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Contributionsof theGPET totheGPAI : tactical context adaptation and gamebehaviour

Contribuciones dd GPET al GPAI: adaptacion al contexto téctico y comportamiento de juego
LuisM. Garcial 6pez, David Gutiérez
Universdad de Cadtilla-LaMancha (Espafia)

Abstract. The Game Performance Evauation Tool (GPET) is an instrument that allows us to obtain information about the student’s decision-making
process during their participation in games. The usua instruments reflect the final result of student’s decision. However, the GPET offers an anaysis
of the context in which the decision has been made, and alows teachers to establish a certain degree of quality in the decision taken. Thus, the GPET
helps us to digtinguish in the decision-making process, not only «what has been done» from «what should have been done» in a specific game Stuaion
(Gutiérrez, Gonzdlez, Garcia-Lopez, Mitchell, 2011), but dso it gives us information about the player’s adaptation to the tactical context in which he/
she is involved during game play. According Godbout (1990), this adaptation to the tactical context describes the decisona process, rather than the
result. Given that the GPET is an instrument initialy designed for research, in this article we present how to teke advantage of the GPET novelties,
applying them in an instrument with a clear teaching orientation, such as the Game Performance Assessment Instrument (GPAI) (Mitchell, Odin and
Griffin, 2013).

Keywords. Game performance; assessment; decision making; tactical problems; technica skills.

Resumen. El Game Performance Evauation Tool (GPET, en espafiol Herramienta de Evaluacion del Rendimiento de Juego), es un instrumento que
nos permite obtener informacion sobre € proceso de toma de decisiones del dumno durante su participacion en los juegos deportivos. Los instrumentos
habituales reflgan d resultado final de la decison del aumno. Sin embargo, € GPET hace un andisis del contexto en @ que se ha tomado la decision,
y permite que & docente pueda establecer cierta gradacion en la caidad de la decison tomada Adi, d GPET nos ayuda a distinguir en la toma de decisones
no solo «queé se ha hecho» de «gué se deberia haber hecho» en una situacion concreta de juego (Gutiérrrez, Gonzdlez, Garcia-L6pez, Mitchell, 2011),
sno también nos gporta informacion de la adaptacion del jugador d contexto téctico en € que se encuentra. Dicha adaptacion, de acuerdo con Godbout
(1990), nos describe € proceso decisional, més que € resultado. En este articulo presentamos como aprovechar las novedades del GPET, que es un
instrumento inicialmente disefiado para e ambito de la investigacion, aplicandolas en un instrumento con una orientacion claramente docente, como
es d Game Performance Assessment Instrument (GPAI, en espafiol Instrumento de Evauacion del Rendimiento de Juego, de Mitchell, Odin y Giriffin,

2013).
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Tactical awareness as a dimenson of games competency

A games education god is, among others, to develop thinking
spectators and intelligent players (Bunker and Thorpe, 1982), which
main feature is tacticd awareness. Tacticd awareness is defined by
Mitchell, Odlin and Griffin (2013, p. 8) as «the &hility to identify the
tactica problemsthat arise during agameand to sdlect the appropriate
responsesto solvethem. Tectica awarenessisof grest importancein
modern Physical Education (PE), because it links to the concept of
competency.

The concept of competency introduces the need for students not
only to have knowledge, but dso to be able to gpply it in red-life
situations(Rychenand Saganik, 2006). If weestablishtherdaionship
between competency and gamesteaching, we will appreciate how the
competent sudent, the one who gpplies games knowledge to the red
Situationsof play, isnonecther thantheonewhoistacticaly intelligent
(recognizesthetacticd problemsandiscapableof givingthem solution),
and executethetechnicd skillscorrectly, al inthisreal gamestuation.
Asan example, we can sy that Nadal isone of the best playersinthe
history of tennis, not because Rafahasfantastic technique, but because
heappreciateswhat thegamescenarioisat each point (tectica problem:
if hemust keep the bl in play or try to teketheinitiative) and choose
very well the sol utions(decisionsabout whet, how and whento execute
thetechnica ills) to facethe plays.

Fromthisit followsthat any studentimmersedinagameslearning
process should be able to adapt their solutionsto the tactica problem
et by the play scenario. Fromthe point of view of theteaching process,
Game Based Approaches (GBAS) (Garcia L 6pez and Gutiérrez Diaz
del Campo, 2016) areavery effectivetool for thetraining of thinking
spectatorsand intelligent players. GBAsseek anintegrated teaching of
the technical and tacticd eements of games, using as main tools the
fallowing: (1) thetactica classification of games; (2) theknowledgeof
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tactica problemsand technica dementswithin each category of games,
(3) the different ways of modifying gamesto adapt them to the needs
and possibilities of sudents; (4) questioning; (5) the lesson structure,
where the game is a key dement; and (6) the learning progression
accordingtotactical complexity (defined by space, number of players..)
(for moreinformation, see Garcia L 6pez and Gutiérrez Diaz dd Cam-
po, 2016).

Theimportanceof teaching technica-tactica skillsthet areadapta-
bleto the needs of theenvironmentisso high thet the officid curricula
in Spain highlightit. Thus, the Primary Education curriculum establishes
in its assessment criterion number 3 that students should be able to
«0lvebasictactica challenges of the gameand of physical activities,
with or without opposition, gpplying principles and rules for solving
themotor Situations, actingindividualy, coordinated and cooperatively
and performing thedifferent functionsimplicitin gamesand activities»
(MECD, 2014, p. 19.409). Inthissameline, the Secondary Education
curriculum proposes that the student has to «solve motor Situations of
opposition, collaboration or opposition collaboration, usng the most
gppropriate strategies based on the rdlevant stimuli» (MECD, 2014, p.
483).

Tell mewhat you assess, and | will tell you what your students
learn

Teechers, therefore, need tools that alow them not only to teach,
but also to assess learning. The dlassification carried out by Godbout
(1990) within the agpects of ng technique and tactic aselements
of game performanceisof greeat interest (figure 1). Game performance
can be considered as away of measuring game competency (Garcia
L &pez and Gutiérrez Diaz ddl Campo, 2016). Thecombinationsbetween
product/process and technique/ tactics result in key aspects in the
evaluation of gameslearning. The technical product (A) refersto the
result of theexecution of thekill (eg., whether abasket shotissuccessul
or not). The technica process (B) consigtsin how the shot has been
carried out (for example, the basket shot involvesacorrect grip of the
ball, a correct movement of the arm...). Thetactica product refersto
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whether the selected solution has been the correct one (for example, if
we choseto shoot whenit wasnot the best option). Findly, thetactical
process(D) givesusinformation about whether thestudent hasandysed
thetactica problem properly, thet is, thedifferent variablesthat influence
it (eg., if thestudent has correctly perceived the position of teammates
and opponents, or if he/she has adequately consdered its strength and
accuracy beforeshooting).

PRODUCT

A. Technical product C. Tactical product

TECHNIQUE
(movement per se)

B. Technical process

TACTICS

(decision making)

D. Tactical process

Figure 1. Aspects of Game Performance (Godbout, 1990).

Although teachers have different ways of ng the technica
product and the technica process, aswell asthetactica product, few
instruments give usinformation (or they do so in an unclear way) of
how to assess the tacticd process. Recent studies (Otero Saborido,
Cavo Lluch, and Gonzdez-Jurado, 2014; Garcia-LOpez, Gutiérrez
Diaz dd Campo, Del Rey Alcaraz, and Sanchez-MoraMoreno, 2015)
show that Spanish teachers do not usudly assess the learning of the
tactica processesbecauise, anong other reasons, theavailableinstruments
arecomplexanddifficulttouse. Itisfor thisreasonthat inthisarticlewe
try to provideteacherswithatool that alowsthemto haveinformation
about thetactica processtheir sudentsperformwhen making decisions
inagamesituation.

Themost widespread instrumentsfor nggameperformance
designed for being used in school settings are the Game Performance
Assessment Instrument (GPAI), (Mitchdll, Odin and Griffin, 2013)
and the Team Sports Assessment Procedure (TSAP), (Grehaigne,
Godbout, and Bouthier, 1997). Thesetwoingtruments, whilemakinga
contextual assessment of tactical learning, do not provideinformation
onhow thetactica processhasbeen carried out. Thisisthecontribution
of the Game Performance Evauation Tool (GPET), (Garcia-Ldpez,
Gonzélez-Villora, Gutiérrez, and Serra, 2013). The GPET is an
ingtrument that explicitly provides away to assess the adaptation of
students in their decisons to the tactica problem/context they face.
However astheGPET isaressarchingrument designedfor theeva uation
of game performance, it need to be adgpted to the educationd field.

Withtheaimthat teechershaveamoreauthenticevauationtool, in
thispaper we proposean extension of the GPAI for itsusein theschool
environment. Through the contribution of two components proposed
in the GPET, such asthe Tactical Context Adaptation (TCA) and the
Game Behaviour, themain characteristics of each of theseinstruments
are outlined and then ajoint proposal with their practica applications
ismade.

GamePerformanceAssessment | nstrument (GPAI)

According with SteveMitchell, oneof the GPAI coauthors (Odin,
Mitchell, & Griffin, 1998), in a thematic Symposium about this
instrument during thelast Teaching Gamesfor Understanding (TGFU)
internationd conference, theGPAI wasorigindly devel oped asaressarch
tool for TGFU studies. However, as many teachers began to use it
during their lessons, transforming it into alive observation instrument,
authorsrethought the scoring systems, so theinstrument could be used
inliveconditions(Mitchell, 2016), becoming an assessment tool easily
usable by teachers, coaches and even students. The present paper
shows our contribution to this symposium where we presented the
theoreticd base that supports the practica proposas motive of this
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work (Gutiérrez y Garcia-Ldpez, 2016).

The above-mentioned symposium, could be considered the
inceptionsfor the GPET evol ution exposed in this paper, and, in some
way, weintend to mirror and join the travel described by Steve.

GPAI identifiesseven observablecomponentsof gameperforman-
o4

1. Base: Appropriate return of performer to a «home» or
«recovery» position between ill atempts.

2. Adjust: Movement of performer, either offensively or
defensvely, asrequired by theflow of thegame.

3. Decisonsmade: making appropriate choicesabout what todo
withthebdl (or projectile) during the game.

4. Skill execution: Efficient performanceof selected skills.

5. Support: Off-the-ball movement to a position to receive a
pass (or throw).

6. Cover: Defensve support for player making a play on-the-
ball, or movingtothebdl (or projectile).

7. Guard'mark: Defending an opponent who may not have the
bal (or projectile).

GPAI dlowsto assesstheabove-mentioned individua components
of game performance, and dso overal game involvement and perfor-
mancethrough the gpplication of smplemathematical formulas(e. g.,
Gameinvolvement =total gppropriate responses+ number of efficient
kill executions + number of inefficient skill executions + number of
ingppropriate decisions made).

Oneof thegreet virtuesof the GPAI, isthat these categoriescovers
the assessment of game performance across the four TGfU game
categories invason, netfwal, target, and striking andfid ding games. For
abetter understanding and gpplicationtoeach of thecategories, Mitchell
et d. (2003) propose pecific definitionsof the seven game performan-
cecomponents. For example, Basecomponentininvesongames(ina
defencein zone) implies«player setsupin positioninazonedefence»,
whileinnet/wall games(in badminton) implies«player returnsto about
the «T» &t centre court between shots».

The GPAI is usudly smplified. In this sense, depending on the
game and game category, and on the learning in which the sesson or
researchisfocused, teechers, coaches, and/or researcherscan sdlect one
or severa game performance components.

GPAI dlowsdifferent scoring systems. Thetwo main sysemsare
thetaly and arubric-based scoring systems. Thetally scoring system
isbasad on scoring each of theactions, interpreting them asappropriate/
inappropriatewhenrelating to decision making, and efficient/inefficient
when referring to execution. The rubric scoring system evauates the
game performance componentsthrough afive-leve Likert scae, from
very wesk performance (1) to very effective performance (5). In both
systems, the GPAI must describe the criteria that students/teachers/
researchersmust follow to interpret the game performance.

The GPAI made a great contribution in expanding game-based
gpproachesin different senses, from providing an authentic assessment
toal (Mitchell, 2016), toexpand theuseof gameperformanceassessment
in PE (Gutierrez, 2016). Below we summarize the most important
contributions and strengths and therefore, reasonsfor itsusein games
teaching, bothin school and after school contexts:

(@ Thoroughly:

The GRAI divides game performance into different categories,
dlowing theevauaion of al facetsof gameperformanceinred game
Stuation, which meansamorecompleteand contextualized eva uation
thantraditiona assessments Allowsteachersand coachesto givecredit
for dl aspectsof performance (on-the-bal and off-thebdl, globa per-
formanceand participation), which benefitsthel ower-skilled performer
(Mitchdl, 2016), and girls, asthey tend to play moreoff-the-ball actions
and defensve situations (Gutiérrez & Garcia-LOpez, 2016).

(b) Hexibility and adaptability:

- The GPAI can beusad across different TGFU game categories.

- Teechersand coaches can select the components of performance
to asess.

- Allows two scoring systems, which permits to adapt it to the
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type of game evauated and the capacity of the evauator.

(© Alignment: because of the two former features, teachersand
coaches can design the assessment criteria based on what has been
taught.

(d) Reliability. GPAlisrdiableevenfor peer assessment. It shows
an acceptable leve of reiability to determine the performance of the
game when teechers and Sudentsuse it in asystematic way.

Therearenumerous publicationswhereexamplesof GPAI canbe
consulted. In Spanishthey canbefoundin Garcia-L dpez and Gutiérrez-
Diaz del Campo (2016) or in different works coordinated by Méndez
(2009, 2011, 2014). In English, thebooks published by Mitchell, Odin
and Griffin (2003, 2013) showsnumerousexamples, aswell asacom-
plete pedagogicd information ontheir use.

Game Performance Evaluation Tool (GPET)

The GPET (Garcia-L6pez, Gonzdez-Villora, Gutiérez & Serra,
2013) was the result of a research project whose main god was to
investigatetheevolution of gameperformanceininvasiongames, with
specid atentiontotactica awareness. It wassmultaneoudy devel oped
for PE students without previous training and youth footbal players.
So far, more than 20 published studies have used GPET.

GBAs(Gutiérrez & Garcia-Lopez, 2015) et tacticd problemsas
oneof thekey dementsfor learning progressions. Althoughwecanfind
in the games teaching literature different tactica problems proposds
(eg., Mitchdll etd., 2013, in Tacticd GamesModd; Launder & PFiltz,
2013, in Play Practice), they are quite Smilar. The tactica problems
contemplated by the GPET are included in the proposd of Garcia
L épez and Gutiérrez-Diaz dd Campo (2016). This proposal is based
onMitchel et d. (2016), dthough differsbetweeninvasionand net/wall
gamescategories Garcia-L opez and Gutiérrez-Diaz dd Campo (2016)
propose three attack tactical problems (maintaining possession of the
ball, penetrating the defence, and attacking the goal) and three defence
tactica problems (recovering possession of the ball, defending gpace
and defending the god) for invasion games. For net/wall gamesthese
authors propose two attack tectical problems (teketheinitiativein the
game, achievethegod) and onein defence (keegp theball in play).

For ingructiona dignment purposes and taking into account the
fundamental roleof tactica problemsin GBAsteaching-learning process,
assessment should consi der game performance componentsinrelaion
to the specific problem that the player isfacing in each moment of the
game(Gutiérrez, Fisette, Garcia-L dpez, y Contreras, 2014). However,
before GPET, therewere no indrumentsthat eval uated thisdimension
of the decision-making component. Filling this gap was the first
motivation in the design of the GPET.

Inthis regard, previous research had typically assessed decision-
making onjust oneleve, thoughtwolevelsarepossible. Thefirst level
involvesthetechnica-tacticd ill, inwhichtheteammeateand opponent
aredirectly implicatedintheaction (e.g., correct decision makingwould
beif the player passed the ball to another player who wasfreefroman
opponent, and anincorrect decisionwould betrying to moveto aspace
whereoneopponent wasstanding). Thesecond level of decisonmaking
considersthetactical context adgptation, whichisadjustingtheresponse
tothetactical context (defined by thetectica problemthat predominates
in thet context) in which the action tekes place. Thetactica context is
determined by the scenario composed by dl performersthat could have
any influence on the game play, as well as the area where the action
takes place. To evaluate the TCA, the evauator needs 1) to identify
whichisthetactica problemtheplayer isfacing and 2) to determineif
his’her actions have the intention to solve this problem or ancther.

Inadditiontotheaforementioned componentsof gameperforman-
ce, thedatarecorded by the GPET dlowsto andysethe GameBehaviour
(GB), understood asthetactical quality of participation, epecidly in
attack. Through thiscomponent wecan detect which playersbehavein
aconservativeway, (their main objectiveisnot tolosethebdl or point,
s0 they perform mainly actions related to the tactica problem of
maintaining possession of the bal or maintaining therdly), or onthe
contrary, which onesplay in avery direct way (they try to advance or
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the get the god a any cost).

GB does not imply additional measures, only analysing in what
tactical contextstheir participationisusualy located and towhat tectical
problem their actions are associated. It can be aso completed through
the study of the number and nature of technical tectical dements, for
example, how many passes, dribbling and shots have performed in
total, and in comparison with their mates. For instance, if ina4 versus
4 game, where the team has thrown 20 times on god and the student
that weareeva uating hasonly mede oneshot, wecaninfer thet hisher
behaviour is not very offensive, but if in tota, the whole team has
throwntothegod 4 times, itisnot anindividua issue, but agroup one.
This component can provide information that is very reevant to the
teaching-learning processes. For a complete explanation of game
behaviour component, see Gutiérrez and Garcia-L épez (2012), where
agender gpproach to this component is studied.

As main contributions, the GPET proposes an in-depth andysis
of gameperformancethroughtwo novel components: adgptationtothe
tactical context and game behaviour. In this sense, Harvey and Jarret
(2013) condider that, in comparison with other instrumentsas GPAI or
TSAPR, and duetothemulti level coding required, the GPET expanded
the complexity and possible utility for research. Thus, as aresearch
ingrument, the GPET is more complete; however, it is a complex
ingtrument that requirestraining and ahigh understanding. Ontheother
hand, theGPAI hastheided characterigticsasapedagogicd instrument.

The objective of this paper isto propose amixed ingrument that
combineshoth strengths Inthefollowing section, twopracticd examples
of assessment are proposed, in which, starting from GPAI, TCA and
game behaviour are contemplated. The coding system of these
components has been adapted so that theresulting instrument remains
atool for training use.

Redl life applications

Be ow we present two cases of assessment, onefor invasongames
and another one for net/wall games. An example for eech of the two
main GPAI scoring systems are shown: the tally and a rubric-based
scoring systems. Either of thesetwo systemswould be gppropriatefor
both categories. The rubric-based scoring system would be more
gopropriatefor live assessment and the tally scoring system should be
implemented through video recordings.

In both caseswe gtart from afigurative situation thet alows usto
make a more accurate approximation. \We want to emphasize that
teachers should choose what and how to assess before teaching. We
assume the principle of «ingtructiona dignment» (Cohen, 1987),
according towhich the planning of objectives, contentsand evauation
must be joint. It does not make sense to plan the teaching of some
contentsbefore deciding what isgoing to beassessed, becauseknowing
key points and the time to be dedicated to teaching them is valuable
information. For this reason, we assume that teachers have aready
medethisreflection, and thishasled themto choose certain components
of the GPAl to beassessad. Inthefirgt example, we show an assessment
using therubri c-based scoring system. Inthesecond example, assessment
isdoneusing atally scoring system for each action.

According to our proposdl, first teachers should design an
assessment game that exaggerates those aspects thet are going to be
evaluated. It doesnot make senseto assessastudentinagameinwhich
thereis not alarge number of selected behaviours. Below readers can
find the components of game performance chosen to be assessed
according to the principle of indructiona dignment, as well as the
criteria that must be taken into account to establish the correct and
incorrect answers. Findly, thereisatable on which the eval uator must
record sudents' actions.

An examplefor invason games. Ultimate Frisbee

Figure 2 showsan example of atool for the assessment of passing
decison making and marking, gpplying a modified GPAI with the
contributions of the GPET. In our case, we have chosen to evaluate a
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Student Class
Evaluator Team Game
Game:

Court dimensions: 20 x 10 m. Goal area: 2x10 m.
Players: 4vs4

On-the-frisbee player can tag the opponent, so this has to sit for 3 seconds

Defense: one-on-one
On-the-frisbee player can not advance

Scoring key:
. Very weak performance (Never)
Weak performance (Rarely)

Effective performance (Usually)
Very effective performance (Always)

hwNeR

Components and Criteria:

TACTICAL
CONTEXT
ADAPTATION
(TCA) IN DM

OFF-THE-FRISBEE When defending, the player:
PLAYER (OffTFP) - Keeps closed to the opponent.
MARKING =

TCA IN OnTFP
MARKING =
- Avoids the opponent to advance catching the frisbee after moving towards our goal zone.
Near the own goal:
- Marks closed to the opponent, keeping physical contact.

- Avoids the opponent to score catching the frisbee inside our goal zone or closed to it.

Far from the own goal, the player:

DECISION MAKING (PASS)

TCA IN PASS DM

OTBP MARIKING

TCA IN OTBP MARKING

GAME BEHAVIOUR:

maintain possession of the frisbee?

a
a
O  Aim: catching the frisbee in the opponent’s goal area
a
a
a

Moderately effective performance (Sometimes)

COMPONENTS CRITERIA

PASS DECISION The on-the-frisbee player (OnTBP) passes the frisbee to a free player.
MAKING (DM)

In case there are two free teammates, the OnTFP passes the frisbee to the teammate nearer the
opponent’s goal area, trying to advance to the goal.

Pays attention, not only to his direct opponent, but also to the OnTFP.

Marks 1-2 m from the opponent, no physical contact is necessary.

e BT COMMENTS

- Regarding the passing decision making, pay attention on what tactical problem the observed player faces more often.
What does it mean that the tactical problem that the player faces more often is to penetrate the defence? And if it is to

- In the case of marking, what does it mean that the observed player faces more a defending space scenario (play far from
the goal he or she defends) than in defending the goal scenario (within or near the zone of goal)?

Figure 2. GPAI: decision making, TCA in decision making and marking in Ultimate Frisbee

group of year four Secondary School, who havedevel oped an Ultimate
Frisbee Unit, working on scenariosranging from 4 vs4to 6 vs6.

Some pedagogica considerations about this proposa are the
following:

- Reduced pitch dimensionsinvolvethat distancesarenot very
long and passes, therefore, are not too difficult.

- The fact that there is not an excessive number of players
alows a high participation of al players, which in turn meansthat a
large number of passes can be assessed.

- Regadingtherules

oToavoidexcessvepressureon defence, on-the-frisbeeplayer
can touch the opponent, in which case he/she mugt st for two
seconds.

0 One-on-one defence will be compulsory. Teechers should
makethepairings, trying that paired studentshave similar level of
gptitude.

o Teacherswill stablish other rules(e. g., what to dowhenthe
frisheefdls).

Asfor thegamebehaviour, aseriesof reflectionscanbecarried out,
which can bedirectly introduced into thetool used. On the other hand,
thesereflectionscan beused by teechersoncethegpplicationisdone. In
relaion to the case weare concerned, next ideas shoul d be considered.
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Regarding thefirst question about game behaviour (figure 2), if a
player mostly had options to pass forward would meen that he/sheis
adefensveplayer or organizer, becauseit tendsto bein rear positions.
You could dso assumetheat hisher teammates do not offer hinvher an
adequate support to moveforward. Ontheother hand, beingusudly in
ascenariowherepassng to maintain possessionisthemost appropriate
responsewould meanthat thisplayer usudly adoptsadvanced positions,
or his/her their tesmmeates do not move to advance towards the
opponent's god.

Regarding the second question, wefindasmilar scenario. Asitisan
individua defence, thetype of marking givesusinformation about the
way the attacker plays, mainly the movements he/she makes, more or
lessaway fromthegod area

An examplefor anet/wall game: twohands

Theevduation form in figure 3 assesses the Base component, the
Skill Execution and the Tectical Context Adaptation (TCA). Twohands,
when played without an implement and alowing a bounce, would be
located in the intermediate level (leve 11) proposed by Mitchdll et d.
(2003) for net/wall games in Primary Schoal. It could therefore be
gpplied from the 4th grade of Primary Schoal. It would nevertheless
serveasan eva uation gamefor higher coursesif they aregtartinginthis
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Class
Team

Student
Evaluator
Game:
Court dimensions: 10 x 5 m. Net: 1 m. Ball: foam handball size.
Players: 1vs1.

Aim: send the ball over the net into the opponent's field area.
Friendly serve: players have to serve from the center of the court and with a bottom-up trajectory after a
bounce. Serve should go to the center of the opponent's court. Each player serve five times in a row.
Service will not be evaluated.

Game

oooo

O Striking technique: Players can strike with any surface of the forearm or hand. Being able to use one or two
hands/arm strike. It is allowed both to strike after boat or volley, except in the rest, where a previous
bounce is mandatory.

[ Score: Match to the best of three sets of 11 points with two points of difference. If the serve does not
comply with the "friendly" rule and the return is failed, the action will not be counted on the scoreboard.

a For the rest of the rules, the more general norms present in net/wall games will be applied.

Coding procedures: Study the criteria. Watch your partner play and tick when he or she does an appropriate
action or an inappropriate action.

“ Correct (B co) Player returns to about the center court between shots.
Incorrect (B in) Player does not return to about the center court between shots.
SKILL Efficient (SE ef)  Returns the mobile to the opposite field within the limits of the field of play and without
EXECUTION committing infraction.
Inefficient Does not return the ball to the opposite field or commit infraction in the beating.
(SE in)
TACTICAL Correct * If you have an easy hit, direct the hit to a free space trying to move the opponent (try to
CONTEXT (TCA co) maintain or recover the initiative).
ADAPTATION * In case of having a risky return and being displaced from the center of the court (base
(TCA) IN position), player strike to the center of the court (try to keep the phone in play)
STRIKING * Ifthe opponent is very displaced and / or makes a return very centered and at half height,
DECISION player make a decisive strike by a smash, drop or clear (try to score).
MAKING Incorrect * The player tries to get the point by risky striking when the he or she is not in a situation of
(TCAin) clear advantage.

When the player has an easy strike, and he or she returns the ball to the center of the
court without any offensive intention.

et | sKuLExecuTion TACTICAL CONTEXT ADAP.
Correct Incorrect Efficient Inefficient Correct Incorrect
Total: Total: Total: Total: Total: Total:

PERFORMANCE MEASUREMENTS m

Base index (Bl) = B co x 100
Bco+Bin

Skill Execution __SEef  x100

Index (SEl) = SEed+SEin

Tactical Context TCAco x100

Adaptation Index  TCAco +TCAin

(TCAl) =

Figure 3. GPAI: Base, TCA and Skill execution

games category. In addition, the proposed material would serve, with
theonly modificetion of thecriteriaof theTechnica Execution component
(including apossibleimplement), for other net/wall games, especialy
badminton.

Somepedagogica condderations:

- Space. Court measures (10 x 5 ). They will be the minimum
that dlow players to find free spaces in the opponent’s field, and
thereforewill makenecessary thedi splacementsin depthand amplitude,
in such away that it would be necessary to return to the base position.
Inaddition, thesemeesuresarethosethat canbemoreessly established
by subdividing the 20 x 40n? multi-gport court present in most gports
fedilities, in which, with two longitudina nets, we can generate 16
courts, enough to accommodatedl the studentsinaPE lesson. Thenet
should beplaced onemeter high, which can beincreased dependingon
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the age/height of the sudents or if the gameistoo easy offensvely.

- Serve. Oneof the problemsthat teachers and studentsface when
playing net/wall gamesisthat too many ralies are limited to the first
two strokes. For thisreason, «friendly service» isincluded asarulethat
dlows rdlies with a grester number of exchanges. The sarve as an
offengveskill will beincorporated when players performanceisnota
limit for participation.

- Stroketechnique. Asinvolleybdl, itisalowedtohit thebd| with
both arms, separately or jointly. However, a bounce is alowed.
Introducing these rules we intend to limit the technical demands,
fedilitating agreater number of hitsineachraly. Inaddition, it alowsfor
bilatera work and transfer of technical-tactical learning to most of net/
wadl games

Not dl the rules are stated exhaugtively, but rather the teecher, or
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better, the students, must gpply the generic rulesof the net/wal games
(eg, thelineis conddered part of the field). They could aso reach
agreementswhen severd posshilitiesareavailable (eg., what todo if
the serve hits the net).

Asfor thegamebehaviour, aseriesof reflectionscanbecarried out,
which can be directly introduced into the assessment form, or can be
usad by theteecher once the assessment hasfinished. These questions
could beasked bothto theeva uator and to the assessed player (oncehe/
she knows about the GPAI results), and being the following:

- Regarding the beeting decison making, do you think he/she
grikesthe ball with offensive intent or just intendsto keep it in play?
Doeshe/she strike depending on what is happening inthe play or does
he/she not take into account where the opponent is and how he or she
returnsthebal|?Would you recommend him/her tobemoreoffensiveor
moredefensve?

- Regarding the type of stroke, have you noticed what striking
technique he/she mainly uses (bottom-up, smash, drop, etc.)? Does
thishavesomethingto dowith how he/sheplay moreor lessoffensve?

Regarding thefirst question, that aplayer mogtly hitsthe centre of
thetrack regardless of what his opponent does, it alows usto know if
the player does not have a high tectical awareness, since he is not
interpreting al the information of the game and is limited to worry
aboutwinning or losing.

Regarding the second question, and therecommendation of amore
offendgve or offensive srategy, the player will have the opportunity to
develop their procedura and strategic knowledge, dlowing him to
improve as a literate spectator and try to increase his autonomy in
termsof being ableto = f-andyse Thisisegpecidly trueif after andysng
severd teammatesthey anaysethemsalvesthrough video recording.

Conclusions

In this paper, we present how and why to add the GPET main
novdties(tactica context adaptation and gamebehaviour performance
components) to GPAI. Thisway aresearch focusinstrument (GPET)
could be introduced in teaching settings through a well-known and
pedagogicd orientedtool (GPAI).

Games assessment mug, little by little, take Sepstowards grester
authenticity, insuch away thet teacherscan messurestudents’ progress,
bothinthecontentlearning per se, aswell asinitsfunctiondity. Thatis,
itisnecessary that thestudents' learning can begppliedtored life, and
thet the assessment collaborates in the verification of that Situation.
Therefore, when we refer to the student's ability to transfer what they
have learned to red life (functiond learning), we mean that the child
must participatein the gamein al itsfacets (both attack and defence),
with high degree of involvement and with tectica intentiondity. Inthis
sengg, this article ams to help the teacher by contributing to the
improvement of an ingrument such as the GPAI, by deepening the
assessment of students’ ability to adapt to tactical contexts, aswell as
describing the nature of their game. Research showstheimportance of
taking on account these components, asthey are directly related with
tacticd awareness and participation, which inturn arerelated to sports
habitsfor life (Bailey et d., 2009).

Itisalso necessary to highlight that the effectiveness of thistype of
asEssment tools, aswell asthepreviousgamesteeching through GBAS,
gothroughateacher’ sdomanof both content knowledgeand pedagogical
content knowledge. Any attempt to improve gamesteaching will bein
vain without adequate teecher training. In this sense, the initid and
permanent training of the PE teacher iskey to be ableto gpply current
and research-based approaches.
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