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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION TO THE PROBLEM 

A study was made comparing the improvement of two groups of 

students enrolled in a 202 basketball class during the Winter Quarter, 

1970, at Austin Peay State University. 

Group I was taught by the part method. This group was required 

to follow a fairly rigid procedure involving practice of basketball 

fundam entals. Thes e fundamentals included the basic skills of 

basketball as follows: 

1. chest pass 

2 . chest bounce pass 

3. bas eball pass 

4. speed dribble 

5. control dribble 

6. b a ll handline 

7 . pivot 

8. shooting lay-ups 

9. shoot ing baskets 

10 . dribble and pass 



11. foul sho ts 

12. spee d of sta rt a nd stop 

13. d ef e n s iv e foo t work 

14. r ebounding p o sition 

Gr oup II w as tau g h t b y the w h o l e m e tho d, using n o drills. The y 

we r e gi ven a baske tball and t o ld t o play the gam e . 

The purpo s e of this r e s ear c h wa s to d e t e rmi n e h ow the stude nts 
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i n Gr oup I com par e d i n s kill d eve l opment w ith the students i n Gr oup II. 

This informa ti o n wa s obta ine d b y pr e -te s t s, p o st-te sts, and a tour­

nam e n t . B o th groups we r e giv e n the Ame ri c a n Ass oci a ti on of H e alth, 

Phys i cal Educati on, a nd R ec r eatio n B a ske tba ll Skills T e st. 



CHAPTER II 

REVIEW OF LITERATURE 

Oxendine (11) said that past studies o rganized to determine the 

relativ e excellence of whole and part methods of teaching we r e 

usually set up in one of three ways; one group using the part method, 

a second group using the whol e m e thod, and a third group using 

some combination of the two m ethods. When the study wa s t e rmi­

nated, the groups were compared by some means to determine 

which m ethod proved more effective. M o st of the e arly research 

in comparing the whole and part methods consisted of m e morization 

of verbal material or the learning of nume rous physical acts . 

However , in recent studies there was a great deal of r esearch 

involving the m o r e common m o tor skills . 

Knapp and D ixon (6) compared two groups of college stude nts 

in the d eve lopm ent of juggling skills . One group used the whole 

m ethod and o n e group us e d the part method whi l e learning to 

juggle . Thei r study showed favorable r es ults toward the whol e 

m e tho d as compar ed t o the part method of teaching juggling . 

They concluded that th e "whol e" a p proach force d the l earne r 
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to p e rform at a constant speed. It seeme d tha t the atte mpt to improve 

performance by slowing down movem ent while building up accuracy was 

actually placing the l earner und e r an unr eali sti c qualitative situation. 

Thomas (14) fowid that jwiior high school b oys d eveloped sports 

skills m o r e efficiently and rapidly when placed in a competitive 

situation. These r esults also support the whole m ethod of instruction. 

Singe r ( 12) found that if the l earner is knowledgeable about his g oal 

and is awar e of how the final or ultima te act should be execute d, he 

will gain quicker insight into the probl em . " The parts will be more 

m eaningful and will be more easily coordinated into the desired 

ultima te skill. 11 

M c Guigan and M acCaslin (7) found that army trainees d eveloped 

b e tte r rifle marksmanship by using the whol e m e thod of instruction. 

The r esults showe d the g r o up tau ght b y the whole m e thod to b e 

s upe ri o r in b o th slow firing and s ustaine d firing . 

Vanni e r and F a it ( 15) state d as a r e sult of thei r studi es that 

learning was b est accomplished when the whole m e tho d of instruction 

was us ed . They b e li eve d that learning comes about faster and had a 

mor e lasting r e s ult if la rge blocks of material were presented and 

mastered at a tim e . D aughtrey (4) a l so d e fended the superiority 

of the whol e m e thod o f t e a c hi ng m o tor s kills. 

Theuniss e n, (1 3) in comparing the whole and part m e thods of 

teaching golf , found the whole method supe ri o r in b o th indoor 



and outdoor instruction. 

O 'Donnell ( 10) states that college women showed the greatest 

improvement in tennis skills when taught by the whole m e thod . 
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Most of the experiments read by the writer showed some adv antages 

in t e aching by the whole method. However, Niemeyer ( 9 ) rationalized 

that when acquiring skills which involve complex interaction with an 

opp one nt, such a s in badminton or v olle yball, the part method proved 

superior in skill d eve lopment. 

Hirsch (5) indicated in his research that r e tardates usually re­

sponde d b e tte r to motor skills taug ht by the part method. Cratty (2) 

state d that younge r subj e cts also learne d b e st if the task was divided 

into smalle r parts . Anoth e r advocat e of the part method was Barton 

(1). H e d eve lope d a maze and tau g ht it in thr e e differ e nt ways: (1) the 

w hole , (2) the part, and ( 3 ) the co ntinuous part . The r e sults of his 

s t u d y s howe d the par t method t o be s upe rio r . Bart on r ea s o n e d that 

in many cases t he who l e method of teaching was too comp lex a nd 

ove rwhelme d t h e l earners. Nayor and B r iggs ( 8 ) investigat e d t h e 

e ff e cts of task complexity and organization on the efficiency of the 

whole and part methods of instru c tion . A s a r e sult of th e ir study 

th e y ad v ocate the us e of the part method, parti c ularly when tasks 

arc unorganized. 

Cratty (2 ) wrote that, ' when practic e is massed and the material 

is difficult, the part or progressive-part m e thod is usually found to 
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be best. 11 In c onjunction with this statement, h e furthe r intr oduced 

som e thoughts c o n c e rning the rate at which something can be learned. 

His thoughts are as follows : 

Quicke st learning is generally obtained by 
practicing the whole. If subsequent evaluation 
of performance suggests that the portions of the 
task selected, or a task as an e ntirety, proved 
too large and/ or complex for acquisition, the 
progressive -part m e thod would then seem to 
hold the m ost promise. 

Cr oss (3) us e d the whole m e thod, the whole-part m e thod, and the 

m inor game s m e thod in teaching seventeen basketball skills to ninth 

grade boys . In his study h e found advantages for each m e thod depending 

on the complex ity of the skills taught. The m o re complex skills were 

acquir e d m o r e qui c kly wi th the whol e -part m e thod; the simple r unitary 

skills we r e b e s t l earne d b y the whol e m e thod ; a nd the skills that r e -

qui r e d an inte rme dia t e d eg r ee o f complexi ty we r e b e s t l earn e d by the 

m inor gam e m eth od. 



CHAPTER III 

THE HYPOTHESIS 

The hypothes is of the study was that fo llow ing treatment there 

would b e no diffe r ence in the level of skill possessed b y the two 

groups. Consequently this l ed to the possibility of the alt e rnative 

hypothes e s, that Group I would be mor e skilled than Group II or 

Group I would b e less proficient than Group II . 

T he proposed study would be ve ry h e lpful to coaches and 

physical e ducation teache rs. S uch a stud y could also be of g reat 

value to Austin P eay Stat e University and other colleges in 

d ec iding course offering s and r e quirements for proposed physical 

e ducation t e achers. 

The identification of the various methods in teaching physical 

education would b e an aid to prospective teachers cons idering the 

fie ld of phy sical e ducation as a profe ssion. T he new teachers in 

the fi e ld could also g ain insight int o th e various teaching methods . 

Th e r e is a d efinit e need fo r continua l follow-up prog rams, 

and althoug h t h is study wa s not concerned w i th th e d eve lopme nt 

of physica l e du c ation progr ams, i f it should prov id e worthwhi l e 
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findings, the y should contribute to the recognition of the v alue of using 

various methods in t e aching physical education. 



CHAPTER IV 

PROCEDURES 

L imitations of the Study. The subjects in the experiment were 

Austin P eay State University male students enrolled in the 202, 1970 

Winter Quarter, basketball class. There were thirty- one students 

involved in the testing program. 

Division of the Groups. The entire class was given the 1966 

edition of the A . A.H. P . E. R. Basketball Skills Test on January 28 

and 30, 1970. The scores of the group were then placed in a rank 

orde r r e lationship. Starting with the top score and placing it in 

G roup I, and the s econd highest score being placed in Gr oup II, the 

class was divide d as e qually as p ossible placing every other score 

in Group I and Gr oup II respectiv e ly . Gr oup I had sixteen students 

and Group II had fifteen students. 

The division was b ased enti r e l y on average p e r centile scores 

with n o r egard to age , height, weight , o r pr e vious expe r ience . 

Divisions we r e also made within each g roup. The top five scores 

in Group I and Gr oup II were c l assifie d as A competition teams, the 

second fiv e or middle groups were classified as AA competition teams , 

and the r emaining six players in Gr o up I and the r e m a ining five playe rs 



10 

in Gr oup II were classified as AAA competition team s . The following 

table gives a br eakdown of the class into groups and t eams . 

TABLE I 

A VERA GE PERCENTILE RANKING AND DIVISIONS OF THE 

GROUPS INTO TEAMS ON PRE-TEST SCORES 

Subject Averag e Team Subj ect Average Team 
Number P e rcentile Classification Number Percentile Classification 
Group I S core* Gr oup I G roup II S core'~ Group II 

74 A 1 72 A 

2 72 A 2 72 A 

3 72 A 3 72 A 

4 69 A 4 69 A 

5 68 A 5 68 A 

6 65 AA 6 62 AA 

7 61 AA 7 60 AA 

8 57 AA 8 57 AA 

9 56 AA 9 56 AA 

10 54 AA 10 54 AA 

11 53 AAA 11 53 AAA 

12 51 AAA 12 50 AAA 

13 44 AAA 13 44 AAA 

* An av e rage of th e nine indi v i dual te s t i t ems . 
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TABLE I (continu ed) 

Subj ec t A verage T eam Subj ect Av e r age T eam 

Number P e r centile Classification Number P e r centile Classification 

Gr oup I Score'~ Gr oup I Gr o up II S cor e':' Gr o up II 

14 43 AAA 14 42 AAA 

15 40 AAA 15 3 1 AAA 

16 24 AAA 

'~An ave rag e of the nine individual test items . 

De scription of the T e st. The t est was d evis e d by the A. A.H. P. E. R. 

to measure the d egr ee of basketball skill a p erson p ossessed . 

The test included nine individual tests: (1) front shot, (2) side 

shot, (3) foul shot, (4) unde r basket shot, (5) speed pass, (6) jump and 

r each, (7) overarm pass for accuracy , (8) push pass for accur acy, and 

(9) dribbling . 

Description of the Games. E ach team played three t en minute 

games . T eam A, Gr oup I played T eam A, G roup II three game s . 

Team AA, Gr oup I played T eam AA, Gr oup II three games . T eams 

AAA of each g roup a l so played three games . 

At the end of the ten minute p eriod each gam e was stopped and 

the score r ecorde d. The r esults of the games are pr esented in 

T able II . 
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TAB L E II 

GAME S CORES OF POS T - TREATMENT T O URNAMENT 

Game 
Number 

2 

2 

2 

3 

3 

3 

Winning score 

Team 
Classification 

A 

AA 

AAA 

A 

AA 

AAA 

A 

AA 

AAA 

Score Score 
Group I Group II 

8 16 * 
14 14 

7 10 * 
16 16 

14* 8 

10 16 * 

18* 14 

14 16 * 

12 16 * 

12 

Administration of the Test . On January 28, 1970 and January 30, 

1970, the class was gi en the pre-test. The tests were administered 

by the writer and l:\vo aides . The tests were administered according 

to the r e commendation made by the A. A.H. P . E. R. Basketball Skills 

Test Manual. The pre-te sts scores tabulated in mean scores for each 

incti idual test item are shown in Table ill . 



Test 
Numbe r 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

TABLE III 

MEAN PERCENTILE SCORES O F THE 

TWO GROUPS ON THE PRE-TEST 

T e st Average 
Name P ercentile 

Group I 

Front shot 61. 37 

Side s hot 63.43 

Foul s hot 67. 5 1 

Under basket s h o t 57 .00 

Speed pass 48.68 

Jump a nd reach 42. 56 

0 rarm pass fo r accuracy 66. 25 

Push pass fo r acc uracy 46. 87 

D.:-ibble 54. 50 

13 

Average 
P e rcentile 

Group II 

64. 13 

72. 46 

57 .46 

65.00 

48.60 

33.93 

74.00 

43 . 33 

51. 46 
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The post-tests were given on February 25, 1970 and February 27, 

1970, by the writer and his two aides. Table IV gives the results of 

the post-tests in m e an score for each individual test given. 

The whole m e thod proved superior in tests three, six, eight, and 

nine. All of these skills lend themselves better to a game situation 

because each student was exposed to these skills, by necessity, much 

more than if taught by the part method. E x posure may have m a de it 

possible to m a ster the skills to a higher degree of proficiency than 

could be done by using the part method. The greater degree of im­

provement in shooting the foul shot was probably as much the result 

of the psychological effect of shooting under game pr e ssure as the 

result of practice. 

The part m e thod was superior in tests one, two, four, five, and 

seven. This proved superior in the greatest number o f skill tests. 

Also an i nte resting fact i s that the group taught by the part m e thod 

improv e d to a higher degree of skill in all but one of th e shooting 

skills test. Shooting a baske tball is a v e ry comple x skill and was 

l earne d b e st whe n it was broke n down into simple r par t s. The other 

two skills l e arn e d b e st by the pa rt m e thod , the ove r a rm pass fo r 

a ccura c y a nd the spee d pa s s , a r e skills n o t f r equ e ntly us e d i n a 

ga m e situa ti o n. The r e f o r e , t h e students in the who l e g r o up m e thod 

w e r e n o t exp os e d t o th e s e type s of p as s e s a s muc h a s tho s e stude nts 

in the part group m e thod. 



15 

TABLE IV 

MEAN PERCENTILE SCORES OF THE 

TWO GROUPS O N THE POST-TEST 

Test Test Average Average 
Number Name P ercentile Per centile 

Group I Group II 

I Front shot 82.06 82.33 

2 Side shot 72.56 77 . 40 

3 Foul shot 65.25 69 . 00 

4 Under basket shot 76 .06 79.00 

5 Speed pass 65. 18 63.46 

6 Jump and reach 54.68 49.86 

7 Ov erarm pass for accuracy 73. 31 79.06 

8 Push pass for accuracy 59.37 59.00 

9 Dr ibble 66.25 70.93 
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TABLE V 

AVERAGE PERCENTILE RANKING OF THE 

TWO GROUPS ON THE POST-TEST 

Subject Average Subject Average 
Number Percentile Number P ercentile 
G r oup I Score * G roup II Score* 

82 79 

2 78 2 91 

3 78 3 78 

4 77 4 74 

5 7 3 5 70 

6 71 6 76 

7 69 7 79 

8 73 8 68 

9 77 9 61 

10 72 10 73 

11 61 1 1 57 

12 62 12 67 

13 59 13 62 

14 52 14 68 

15 56 15 47 

16 50 

'~A ve rag e of the nine individual test items. 



CHAPTER V 

METHODS USED IN ANALYZING DATA 

The experimental design which was used in this research was set up 

to compare the degree of improvement between Group I, which was the 

control group, using only drills on fundamental basketball in their 

learning process; and Group II, which played basketball games using 

five players on each team the entire quarter. The two groups consisted 

of only those students enrolled in the 202 basketball class during the 

Winter Quarter, 1970, and were graded with no regard to their age, 

height, weight, or previous experience. The t-test was used to deter-

mine the significance of gain or critical ratio of the two respective 

groups. 

The mathematical formula used to compute the t -test score was: 

t = 
X2 

A simple m a thematical breakdown of comparisons between the pre­

test and the post-test of the two groups was made , as well as a simple 

percentage breakdown showing the d egre e of improvement between the 

comparative scores and the percent of differences between the degree 

of improveme nt. 
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TABLE VI 

AVERAGE IMPROVEMENT ON THE NINE TEST ITEMS 

Subject Subject 
Number Average Number Average 
Group I Improvement Group II Improvement 

8 7 

2 6 2 19 

3 6 3 6 

4 8 4 5 

5 5 5 2 

6 6 6 14 

7 8 7 19 

8 6 8 11 

9 11 9 5 

10 18 10 19 

11 8 11 4 

12 11 12 17 

13 15 13 18 

14 9 14 16 

15 16 15 16 

16 26 



19 

TABLE VII 

TEST DATA 

Group I Group II 

1. Skill test b efore the Winte r 
Qua rter instruction p e riod 
(total of the average p e r-
centile p oints) 903 862 

2. Skill test at the end of Winter 
Quarte r instruction period 
{total of the average p e r -
centile points) 1090 1050 

3. T otal percentile points 
improvement per group 187 188 

4 . R atio of percentile points 
improvement per student 11. 69 12.53 

5. Average percentile scored on 
first test 56.44 57. 4 7 

6. Average perc e ntile scored on 
second test 68.13 70.07 

7. Average percentile impr ovement 
of each group 11. 69 12.53 

8 . Average percentil e improvement 
on front shot test 20.69 18.20 

9. Average p e rc e ntile improvement 
on side shot t es t 9 . 13 4.49 



10. 

11. 

l 2 . 

13. 

14. 

15. 

16. 

17. 

18. 

19. 

20. 

TABLE VII (continued) 

Average percentile improveme nt 
on foul shot test 

Average percentile improvement 
on underbasket shot test 

Average percentile improvement 
on speed pass test 

Average p e rcentile improvement 
on jump and reach test 

Average percentile improvement 
on overarm pass for accuracy test 

A verage percentile improvement 
on push pass for accuracy test 

Average percentile improveme nt 
on dribble test 

Number of test items improved 
on the most 

Mean score on Test One 

M e an score on Test Two 

t-test ratio of comparison between 
Gr oup I and Group II on Test Two 

21. Total number of tourname nt game s 
won 

Gr oup I 

-2. 25 

19.06 

16.50 

12. 12 

7 . 06 

12.50 

11. 75 

5 

56.44 

68. 13 

2 

-.49 

20 

Group II 

11. 54 

14.00 

14. 86 

15.93 

5.06 

15.67 

19.47 

4 

57.47 

70.07 

5 
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TABLE VII (continue d) 

G roup I Gr oup II 

22 . Nwnber of game s won in first 
day of tournam ent games 0 2 

23 . Nwnber of game s won in s e cond 
day of t ournam ent game s 1 

24. Nwnb e r of game s w on in third 
day of tournam ent game s 1 2 



CHAPT E R VI 

SUMMAR Y A N D CON CLUSION S 

R esult s s h owed that the stude nts in Group II did improve at an 

average of . 84 pe r centil e points per stud ent mor e than the student s 

in Group I on the bas ketb all ski lls t e s t s . However, the s t ud e nt s in 

G roup I i m pr oved on fiv e of t he n i ne s kills test t o a highe r d eg r ee than 

the stud ents in G r oup II . A t - t e st rat i o was also run on the post - te s t 

and at - test rat io of -. 49 was computed . 

A ft e r te s t i ng t hir ty - one stud ent s and f i nding the above r e sults , 

the writer b e lieve s the r esults shown are cor rect. T he null hypothesis 

was acc e pte d beca use ther e w a s no significa nt d iff e r e nc e in the two 

groups' post-t e st sc o r e s. 

T h e w rit e r f eels it is important that teache rs not t e ach exclu ­

sive ly b y the w hole or part m ethod. A n exc elle nt t e a ching p roc e dur e 

might w e ll combine both of the s e c onc e pts. I n v i ew of the w rite r ' s 

r e s e arch, the s e sugg e stions ar e o ffe r e d as guid e s t o t hose w h o teach 

motor skills. 

1. The w hol e m e thod s h ould b e u s e d to a g r eat er extent 
i n t e aching mot o r s kills than in the p ast. 

2. S ometime s a combination of the w hole and th e part 
m e thod s w ould b e the mo st succe ssful t e a c hing 
t e chniqu e . 



3. The slow or less intelligent students should be given 
smaller wholes or key parts of some thing to enable 
them to better grasp the whole. 

4. The selection of a desirable method depe nds upon the 
complexity, length, organization, age, intelligence, 
and motivation of the learner. 

5. An essential of good teaching seems to be flexibility, 
which is also important in the use of whole and part 
organization of learning tasks. 

2 3 



BIBLIOGRAPHY 

1. Barton, J. W., "Smaller Verses Larger Units in Learning the 
Maz e ," Journal of Experimental Psychology, 4(1921), 418-
429, cited by Rob e rt N. Sing er, Motor Learning and Human 
P e rformance, New York: The Macmillian Company, 1968. 

2. Cratty, Bryant J., Movement Behavior and Motor Learning, 
Philadelphia: L e a and Febiger, 1967. 

3. Cross, Thomas J., "A Comparison of the Whole Method, the 
Minor Game Method, and the Whole-Part Method of Teaching 
Basketball to Ninth-Grade Boys, " Research Quarterly, 8, 
(D e cemb e r, 1937), 49-54. 

4. Daughtrey, Greyson, Methods in Physical Education and Health 
for Secondary Schools, Philadelphia: W. B. Saunders Company, 
1967 . 

5 . Hirsch, William, " Motor Skill Transfer by Trainable Mentally 
Retarde d and Normal Children, " (Doctoral disseration, 
Unive rsity of California, Los Angeles, May, 1965), cited 
by Bryant J. Cratty, Movement B e hav ior and Motor Learning, 
Philade lphia: L e a and F ebiger, 1967. 

6 . Knapp, Cly d e G., and W. Rob e rt Dixon, " L e arning to Juggle:ll. 
A Study of Whole and Part M ethods, 11 R e search Quarterly, 8, 
(Mar c h, 196 6 ), 3 98 -401. 

7. McGuigan, F. J., and E. F. Mac Caslin, " Whole and Part M ethods 
in L e arning a P e rc e ptual Motor Skill, " Ame rican Journal of 
Psychology, 68, (1 9 35), 6 5 8 - 66 1, cit e d b y J o s e ph B. Oxendine, 
Psychology of Motor L e arning , N e w Yor k : Appl e t o n-C e ntury­
Crofts, 1968. 

8. Naylor, J.C. and G. E . Brigg s, " Long -T e r m R e t enti on of 
L e arning Skills, and R evi ew of the Lit e ratur e , " Laboratory 
of A viation Psychology, (Ohio State Unive rsity and Ohio State 
Unive rsity R e s e arch Foundation, 196 1), cit e d by Jos e ph B. 
Oxendine , Psychology of Motor L e arning , N ew York: Appleton­
C e nt u r y -Crofts, 1968 . 



25 

10. O'Donne ll, D. J., " The R e lative Effectiveness of Thr ee M ethods of 
T e a c hing B eginning T ennis to College Women , " (unpublishe d 
Doctoral diss e ration, Indiana Unive rsity, 1956 ), c it e d by 
Jos e ph B . Oxe ndine , Psychology of Motor L earning, New York: 
Apple ton-C e ntur y -Crofts, 19 68 . 

11. Oxe ndine, Jos e ph B., Psyc hology of M otor L earning, New York: 
Appleton-C e ntury-Crofts, 19 68 . 

12. Singe r, Rob e rt N., Motor L earning and Human P erformance, New 
York: The Macmillian Company, 1968. 

13. Theunissen, W. U., "Part T e aching and Whole T eaching of B eg inning 
Group - Golf Class e s for Mal e College Students, 11 (unpublished 
Doctoral diss e ration, Indiana Unive rsity, 1955), cited by 
Jos eph B. Oxe ndine, Psychology of Motor L e arning, New York: 
Appleton-C e ntury-Crofts, 19 68 . 

14. Thomas, W. I., The Unadjusted Girl, Boston: Little, Brown, 1923, 
cited by Joseph B. Oxendine, Psychology of Motor Learning, 
New York: Apple ton-C e ntury-Crofts, 1968. 

15. Vannier, Mar y h e l en, and Hollis F. Fait, T e aching Physical Edu­
cation in Secondary Schools, Philade lphia: W . B. Saunde rs 
Company, 19 64 . 


	000
	000_i
	000_ii
	000_iii
	000_iv
	000_v
	001
	002
	003
	004
	005
	006
	007
	008
	009
	010
	011
	012
	013
	014
	015
	016
	017
	018
	019
	020
	021
	022
	023
	024
	025

