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Abstract  
 
The purpose of this investigation was to examine the effect of command and self-teach teaching styles 

on skill improvement and perceived enjoyment in badminton for year 7 boys. Different teaching styles 

were used during a 20 minute lesson and were then repeated in a subsequent lesson a week later. Skill 

improvement was recorded by an independent professional using Badminton England marking criteria. 

An independent t-test design was used to analyse the relationship between teaching style and 

improvement and teaching style and enjoyment.  The results showed a significant improvement in skill 

in the self-teach group compared to the command style in the first lesson, although in the second 

lesson there was no significant improvement between the two groups. The results also showed no 

significant difference in perceived enjoyment across both lessons styles and in total. It was concluded 

that additional research should be conducted to further clarify the effect that these two teaching styles 

have upon skill improvement.  
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Introduction   
 
It has been suggested that the main objective of physical education (PE) in schools is to provide 

students with positive psychomotor experiences so that after they leave school they will keep on 

exercising throughout life (Papaiannou, et al., 1999). The UK National Curriculum for 2013 has 

developed wider aims than just encouraging physical activity; these include developing a wide range of 

skills and the ability to use tactics, strategies and compositional ideas to perform successfully, as well 

as working in groups and teams, taking personal and social responsibility in roles such as leadership, 

coaching and officiating (Department of Education, 2013). Furthermore the National Curriculum aims to 

teach students to be effective in competitive, creative and challenging situations. The current 

perspective is that PE is seen as a vital part of the school curriculum and can encourage the 

development of transferable skills which can have significant benefits on learning (Department of 

Education, 2013). Jones (2010) highlights how PE has moved in line with other academic subjects, 

incorporating theories on teaching styles in the delivery of the lesson. This change to a wider focus for 

PE has precipitated the need for this enquiry. 

Mosston & Ashworth (2002) and Rink (2002) describe the aim of teaching as engaging students in 

learning activities which lead to them meeting the lesson objectives. Methods to achieve this are 

dependent on the teaching style of the teacher and upon the individual needs of the student. It is widely 

understood by the teaching profession that it is important to use different teaching styles to 

accommodate all learners (Macfadyen & Bailey 2002 and Webster 2000), although the difficulties of 

achieving this in a classroom are recognised. Styles of teaching are continually changing, according to 

research into learning and discipline, as well as government policy and current trends (Johnson, et al., 

2007).  

Mosston (2002) describes the continuum of teaching styles as 11 different styles ranging from the ultra-

didactic ‘command style’ to the more ‘laisser-faire’ self-teach style. Literature by Youcalik (2010) 

highlights, that the command style is teacher-centred. Using this style, it is believed that teachers are 

able to clearly demonstrate learning outcomes, give direct instruction and feedback (Nichols, 1994). 

Despite research demonstrating the efficacy of other styles (Morgan, et al., 2005) this style is widely 

used as described in studies by Macfadyen & Bailey (2002), Mawer (1995) and Kane (1974).  Reasons 

for this include behaviour management, time pressures and government policies (OFSTED, 2004).  

On the other hand Byra (2006), Byra & Marks (1993), Ernst & Byra (1998) and Goldberger (1992) found 

that a more student-led approach can have a more positive effect on learning. These learning 

interactions are encouraged in the self-teach style of teaching and not in the command style (Berry, 
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2007 and Manke, 2004). Thomson (2010) adds that allowing the students to explore and analyse 

problems can improve attention for some students.  

It is recognised by Goetz et al (2006) that self-teach style allows for better enjoyment during lessons. 

David et al (2003) argue that a lack of progression in school education can be explained by a lack of 

enjoyment in class lessons. Furthermore Gutman & Vorhaus (2012) found that enjoyment in schools 

has a strong relationship with the engagement of students and improvement of learning. In contrast, 

other studies have shown that enjoyment appears to have a negative correlation with learning (Rieber 

& Noah, 2008). The literature review will examine the current studies and debates around the use of 

command and self-teach styles, as well as the effects that perceived enjoyment has on learning. 

This investigation will research teaching at the extremes of Mosston’s continuum. It is important to 

understand that extreme self-teach is impossible in a school situation; however, Fitneva et al (2013) 

describe how self-teach and social learning are often synonymous. Therefore this investigation will 

employ a type of self-teach style which incorporates group learning and a command style to establish 

whether these two different styles have an effect on skill improvement and perceived enjoyment during 

lessons. The badminton short serve will be used to help analyse the teaching styles because it has 6 

technique points that can be easily delivered in the lesson time provided (Paup, 2000). 

Research Hypotheses 

There will be a difference between the improvements over the two lessons for students receiving 

command style teaching compared to those receiving self-teach style. However, there will be greater 

perceived enjoyment levels in self-teach then command style of teaching.  
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Literature Review  

Macfadyen & Campbell (2005) state the main purpose of the National Curriculum for Physical 

Education (NCPE, 2002) is to encourage pupils to “plan, perform and evaluate movement”. Before this 

curriculum was introduced, Physical Education (PE) teachers in the UK focussed on the physical 

performance, not the educational aspect of physical education (Goldberger & Howarth, 1992; Mawer, 

1993). Vaughn & Baker (2001) argue that, for a teacher to be successful, they must understand the 

students’ learning styles and create an optimal environment which stimulates positive learning by 

employing a range of teaching styles. Macfadyen & Campbell (2005) and Jaakkola & Watt (2011) 

support this, stating that PE teachers can be most effective in delivering the National Curriculum if they 

develop an understanding of different teaching and learning styles. 

The importance of physical education within the National Curriculum is compounded because of the 

subject’s ability to allow students to express themselves away from the confined environment of the 

stereotypical classroom (McNamee, 2005). There are numerous benefits that PE has upon students, 

according to Bartram (2008) and Tantillo et al (2002) such as physical, social, affective and cognitive 

advantages. Metzler (2000) reports that PE can foster a rich and highly complex environment in which 

children of all physical and academic abilities have the potential to become active and engaged.  

For the purpose of this report it is important to establish a definition of teaching styles. Siedentop (1991) 

suggested that teaching styles are the specific methods used by teachers to instruct and manage the 

class. Macfadyen & Bailey (2002) and Macfadyen & Campbell (2005) support this by saying that a 

teaching style is defined less by the content of the lesson and more by the process of teaching, that is 

“how an activity is delivered, rather than what is delivered” (Macfadyen & Campbell, 2005). Additionally, 

Byra (2006) and Rink (2002) describe teaching styles as a plan that can be used to complete a desired 

learning outcome; the teaching is the ‘how’ and ‘why’ of conveying content, not the ‘what’. 

Teachers need to diversify content, instructions and level of learning to allow participation and 

progression of students (Rink, 2002). It is also an important role of teachers to provide clear feedback 

and assessment (Rink, 2002).  These generic teaching skills are supplemented by the need to teach 

according to the needs of the student. Macfadyen & Campbell (2005), Mawer (1993), Mosston & 

Ashworth (1986) and Macfadyen & Bailey (2002) highlight, that PE teachers should match their 

teaching style to the content of the lesson and the different learning preferences of the students. 

Furthermore Hopkins (2004) argues that teaching styles play an important role in student learning. 

Hopkins (2004) goes on to state that teachers should tailor their teaching around individual needs to 

ensure the students fulfil their potential.  
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The research in this report is based on the eleven teaching styles taken from Mosston’s Spectrum of 

Teaching Styles (Mosston & Ashworth, 1986). Goldberger & Howarth (1992) argue that Mosston’s 

Spectrum of Teaching Styles is an objective tool, allowing the teacher to use the most effective style for 

the task, taking into consideration the learner’s needs. Macfadyen & Campbell (2005) suggest that 

Mosston’s Spectrum can be subdivided into the Reproduction teaching style and the Production 

teaching style. The Reproduction teaching styles are where pupils are required to reproduce the 

information and skills that they receive from the demonstration by the teacher, whereas the Production 

teaching styles require the pupils to develop knowledge or skills of which they were recently unaware 

(Beckett, 1991) (See Appendix 1). Teaching within any area of the Spectrum requires preparation and 

development by the teacher (Mosston & Ashworth, 2002) . 

A lesson can be divided into three phases (Morgan et al., 2005).  The first of these is the planning, 

where the teacher or student plans or has pre-conceptions of the lesson ahead (pre-impact). The 

second phase is the teaching, where either the teacher or the student takes control of the learning 

(impact); the final stage is a reflection and evaluation of the lesson (post-impact). Morgan et al (2005) 

describe Mosston’s Spectrum (Mosston & Ashworth, 2002) as a scale of teaching styles which changes 

according to the decisions made by the student and/or teacher in the pre-impact, impact and post-

impact phases of the lesson. Furthermore Zhenhao Zeng (2012), and Morgan et al (2005) suggest that 

at one end of the spectrum there is a teacher-centred style, in which the teacher makes all the 

decisions across all three stages; this is known as the command style. At the other end, there is a 

student-centred style, in which the student makes all the decisions taking total responsibility for their 

learning; this is the self-teach style.  

Between command and self-teach style, Mosston and Ashworth (2002) have described and recognised 

a number of other styles, each with its own decision-making structure and different relative amounts of 

decision making by teacher or student (see Appendix  2). Morgan et al (2005) continues by describing 

that Mosston’s Spectrum allows the teacher to differentiate the learning of the students by supporting 

the students more or less depending on the needs of the students. However, it is recognised by Sellers 

et al (2007) and Cummiskey (2000) that teachers are unable to apply the full range of teaching styles 

because of the wide range of differing needs of students in a class, making it extremely hard for 

teachers to differentiate for all learners. This is backed up by Curtner-Smith et al (2001), Mawer (1999) 

and Penney & Evans (1999) whose research found that even with the knowledge that teachers have of 

diverse teaching styles, lessons are still dominated by the teacher-centred styles. 
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Bonner (1999) and Bourner (1997) state that there are a number of external factors that influence the 

style a teacher chooses, such as the learning environment, time restrictions, behaviour and 

accountability and monitoring. These external factors may often influence teaching style to a greater 

extent than internal factors relating to the needs of the student (Bonner, 1999; Bourner, 1997 and Ryu, 

et al., 2005). In recent years, educators have reverted to using the didactic teaching methods 

appropriate for older children in preschool settings, possibly as a result of external pressure on teaching 

time (Zigler & Bishop-Josef, 2004). This suggests that teachers may feel pressured by a range of 

factors to use the command style of teaching, rather than apply the full range of teaching styles. 

The command style of teaching is defined by Nichols (1994) and Patinanoglo et al (2008) as teaching 

where the decisions on how to do it, what to do and the amount of achievement expected are all 

decided by the teacher. Furthermore the command style of teaching allows teachers to demonstrate the 

expected outcome, as well as highlighting and clarifying specific teaching points (Nichols, 1994 and 

Patinanoglo, et al,. 2008). This is backed up by Byra (2006) and Mosston & Ashworth (2002) who state 

that using the command style of teaching, students learn to perform a task individually, demonstrated 

by the teacher and then are given direct feedback from the teacher. In using this style to teach and 

learn a PE skill, the students repeat the performance many times as they put the movements together 

in the sequence and timing dictated by the teacher. The teacher also makes additional helpful 

comments to a student or a group of students when necessary. One of the strengths of using this style 

of teaching is that it is a quick and efficient way to achieve certain tasks (Doherty, 2010). This is in 

contrast to self-teach style at the opposite end of the spectrum where students learn from their own 

experience and that of others (Webster, 2000).  

Studies by Macfadyen & Bailey (2002), Mawer (1995) and Kane (1974) found that the command style 

of teaching was used more often than other styles.  Macfadyen & Bailey (2002), Mawer (1995) and 

Kane (1974) explain that this is, in part, due to poor behaviour in class and that command style of 

teaching allows teachers to monitor and control the class more closely. Furthermore, Macfadyen & 

Bailey (2002), Mawer (1995) and Kane (1974) show that the  teaching style chosen is more influenced 

by the behaviour of the class than by the needs of the learners; this is why many schools chose to use 

command style. This is backed up by Macfadyen & Campbell (2005) whose investigation of 30 

secondary teachers showed that 73% of them used the command style of teaching. Whilst there is 

evidence of the efficacy of command style in teaching PE skills it is also evident that 60% of PE 

teachers used the command style when teaching theory lessons (Macfadyen & Campbell, 2005). 

Macfadyen & Bailey (2002), Mawer (1995), Kane (1974) and Macfadyen & Campbell (2005) state, this 

may be because, traditionally, PE teachers have seen themselves as effective ‘disciplinarians’ and in 
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recent years, government policy has placed great emphasis on teachers improving student behaviour. 

In April 2013 Michael Gove (Secretary of State for Education) and Elizabeth Truss (MP) set out policies 

to ensure that teachers have the necessary powers to maintain discipline, using strategies such as 

classroom management checklists and advice articles for teachers to use (Department for Education, 

2013).  

Whilst maintaining discipline, teachers have to work within time constraints. OFSTED (2004) state that, 

schools are continuing to overload their PE curriculum with short units of work that have too much 

content, so teachers feel rushed to finish. This is why command style of teaching is often used as it 

offers a time efficient way of getting information across to the students (Goldberger, 1992; Patinanoglo, 

et al., 2008). Fairclough and Stratton (1997) add that as PE lessons become shorter, 40% of schools 

suggest that a lack of time limited their ability to meet the requirements of the National Curriculum. 

Some teachers believe that that they cannot use productive teaching styles due to time constraints 

(Fairclough & Stratton, 1997). This is supported by evidence from Curtner-Smith et al (2001) who 

suggest that PE teachers continue to use tried and trusted styles rather than experiment with more 

student centred styles because of work overload. Morgan et al (2005) found that using direct teaching 

styles did not rely heavily on the creativity of the teacher. This is supported by Mewitt & Edwards (2011) 

who found that, when teaching tennis, command style is most commonly used. Along with evidence to 

support the use of command style teaching to learn a particular skill and to control class behaviour, 

there is an additional benefit of this style when class safety is paramount (Byra, 2006). An example of 

this would be when taking beginners archery lessons, a more teacher-centred style is useful in regard 

to the safety issues involved with the delivery of such content (Byra, 2006).  

Although there is evidence to support the benefits of the use of command style of teaching, Byra 

(2006), Byra & Marks (1993), Ernst & Byra (1998) and Goldberger (1992) found that more interactions 

between students than would be allowed by command style, had a positive effect on learning. It is 

recognized by Fitneva et al (2013) that extreme self-teach, where students are allowed to learn with no 

interventions, is impossible in a school situation; this is why self-teach and social leaning are often 

synonymous. Thus there is limited research into extreme self-teach style, where students take all the 

responsibility for their learning, because it is so personal to each learner (Abbott, 2007) and is hard to 

reconcile with educational policies and procedures. One method of self-teach is working in pairs or in 

large or small groups of students (Webster, 2000). Cox (1986) establishes that the number of 

exchanges in pairs or groups in the self-teach style of teaching is much greater and more positive than 

the interactions between learners within the command styles of teaching. This is one of the reasons 

why self-teach style is becoming more frequently used in learning environments (OFSTED, 2004). Self-
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teach style is defined by Goldstein (2000) as a way to allow the students to explore new ideas and not 

give them as much instruction, allowing them to spend more time learning from experience. Mawer 

(1995) states that in the self-teach style of teaching, the student develops their own plan based on their 

own physical and cognitive abilities, suggesting the students must have prior knowledge of the skill to 

be able to use this style.  

Cummiskey (2000), Nichols (1994) and Gallahue (1987) describe self-teach as the most student 

centred approach which can be differentiated for each student. However, Byra (2006) considers that in 

one of the first studies into the Spectrum of Teaching Styles, Griffey (1983) found that, when performing 

a forearm volleyball pass, lower ability students benefited more than high ability students from the 

command style teaching. This was due to the lower ability students needing more specific information 

about the skill, which the command style offers (Byra, 2006). In contrast, higher ability students 

benefited more from the self-teach method because, as Griffey (1983) explains, these students are 

better equipped with the knowledge of the skill than the lower ability students. Griffey (1983) noted that 

all students found some benefits from performing the forearm pass over a 2 week unit. This is 

supported by Harrison et al (1995), whose study showed that command style teaching was effective in 

teaching volleyball skills particularly to students with lower initial ability. There is also evidence that 

learning skills using a command style of teaching aids progression in all students. However self-teach 

style resulted in high ability students attaining the required standard more quickly than by a command 

method (Cox, 1986). Although this was an early study, it suggests that it may be important to consider 

the ability of the students when selecting teaching style.  

Cummiskey (2000), Nichols (1994) and Gallahue (1987) state that the self-teach style allows all 

students to make decisions for themselves and to be more involved in the tasks. A study by 

Patinanoglou et al (2008) looked at command and self-teach teaching styles when delivering tennis 

lessons to year 7 students; they found that although there were no significant differences in practical 

and theoretical test results, when a specific motor skill was assessed there were significant 

improvements in the self-teach group of students. Additionally, the authors found that, while both 

groups showed improvements in attitude to tennis, the self-teach group had a greater improvement 

than the command-style group.    

Additionally studies by Thomson (2010) and Sanchez et al (2012) found that there are a number of 

benefits to the use of self-teach style. Sanchez et al (2012) describes that the self-teach style allows 

the learners to discuss and evaluate their decisions and actions during a lesson. Furthermore, Sanchez 

et al (2012) states that it also allows the learner to take more responsibility for their learning and 
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actions, not having these proscribed by teachers. This is backed up by Thomson (2010) whose study 

found that the numbers of verbal interactions are greater in the self-teach style then the command. 

Furthermore Thomson (2010) found that this has a greater effect on some learner’s retention as it 

allows them to explore and analyse problems.  

Self-teach does not allow the teacher to abdicate all responsibility for learning (Meyer, 2010). Gallahue 

(1987) suggests it is vital that the teacher establishes a good working relationship with the students 

before attempting this type of teaching. Nichols (1994) and Meyer et al (2008) add that students require 

a basic level of knowledge before using the self-teach style and some students may have difficulty 

adjusting to this approach if their previous experiences were teacher centred. As well as this Meyer, et 

al (2008) and Meyer (2010) argue that the extra time required delivering a teaching style like self-teach 

is not always available due to short lesson times. This is backed up by Dunn (2002) who states that in 

order to effectively use a wide range of styles; teachers need to be able to experiment in order to relate 

the style to the particular needs of the students. Teachers who have little time to do this may rely on a 

style they find most comfortable. According to Mynard & Sorflaten (2002) and Sinclair (2001) some 

teachers do not use self-teach as they find it limits their ability to monitor the learning and progress of 

students. Mynard & Sorflaten (2002) state that teachers avoid using the Production styles of teaching 

because they feel pressured by policy, procedure and assessment outcomes to ensure that particular 

learning outcomes are achieved. In addition Sinclair (2001) states that using the self-teach style of 

teaching makes it difficult to predict learning outcomes and thus be able to plan for the further lessons.  

Although there are negative elements to self-teach style, studies by Koening & Sabbagh (2013) 

highlight that this style of teaching is seen as more enjoyable for students and that this enjoyment could 

lead to improved performance. Enjoyment is defined by Kuppens (2008) as an affective state of 

pleasure. Hartley (2006, p.7) adds that “Enjoyment is an emotion. It is about how we feel, not about 

what we think”.  David et al (2003) and Kuppens (2008) argue the lack of enjoyment in learning is a 

cause of a number of failures in education. Furthermore David et al (2003) link the low levels of 

enjoyment in secondary schools to ‘disengagement’ and ‘alienation’. Kuppens (2008) argues that 

students must not only learn but must also enjoy learning and it is said, at the extreme, that learning 

can only occur when students enjoy lessons. Furthermore Goetz et al (2006) and Ryan (2003) argue 

that an absence of enjoyment during lessons is one of the foundations for students failing to achieve 

their potential. Griffin (2005) describes that the link between learning and enjoyment is a longstanding 

hypothesis; however in reviewing research into this relationship, Blunsdon et al (2003) find that 

evidence to link learning and enjoyment is inconclusive. Kuppens (2008) links motivation to learn with 

enjoyment however Guay et al (2010) state that children are motivated to learn by other stimuli such as 
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personal goals, grades and parents. Additionally, other studies appear to show a negative correlation 

(Rieber & Noah, 2008). This may in some part be due to research design; there are obvious difficulties 

in designing research to effectively measure a subjective concept (Kuppens, 2008). As enjoyment is an 

internal process which can only be inferred or reported, the data available is students’ perceptions; that 

is, they think they have enjoyed something (or not) and they believe that this emotion is linked to 

learning (Cook, et al., 2008).  

This literature review shows that there is a wide range of evidence regarding the efficacy of both 

command and self-teach styles upon skill improvement in variety of circumstances. However, there is 

inconclusive evidence about the influence of enjoyment on learning. This study will build on the existing 

literature to examine the use of these command and self-teach styles to teach a basic badminton serve 

to year 7 boys.  
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Methodology   

The purpose of this investigation was to analyse the effect of two different teaching styles on skill 

improvement and perceived enjoyment in badminton in year 7 boys. Command and self-teach styles 

were used to teach a badminton backhand short serve for 20 minutes, repeated one week later.  

The relationship between teaching style and improvement and teaching style and enjoyment was 

evaluated.  

Participants 

A convenience sample of 2 classes of 26 boys in year 7 (11-12 years old) were used. All the students 

have some past experience of the badminton backhand short serve from Key stage 3 but are of mixed 

ability. A similar number of students were used in other studies (Yamagishi, 2000 and Branton, 2000) 

this was mainly due to these numbers being the average class size in the UK. The average class size 

for 2011 in the UK was between 23-30 (Department of Education, 2011); the number of students used 

for this investigation was within the national average. Furthermore studies by Arjunan & Jayachandran 

(2012), Wittmann-Price & Godshall (2012) and Sunnay et al (2004) used sample sizes which ranged 

between 30 to 37 participants which are significantly lower than this investigation. It is argued by 

Anderson & Vingrys (2001) that larger sample size allows the results to be more representative of the 

general population.  

Procedures 

At the start of the lesson it was explained to students that they would be taking part in an investigation 

but they did not know that this related to teaching style. This was done to ensure that the students were 

not influenced to change the outcomes of the investigation. McCloughan (2001) explains that this is 

done to ensure the validity of the investigation and that there was no bias towards the investigator. The 

study took place at a Secondary sports hall which had 4 badminton courts and was able to 

accommodate 4 students to a court. Benches were used at the sides for students to sit whilst waiting 

for their turn, the changeover timings changed depending on the teaching style.  

Two classes were used and a parallel repeated measures design was used to analyse the effects of 

teaching the same skill using different teaching styles. This method was chosen rather than a one-off or 

crossover study because it allowed the teaching style to be used more than once with the same group 

(Lasserre, 1991). Furthermore Laska et al (1983) and Lasserre (1991) argue that designs such a 

crossover are typically less efficient, more time consuming, and more complex than others designs. 
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Delivery of lesson 

The motor skill chosen to be assessed was the Badminton short serve (See Appendix 4). This was 

chosen because it was a skill that the students had learned in the past and it is simple to teach because 

there are only 6 technique points (Paup, 2000). To ensure that the students were taught in the correct 

teaching style an experienced professional watched the lesson to validate the style and triangulate the 

performance (See Appendix 3). Russell (2007) states that in order to produce valid information there 

must be a relevant research question, then the techniques used needs to measure this effectively. 

Furthermore Russell (2007) argues that consistency is the main measure of reliability.  Thus, 

triangulation using a professional, aids the reliability of the results, as Bell (2005) states the value of this 

is to see things from different perspectives.  

Each group was taught for 20 minutes per week for two consecutive weeks. A twenty minute lesson 

was used as this was convenient for the students and teacher. However it is recognised that other 

researchers have used longer lessons over a longer time period because it takes time for the students 

to get used to the teaching styles (Sunnay., et al, 2004; Arjunan & Jayachandran, 2012 and Wittmann-

Price & Godshall, 2012).  

Command Style Group  

The command style group were shown the skill at the start of the lesson by the teacher. Each of the 

technique points were demonstrated slowly and correctly with verbal explanation but with no exchange 

of ideas with the students. The group practiced the skill with the teacher controlling the time and pace 

between each practice serve using a whistle, as described by Youcalik (2010). Morgan et al (2005) 

describe that during the command style of teaching the teacher makes all the decisions; controlling the 

location, timings, pace and demonstrations through the lesson.   

The teacher used the whistle to start and finish each practice of the serve. The teacher circulated to 

provide individual feedback (Youcalik, 2010; Morgan et al 2005). All students then progressed to using 

cones as targets. The teacher specified the position of the targets and which targets the students aimed 

for. Throughout the lesson the students responded to the instructions of the teacher and the class were 

managed and organised in an orderly manner, which is representative of the command style of 

teaching (Alter, 2000).  
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Self-Teach Group  

The group was shown the serve technique at the start of the lesson. The group was then sent away 

and told to practice their serve in groups. The teacher left the students to learn the skill for themselves, 

and was only able to provide extremely limited feedback. The students were encouraged to learn from 

each other and to give each other feedback. Students had access to equipment including cones but 

were not influenced in use of equipment. Doherty (2010) describes the self-teach style of teaching as 

where the students are in control of the lesson, making the majority of the decisions themselves. 

Furthermore Morgan et al (2005) states that the students should decide their own drills, as this will 

enable them to find the most effective way to learn the skill as an individual. This is important as it is 

understood that students use past knowledge and experience to aid learning (Doherty, 2010).  

Data Collection 

Marking criteria for motor skills test 

Skill improvement was assessed by a professional who marked each student at the start and at the end 

of each lesson using fixed marking criteria. Badminton England marking criteria were used to assess 

each student’s grade at a badminton backhand short serve at the start and at the finish of the lesson 

(See Appendix 6). A professional was used to mark each student which aids consistency.  

A wide scale of 1-25 in the marking criteria was used as it allows for a deeper analysis of the 

improvement of the skill (Bale, et al., 2011). Furthermore it allows the professional to make clear 

distinction between grades and students. The marking criteria were sent to the professional before the 

lessons took place for familiarisation. At the beginning of each session students were marked using the 

marking criteria. They were re-marked at the end of the session and the difference between these two 

grades was recorded as the improvement score. 

Measure of enjoyment Questionnaires  

Students self-reported their level of enjoyment by completing a questionnaire designed by Moore et al 

(2010) at the end of each lesson (See Appendix 5 & 6). The questionnaire comprised 16 closed 

questions. Munn and Drever (1999) state that questionnaires allow participants to be more honest in 

answering because there is no interviewer present and therefore there is no scope for negotiation. 

Questionnaires could be identified by the student name in order to relate them to individual 

performance grades. However students were told that their name would not be published and that they 

could be honest in their answers as anonymity and confidentiality was promised (Whelan, 2007). This is 

further backed up by Christopherson (2007) who states that when a respondent is concerned about the 
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consequences of answering a question in a particular manner, there is a possibility that the answer will 

not reflect their true answer.  

The questionnaire was used so that it could provide both qualitative data relating to personal feelings 

and perceptions and quantitative data which allowed for statistical analysis (Curtner-Smith and Hasty’s, 

1997).  Although Thomas & Nelson (2001) argue there are limitations to the use of closed questions as 

they do not allow respondents to add further explanation, the value of questionnaires with limited 

answers is that they can be analysed statistically (Moore, et al., 2010). The specific questionnaire used 

was designed by Moore et al (2010) and peer reviewed to ensure validity and internal consistency. This 

questionnaire was used because of its academic validity and proven provenance (Crocker & Gessaroli, 

1995), although the ‘American’ wording may have caused some confusion when used (Moore et al., 

2010).    

The questionnaire contains 16 statements, each beginning with the phrase “When I took part in this 

lesson…” (See Appendix 5). Motl et al (2001) acknowledged that the questionnaire was modified to suit 

young students (11-16 years old). Furthermore, Motl et al (2001) stated that in doing so, some 

questions were adapted to improve understanding and reduce redundancy. A 5-point Likert type scale 

was used (1 = “Disagree a lot” to 5 = “Agree a lot”) which was seen to be clearer to younger children. 

Bertram (2014) explains that using a 4-point scale (even number) is used to force the respondent to 

make a firm decision with no neutral option available. It is argued by Christopherson (2007) that this 

type of scale would not be appropriate for children as some may not be mature enough to make a 

precise decision so a “not sure” option must be available.  

Data Analysis  

The data analysis package SPSS was used to analyse the data because it allows easy access to 

descriptive statistics and frequencies (Field, 2011; Green & Salkind, 2003).   

Analysis of the data consisted of three independent t-test. The independent t-test was chosen because 

there were two experimental conditions and different participants were used in each condition (Field, 

2011).  The statistical significance was accepted at p < .05. Two-tailed independent samples t-test were 

used to compare: improvement levels for both command and self-teach over two lessons; enjoyment 

levels for each lesson based on teaching style; and the total enjoyment levels across both lessons.  
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Results  

Analysis of the data consisted of three stages. The first stage involved collecting mean values and 

standard deviations for improvement score across both lessons, and can be seen in Table 1 below.  

Table 1 - Means (and Standard Deviations) of Improvement Scores for Teaching Styles Across 

Lessons One and Two 

 Lesson 1 Lesson 2 

Command 
6.19 

(5.91) 

2.12 

(3.37) 

Self-Teach 
10.42 

(5.79) 

3.69 

(4.16) 

Table 1 shows that improved scores were higher among those who used the self-teach style, across 

both lessons compared with the command style group. The difference in scores was greater during 

lesson one than lesson two.  

A two-tailed independent samples t-test revealed that improvement scores following lesson one were 

significantly higher among students in the self-teach group compared with those who learnt by 

command (t (50) = 2.61, p <.05).  However, following lesson two, there was no significant difference 

between improvement scores for the two different teaching styles (t (50) = 1.50, p= .140).  

Enjoyment levels among participants based on the two teaching styles were also analysed.  These 

descriptive figures are shown in Table 2. 

Table 2 - Means (and Standard Deviations) of Total and Individual Lesson Enjoyment Levels Related to 

Teaching Styles 

 Lesson 1 Enjoyment Lesson 2 Enjoyment Total Enjoyment 

Command 
68.92 

(10.04) 

63.96 

(12.75) 

66.44 

(10.56) 

Self-Teach 
69.58 

(7.03) 

66.62 

(9.17) 

68.10 

(6.42) 
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Table 2 shows that for each lesson individually there was only a minor difference in enjoyment levels 

but levels of enjoyment were slightly higher among students in the self-teach group. This was similar 

when enjoyment levels were totalled. 

A two-tailed independent samples t-test comparing enjoyment levels for each lesson based on teaching 

style revealed that there was no significant difference between self-teach and command teaching styles 

during lesson one (t (50) = 0.27, p= .787) or lesson two (t (50) = 0.86, p= .393). A further two-tailed 

independent samples t-test comparing total enjoyment levels across both lessons revealed that there 

was no significant difference between participants in the two groups, based on total enjoyment (t (50) = 

0.68, p= .498).  
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Discussion  

The results showed that there was a significant skill improvement in the self-teach group compared to 

the command style group in the first lesson. A possible reason for seeing this improvement in this first 

lesson is that students found this approach more engaging. This is further described by Lyons & 

LaBoskey (2002) who state that students find the self-teach style of teaching more appealing as it 

allows them to express themselves and develop.  Whilst most of the literature suggests command style 

teaching shows a greater improvement, some studies do support the findings of this investigation. 

However these studies (Sunnay et al., 2004; Arjunan & Jayachandran, 2012 and Wittmann-Price & 

Godshall, 2012) looked at learning over a six week period and in this study it was only undertaken over 

a period of two weeks of twenty minutes of learning. Yet a study by Griffey (1983) found that students 

benefit from using the self-teach style over a two week period, which is similar to the findings of this 

investigation.  

Another reason for seeing this improvement in this first lesson could be that self-teach style encourages 

students to become active rather than passive learners by developing collaborative and co-operative 

skills (Lassonde et al., 2009).  Furthermore Goetz et al (2006) states that self-teach encourages the 

growth of critical thinking skills and deep rather than surface learning. Studies by Hillyard et al (2010), 

Millis and Rhem (2010) and Michaelsen et al (2004) found that students who learn from and with other 

students tend to learn more and retain more of the subject matter. This improvement was not seen in 

the command style teaching group and this may be because the students were required to be more 

passive and listen to instructions rather than practicing the skill. 

After the second lesson, the results showed no significant difference in the improvement for that lesson 

between the two groups. However since the self-teach group had progressed further in the first lesson, 

they showed greater overall improvement over the two lessons. With the self-teach group, the majority 

of the learning improvement occurred in the first lesson, therefore they may have peaked, and new 

challenges and skills would be needed to further improve the students (Dinkelman, 2003). Additionally, 

this evidence may suggest that students in the command style group had not developed the skills to the 

same extent as the self-teach group over this short time period. Mewitt & Edwards (2011) state that the 

command style allows the teacher to cover learning outcomes and key techniques, though this takes 

time which may reduce time available to practise the skill.  

Although Dinkelman (2003) explains that the self-teach style allows the learner to spend more time 

taking part and learning the skill, he does concede that, as the teacher has less impact on what the 

students are learning they may not be learning the correct technique or skill. In this study the learning 
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outcomes were clearly expressed to the students at the beginning of each lesson and were measured 

against a standardised outcome at the end in order to ensure that students did understand the correct 

techniques.  

As mentioned above, a possible reason for not seeing continued greater improvement in the self-teach 

group is that the students did not feel challenged as the foundations of the skill were already learnt. 

Dinkelman (2003) states, students of any ability need to be consistently challenged to maintain 

improvement and engagement. Furthermore in the self-teach style they need to be equipped to 

challenge themselves to ensure improvement continues, otherwise the students will stay at that level of 

skill learning (Berry, 2007 and Harrison, et al., 1995).   

One of the main benefits of the command style is its ability to keep control and manage student 

behaviour better than other styles (Macfadyen & Bailey 2002; Mawer, 1995; and Kane, 1974). In this 

investigation student behaviour in both groups was exemplary. Previous studies (Macfadyen and 

Bailey, 2002; Mawer, 1995 and Kane, 1974) showed that the command style of teaching was used 

more frequently due to the suitability for the very poor behaviour of classes. This may explain the 

reasons why, in this study, the command style did not show significant improvement in skills as there 

was no need to use it to control behaviour. 

It is possible that the amount of time given to learning is more important than teaching style in relation 

to skill improvement and this may be the reason why both groups had similar improvements during the 

second lesson. Branton (2000) establishes that students will take time to become accustomed to 

teaching styles. This may have occurred during this investigation where the student group took longer 

to adapt to the command style of teaching. This is backed up by Pugh (2009) who argues that students 

only require time to improve learning; the other factors do not have an effect on them. 

This study took place over a very limited time period of 2 weeks therefore it is difficult to extrapolate 

these results to longer, more realistic, teaching schedules. It is therefore important to be particularly 

cautious when looking at what the data indicates. Longer timescales were used in research provided by 

Sunnay et al (2004), Arjunan & Jayachandran (2012) and Wittmann-Price & Godshall (2012). The 

investigation by Sunnay et al (2004) took place over 3 months of two lessons a week; they explained 

that the reason for this was because this allowed the students to fully understand the teaching style and 

use it effectively.  

The findings from this investigation are in contrast to research by Arjunan & Jayachandran (2012) 

whose study found that a significant change occurred (p <.05) due to command style of teaching on 
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improvement of the skill of ball-bouncing. Furthermore Arjunan & Jayachandran (2012) found that a 

teacher-centred approach is superior when compared with child-centred teaching approach. One 

possible reason that the results from this investigation differ from the findings of Arjunan & 

Jayachandran (2012) is that the large amounts of information given to the command-style students in a 

short space of time before beginning to attempt the skill may have overwhelmed them. OFSTED (2004) 

suggest that teachers can provide excess information which overloads the student.   

The results showed that there was no significant difference in perceived enjoyment across both lessons 

and teaching styles, although the enjoyment across both lessons in each group was high (Command M 

= 66.44/80, Self-teach M = 68.10/80). Sean (2009) explains that student enjoyment in learning can be 

influenced by the methods a teacher adopts when teaching. Sean (2009), in contrast to other 

researchers,  reports that a more teacher led style enhances enjoyment of learning, although this 

research was focusing on enjoyment in isolation from other important factors such as the emotional, 

social and cognitive dimensions, despite their importance in learning. Research by Ommundsen & 

Vaglum (1991) revealed that students demonstrate a clear preference for a particular teaching style 

which affects their enjoyment of the lesson and learning. This is further backed up by Wankel (1985) 

who indicated that enjoyment of physical activity was related to factors within the teaching style. He 

further pointed out that the nature of the activity and leadership were important factors affecting 

enjoyment and continued involvement. 

As discussed, a number of factors can influence student’s perceived enjoyment of a lesson, including 

the relationship they have with the teacher which may be crucial to student success (Nugent, 2009). 

Additionally Cook et al (2008) state that new teachers coming into a class may improve enjoyment of 

students because of the different approaches they adopt. Within this investigation a new teacher was 

brought in to conduct the teaching which may have affected the learning and enjoyment of the students 

as they may have reacted differently to the style of the new teacher.  

Some limitations of this study were highlighted. For the data collection, the students were marked at the 

start and finish of the lesson and an improvement score between those numbers was taken. This way 

of recording date was also used in other investigations (Arjunan & Jayachandran, 2012). However, if a 

student was at the higher end of the grading criteria at the start of the second lesson they would not be 

able to further continue improving as the grading criteria has a limited range. A lower ability student 

may show a greater improvement but may not be at the level of other students who only improve 

minimally but are still at the high end of the grading. This was not an issue during the first lesson as 

both groups were of similar ability with the starting grades in both groups ranging from 5/25 to 14/25. 
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However, after the first lesson, the students had a wider range of grades depending on the 

improvement they had made in the first lesson.   

Furthermore it could be suggested that, by changing the teacher who delivered the lesson, two 

variables were changed not just the teaching style. This may have unintentionally affected the results 

as students may have reacted to the new teacher in different ways. Cook et al (2008) state, new 

teachers can have both a positive and negative effect on learning.  
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Conclusion 

This investigation has looked into the effects of command and self-teach teaching styles on the 

improvement and perceived enjoyment of a lesson teaching a basic badminton serve. The limitations of 

a small scale study over a short time period mean that these results need to be interpreted with caution. 

However, the results from the first lesson support the literature that demonstrate the benefits of self-

teach (Hillyard., et al, 2010; Millis and Rhem, 2010 and Michaelsen., et al, 2004) which encourages 

children to contribute to discussion and therefore enhance their learning.  However, this was not 

observed in the second lesson, although the overall level of skill was greater in the self-teach group. 

The absence of significant improvement in the second lesson could be due to the time that students 

need to adapt and respond to the style of teaching (LaBoskey, 2002). The investigation showed no 

significant difference in enjoyment across both lessons for the two teaching styles. The literature is not 

in agreement about whether enjoyment is linked to learning or whether a particular teaching style is 

linked to greater enjoyment of a lesson and these findings are in line with this. These findings were 

inconclusive on the overall effects but did demonstrate that there was a greater initial skill improvement 

from self-teach which is supported in literature by Cummiskey (2000), Nichols (1994) and Gallahue 

(1987).  

For the researcher, there is ample opportunity for further investigation on this topic. It would be 

interesting to conduct research into the effects of other teaching styles such as the guided discovery 

style, which is in the middle of Mosston’s Spectrum (Mosston & Ashworth, 2002). Additionally the 

duration of the lesson and number of lessons could be increased to evaluate the long term effects on 

teaching. The findings from this study could potentially have far reaching practical implications; a 

greater understanding of the effects of different teaching styles on pupils’ improvement rate may 

change the way teachers plan and execute lessons. 
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Appendices 

Appendix 1 - Adapted from Mosston & Ashworth (2002)  

 
 

Appendix 2 – Mosston & Ashworth’s Teaching Styles (Haydn-Davies & Whitehead, 2010) 



Edward Snoxell             PHED6820 

35 

 

Appendix 3 – Teaching Styles Conformation Sheet (Week 1)  
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Appendix 3 – Teaching Styles Conformation Sheet (Week 2)  
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Appendix 4 – Badminton backhand short serve resource card (Badminton England, 2013) 
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Appendix 5 – Enjoyment Questionnaire  
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Appendix 6 – Badminton Backhand Short Serve Marking Criteria (Command)  
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Appendix 6 – Badminton Backhand Short Serve Marking Criteria (Self-Teach)  

 


