait 23.12 23.12  115.00 3203 73.00 20.80 79.00 21.78] 363.00 25.38 5.16
wait(reserve) 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.60
off task 2.02 2.02 1.00 0.28 12.00 342 6.00 1.65 19.00 i.33 1.29
Non Activity Total 70.22 7022 256.00 71.31 234.00 66.67 203.00 55.92y 928.00 64.920 7.02
Activity Non Skil!
warmup 0.29 0.29 4.00 1.11 17.00 4.84 18.00 4.96 £69.00 4.83 245
support 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 13.00 3.70 4.00 1.10 24.00 1.68 1.75
movement 9.54 9.54 24.00 6.69 33.00 9.40 40.00 11.02y 118.00 8.25 1.81
Activity Non Skill 9.83 9.83 28.00 7.80 63.00 17.95 62.00 17.08] 211.00 14.76 5.10
Activity - Skill
bafl skill +{positive) 12.14 12.14  42.00 11.70  34.00 9.69 66.00 18.18] 182.00] 12.73 3.66
ball skifl - (negative) 2.89 2.89 7.00 1.95 15.00 4.27 13.00 3.58 46.00 3.22 0.99
non bail skill 4.92 4.92 26.00 7.24 5.00 1.42 19.00 5.23 63.00 4.4 2.42
Activity - Skill Total 19.95 19.95 75.00 20.89 54.00 15.38 98.00 27.00] 291.00 20.35 4.78
OVERALL ACTIVITY 29.78 29.78 103.00 28.69 117.00 33.33 160.00 44.08! 502.00 35.10 7.02

cle



Appendix 13

REVISED ALT/PE_- SPORT CATEGORY RAW SCORES & PERCENTYTAGES

LOW SKILL TRAINING CONTEXT

U/10 NETBALL
ALT CATEGORIES Sessioni Sessign2 Sassion 3 Session 4 | Total Mean(%95| St. Dev
“lon Activity Score  Percent Score Percent Score  Percent Score  Percent | Score
injury 0.00 0.00 0.00 Q.00 ¢.00 0.00 0.00 .00 0.00 0.00 0.00
managemens 15.00 4,27 25.00 7.02 20.00 5.78 36.00 10.29 96.00 6.84 2.56
Transition 69.00 19.66 79.00 22.19 49.00 14.16 70.00 20.00{ 267.00 18.03 3.42
Knowiedge 35.00 9.97 32.00 8.99 19.00 5.49 38.00 10.86] 124.00 8.84 2.35
wait 120.00 34.19 119.00 33.43 74.00 21.39 92.00 26.29{ 405.00 28.87 6.10
wait{reserve) 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 63.00 18.21 .00 0.00 63.00 4.49 9.10
off task 1.00 Q.28 0.00 Q.00 6.00 1.73 6.00 1.71 13.00 0.93 0.92
Non Activity Total 240.00 68.38 255.00 71.63 231.00 66.76 242.00 69.14] 968.0C 69.00 2.03
Activity Non Skiil
warmup 31.00 8.83 5.00 1.40 15.00 4.34 23.00 6.57 74.00 5.27 3.17
support 4.00 1.14 0.00 0.00 4.00 1.16 . Q.00 0.00 8.00 0.57 0.66
movement 14.00 3.99 35.00 9.83 27.00 7.80 16.00 4.57 92.00 6.56 2.76
Non Skill Total 45.00 13.96 40.00 11.24 46.00 13.29 35.00 11.14] 174.00 12.40 1.43
Activity - Skill
balt skill +{positive) 21.00 5.98 35.00 9.83 43.00 12.43 43.00 12.29] 142.00 10.12 3.0
ball skiill - (negative) 20.00 5.70 16.00 4,49 17.00 4,91 13.00 3.71 66.00 4.70 0.83
nen bail skill 21.00 5.98 10.00 2.81 9.00 2.60 13.00 3.71 53.00 3.78 1 :55
Activity - Skill Total 62.00 17.66 61.00 17.13 69.00 19.94 69.00 19.71| 261.00 " 8.60 1.42
OVERALL ACTIVITY| 111.00 31.62 101.00 28.37 115.00 33.24 124.00 35.431 435.00 31.00 2.97
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APPENDIX 14

REVISED S.O0S5.0.R. DATA SUMMARY (RATES PER _BHNUTE)
IGH SKiLL TRAINING CONTEXT

U/10 METBALL
SESSION 1 2 3 4[Total St Dev Rate(/mi
RESPUMNSES . | . 1; _ kns
[Passing
chest/shoulder 3z 75 61 104 272 29.94 0.53
Bounce 2 0 4 18 24 8.16 9.56
hook 0 0 0 0 0] 0.00 - 0.00]
averhead 1 0 1 0 2 0.58 119.10
underarm Q 4] Q Q D 0.00 0.00
Pessing Totaf 35 73 11 122 298 36.00 0.4798
Shoating :
set shot g g 11 G 28 4.83 B8.31
lay-up ¢ 0 o 0 0 0.00 0.00
field o (4] Q 0 0 0.00 0.00
Shooting Total g 9 11 4] 28] - 4.83 8.31
Catching
from pass 126 69 53 32 290 40.29 0.5107
reboiind S 9 5 1 20 3.27 11.55
intercept 6 5 0 2 13 2.75 18.20
groundball 5 13 14 8 40 4.24 5.58
Catching Total 48 80 g 137 353 36.81 0.4051
dribbling 0 ] 0 0 O 0.00 0.00
jump/toss 14 1 2 0 17 6.55 14.01
intercept 1 2 4 2 9 1.26 26.29
TOTAL RESPONSES _106 167 171 261 705 63.85 0.2028,
No Rasponse Q 1 1 0 2 0.58 118.10
Uneodable Response D 0 1 4 5 1.89 47.40
Acceptable Response g9 153 143 2358 €633 58.11 0.23 (89.8%)
Unzcceptable Rasponse 7 14 28 23 72 9.35 319  (10.2%)
| Successful Response 79 150 148 233 610 83.01 0.23 (B6.5%)
Unsuceessful Response 27 17 23 28 95 4.99 1.46  {13.5%)

vie




APPENDIX 15

REVISED S.0.S.0.R. DATA SUMMARY [RATES PER MINUTE}_

LOW SKILL TRAINING CONTEXT

/10 Nl L
ISESSION 1 2 3 4 Total _ St. Dev | Rate{/ |
RESPONSES — S T
Passing
chest/shoulder a0 63 32 48 233 24.66 1.04§
Bounce 19 0 4 2 25 8.66 5.54
hook o 0 0 0 0 0.00 0.0d
overhezd 1 1 0 0 2 0.58 123.30
underzrm 0 Q Q 0 Q 0.00 0.0G]
Passing Tatal 110 54 36 50 260 32.10 0.5715
Shooting
sat shot 2 11 9 5 27 4.03 9.10]
lay-up o 0 0 0 g 0.00 00
fislet _0 Q 4] Q 0 0.00 0.00
Shooting Tota 2 11 9 5 27 4.03 9.10
Catching 1
from pass 121 59 34 52 266 37.83 0.5586
irebound 1 0 1 1 3 0.50 B2.33
intercept 0 0 0 5 5 2.50 49.32
groundbal] _3 _ g ) 8 28 2.7 8.504
Catching Tota! 125 68 43 66| 302 34.90 0.4902
dribbling 0 0 ) 0 0 0.00 0.00
ljump/tess 1 0 5 8 14 370 17.41
intareept 2 1] 2 a 4 1.15 61.55
TOTAL_RESPONSES __240 144 - 123) sgr 63.39 0.2460
No Response 0 1 0 0 1 0.50 247.40
Uneodable Rasporse 4 0 o 0 4r 2.00 61.55
Acceptable Response 200 113 73 105 491 54,32 0.30 (81.3%)
Unacceptable Response 40 N 18 24 113 9.46 2.12 {18.7%)
Successful Response ez2z2 113 64 103 502 67.72 0.30 (83.1%)
Unsuccessful Response 18 31 27 26. 102 5.45 2.26 (16.9%)

GLS



REVISED ALT/PE - SPORT CA

Appendix 16

Y_RAW

ORES & PERCENTAGE

HIGH SKIlt GAME PLAY CONTEXT

U/12 NETBALL

ALT CATEGORIES _ Session] Session2 Session 3 Session 4 Jotal Percent {5t Dey |
Non Activity Scorc  Percent Score Percent Score Percent Score  Percent | Score -
Injury 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00] ~ 0.00 0.00
[management 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.50 0.00 o.00] 1.00f 0.1 0.25
Transition 36.00 16.36 31.00 13.72 33.00 16.42 19.00 7.98| 119.00 13.45 3.96
IKnowledge 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
wait 51.00 23.18 64.00 28.32 84.00 4179 131.00 12.44] 300,00} 33.90 9.68
wait({reserve) .00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 59.00 24.79 59.00 6.67 12.39
Off Task 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Nen Activity Total 87.00 39.55 95.00 42.04 118.00 58.71 179.00 75.21| 479.00 54.12 16.57
Activity Non Skill
warmup 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
support 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
jmovement 55.00 25.00 71.00 31.42 39.00 19.40 16.00 6.72| 181.00] 20.45 10.49
Activity MNon Skill 55.00 25.00 71.00 31.42 39.00 19.40 16.00 6.72] 181.00 20.45 10.49
Activity - Skili
bal} skifl +(positive) 43.00 19.55 34.00 15.04 14.00 6.97 28.00 11.76] 119.00 13.45 5.31
bali skili - (negative) 7.00 3.18 14.00 6.19 16.00 7.96 6.00 2.52 43.00 4.86 2.56
non balt skill 28.00 12.73 12.00 5.31 14.00 6.97 9.00 3.78 63.00 7.12 3.91
Activity - Skill Total 78.00 35.45 60.00 26.55 44,00 21.89 43.00 18.07| 225.00 25.42) 7.49
OVERALL ACTIVITY| 133.00 ° 60.45 131.00 57.96 83.00 41.29 59.00 24.79| 406.00 45.88 16.57
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Appendix 17

REVISED ALT/PE - SPORT CATEGORY RAW SCORES & PERCENYAGES

LOW SKILL GAME PLAY CONTEXT

\/12 NETBALL

ALT CATEGORIES Session] Session? Session 3 Session 4 Total Mean{%| St. Dev
Non Activity Score Percent Sceore Percent Score Percent Score Percent | Score | Percent '
Injury 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00|
management 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.51 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.11 0.25
Transition 31.00 13.66 32.00 17.81 34.00 17.17 25.00 10.55}] 129.00 14.64 3.37
Knowledge 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
wait 117.00 51.54 69.00 31.51 75.00 37.88 63.00 26.58] 324.60 36.78 10.81
wait{reserve) 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 59.00 24.89 59.00 6.70 12.45
Off Task 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Non Activity Total 148.00 65.20 108.00 49.32 110.00 55.56 147.00 62.03] 513.00 58.23 7.06
Activity Non Skilt
wannup 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.001 0.00 0.00
support 0.Co 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00§ 0.00 0.00 0.00
movement 28.00 12.33 65.00 29.68 24.00 12.12 57.00 24.05] 17400 19.75 8.76
Activity  Non Skill 28.00 12.33 65.00 29.68 24.00 12.12 57.00 24.05| 174.00 19.75 8.76
Activity - Skill

ball skill +(positive) 17.00 7.49 14.00 6.39 18.00 9.09 9.00 3.80 58.00 6.58 2.23
ball skill - (negative) 8.00 3.52 8.00 3.65 12.00 5.06 4.00 1.69 32.00 3.63 1.79
nen ball skill 26.00 11.45 24.00 10.96 34.00 1717 20.00 8.44] 104.00 11.80 3.69

Activity SkillTotal 51.00 22.47 46.00 21.00 64.00 32.32 33.00 13.92] 194.00 22.02 " 7.58
QVERALL ACTIVITY 79.00 34.80 111.00 50.68 88.00 44.44 90.00 37.97f 368.00{" 41.77 7.06

Lic



APPENDIX 18

REVISED 5.0.5.0R. DATA SUMMARY { 1/ Minutes)

I LI GAM Y CONTEXT
U2 N L
1 _E_ 3 4| Total St Qﬂ Ra;el lmln!
1 Mps
50 13 16 26 105 16.78 ‘1.29L
o 0 o 0 o 0.00 0.00
0 o 0 0 0 0.00 0.00
0 10 0 0 10 5.00 13.46
0 0 0 0 0 0 0
) 23 18 1 Ig% 1415 1.1
6 28 2 15 51 11.53 242
0 0 0 1] .0 0.00 2.60
4] 5] 4] O O O 0
- 28 . 2 Jﬁr 21 11,53 —2az
from pass 48 z6 23 28 135 11.35 1.01
rebound 2 14 2 14 32 6.93 4.1 81
intercept 4 0 o 1 5 1.88 27.32
graumdball 4 9 5 4 22| 2.38047614285 6.15
Catching Total 58 22 30 47 194 13.48 0.4257
dribbling 0 0 0 0 0 0.00 0.0C
jumnp/toss o 0 ] 1 Fd 0.58 39.33
intercept 3 1 2 4 10 1.29 13.46
{TOTAL_RESPONSES 117 11 53 94| 375 86 02191
No Response 0 0 0 0 0 Q.00 0.00
Lincodzble Response 0 Q 0 2 2 1.00 39.33
Acceptable Response 109 97 49 80 335 26.04 0.2468(89.?%)
Unacceptable Response 18 20 15 22 75 2.99] 3.42 {10.79%)
Successful Response 100 82 40 75 297 25.14]0.2781(79.2%)
[Unsuccessful Response 17 29 13 18 77 6.85) 1.47 (20.8%)

8.2



NDIX 1
D 5050, RY S Ml
LOW SKILL GAME PLAY CONTEXT
/12 NETBALL
[SESSION 1 2 3 Tota StDev Rate{/min)
BESPONSES | 1z . Mins
Passing
chest/shoulder 20 28 26 12 86, 79| 1.36
Bounce 0 0] ¢] 0 0 0.00 0
hoaok 0 0 0 0 0 0.00 O
overhead 0 0 o 0 0 0.00 0
undzranm 0 0 0 0 0 0 O
Penging Totad 20 28 26 12 ggl 719 1.
e =
set shot 0 0 2 0 4 1.00 68.3
lay-up o) 0 0 0 0 0.00 )
fialg o] 0 0 0 0 0 0
Shooting Tots g 9 2 o 2 1,00
Catding
from pass 13 7 10 16 46 3.87 2.58
rebound 0 4 g 0 13 4,27 10.32
intercept 2 4 0 0 6 1.91 22.5
groundbalf 2 7 S 3 17 2.22 8.04
Czicking Total 17 22 24 19 az 3.1 1.4
tdribbling 0 0 0 s, 0 0.00 LV
jump/toss i 1 0 0 2 0.58 66.3
intercept 0 0 1 "] 1 0.50 137,
TOTAL RESPONSES 39 55 57 36 188 10.78 0.4303
No Response 0 0 0 3 3 1.50 45.4)
Uncodable Response [+ 8 t] o 1 1 0.50 C 137
Acceptable Response 28 45 41 a7 141 9.11) 0.5829 {75%)
Lacceptable Response 11 10 16 10 47| 2.8712.54 {25%)
ISuccessful Response 28 41 42 24 135 9117 1.01 (71.B%)
Unsuccessful Response 11 74 15 13 53 1.711 2.35 (2B.2%)

6i¢c



Appendix 20
REVISED ALT/PE - SPORT CATEGORY RAW SCORES & PERCENTAGES

HIGH SKitl TRAINING CONTEXT

U/12 KETBALL
ALT CATEGORIES Session1 Session2 Session 3 Session 4 Total Mean(9 | St Dev
Non Activity Score  Percent Score Percent Score Percent Score  Percent | Score
injury 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 5.00 1.26 0.00 0.00 5.00 0.34 0.63
management 25.00 7.23 20.00 5.87 29.00 7.32 56.00 14.62; 130.00 8.87 3.96
Transition 70.00 20.23 76.00 22.29 118.00 29.80 81.00 21.15] 345.00 23.53 437
Knowledge 61.00 17.63 34.00 9.97 74.00 18.69 65.00 16.97| 234.00 15.96 3.96
wait 80.00 23.12 67.00 19.65 41.00 10.35 66.00 17.231 254.00 17.33 5.40
wait(resarve) 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
off task 7.00 2.02 1.00 0.29 4.00 1.01 1.00 0.26 13.00 0.89 0.83
Non Activity Total 243.00 70.23 198.00 58.06 271.00 68.43 269.00 70.23] 981.00 66.92 5.85
Activity Non Skill
warmup 1.00 0.29 3.00 0.88 8.00 2.02 2.00 0.52 14.00 0.95 0.77
support 0.00 0.00 3.00 0.88 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.26 4.00 0.27 042
movement 33.00 9.54 34.00 9.97 28.00 7.07 24.00 6.27] 119.00 8.12 1.82
Activity Non Skill 34.00 2.83 40.00 11.73 36.00 9.09 27.00 7.05] 137.00 9.35 1.93
Activity - Skill
ball skill +(positive) 42.00 12.14 61:00 17.88 38.00 9.60 57.00 14.88] 198.00 13.51 3.57
ball skill - (negative) 10.00 2.89 11.00 3.23 17.00 4.29 16.00 4.18 54.00 3.68 0.69
non ball skill 17.00 4.91] 31.00 9.09 34.00 8.59 14.00 3.66 96.00 6.55]  2.69
Activity SkillTotal 69.00 19.94 103.00 30.21 89.00 2247 87.00 22.72; 348.00 23.74 4.43
OVERALL ACTIVITY { 103.00 29.77 143.00 41.94 125.00 31.57 114.00 29.77| 485.00 33.08 3.85
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Appendix 21

REVISED ALT/PE - SPORT CATEGORY RAW SCORES & PERCEMTAGES

LOW SKILL TRAINING CONTEXT

U2 NETBALL

ALT CATEGORIES | Sessjon1 ___ Session? Session 3 . . Session 4 Total Mean{% |5t Dev
Non Activity Score Percent Score Percent Score  Percent Score  Percent | Score
injury 110.00 27.50 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 ¢.00f 110.00 -7.40 13.75
management 24.00 6.00 18.00 5.28 27.00 7.52 60.00 15.54] 129.00 8.68 4,73
Transition 85.00 21.25 68.00 19.94 66.00 18.38 78.00 20.21] 297.00 19.99 1.18
Knowledge 51.00 12.75 35.00 10.26 62.00 17.27 64,00 16.58] 212.00 14.27 3.30
wait 37.00 9.25 82.00 2405 104.00 28.97 81.00 20.98{ 304.00 20.46 8.38
wait(reserve) 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 .00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
off task 0.00 0.00 2.00 0.59 2.00 Q.56 3.00 0.78 7.G0 0.47 0.33
Mon Activity Total 307.00 76.75 205.00 60.i2 261.00 72.70 286.00 74.09 1059 71.27 7.39
Activity Non Skill
warmup 8.00 2.00 4.00 1.17 1.00 0.28 2.00 0.52 15.00 1.01 Q.77
support 0.00 0.00 5.00 1.47 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.26 6.00 0.40 0.70
movement 34.00 8.50 49.00 14.37 26.00 7.24 33.00 8.55] 142.00 9.56 3.19
Activity Non Skill 42.00 10.50 58.00 17.01 27.00 7.52 36.00 9.33] 163.00 10.97 4.13
Activity - Skill
ball skilt +(positive) 25.00 6.25 39.00 1144 39.00 10.86 38.00 9.84; 141.00 9.49 2.33
ball skill - (negative) 8.00 2.00 13.00 3.81 12.00 3.34 10.00 2.59 43.00 2.89 0.80
non ball skili 18.00 4.50 26.00 7.62 20.00 5.57 16.00 4.15 80,00 5.38 .57
Activity Skill Total 51.00 12.75 78.00 22.87 71.00 19.78 64.00 16.58{ 264.00 17.77 4.34
OVERALL ACTIVITY 93.00 23.25 136.00 39.88 98.00 27.30 100.00 25.91| 427.00 28.73 7.39
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APPENDIX 22

1 S.0.5.0.R DATA MMARY TES PER MINUT
HE Ll TRAINING X7
U/12 BETBALL
[sesSion 1 2 3 4[Total Rate{/min)
RESPONSES 1/ _ Mins
Passing
chest/shoulder s1 63 32 57 202 13.43 132
Bounce 6 0 0 1 7 2.87 34.54
hook 1 0 0 o 1 0.50 241.00
averhead 4 2 0 3 g 1.71 27.09
underarm 1 1 20 2 24 9,35 10.11
Passing Total 62 66 52 63| 24 6.08 1.00
Shocting
set shot 12 24 14 26 76 7.02 313
lay-up 0 ] 0 +) 4] 0.00 0.00
fiel 0 0 0 0 4] 0.00 0.00
|shooting Total 12 24 14 26 32 7.02 3.13
Catching
from pass T2 60 47 €0 239| 10.21 1.1
rebound 13 16 7 7 43 4.50 5.41
intercept 0 3 3 2 Bl 1.41 30.32
aroundball 15 9 13 14 9 2.63 4.47
Catch? atal 100 88 70 83 3n 12.42 0.4299
dribkling 0 0 0 0 0 0.00 0.00
jump/toss 0 2 1 0 3 0.96 74.47
intercept 5 4 4 1 14 1.73 17.27
TOTAL RESPONSES 179 184 140 173| 676/ 19.85 0.2165
No Response 0 0 0 e 0 0.00 0.00
Uncodable Response 3 1 Q 0 4 1.41 61.05
Accepiable Response 160 169 130 164 623| 17.56 0.2353(92.é96)
Unacceptable Responss 19 15 10 9| 53 4,65} 4.37 (7.5%)
Successful Response 148 153 112 139 553 18.46] 0.2651({51.8%)
Unsuccessful Response 30 n 28 34 123 2.50] 2.3 (18.2%)
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REVISED 5.0.5.0.R. DATA_ SUMMARY (RATES PER MINUTE)

APPENDIX 23

LOW Skl TRAINING CONTEXT

U123 NETRALL
| SESSION 1 2 3 4{Total StDev Rate(/min)
RESPONSES 1/ Mns
Pas=ing
|chest/shoulder 22 48 53 36 209 . 330 1.06
Bounce 0 0 )] o 1 0.00}- 229.20
heak o 0 0 b o 0.00 0.00]
overhead 7 0 1 0 8 337 28.40
underarm 1 4] 0 2 3 0.96 76.27
Passing_Total 61 48 54 26 i 5.62 102
Shoutihg
sat shot 5 2 5 20 3z gz 7.10
lay-up 0 0 s] 0 L 0.00 0.00
field 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Shoeting Texa 5 z 3 20 32 EXE 7.10
Catching
from pass 49 44 44 47 184 2.45 1.15
rebound 5 3 3 4 15 0.96 15.17
intercept 0 0 1 2 3 0.96 76.27
oundball 12 7 11 15 45 3.30 . 5.06
Catcking Total 66 34 59 68l 247 645 0.5571
dribbling 0 0 0 0 g 0.00 0.00
jump/toss a Q0 0 0 2 0.00 0.00
intercept 2 1 5 2 10 1.73 22.56
TOTAL__RESPONSES 135 105 123 148} $10] 1816 02628
No Response 0 2 1 1 4 0.82 7.2
Uncodzbie Response 0 0 0 1 1 0.50 229.2
Acceptable Respanse 107 B6 89 137 419 23.41|0.3284 (B2.2345)
Unacceptable Response 27 19 34 1 9N 9.95| 2.31 (17.8%)
Successful Response 116 88 104 125 433 16.01] 1.01 {71.8%)
Unsuccessful Response 18 17 19 23 77 2,631 2.59 {15.1%)
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Appendix 24

REVISED ALT-PE_/SPORT CATEGORY RAW SCORES & PERCENTAGES

HIGH SKitl GAME PLAY CONTEXT

210 BASKETBALL

ALT CATEGQRIES _Session] Session2 __Session 3 Session 4 Total Mean(%5]| St Dev
Non Activity Score Percent Score Percent Score Percent Score  Percent | Score '
Injury 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 Q.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
management 1.00 0.42 0.00 0.00 4.00 1.70 3.00 1.09 8.00 0.82 0.75
Transition 50.00 21.10 39.00 17.03 34.00 14.47 58.00 21.17} 181.00 18.56 3.28
IKnowledge 16.00 6.75 30.00 13.10 22.00 9.36 17.00 6.20 85.00 8.72 3.15
wait 28.00 11.81 22.00 9.61 30.00 12,77 39.00 14.23] 119.00 12.21 1.94
wait(reserve) 22,00 9.28 0.00 0.00 31.00 13.19 0.00 0.00 53.00 5.44 6.68
OffTask 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.60 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Non Activity Total 117.00 49,37 91.00 39.74 121.00 51.48 117.00 42.70] 446.00 45.74 5.52
Activity Non Skill
warmup 0.00 0.0C 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
support 0.00 0.00 0.00 .00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Imovement 52.00 21.94 80.00 34.93 44,00 18.72 76.00 27.74] 252.00] 25.85 712
Non Skill Total 52.00 21.94 80.00 34.93 44.00 18.72 76.00 27.74) 252.00 25.85 7.12
Activity - Skill
ball skill +(positive) 34.00 14.35 29.00 12.66 38.00 16.17 42.00 15.33) 143,00 14.67 1.51
ball skill - {negative) 11.00 4.64 13.00 5.68 10.00 4.26 13.00 4.74 47.00 4.82 0.60
non balf skill 23.00 3.70 16.00 6.99 22.00 9.36 26.00 9.49 87.00 8.92 - 1.27
Activity Skili Total 68.00 28.69 58.00 25.33 70.00 29.79 81.00 29.56] 277.00 28.41 2.06
OVERALL ACTIVITY 529.00 54.26] 5.52
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Appendix 25

REVISED ALT/PE - SPORT CATEGORY RAW SCORES & PERCENTAGES

LOW SKILL GAME PLAY CONTEXT

U710 BASKETBALL

[éLT CATEGORIES Session1 Session? Session Session 4 Total .Mean(%) 5t Dev_|
Non Activity Score Percent Score Percent Score Percent Score Percent | Score :
Injury 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00 0.00
management 3 1.09 0 0.00 2 1.02 2 0.85 7 0.74 0.50
Transition 14 5.11 25 10.39 40 20.41 41 17.45 120] - 12.75 6.88
Knowledge 15 5.47 23 9.75 27 13.78 16 6.81 81 8.61 3.68
wait 4 1.46 13 5.51 24 12.24 23 9.79 64 6.80 4.76
wait(reserve) 218 79.56 87 36.86 0 0.00 69 29.36 374 39.74 32.85
Off Task 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.C0 0.00
| Mon_Activity Total 254.00 _ 92.70 _ 148. 00 _ __62.71 3.00 4745 151.00 64.26!  646.00 68.65 18.87
e A —== e =
Activity - Mon Skill
warmup 0 0.00 0 C.c0 o 0.00 o 0.00 0 ¢.00 0.00
support 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00 o 0.00 0 0.00 0.06
Imovement 12.00 4.38 66.00 27.97 66 00 33.67 62 Q0 26.38] 206,00 21.89 12.87
Nen_Skill Total 12.00 4.38 _ 66.00 _ 27.97 6.00 33.67 62.00 ___26.38) 206.00] _21.82 12.87|
Activity - Skill
ball skill +(positive) 3 1.09 4 1.69 20 10.20 10 4.26 37 3.93 416
ball skill - {negative) 0 0.00 8 3.39 9 4.59 7 2.98 24 2.55 1.95
non ball skill S 1.82 10 4.24 8 4.08 5 2.13 28 2.98 . 1.27
|Activity Skill Total 8.00 292 22.00 9.32 37.00 18.88 22 00 9.36| _ 83.00 9.46 6.58|
|LOVERALL ACTIVITY g&_@ -7.30 §§_O_Q 37.29 103.02 52.55 _(_}_Q 35 74|_295.00 31.35 1§-§7
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APPENDIX 26

REV'SED $.0.S.0.R, DATA SUMMARY {RATES PER MINUTE)

AYGH SKiL) GAME PLAY CONTEXT

U710 BASKETBALL

SESSON 1 2 3 4  TOTAL St Dev 1: _ Mins
RESPONSES

Passing

chest/shoulder 37 33 43 22 135 B8.85 1.07
Bounce 2 0 7 0 9 330 16.58)
hook o 0 2 0 2 1.00 75.38
averhead 0 1 o 0 1 Q.50 152.46
underarm 0 0 0 O 0 0 0
Passing Total 39 34 52 % 147 1;&,r 182
Shooting

set shot o 2 2 1 S 0.96 30.32
lay-up 2 3 6 4 15 1.7 10.11
field 18 13 10 12 60 4.24 2.33
lg_;ooﬂnqm 290 18 18 24 80 2.83 1.55
Catching

from pass 26 3 35 24 116 4.97 l.'le
rebound 8 6 4 10, 28 2.58] 5.27
{intercept 11 4 12 9 36 3.58 415
lgroundbalt 17 rd S 7 36 5.42 4.15

ching Total 26 53 _B4 42 185 16.21 0.42

dribbling 34 L 39 3z 136 3.56| 1.07
jump/toss 1 4] 1 0 2 (.58 76.23
intercent 0 0 0 0 0, 0.00 0.00
JOVAL RESPONSES 156 131 174 ] 281 lm\( 1
No Response | 1 ] 0 2 0.58 76.32f
Lincodable Response 1 0 o 4 1.47 3a8.16
Acceptable Response 138 11t 151 106 506 21.55 01811 {87.1%)
Unaceaptable Response 18 20 15 22 75 2.99 202 {12.9%)
Successful Response 126 109 139 107 481 15,13 019 {82.6%)
Unsuccessful Response 30 22 27 21 100, 4.24 1.32 (17.2%)
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APPENDIX

REVISED S5.0.5.0.R, DATA SUMMARY (RATES PER MINUTE)

oW L GAME ca
U/ 10 BAS BALL

S SSION 1 4 F = Jotal St Dey LI EOC
RESPONSES X: . Mns

Passing

chest/shoulder 3 19 4 10 36 7.35 2.4
Bounce 0 1 0 0 1 0.50 92.23}
hook 0 0 0 1 1 0.50 92.23
overhead 0 0 0 1 0 0.50 92.23
underarm Q Q [1] Q 4] 0.00 0.00
Passing Total 4 20 4 13 35 7.59 2.22
Shocting

set shot 0 (1] 0 0 0 0.00 0.00
lay-up 0 2 0 o 2 1.00 46,12
field 0 & 1 1 8 2.71 11.33
| Shocting Yotal 0 8 1 1 8 3.70 9.14
Catching

from pass 2 a8 2 g9 21 3.77 424
rebound 1 4 3 3 11 1.26 8.241
irntercept 0 [} 1 0 7 2.87 13.32
groundball g ? 3 3 13 2.87 7.06
Catching Total 3 25 9 15| 52i 9.38 147
dribbling 0 . 9 1 6 16 4.24 5.45
jump/toss 1 0 o 2 1 0.95 30.48
intercept 0 0 1 Iy 1 0.50 92.23
{JOTAL RESPONSES 7 62 _ 18 4 121 23.89] 0.4581
No Response 0 0 0 0 0 0.00 0.00
Uncodabla Response o o [¢] 0 0 0.0 0.00]
Acceptable Response . 6 51 9 29 95 20.84 0.58 (7B.5%)
Unacoeptable Response 1 11 9 5, 26 4.43 3.38 (21.5%)
ISuccessful Response 7 44 ] 26 86 17.25 1.04 ({71.1%)
Unsuccassful Respanse 0 18 9 8 35 7.37 238 {28.9%)
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Appendix 28

REVISED ALT/PE - SPORT CATEGORY RAW SCORES & PERCENTAGES

_HIGH SKili TRAINING CONTEXT

U/10 BASKETBALL

ALT CATEGQRIES Session] Session? Session 3 Session 4 Total Mean_% |St. Dev
Non Activity Score  Percent Sccre Percent Score Percent Score  Percent | Score
injuiry 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
management 4.00 1.27 8.00 2.55 3.00 1.01 17.00 5.72 32.00 2.60 2.16
Transition 78.00 24.76 44.00 14.01 67.00 22.56 45.00 15.15} 234.00 19.02 5.34
Knowledge 56.00 17.78 98.00 31.21 50.00 16.84 33.00 11.11 237.00 19.27 8.51
wait 84.00 26.67 102.00 32.48 97.00 32.66 81.00 27271 364.00 29.59 3.24
wait{reserve) 7.00 2.22 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 7.00 0.57 1.1
off task 16.00 5.08 6.00 1.91 0.00 0.00 24.00 8.08 46.00 3.74 3.56
Non Activity Total | 245.00 77.78 258.00 82.17 217.00 73.06 200.00 67.34] 920.00 74.80 6.36
Activity Non Skill
warmup 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 .00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
support 3.00 0.95 5.00 1.59 . 3.00 1.01 .0.00 0.00 11.00 0.89 0.66
movement 9.00 2.86 9.00 2.87 20.00 6.73 31.00 10.44 69.00 5.61 3.63
Non Skill Total 12.00 3.81 14.00 4.46 23.00 7.74 31.00 10.44 80.00 6.50 3.08
Activity - Skill
ball skill +(pasitive) 29.00 9.21 29.00 9.24 37.00 12.46 42.00 14.14| 137.00 11.14 2.45
ball skill - (negative) .00 2.86 3.00 2.87 12.00 4.04 12.00 4.04 42.00 ifN 0.68
non ball skilt 19.00 6.03 4.00 1.27 16.00 £.39 12.00 4.04 51.00 4.15 2.1
Skili Total 57.00 18.10 42.00 13.38 65.00 21.89 66.00 22.22] 230.00 18.70 4.13
OVERALL ACTIVITY |_ 69.00 21.90 56.00 17.83 88.00 29.63 97.00 32.66]_310.00 25.20 6.83
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Appendix 29

REVISED ALT/PE - SPORT CATEGORY RAW SCORES & PERCENTAGES

LOW SKILL TRAINING CONTEXT

U190 BASKETBALL

|ALT CATEGORIES Session] Session2 Session 3 Session 4 Total Mean{% | St Dev
Non Activity Score  Percent Score  Percent Score  Percent Score  Percent | Score T
injury 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
management 4.00 1.27 14.00 4.76 7.00 2.35 4.00 1.27 29.00 2.38 1.65
Transition 44.00 14.01 45.00 15.31 53.00 17.79 65.00 20.63| 207.00} 16.95 2.92
Knowledge 96.00 30.57 43.00 14.63 58.00 19.46 73.00 23.17} 270.00| 22.11 6.73
wait 111.00 35.35 90.00 30.61 94.00 31.54 87.00 27.62| 382.00] 31.29 3.19
wait(reserve) 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.0G 0.00 0.00 0.00
off task 0.00 0.00 5.00 1.70 4.00 1.34 7.00° 2.22 16.00 1.31 0.95
Non Activity Total | 255.00  81.21 197.00 67.01 216.00 7248 236.00 74.92] 904.00| 74.04 5.89
Activity Non Skill
warmup 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 VR 0.00]
support 5.00 1.59 3.00 1.02 5.00 1.68 1.00 0.32 14.00 1.15 n.63
movement 9.00 2.87 30.00 10.20 14.00 4.70 18.00 5.71 71.00 5.81 3.12
Non Skill Total 14.00 446 33.00 11.22 19.00 638 19.00 6.03] 84.00 6.88 2.92
Activity - Skill .
ball skill +(positive) 27.00 8.60 37.00 12.59 33.00 11.07 32.0C 10.16| 129.00 10.57 1.67
ball skili - (negative) 14.00 4.46 22.00 7.48 20.00 6.71 10.00 3.7 66.00 5.41 -1.99
non bafl skill 4.00 1.27 5.00 1.70 10.00 3.36 18.00 5.7 37.00 3.03 2.0
Skill Total 4500 1433 64.00 2177 63.00 21.14 60.00 19.05( 233.00 19.08 3.37
OVERALL ACTIVITY| 5900 _ 18.79 9700 3299 8200 2752 _73.00 _ 25.08; 317.00) 25.96; __ 5.89(
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APPENDY, 3G
D S0.S.0.R, DATA SUMMARY (RATES P NUT|

HIGH SKiLL TRAINING CONTEXT

U710 BASKETBALL

1 2 _3 4[Total St. Dev fmin ,

Passing
chest/shoulder 39 33 36 40 157 2.99 1.24|
Bounce 3 12 2 4 21 4.57 952
thook 1 0 4 2 7 1.71 ' 27.35
overhead 4] 1 1 2 4 0.52 S146
underarm 0 3 4 1 8) 1.83 25.53
Passing Total 42 49 47 49| 187] 3.30) 1.06
Shaoting
set shot 8 0 0 17 25 8.10 8.7
tay-up 8 2 8 18 36 6.63 5.45
figld 10 & 1 10 37, 2.22) .35

ooting Total 26 8 19 45 98 15.55 2.67
Catching
from pass 41 45 ap 55 182 6.86 1.08}
rebound 22 4 33 16 45 12.09 4.36
intercept 0 4 1 2 7 1.71 27.35
qroundball 14 12 1 13 50 1.29 4.08|
Catching Teal i 72 66 55 Jﬁ& __284| 13.44 0.4347
dribbling 29 26 27 49 13 10.90 1.3%
jurnp/toss 0 0 0 1 1 0.50 2G7.05
intercept 1 4 3 0 8 1.83 15.53
TOTAL_RESPONSES 17§ 153 149 1 7 27.94 0.1808]
No Response 0 0 0 1 i 0.50 207.05
Uncodable Response 36 14 13 26 89 10.90 2.19|
Acceptable Response 136 130 126 162 554 16.20 0.22  {80.6%)
Unazceptable Response Al 71 33 43 218 19.49 133 (19.4%)
Successful Response 138 134 127 172 s 20.02] 021 (83.1%)
Ursuccesshul Response 37 , 19 22 38 116 9.90! 1.47  (16.9%)
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APPENDIX 31

REVISED S.0.5.0.R. DATA SUMMARY [RATES PER MINUTE)

LOW SKILL TRAINING CONTEXT

U/10 BASKETBALL

SESSION 1 2 3 4} Total $t. Dev Rate{ /min
RESPONSES ' 1: _ Mins
rPasﬂng
chest/shoulder 40 51 30 32 153 9.54 1.22
Bounce 2 2 1 0 S 0.95 42.08
hook 0 5 1 o 6 2.38 35.06
overhead 0 1 0 0 1 0.50 210.36
undeyarm 1 3 4 3 11 1.26 19.05
Passing Total 43 62 35 35 176 12.52 1.12
Shooting .
set shot 16 ] )] 8 25 7.41 B.26
tay-up 10 5 4 19 11.05 6.96 11.05
field 3 4 8 7 22 2.38 9.34
Shootyg Total 29 4 14 19 66} 10.41 311
Catching
from pass 52 50 30 33 165 11.35 1.16
reborind 8 1 9 9 27 3.86 7.48
intercept 2 1 2 1 ) 0.58 35.06
groundbzil 14 8 11 12 45 2.50 6.41
Catehing Total 76 60 52 55 243 10.69 0.52
dribbling 35 27 26 15 107] - 9.81 1.58
jump/toss 1 0 0 0 1 0.50 210.38
intercept 0 -3 1 0 4 1.41 52.40
TOTA!L _RESPONSES 134 161 129 126 297 30.5% 0.211
No Responss 3 0 0 2 5 1.50 42.08
Uncodable Response 14 5 14 o 33 6.95 6.23
Acceptable Response 134 93 104 91 422 19.84 0.30 (70.7%}
Unacceptable Response 54 63 25 33 175 17.73 112 (29.3%)
Successful Response 146 1o 97 a4 447, 23.87 0.29 (74.9%)
Hnsuccessful Response 42 46 a2 30 150 7.72 1.24 {25.1%)
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_ _Appendix 32

REVISED ALT/PE - SPQ TEGORY RAW ES, & PERCENTAGE
_HIGH SKI§ GAME PLAY CONTEXT
U712 BASKETBALL

ALT_ CATEGORIES Sessionl Sessian? Session_3 Session 4 Total Mean(Se] St Dey
Non Activity Score  Percent Score  Percent Score  Percent Score  Percent |_ Score

Injury 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 ~  0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
management 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.38 2.00 0.76 0.0c 0.00 3.00 0.28 0.96
Transition 36.00 13.69 47 .00 17.67 43.00 16.41. 67.00 25.00] 193.00 18.22 13.30
Knowledge 20.00 7.60 19.00 7.14 24,00 916~ 5.00 3.36 72.00 6.80 6.38
wait 14.00 5.32 32.00 12.03 24,00 9.16  28.00 10.45 98.00 9.25 7.72
wait{resarve) 46.00 17.49  43.00 16.17  42.00 16.03  48.00 17.91} 179.00| 16.90 2.75
JOff Task 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.60 0.00 0.00 0.00

Non Activity Total 116.00 44.11  142.00 53.38 135.00 51.53 152.00 56.72] 545.00 51.46 15.20
Activity - Non Skill

warmup 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
support 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
movement 67.00 25.48 73.00 27.44 74.00 28.24 48.00 17.91] 262.00 24.74 12.07
Non Skill Total 67.00 2548 73.00 2744 74.00 28.24 48.00 17.91]| 262.00| 24.74| 12.07
Activity - Skill )

ball skill +{positive) 46.00 17.49 20.00 7.52 26.00 992 44.00 16.42| 136.00| 12.84 12.96
ball skill - (negative) 13.00 4,94 11.00 4,14 8.00 3.05 8.00 2.99 40.00 3.78 2.45
non ball skill 21.00 7.98 20.00 7.52 19.00 7.25 16.00 3.97 76.00 7.8 2.16

Swill Total 80.00 3042 51.00 19.17 53.00 20.23 68.00 25.37| 252.00{ 23.80] 13.64

QVERALL ACTIVITY | _147.00 35.89 _1 24.00 46.62 _127.00 4847 _116.00 43.28 514 48.54) _13.18
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Appendix 33

REVISED ALT/PE - SPORT CATEGORY RAW SCORES & PERCENTAGES

LOW SKILL GAME PLAY CONTEXT

U712 BASKETBALL

ALT CATEGORIES Sessionl Session2 Session 3 Session 4 Total Meani®% ]St Dev
'Non_ Activity Score  Percent Score Percent Score  Percent Score  Percent '
lnjury 0.C0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
imanagemeant 0.00 0.00 0,00 0.0 1.00 0.38 1.00 0.45 2.00 0.20 0.24
Transition 49.00 18.49 33.00 12.41 37.00 14.07 47.00 21271 166.00 16.35 4.05
Knowledge 21.00 7.92 24.00 9.02 30.00 11.41 9.00 4.07 84.00 B.28 3.06
wait 26.00 9.81 10.00 3.76 16.00 6.08 12.00 5.43 64.00 6.31 2.96
wait(reserve) 68.00 2566 109.00 40.98 39.00 14.83- 57.00 25.78] 273.00 26.90 10.75
OffTack 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 Q.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Non Activity Total | 164.00 61.89 176.00 €6.17 123.00 46.77 126.00 57.01] 589.00 58.03 8.34
Activity Non Skill i
warmup 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 3.00 0.00 0.00
support 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.G0 0.00 0.00 0.00
movement 59.00 22.26 48.00 18.05 79.00 30.04 53.00 23.98] 239.00 23.55 4.97
MNon Skill Total 59.00 22.26 48.00 18.05 79.00 30.04 33.00 23.98;§ 239.00 23.55 4.97
Activity - Skill
ball skill +(positive) 15.00 5.66 23.00 8.65 28.00 10.65 22.00 9.95 88.00 8.67 2.21
ball skill - (negative) 7.00 2.64 9.00 3.38 9.00 3.42 8.00 3.62 33.00 3.25 0.43
nen hali skill 20.00 7.55 10.00 3.76 24.00 9.13 12.00 5.43 66.00 6.50 "2.36
Skili Total 42.00 15.85 42.00 15.79 61.00 23.19 42.00 19.00| 187.00 18.42 3.50
OQVERALL ACTIVITY| 101.00 38.11 90.00 33.83 140.00 53.23 95.00 42.99] 426.00 41.97 8.34
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fatel{min)
—_——oMns
st/shoulder 21 21 3 23 53r 4.76 1.1
Bouncea 0 8 8 0 14 4.12 10.24
hook o 4 1 1 6 1,73 24.16
overhead 4 & 5 7 22 1 .291 6.37
underemm ) 3 g 3] 3 1.50 48.32
Porsinn Vot 25 40 45 31 141 B.96 1.02
Shooting
rset shot o 2 4 0 6 1.2 24.16
lay-up o 0 6 0 6 3.00 24.16
field 4 10 4 1 9 3.77 5.01
{Shenting Total 4 12 14 13 41 435 333
Cctching
from pass 11 32 41 26 110 12.61 1.1%
rebaund 8 a8 11 8 3s 1.50 4,10
kntercept 3 7 4 2 16 2.16 9.06
groundball 4 & 8 7 24 1.63 6.04
Crtehina Tata! 28 o3 o4 42 145! 1621 0.4723
dribbling 4 3 43 & 84| 19,13 1.44
ump/toss 0 2 3 1 6 T 129 24.16
Hnteroept 1 2 5 3 11 1.71 13.14
TOTAL _RESPONSES 61 149 174 95 4ﬂ| 49.66 0.1867
No Respcnse 1 0 0 1 2 0.58 72.491
Lneodzble Response 0 o] o] 0 0 0.00 0.00
Acceptable Response 51 132 162 BS 430 49.22| 0.20 (91.9%)
Unacceptchie Responsa 9 8 12 SL 38 173 3.30  (B.a%)
Succassful Response 42 123 150 73 3g8 48.60 0.23 (82.9%)
Unsuecessiul Response 18 17 24 21 80 3.16 149 {17.1%)
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APPENDIX

D .5,0.R. DAT Y (RATES PER MINUTE
LOW SKILL GAME PLAY CONTEXT
U/12 BASKETBALL
ON 1 .y 3 4 Total 5t. Dev %ﬁ/&l
SPO! ' 1;  Ming
Pessing
chest/shouldar 1 6 16 33 66 11.73 1.46
LBwnoc 1 ] 5 1 7 2.22| 16.49]
hook 4} . 0 0 0 0 0.00 0.00
overhead 0 0 2 3 5 1.50 2332
underamm i_ 3 ¢ Y 4 1.41 29.25|
Passing Tota) 13 9 23 37 B2 12.48 126
Shooting
cet shot 3 1 0 o 4 1.41 29.25
lay-up 2 3 0 3 8 1.41 14.42
field 4 2 9 & 2] 2.99 5.36
Yotal 9 & 9 _9 33 1.50 3.34
Catching
from pass 10 12 16 26 64| 7.2 1.50
rebound 8 4 9 10 k1 2.63 348
lintercept 3 2 1 2 8 0.82 14.42
eproundhall 4 3 4 Fd 18 1.73 6.32
Catching Total 25 21 39 ‘ﬁw 121 10.50 0.5835
dribbling 10 13 15 20 58 4.20 202
jump/toss 2 a 1 0 3 0.96 39.14
intercapt 4 2 1 4 11 1.50 10.42
63 81 80 115 27.84 0.2284
0 0 4] 0 0 0.00 000
Uncodable Response 0 0 1 1 2 0.58 5B8.50
Acceptable Response 58 45 71 104k 279 25.00 0.26 (90.3%)
Unacceptable Responss 5 5 9 11 30 3.00 355 (9.7%)
Successful Response 5e 42 64 a7 255 23.92 0.28 (B82.5%)
Unsuccessful Response 11 9 16 18 54 4.20 2.11  {(17.5%)
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Appendix 36

REVISED ALT/PE - SPORT CATEGORY RAW SCORES & PERCENTAGES

HIGH SKILL TRAINING CONTEXF .

U/12 BASKETBALL

ALT CATEGORIES Sessionl Session2 Session 3 Session 4 Jotal | Mean(%|St Dev
’Non Activity Score Percent Score Percent Score  Percent Score  Percent
Wry 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
management 4.00 1.42 7.00 2.43 9.00 3.80 15.00 5.40 35.00 3.23 1.72
Transition 32.00 11.39 74.00 25.69 33.00 13.92 35.00 12.59) 174.00 16.05 6.61
Knowledge 11.00 3.9 47.00 16.32 38.00 16.03 24.00 8.63] 120.00 11.07 6.03
wait 84.00 29.89 33.00 11.46 73.00 30.80 89.00 32.01| 279.00f 25.74 9.76
wait(reserve) 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 .00
off task 8.00 2.85 3.00 1.04 3.00 1.27 2.06 0.72 16.00 1.48 0.95
Non Activity Total | 139.00 49.47 164.00 56.94 156.00 65.82 165.00 59.35] 624.00 57.56 €.76
Activity - Non Skill
warmup 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.60 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
support 1,00 0.36 19.00 6.60 12.00 5.06 2.00 0.72 34.00 3.14 3.12
|movement 15.00 5.34 17.00 5.80 7.00 2.95 13.00 4.68 52.00 4.80 1.28
Activity Non Skill 16.00 5.69 36.00 12.50 19.00 8.02 15.00 .40 86.00 7.93 3.28
Activity - Skill
ball skill +(positive} 50.00 32.03 53.00 18.40 31.00 13.08 63.00 22.66f 237.00] 21.86 8.01
ball skilf - (negative) 18.00 6.41 18.00 6.25 5.00 3.80 23.00 8.27 68.00 6.27 1.84
non ball skill 18.00 6.41 17.00 5.90 22.00 g.28 12,00 4.32 69.00 6.36 2.07
Activity Skill Tota] 126.00 44.84 88.00 30.56 62.00 26.16 98.00 35.25} 374.00 34.50 8.00
OVERALL ACTIVITY| 142.00 50.53 124.00 43.06 81.00 34.18 113.00 40.65] 460.00 42 .44 6.76

962



Appendix 37

REVISED ALT/PE - SPORT CATEGORY RAW SCORES & PERCENTAGES

LOW SKILL TRAINING CCNTEXT

U/12 BASKETBALL

ALT CATEGORIES Session1 Session2 _Session 3 Session 4  Total Mean(%| St Dev
Non Activity Score Percent Score Percent Score Percent  Score  Percent
injury 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.60 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
management 17.00 6.12 21.00 7.17 3.00 1.07 14.00 5.86 55.00 5.04 2.72
Transiticn 31.00 11.15 70.00 23.89 33.00 11.74 34.00 14.23] 168.00 15.38 5.9
Knowledge 24.00 8.63 47.00 16.04 8.00 2.85 37.00 15.48] 116.00 10.62 6.25
wait 86.00 30.94 52.00 17.75 90.00 32.03 70.00 29.29| 298.00 27.29 6.60
wait{reserve) 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
off task 0.00 0.00 1.00 Q.34 0.00 0.00 4.00 1.67 5.00 0.46 0.80
Non Activity Total | 158.00 56.83 191.00 65.19 134.00 47.69 159.00 6653 642.00 58.79 8.71
Activity Non Skill
warmup 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
support 2.00 0.72 15,00 5.12 2.00 0.71 19.00 7.95 38.00 3.48 3.55
movement 22.00 7.91 28.00 9.56 18.00 6.41 11.00 4.60 79.00 7.23 2.11
Non Skill Total 24.00 8.63 43.00 714.68 20.00 7.12 30.00 12.55( 117.00 10.71 3.48
Activity - Skitl
ball skill +{positive) 59.00 21.22 31.00 10.58 86.00 30.60 23.00 9.62| 199.00 18.22 9.9
ball skill - (negative)} 24.00 8.63 8.00 2.73 20.00 7.12 8.00 3.35 60.00 5.49 287
non ball skill 13.00 4.68 20.00 6.83 21.00 7.47 20.00 8.37 74,00 6.78 1.57
Skill Total 96.00 34.53 59.00 20.14 127.00 45.20 51.00 21.34] 333.00 30.49 11.88
OVERALL ACLTIVITY | 120.00 43.17 102.00 3481 147.00 52.31 81.00 33.89] 450.00 41.21 8.59
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APPENDIX 38

REVISED S.0.5.0.R. DATA SUMMARY (RATES PER MINUTE)

HIGH SXIL1 TRAINING CONTEXT

U/12 BASKETRALL

1 2 3 4] Tota S Doy Ratglfmn} |
‘ 1 Mns
112 32 38 86 268| 38.52 041

Bounce 27 a5 2 2 66 17.06 248
hook 4] 4 3 2 9 1.71 20.32
overhead "] 2 0 2 4 1.15 47T.11
yngerarm [v] 3 1 5 9 2.22] 20.32
Prasing Totad 139 i 44 97 3561 39.02 Q.3114
‘Shooting

set shot 13 5 16 3 371 6.24 5.00
lay-up 19 21 18 9 67 5.32 245
field 20 31 18 41 110 10.66 1.41
 Shooting Totat 82 Y4 52 5‘4\ 214 2.38 0.5181
Cztching

from pass 136 7z 45 96 349 38.60 0.32
rebound 16 24 27 27 94 5.20 1.58
Intercept 0 4 0 0 4 2.004 47.11
eraurichalt 15 29 20 40 104 10.98 1.47
Cetching Teta 167 129 92 183 551 34,94 0.2012
dribblng 35 87 33 37 192 26.05 0.58
jump/toss 0 G o 0 0 0.00 .00
intercept 0 0 2 2 4 1.15 47.11

TOYAL_ RESPONSES 293 349 222 352 1316}, 74.10 0.8424,
No Respense 4 2 0 2 8 1.63 23.06
Uncodzble Resporse 5 21 3 3 32 B8.72 546
Acceptable Response 278 278 189 307 1052 51.19 0.10 {86.9%)
Unzcceptable Response ra| -7 33 43 218 19.45 1.05 (13.1%)
{Suceessful Response 292 292 181 297 1062 56.34 0.10  (B5.3%}
Unsuccessful Response 57 57 41 53 208 7.57 0.58 (14.7%)
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APPENDIX 39
_REVISED 5.0.5.0.R, DATA SUMMARY {RATES PER MINUTE}

1OW SKRL TRAINING CONTEXT

66¢

/12 BASKETBALL
SESSION 1 2 3 A Total St Dev Rate{/min)
RESPONSES. : 1. Mns
|Pemsing .
chest/shoulder 125 - 95 22 23 265 51.98 0.42
Bounce 6 - 0 2 12 20 5.29 9.2
heck 0 0 0 0 0 0.G0 0.00
owverhead 1 3 2 0 8 1.29 30.40
underarm, 3 Q 1 4 8 1.83 23.00
Peasing Totof 135 28 27 39 2 50.76 0.3692
Ehzoting : .
set shot 16 2 2 6 26 6.6 7.05
lay-up 2 6 8 6 32 2.83 5.45
field 14 35 26 S 89 13.3 SL 2.18
Shaoting Total 42 43 _36 17| 138 . 12.07 1.20
Cotaiing
from pass 128 95 37 42 302 43.75 0.37
rebcund 28 42 17 g 9% 14.31 1.55
intercept 0 2 1 0 3 0.96 61.20
aroundyezll 21 22 14 12 69| 4.99 2.40
Cziching Totz! 177 161 €9 Ei[ 470 59.87 0.2349
dribsing 46 18 47 36 147 13.45 1.15
jump/toss -0 0 0 0 0 000 0.00
kintercept 0 1 2 0 3 0.96 61.20
TOTAL__RESPONSES 400 321 207 154] 1056) 110.94 £.1046
No Response 3 2 1 9 0.96 20.27
Uncodable Response 17 6 . 24 3 50 9.75 3N
Acceptable Response 353 280 149 120 80z 109.86 0.12 (85.4%)
Unacceptable Response 47 - 40 32 34 153 6.75 1.12  (14.6%)
Successful Response 359 273 147 130 209 108.55 0.12 ({B6.1%)
Unsuccessful Response 41 47 34 24 146 9.88 1,15 {13.9%)
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