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Effects of Basketball teaching tactical approach based on confrontation
between offence and defense on college students’ learning.

Masayuki KOIZUMI * Ryosuke TSUCHIDA**

In this study, a basketball teaching tactical approach for novice learners in college
physical education class was studied. Role assignment based on confrontation type between
offence and defense was introduced for learners to achieve their meaningful participation
into games.

Two college PE classes were selected for this study. The same tactical approach was used
in both class, consisting of freshman students, (11 male and 4 females, compound class), and
the other class, made up of freshman students (19 males).

Students were assigned either to the skilled or to the novice group based on experience of
basketball . The students also completed the questionnaire form of formative evaluation
(motion & tactics and cooperation) at the end of each class. For comparison of two groups,
Two Way Repeated Measures of variance (ANOVA) was used.

Results demonstrated that the formative evaluation (motion & tactics) points were
significantly increased in the both groups during the units though, difference between two
groups was not identified. While the formative evaluation (cooperation) points showed no
differentiation in the both groups during the units and difference between two groups was
also not identified.

These results show that role assignment in games helps learners to achieve a meaningful
participation experience in games. Moreover, the tactical approach assures skilled learners’

learning contents.
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Fig. 1 Basketball class program and learning contents
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Table.l  Result of the Formative Evaluation (motion & tactics)

Experience Mean 5D B
Lo eperienced 41,75 54,267 5
T hovice 40,50 23,771 26
total 40.79 26.028 a4
»nd e:qn_:riemed 4413 36.045 8
novice 4577 23154 26
total 4528 26,121 24
3rd expn.:riem:ed 35.63 2787 8
novice 5338 17.668 26
total 4941 21.425 a4
4ih expn.:riem:ed 50.63 27.908 8
novice 50.00 21.069 26
total 57.03 22.683 34
2ih exp?rienced 49580 17.155 8
novice 503 23.055 26
total 57.38 22018 34
bih experienced 5763 13.876 8
novice 5096 18.933 26
total 5041 17.744 a4
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Fig.2 Transitional Pattern of the Formative Evaluation Points (motion & tactics)
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Table.2 Result of the Formative Evaluation (cooperation)

Experience Mean 5D h
1o ©perienced £9.05 10,545 ]
St novice 63.77 25,075 26
total fA5.06 23.694 34
spd cperienced BE.75 35366 8
novice 65,46 19,789 2f
total £3.15 24.072 a4
Ind expn::riem:ed 658.75 27.634 g
novice 60,35 19212 26
total G232 21.324 34
4ih expn::riem:ed 54.63 26.967 ]
novice G4.52 18.204 26
total G224 20302 34
stk expn.:rienced 65.25 23.051 8
novice f66.00 21.388 26
total G5.82 21.433 34
6th experienced 69.13 12.609 8
novice fi4.04 16.2°1 26
total f5.24 15,463 34
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Fig.3 Transitional Pattern of the Formative Evaluation Points (cooperation)
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