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The purpose of this dissertation was to explore the effect of teacher training on the 

nature and context of movement instruction in Oregon elementary schools.  While there 

are numerous instructional guides and many anecdotal descriptions of classroom 

movement highlighting the work of movement arts specialists, to the best of our 

knowledge, no systematic study has been conducted to investigate the implementation of 

classroom movement instruction by general classroom teachers.   

In the first phase of the project, a survey on classroom movement was designed and 

validated with input from ten classroom teachers and five movement specialists.  Then it 

was administered to117 Oregon elementary teachers with mixed levels of training in 

classroom movement techniques.  The survey results found that teachers with higher 

levels of movement training were statistically more likely to use quick energizers, 

creative movement, dramatic skits and traditional folk dance than teachers with less 

training.  In addition, teachers with higher levels of movement training were statistically 

more likely to feel successful at using classroom movement to convey curricular content.   



 

The survey was then augmented with observations of eight elementary teachers 

with high levels of movement training as they implemented classroom movement 

activities.  An analysis of these lessons found that the characteristics of classroom 

movement implementation that most closely correlated to higher levels of student 

engagement were positive teacher attitude toward student motility, sequential 

instructional delivery, use of management strategies that were pre-structured into the 

activity, and the pre-teaching of kinesthetic relationship. 
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The Effect of Teacher Training on Movement Implementation in 

     Elementary Classrooms                

      Chapter I 

     A PERSONAL JOURNEY 
 

This dissertation has come about as a result of a lifetime’s passion for movement.  

As a child in dance class, as the boy who couldn’t sit still at school, as a professional 

dancer, as a public school teacher and teacher educator, the journey has been both 

profoundly personal as well as professionally defining.  The discussion that follows arises 

out of my experience over the years in engaging both students and teachers in personal as 

well as collaborative inquiries into the role of dance and movement in transformative 

teaching.   

I was an adjunct at New York University’s School of Education when Howard 

Gardner’s Frames of Mind was published (1983).  With its recognition that children’s 

minds have different strengths and weaknesses, it piqued the interest of many educators 

and posited a lens for classroom pedagogy that could finally speak to the diversity of 

learners in our schools.   

But what was interesting for the classroom teacher was downright euphoria for 

dance educators.  I remember breathless discussions in the faculty room about how this 

new theory would entirely change the landscape of our field.  For over eighty years dance 

and movement educators had been espousing the benefits of movement in the classroom.  

From Delcroze to Steiner, from Murray to Fleming, a generation of innovators had 

created a body of practice built on developmental and kinesthetic theory that highlighted 

these advantages.   
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But now, with the advent of Multiple Intelligence theory, movement pedagogies 

that had previously been embodied as classroom enrichment and “fluff” were positioned 

to become a matter of classroom necessity overnight.  Never before had the body and 

kinesthetic been elevated to the level of intellect.  With the inclusion of bodily-kinesthetic 

as one of the seven intelligences, Gardner had suddenly cracked apart centuries of 

Cartesian bias that told us that the body was separate and less than - less pure, less clean, 

less important and certainly less intelligent than the mind.   

In those heady days around that faculty table, we dared to imagine what an 

educational system would look like that embraced this seventh intelligence.  We 

imagined teacher preparation programs that were grounded in movement theory.  We 

imagined national in-services designed for movement-hungry teachers who could not 

wait to capitalize on MI’s pedagogical ramifications.  We imagined classrooms where 

children were allowed, even encouraged, to develop and express their understandings 

upon the canvas of their body. 

Some of our imaginings have come to pass.   In the past twenty-three years, we 

have seen the development of a number of inspirational arts-based and MI-centered 

schools.  But our naive vision, that it was only a matter of time before kinesthetic 

methodologies would become as common to every classroom as seat-based pedagogies, 

was far from accurate.    

In my current capacity as a teacher educator for Lesley University,   I often start 

my courses with a re-visiting of Gardner’s theory.   It doesn’t take long for the 

conversation to wind its way to the bodily-kinesthetic and I ask the teachers how many of 

them integrate movement activities into their classroom.  Perhaps two or three raise their 

hands.  Typical responses are: “There isn’t time.”  “My kids are already hyper and 
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moving would just stir them up.”  “I wouldn’t know what activities to do.” “I’m really 

not much of a mover myself.”   

It is the nature of these responses that has fueled the direction of my research.  

Are we becoming, as Susan Griss asks in Minds in Motion, “role models for limiting 

kinesthetic development” in our students (Griss, 1998, p. 11)?  What exactly is the link 

between “hands-on activities” and “minds-on learning”?   And what role can movement 

education play in this process?   What does understanding mean in the context of the 

body?   And how can we implement it?  How do we utilize kinesthetic intelligence for 

learning in the classroom?   How can we asses it?  What does it look like in the classroom 

when we use movement responsibly and well?   And by extension, what do we do to 

teach teachers to use movement in the classroom responsibly and well?  The thesis that 

has evolved is my attempt to answer these questions. 

As Elliot Eisner points out, “research on teaching implies research on what 

teachers do when they teach” (Eisner, 2002, p. 216).  While there are numerous 

instructional guides and many anecdotal descriptions of classroom movement 

implementation highlighting the work of arts specialists, to my knowledge no systematic 

study has been conducted to investigate the implementation of classroom movement 

instruction by general classroom teachers.  And yet, according to US Department of 

Education statistics (NCES, 2002) general classroom teachers, not arts specialists provide 

the bulk of classroom movement instruction.  Therefore, the purpose of this study will be 

to investigate the nature and context of movement instruction by general elementary 

classroom teachers.   
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Epistemology of the Body 

For Maxine Greene, transformative teaching is only possible in a world of 

multiple literacies and diverse modes of understandings (1997).    Referring to Gardners’ 

theory as a “warranty” against one-dimensionality, she embraces Jean Piaget’s 

constructivism in which “active learners reach beyond to wonder and imagine” (Greene, 

2005, p. 116).   As Catherine Fosnot explains, constructivism is by definition concerned 

with “active learners interacting with their surround – the physical and social world” 

(2005, p. 34).   

Therefore, when Greene advocates for teachers to “look through students’ eyes, to 

struggle with them” (1988, p. 120) she is using more than just a symbolic metaphor.  As 

Bryan Turner points out in Regulating Bodies, the body is the starting point for any 

theory of action (1992).  Even Piaget granted activity of the body as central in early 

learning (Seitz, 2002).  As the vehicle through which we comprehend our everyday 

world, the body is a necessary pre-condition for all learning and understanding to take 

place.   

But while much of our educational investiture has been in refuting or at least 

taming the “phenomenology of the lived body” (Turner, 1992, p. 8), education in practice 

has had to strike an uneasy balance between disciplining the body and educating the 

mind.  As Jay Seitz posits in The Bodily Basis of Thought, “we do not simply inhabit our 

bodies, we literally use them to think with” (2000, p. 23).  

Consequently, when Paulo Freire counsels us to create pedagogies and curriculum 

within the context of the learner (1994), movement educators necessarily look for context 

in the physical situatedness of the body.  What is the body’s vantage point?  How does it 
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construct meaning?  What language does it speak?  What conditions does it name?  How 

does the body anticipate a better state for learning?    

But in the current educational climate that disregards meaningful connection 

between pupil and curriculum for the policing of standards (Noddings, 2006), teachers 

are often only peripherally aware of the corporeal messages of their students.  And when 

they are aware, it is usually within the context of misbehavior and classroom disruptions.   

Adapting constructivist methodologies such as collaborative talk and assisted inquiry, the 

narratives my teachers paint are one of kinesthetic discontent.   

• “Chris is an intelligent, competent and capable young man.  However, I never felt 
successful in tapping into his talents.  Instead his talkative, unfocused and restless 
behavior became the focus of my concern.” 

 
• “Julia is a very active young lady who is oblivious to her actions and the feelings 

of her peers.  Due to birth issues, she has social, emotional, and cognitive 
difficulties.” 

 
• “Levi is a happy eager second grader who has bright eyes.  He is friendly, cares 

about others and always has a smile.  But it is difficult for Levi to sit still.”   
 

• “Payton is an extremely intelligent boy with a kind heart.  But he struggles with 
personal space issues and is in constant doubt of his ability.”   

 
• “David is disruptive, noisy, always moving, and a constant interrupter.  His desk 

is always a mess and his favorite activity seems to be falling out of his chair.” 
 

• “Kayci is a survivor who uses interruption and distraction to demand attention.  
She is always active and becomes distracting by finishing first and getting out of 
her seat.”  

 
• “Jose is a very passionate boy who really loves sports.  But he doesn’t like to 

listen and is very oppositional towards his peers and elders.”   
 

As the teachers dialogue and share the stories of their more challenging students, 

they cannot help but bring the strands of a body-based epistemology into the public 

space.  “Restless behavior, very active, difficult to sit still, struggles with personal space 

issues, always moving, falling out of his chair, getting out of her seat, loves sports” -  
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these are all messages from the students’ bodies waiting to be heard.  Furthering Dewey’s 

vision of authentic communication (1954), these narratives take the kinesthetic out of the 

shadows and place it on the curriculum maker’s agenda.  As the teachers probe the 

significance of their students’ motile patterns, they are confronted with long held 

assumptions as to their teaching and even their own learning – assumptions that 

“illuminate and thus challenge beliefs about pedagogy” (Fosnot, 2005, p. 266).  

As constructivist theorists have taught us to create pedagogies through an analysis 

of children’s thinking (Fosnot, 2005), our body based epistemology guides us to create 

pedagogies through an analysis of children’s movement.  What is the relationship 

between self-generated movement and self change?  What role does teacher-directed 

movement play in this process?  How do we educate students for classroom appropriate 

motile responses?   It is my contention that only through movement of the body, by 

exploring the relationship between movement and learning, that a truly constructivist and 

transformative pedagogy is possible.  

The Kinesthetic Spectrum 

Robert Sylwester, brain researcher at the University of Oregon, points out that 

mobility is central to much that is human.  Whether moving toward opportunity or away 

from danger, it is our ability to move that gives us a reason to have a brain and 

distinguishes us from plants and other non-rational organisms (1998).   

This premise, that form follows function, was also of interest to Piaget.  As a 

biologist, he developed his theory of equilibration by studying pond snails (limnaea 

stagnalis).  In contrast to Darwin who believed that evolution was due to chance 

mutations, Piaget found that different populations of snails developed different shapes 
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due to the conditions of the water.  Tranquil water produced elongated shells and agitated 

water produced shells with a more globular shape (Fosnot & Perry, 2005). 

Students’ motile patterns can be seen in this context as a type of kinesthetic 

equilibration.  Bonnie Bainbridge Cohen points out in Sensing, Feeling, and Action that 

the body, regardless of volition, will work to maintain both physical and psychological 

stability through compensatory self organization.  “These (automatic) patterns develop in 

response to the interaction between our internal state of being and gravity, other people 

and space” (1993, p. 124) and can include modification of position as well as more active 

changes in movement.  

While, teachers can identify students’ kinetic compensations through observation, 

less easy to identify are the reasons children “can’t sit still.”  Did the student miss 

breakfast?  Did he have a fight with his parents the night before?  Is the student bored?  Is 

the student in emotional or physical discomfort?  Is the student reacting to the 

ergonomics of the chair or the room?  Is the student fidgeting in an attempt to stay 

engaged?   

Whether as an expression of a learning style or a physiological state, the one thing 

that is certain is there is a range of motile responses in the classroom setting (Gardner, 

2006; Armstrong, 2000).  And while comorbidity clearly plays a defining role, causality 

must be viewed in the context of student experience.  While one teacher may perceive a 

student’s kinetic behavior as disruptive and noncompliant another may view it as 

enthusiastic and participatory (Bartolome, 2003; Bell, Washington, Weinstein, & Love, 

2003).  Therefore, it is important to look both at the range of student behavior as well as 

the value system of the assessor.   
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While high motility could signal the kinesthetic learning style, arguably the most 

prevalent mode among elementary age children (Hanaford, 1995), it could also point to a 

more serious learning disability as well.  For the movement educator, this understanding 

is critical to the design and implementation of developmentally appropriate classroom 

curricula.  It is also important to point out that high motility is only one element out of a 

pattern of behavior that characterizes particular learning disabilities (Jensen, 1998).  It 

cannot serve as a sole means of diagnostic criteria. 

Even though it is hyper motility that first draws the classroom teachers’ attention, 

the range of student motile responses also includes students with apathy and low kinetic 

affect.  These students, some with major depression and learned helplessness disorders, 

have particular need of the increased connectivity and raised amine levels that movement 

activity provides (Jensen, 2000).    

While the majority of teachers I work with are female, the majority of their 

student concerns are about boys.  This raises the issue of gender.  According to William 

Pollack at Harvard Medical School (1998), there is often an emotional disconnect 

between female teachers and boys. He postulates that this may be due to learning style 

differences in which boys may have a greater need for hands-on and active learning.  In 

Dance Education From the Trenches, Cheryl Willis concurs. “The boys enjoyed the 

opportunity for physical risk taking (where as) the girls appeared physically restricted and 

did not venture into (kinesthetic) creativity” (Willis, 2004, p. 11). 

Libby Blume at the University of Detroit explores the irony that classroom 

movement methodology (arguably a boy’s strength) comes out of the world of dance 

(arguably a girl’s strength).  She posits that different social expectations of boys and girls 

determine their interactions and experiences such that “sport is physical capital for boys 
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while beauty (and grace) is considered physical capital for girls” (2003, p. 97).   She 

argues that critical and reflective dance (and movement) pedagogies can overcome this 

gender bias and “reinscribe the body as subject” (2003, p. 101). 

In his analysis of Howard Gardner’s theory, Thomas Armstrong explains that 

while all of us have the full range of multiple intelligences “there are many ways to be 

intelligent within each category” (2000, p. 9).  Certainly the range of motile behaviors in 

the classroom hints at the fullness of the kinesthetic spectrum.  As Robert Sylwester 

concludes, “Misguided teachers who constantly tell their students to sit down and be 

quiet imply a preference for working with a grove of trees, not a classroom of students” 

(1998, p. 32). 

Is it Dance or is it Movement? 

To explore the connections between movement and learning, I will be drawing on 

theory and research from two discreet disciplines.  While both motor learning and 

creative movement address aspects of student motility, they approach the issue from 

different directions.  While seminal educators have long promoted the importance of 

movement in education (Piaget, 1952; Laban, 1960; Steiner, 1965; Montesorri, 1967), the 

field of motor learning has only recently begun to explore the cognitive implications of 

motor theory for the classroom (Bloom, 2004; Schmidt & Wrisberg, 2004; Seitz, 2000).  

Modern developments in brain research as to cognitive function and brain physiology 

(Ito, 2002; Gazzaniga et al, 2002; Sylwester, 2000) have further advanced a body of 

kinesthetic theory and practice linking movement and learning.   

On the other hand, children’s creative movement, with its roots in the 

instructional theories and methods of educators at the Columbia University Speyer 

Demonstration School (1913-1916), has long aligned itself within the expressive and 
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aesthetic disciplines of the dance arts.  With a focus on putting the teachings of John 

Dewey into classroom practice, Gertrude Colby developed a system of “natural 

movement” that promoted the uniqueness of each child and extolled the benefits of 

physical fitness and curricular integration.  Colby students such as Martha Hill, Bird 

Larson, and Margaret H’Doubler went on to develop leading dance education programs 

at New York University, Barnard College and the University of Wisconsin (Krause & 

Chapman, 1990).  Another Colby student, Ruth Murray, focused on expanding the role of 

creative dance into elementary education.  Her seminal book, Dance in Elementary 

Education (1953/1963), articulated creative movement methodologies that further 

developed the field and influenced a second generation of dance educator/authors such as 

Joan Boorman, Geraldine Dimondstein, Gladys Fleming, and Mary Joyce (Dunkin, 2006; 

Bergman, 1995).   

The intersection of these two fields has led to a particularly fertile time for 

discussion as to classroom movement pedagogies.  Bolstered by corroborating research in 

movement science and brain physiology, a number of contemporary classroom 

practitioners have sought to integrate dance and movement methodologies to support 

kinesthetic learning in the classroom (Gilbert, 2006; Sprague & McGreevy-Nichols, 

2006; Griss, 1998).  But it is not an alliance without controversy.    

Take the very public rancor between Sheryle Bergman of the University of 

Manitoba and Colla MacDonald of the University of Ottawa in the Canadian Journal of 

Education (1993).  While MacDonald takes a broad view of creative dance as “any 

physical activity that focuses on the child’s inner thoughts and feelings” (1992, p. 99), 

Bergman contends that it is aesthetic rather than expressive criteria that aligns movement 

within the artistic domain of dance.    
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Bergman references Gladys Flemming’s much quoted phrase (Krause & 

Chapman, 1990) “Movement is not dance, but all dance involves movement (1995, p. 

159)” to highlight this distinction, yet ignores Flemming’s fundamental belief that “it is 

the meaning and purpose of these experiences in education which is important, rather 

than the terminology used” (1976, p. 7). 

But while terminology may be what seems to be driving the debate, the two 

professors exemplify a deeper uneasiness over delivery and control of dance and 

movement curriculum in the schools. While I believe that the dance/movement discussion 

has significant curricular ramifications that I will explore later in my paper, the 

underlying concern over implementation needs to be addressed: Is creative movement the 

pedagogical “turf” of an arts specialist, or can the classroom teacher become an 

instrumental vehicle in the delivery of movement and dance curricula?   

Colla MacDonald clearly leans toward this second approach.  Her 1992 research 

(Effects of an In-Service Program on Eight Teachers’ Attitudes and Practices regarding 

Creative Dance) examined relevant criteria for the training of generalist elementary 

teachers to deliver creative dance curricula.  She focused her teacher training around 

“practical ideas on how to teach creative dance and integrate it with the regular academic 

curriculum” (p. 102).  

Sheryle Bergmann allows that while using movement to teach various academic 

subject matter “may enhance the teaching of the lesson” (1995, p. 163), it does not 

connote an art activity such as dance.  She strongly cautions against content integration 

that denigrates the dance experience in the service of the subject matter and prefers 

integration among the arts disciplines where the arts are on equal aesthetic footing.   
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But as Anne Dunkin from California State University at Fullerton points out, the 

reality is that classroom teachers, not arts specialists already provide the bulk of 

classroom dance and movement instruction (Dunkin, 2004).  According to US 

Department of Education statistics for 1999-2000, only about one-fifth of public 

elementary schools offered specific instruction in dance.  In 41 per cent of these schools, 

classroom teachers provided it.  Dunkin states that “such significant reliance on 

elementary classroom teachers as dance educators challenges university dance programs 

… to provide a bridge for future dance specialists” (Dunkin, 2004, p. 24).   She advocates 

investing in introductory dance education courses for elementary classroom teachers as a 

first step toward overcoming this delivery gap.    

What Dunkin realizes, is that if we truly believe in the critical importance of 

kinesthetic learning in the elementary classroom, then our goal must be to support 

classroom movement opportunities no matter who facilitates it.  As Gardner states, “arts 

education is too important to be left to any one group, even that group designated as art 

educators” (Gardner, 2006, p. 155).  While the teacher education work I do with Lesley 

University is not intended to replace the arts-trained dance specialist, it is part of a larger 

effort to refocus the debate.  Instead of arguing the issue “is it movement or is it dance,” 

the more pedagogically relevant question asks, “is this quality instruction?”  

Epistemology of the researcher 

In 1983, I worked for six months as an artist in residence in several Inuit villages 

along the Arctic Ocean.  During my stay, I was greatly affected by the distaste and low 

regard which community members held for the numerous doctoral students who had 

come into the villages to do research.  The elders in particular were left with a feeling of 

being used and then dismissed once the researchers had published their “findings” and 
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gone on to university careers.  “Farley Mowat doesn’t know it” was a phrase they coined 

to refer to this cycle of being subject to self-serving and ostensibly “expert” outside 

scrutiny.   

Elizabeth Ellsworth points out that this exploitation is almost inevitable when 

unequal power relationships allow the teacher/researcher to focus on “interests of her or 

his own race, class, ethnicity, gender, and other positions” (1992, p. 101).  As a result, the 

village community never had a chance to participate in the researcher’s process of inquiry 

and therefore adamantly rejected its resulting definitions and conclusions.  

This experience has stayed with me and as a result I have committed myself to a 

more ethical research process, one that does not elicit feelings of alienation among my 

subjects of study.  While my initial perception was that the community’s dissatisfaction 

was caused by a particular research methodology, Egon Guba and Yvonna Lincoln advise 

that “questions of method are secondary to questions of paradigm, which we define as the 

basic belief system or worldview that guides the investigator” (1998, p. 195). 

Of the four competing paradigms which Guba and Lincoln discuss in the 

Handbook of Qualitative Research, I am most closely aligned within the tradition of 

constructivism.  In the above situation, a constructivist paradigm would have allowed that 

knowledge and truth are created, not discovered by independent observation.  With an 

understanding that “reality is stretched and shaped to fit purposeful acts of intentional 

human agents” (Schwandt, p. 236), constructivist research would have empowered the 

villagers to participate in both the inquiry process as well as its practical implications. 

In her work with existential worldview theory, Farah Ibrahim states that social 

service professionals “cannot advocate a value position that is free of their personal 

assumptions or interpretations” (1993, p. 28).   James Scheurich and Michelle Young 
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question whether bias such as this is also a complicity “at the epistemological heart of our 

research enterprises” (1997, p. 12).   They caution that bias that is invisible to a 

researcher’s lens, that elicits participation even without conscious knowledge or 

malicious intent, can cause some of the worst and most egregious harm.  

And so my initial task it to scrutinize and then disclose my own bias.    First on 

my list is that I am passionate about the arts in general and the movement arts in 

particular.  I believe that it is a child’s birthright to experience the incredible joy of being 

alive in a physical body and that no teacher, school, or community has the right to 

diminish that.  I believe that this experience of kinetic validation applies to all bodies of 

any age, any size, any shape, and any ability.    

I also believe that education of the body is as important as education of the mind 

and that it is actually impossible to separate the two.   As Jay Seitz states, “Thinking is an 

embodied activity” (2000, p. 36). 

I further believe that teachers need to become aware of their own body image and 

personal movement comfort issues so that inappropriate role modeling does not impact 

teaching and limit opportunities for student learning.   While it is a positive sign that 

“obesity epidemic” research is fueling discussion of body image transference between 

teacher and student (Yager & O’Dea, 2005; Gorrow, Muller & Schneider, 2005; Yaussi, 

2005), research that looks at attitudes of teachers toward kinesthetic learning is much 

more sparse (MacDonald, 1992) and sorely needed. 

A constructivist perspective recognizes that we can never be the objective expert 

but are always a co-creator of experience.  In this paradigm “the investigator and the 

object of investigation are assumed to be interactively linked so that the findings are 

literally created as the investigation proceeds” (Guba & Lincoln, p. 207).    While some 
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critics have faulted constructivism on the grounds that being both participant and 

facilitator expands the inquirer’s role beyond reasonable expectations of competence, 

these concerns are ameliorated when researchers turn their lens towards their own 

communities where their expertise is highest (Guba & Lincoln, 1998). 

For the past twenty years, my community has been the classroom.  As Greene 

states, in Teaching As Possibility, “a curriculum in the making is very much a part of a 

community in the making” (1997, p. 6).  Even during my years on the concert stage, my 

heart was back with my students.  With teaching, there are no pretences - no curtains to 

hide behind, no illusions to create.  It is raw and real and full of life.  I find complete 

resonance with Guba and Lincoln’s description of constructivist researcher as a 

“passionate participant actively engaged in facilitating the multi-voice reconstruction of 

his or her own construction as well as those of all other participants” (1998, p. 215). 

Having been both a dance specialist and a classroom teacher, I feel well situated to 

engage my community with my research and to perhaps straddle some of the 

philosophical divides separating it (Bergmann, 1993; MacDonald, 1993).  

Therefore, the purpose of this study will be to investigate the nature and context  

of movement instruction by general elementary classroom teachers. The central question 

that will guide this study is: What is the nature and context of movement instruction by 

Oregon elementary teachers?  The sub-questions are the following: What are the reasons 

that movement education techniques are or are not used in elementary classrooms?  Is 

there a relationship between the amount of movement training a teacher receives and the 

amount of movement instruction a teacher actually implements in the classroom?  What 

does it look like to use movement responsibly and well in the classroom?  What are the 

qualitative markers that delineate classroom movement instruction? 
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    Chapter II 

                               LITERATURE REVIEW 
In Frames of Mind, Gardner introduced kinesthetic intelligence as a discrete 

cognitive capacity.   In his most recent book, Multiple Intelligences, New Horizons, 

Gardner clarifies that “intelligence in the ‘individual difference’ sense involves judgment 

about the potential of individuals” (2006, p. 35).  Some individuals have a higher degree 

of kinesthetic intelligence while others have it to a lesser degree.  But while much has 

been written about how to identify and utilize the multiple intelligences in the classroom, 

surprisingly little has been written about what the range of competencies within 

kinesthetic intelligence looks like.   

In this chapter I will define “kinesthetic intelligence”, examine some of the 

developmental matrices of motor learning, review what is known about the range of 

competencies in kinesthetic intelligence, and begin to describe how it can be measured 

and understood.    

     What is Kinesthetic Intelligence?   

In So Each May Learn, Silver, Strong, and Perini present a “typical” dictionary 

definition of intelligence as “the capacity to acquire and apply knowledge, the faculty of 

thought and reason, superior powers of mind” (2000, p. 6).  They point out the limitations 

of this definition, in particular how it does not address the practical manifestations of 

intelligence in lived society.  They reference Gardner’s expanded view of intelligence as 

a more complete understanding as to how individual cognition is influenced by both 

cultural values and social interaction.  This alternative definition of intelligence is based 

on intelligence in action. 

• The ability to solve problems that one encounters in real life 

• The ability to generate new problems to solve 
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• The ability to make something or offer a service that is valued within one’s 

culture.    

(Silver, Strong, & Perini, 2000, p. 7) 

Bodily-kinesthetic intelligence, the authors state, is that intelligence that is 

“related to the physical self and the manipulation of one’s own body” (2000, p. 8).   

Barbara Givens, of George Mason University, further articulates that the kinesthetic is 

that aspect of the physical learning system that utilizes the vestibular system and 

“involves the whole body, its balance and its position in space” (2002, p. 94). 

In Multiple Intelligences in the Classroom, Thomas Armstrong points out that in 

addition to making precise bodily movements, kinesthetic intelligence has to do with 

handling objects and usually includes a well developed tactile sense as well (Armstrong, 

2000).  He delineates these two aspects of kinesthetic intelligence as “the ability to 

control one’s body movements (so-called gross motor skills)” and the ability “to handle 

objects skillfully (so-called fine motor skills)” (Armstrong, 2000, p. 4).  

Multiple Intelligence specialist David Lazear defines kinesthetic intelligence with 

three aspects as “the ability to use the body to express emotion (as in dance and body 

language), to play a game (as in sports), and to create a new product (as in invention)” 

(Lazear, 2003, p. xv).  He goes on to give such kinesthetic exemplars as riding a bike, 

roller skating, and parallel parking a car to show how the body can “know” things in a 

way that the mind cannot.    

While Gardner has included kinesthetic intelligence as one of the primary 

vehicles of human cognition, not all theorists afford the kinesthetic with as prominent a 

role.  In reviewing the literature, I found a number of theoretical systems of learning that 

include the kinesthetic as only a partial or subsidiary component.  From Bloom’s 
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psychomotor domain (Dettmer, 2006) to Dunn and Dunn’s inventory of learning styles 

(Givens, 2002), these models postulate a bodily learning system that can be articulated as  

separate from but not subordinate to the cognitive realms of language and logic.  But 

according to Dr. Seitz of City University New York, even the best of pedagogic 

intentions can fall short when systems that recognize the importance of movement in 

cognitive development “absorb sensorimotor learning into higher systems of thought 

draining it of its cognitive uniqueness and centrality” (Seitz, 2000, p. 24). 

I found this particularly apparent when looking at learning style studies which 

revealed a significant degree of kinesthetic preference in their assessment results, yet 

minimized this aspect in their implications and conclusions (Yong & McIntyre, 1992; 

Rayneri, Gerber & Wiley, 2003).   

Toward this end, Gardner cautions educators to distinguish kinesthetic 

intelligence from the concept of a kinesthetic learning style.  Where as style refers to “the 

customary way in which an individual approaches a range of materials, intelligence refers 

to the computational power of a mental system” (2006, p. 65).  While a kinesthetic 

learning style designates “a general approach that an individual can apply equally to 

every conceivable content,” kinesthetic intelligence is “a capacity with its component 

processes that is geared to specific content in the world” (1996, pp. 202-203).  In fact, 

Gardner questions whether learning style is unique to the individual at all or instead a 

variable outgrowth of different learning situations. 

Jan Vermut and Alexander Minnaert of Leiden University address this issue in 

their 2003 study, Dissonance in Student Learning Patterns.  Using a longitudinal study, 

the researchers administered the Inventory of Learning Styles (ILS) to college students at 

the start and then end of the school year.  What they found was that students’ learning 
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patterns which were similar at the start of the school year became more dissonant (a 

wider spread than would be considered ‘normal’) as the year progressed.  The researchers 

believe that these results point to a developmental phenomenon that occurs as learners 

become more experienced.  At the start of the school year, student learning preferences 

tend to cluster together as the students are confronted with an unfamiliar environment and 

new curricular material.  But as the students become more comfortable, they are more 

willing to turn to innate learning style preferences and risk being different (Vermut & 

Minnaert, 2003).   

Silver, Strong, and Perini point to this contextual mutability as one of the 

limitations of learning style theory (Silver, Strong & Perini, 1997).  They attempt to 

rectify this weakness by integrating a Meyers-Briggs type learning style with Gardner’s 

multiple intelligences.  Armstrong likens this to “the Blind Men and the Elephant: each 

model touching on a different aspect of the whole learner” (Armstrong, 2000, p. 10).  

While this type of integration allows educators to identify additional relationships and 

connections, the larger student picture remains incomplete. 

According to author/educator Susan Griss, this is especially true in the case of 

bodily-kinesthetic intelligence.  Because the perception of physical skill as cognitive 

capacity is not widely developed in our culture, it is not highly valued outside of sports 

(Griss, 1998).   Gardner attributes this lack of societal value to a “Cartesian split between 

mind and body” that denigrates activity that seems less mental.  To answer these critics, 

Gardner turns to “contemporary neuroscience [which] has sought to bridge this split and  

document the cognition involved in planful action” (2006, p. 66). 
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The Biological Basis  

According to brain researcher Robert Sylwester, neuroscience is a way of looking 

at cognition from the bottom up.  By focusing on the workings of the brain’s “tiny and 

highly interconnected cells” (Sylwester, 1995, p. 7), neuroscientists have begun to 

uncover the biological basis of intelligence.  George Lakoff from the University of 

California at Berkeley concurs that neuroscience has moved our understanding of 

cognition forward from the historical perception of thought as abstract consciousness to 

something that is largely unconscious, embodied, and metaphorical.  With 95 % or more 

of the mind as unconscious, the neuroscientist’s view of thought is that it is “physical in 

nature with concepts precisely and exquisitely sculpted by neural circuitry that evolved to 

run a body” (2003, p. 50).   Not only is movement, action or activity always the endpoint 

of any intellective activity (Seitz, 2000) but the act of cognition itself makes use of the 

same sensory-motor system that runs the body (Lakoff, 2003).   

Sywester points out that “fine control over body movements involves the 

development of procedural memories and muscular changes that free our conscious mind 

to focus on strategy” (1995, p. 112).  Toward this end, bodily-kinesthetic intelligence 

engages the basal ganglia, to coordinate the actions of the sensory and motor systems, the 

amygdala to provide the emotional trigger for movements, the motor cortex to code 

movement and joint positions, and the cerebellum. 

While the detailed movements of the body’s most prominent features (hands, 

face) are controlled by the motor cortex with each hemisphere dominant over bodily 

movement on the contralateral side, the acquisition of procedural motor skills such as 

riding a bicycle or tying one’s shoelaces is coordinated by the basal ganglia and 

cerebellum  (O’Shea, 2005).  The existence of apraxia, a neurological disorder that 



 21 

impairs one’s ability to perform these voluntary and skillful movements even in the 

absence of underlying muscular paralysis or incoordination, constitutes one line of 

evidence for a bodily-kinesthetic intelligence (Gardner, 2006, Seitz, 1992).  Recent 

research on the cerebellum is another.    

While the motor system’s ability to engage with the frontal lobe allows it to shift 

back and forth between autonomic and conscious movement, it is the neural connections 

between the cerebellum and the frontal lobe which are particularly interesting (Seitz, 

2000).  While early lesion studies had indicated that the cerebellum‘s primary role was to 

coordinate and fine-tune autonomic movement patterns, recent findings in functional 

imaging research have found that the cerebellum is activated during the learning phase as 

well (Ito, 2002, Gebhart et al, 2002).  Not only do these findings confirm a joint neural 

site for both movement and learning, but it “would seem to go 180 degrees against the 

popular idea that a key role of the cerebellum in motor memory is to copy the instructions 

from cerebral cortex, store the memory, and subsequently control the performance 

unconsciously and automatically” (Peterson, 2002, p. 354).  Additional research indicates 

that the cerebellum, with only one tenth of the brain in volume but containing more than 

half of all its neurons,  plays an important role in anticipation (planning, regulation, and 

attention) as well as key timing functions that are utilized by both the perceptual and 

cognitive systems (Bastian, 2002; Fuchs, 2002; Seitz, 2000).  

While “we often talk of our mental activities as being subdivided among sensing, 

thinking, and acting phases” (Calvin, 1996, p. 43), the reality of an embodied brain 

refutes this perception that movement and thinking exist in a cognitive or biological 

vacuum.  Biophysical evidence for the parallel evolution of the cerebellum and regions of 

the frontal lobe in hominids as well as the use of the hands in primate evolution suggest 
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that motor activity may well have been the precursor to if not the actual basis for human 

intelligence (Calvin, 2005; Ito, 2002; Armstrong, 2000).  Additional evidence for the 

developmental role of kinesthetic intelligence comes from research into mirror neurons.  

Located in the prefrontal cortex, these neurons fire not only during complex motor 

actions, but also when complex motor actions are observed.  It has been argued that this 

kinesthetic link between third person action and first person experience could be the 

neurological foundation for the development of spoken language (Seitz, 2005) as well as 

the human capacity for empathy (Lakoff, 2003).  Mirror neurons point to the close 

association between kinesthetic aptitude and the other intelligences (in this case linguistic 

and interpersonal), and raises the issue of cognitive transfer that will be discussed later.   

The Components of Kinesthetic Intelligence 

In looking at the biological basis of thought, Jay Seitz of City University New 

York has proposed that there are three cognitive components to kinesthetic intelligence.  

The first component, motor logic, refers to the person’s neuromuscular skill at expressing 

and ordering movement.  Seitz references the studies on ideational apraxia in which 

damage to the brain prevents voluntary movement as scientific support for this 

component (Gazzaniga et al, 2002; Seitz, 2000).   

The second component, kinesthetic memory (often referred to as muscle 

memory), enables the mover to reconstruct muscular effort, movement and position in 

space (Scheff et al. 2005; Minton, 2003; Seitz, 1992).  This component is critical in the 

acquisition of procedural knowledge such as riding a bicycle and tying one’s shoe.  

Support for this component comes from clinical studies of individuals who have suffered 

memory deficit but are still capable of procedural movement. Gardner refers to the 
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example of a patient with severe amnesia who was able to learn and recall piano melodies 

even though he could not remember any of the teaching sessions (Gardner, 1975).   

The last component, kinesthetic or bodily awareness, operates through 

proprioceptors in the muscles and tendons and relays information to the brain with regard 

to the body’s posture and position in space (Seitz, 1992).  This information allows the 

person to be conscious of gravity, weight of objects, changes in body equilibrium and 

tension.   

The Domain of the Elementary Classroom 

Gardner emphasizes that intelligence is not solely a neuro-biological event.  It is 

intimately shaped by sociological forces such as time, place, and culture.  While 

intelligence refers to a set of human computational capacities, these capacities can only 

be accurately observed in context as the individual carries out certain behaviors and tasks 

(Gardner, 2006). 

Gardener suggests that one of the best ways to observe and understand an 

intelligence is to study it in the context of a particular domain of accomplishment.  

Domain, as he uses the term, refers to “any kind of organized activity within a society in 

which one can arrange individuals in terms of expertise” (Gardner, 2006, p. 31).  

Examples of such socially valued disciplines can be gathered from a list of adult 

professions or occupations.  Within the educational context, these domains might read 

like a catalog of course offerings. 

According to Gardner, an individual’s cognitive growth follows a developmental 

pattern.  While each intelligence has its own developmental trajectory, not all the 

intelligences have well delineated maps.  Armstrong references Piaget’s theory of 

cognitive development as providing a fairly comprehensive map for logical-mathematical 
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intelligence.  He also references Erik Erickson’s theory of psychosocial developmental as 

a map of the personal intelligences.  He further cites the work of Noam Chomsky and 

Lev Vygotsky for possible developmental models of linguistic intelligence.  But as far as 

a delineation of kinesthetic intelligence, he does not have much to offer (Armstrong, 

2000). 

Gardner theorizes that we can gain insight into cognitive growth by studying the 

‘end-states’ of intelligence in the lives of different domain experts (Gardner, 1994).  

“Once an end state has been defined, the possibility arises for staking out an educational 

regimen toward its realization” (Gardner, 2006, p. 107)  Toward this end, Jim Thorpe, 

Jackie Robinson, Martha Graham, Auguste Rodin, and Marcel Marceau, have all been 

cited as high end exemplars for kinesthetic intelligence (Silver et al, 2000; Armstrong, 

2000; Lasear, 2003).  But Gardner cautions that a domain can involve any number of 

intelligences (Gardner, 2006).  While these individuals may personify the end-state of 

kinesthetic intelligence, they may also be exemplars of high end spatial or intrapersonal 

intelligence as well.   

For the teacher who is looking to delineate what qualitative kinesthetic 

intelligence in the classroom looks like, these domain experts, while inspiring as student 

role models, may actually create additional confusion.   While educators may not have 

enough domain specific knowledge to differentiate the components of intelligence 

involved in the professional arena, the same is not the case for cognitive analysis in the 

classroom.   

Seitz suggests that to track the development of kinesthetic intelligence in the 

educational context, we need to look to the elementary classroom itself.  How does 

kinesthetic intelligence manifest across the curriculum in such pivotal learning areas as 
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communication, categorization, imagery, gesture and touch, and mathematics as well as 

aesthetic movement (Seitz, 2000)?   While much of the research into kinesthetic 

intelligence has been focused on the skills and abilities that are relevant to student 

accomplishments in dance and athletics classes taught by specialists (Gardner, 2006; 

Seitz, 2002), it remains unclear whether these competencies would parallel the range of 

kinesthetic understandings that the general teacher could expect to find in the domain of 

the elementary classroom.   

The Experiential/Hands-On Door 

According to Gardner, Multiple Intelligence theory is not an end in itself, but 

rather “a powerful tool to achieve educational ends more effectively” (Gardner, 1997, p. 

74).  Looking at the implications for curriculum, Gardner offers the suggestion that “any 

concept worth teaching can be approached in at least seven different ways that roughly 

speaking, map onto the intelligences” (Gardner, 2006, p. 139).  He has developed an 

analogy in which the curricular topic is a room with at least five (this number differs 

between five and seven depending on the source) doorways or windows into it.  

“Students vary as to which entry point is most appropriate for them and which routes are 

most comfortable to follow once they have gained initial access to the room” (Chalfen, 

1997, p. 79).  These entry points can be used by the teacher to develop multiple 

perspectives to the topic as well as by the learner to develop multiple representations of 

their curricular understandings. 

The key entry points are narrational, logical, quantitative, foundational/existential, 

aesthetic, participatory/collaborative, and experiential/hands-on.  (In some sources the 

logical and quantitative are combined into the same door.)  The experiential or hands-on 

door is for those students who learn best by doing.  It is useful for dealing directly with 
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materials that embody or convey the concept and is the curricular expression of bodily-

kinesthetic intelligence (Gardner, 2006; Chalfen, 1997). 

As we focus on the experiential/hands-on door, it is worth noting that there is a 

multiplicity of pedagogical voices inside it.  There are physical educators who look to 

movement as a source of health and fitness (Schmidt, 2004; Bloom, 2004).  There are 

neuroscientists who extol its neuronal and cognitive advantages (Sylwester, 2000, 

Hannaford, 1995).  There are the adaptive and special educators who look to movement 

for its therapeutic and expressive benefits (Kaufman, 2006; McMahon, 2000).  There are 

teaching artists who look to movement for its aesthetics, motivation, and transfer 

potential (Bradley, 2002; Marshall, 1999).  And then there are the general classroom 

teachers. 

According to Greene, it is the multiplicity of voices that empowers us to confront 

archaic pedagogical frameworks and authority structures.  It is the multiplicity of voices 

that allows us “to find ways of speaking adequately about what texts, or photographs, or 

musical pieces, or dance movements are or intend to be.  That should make us ever aware 

of the constructed nature of the reality we inhabit, the fields we study, the discourses in 

which we engage” (Greene, 2005, p. 121). 

From a pedagogical perspective, neither the voices nor the entry points are 

exclusionary.  A student may well walk in one door and come out another.  Or a student 

may walk in several doors at the same time. A student may walk in the experiential door 

and come out the logical one as we shall discuss later in the chapter.  Or a student may 

walk in both the experiential and the aesthetic doors at the same time.  Such is the case 

for the movement arts. 
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Gaining the Arts Advantage 

According to Elliot Eisner, the arts are particularly relevant as windows into 

cognition.  “The arts, I argue, can serve as models of what educational aspiration and 

practice might be at its very best” (Eisner, 2002, p. xii).   

Gardner is equally enthusiastic about the arts as an avenue for cognitive research 

for two reasons:  1) the field of arts education offers an alternative to the formal 

scholastic settings and formats that have “come to dominate our thinking about learning 

and [which]exercise a near stranglehold on school activities” (Gardner, 2006, p. 151) and 

2) the arts promote creativity.    

Gardner characterizes creativity as those outcomes that are “initially seen to be 

novel within a domain but are ultimately recognized as acceptable within an appropriate 

community” (Gardner, 2006, p. 42).  While Gardner acknowledges the uneven 

development that can exist between creativity and expertise, he articulates that creativity 

is most often connected to higher levels of domain mastery (2006, p. 67).  While not as 

robust a description of high end intelligence as domain end-states, creativity may be one 

of the more prominent markers that identify higher levels of student understanding in a 

particular arts domain.      

In fact, since the arts teach divergent rather than convergent forms of thinking 

(Fowler, 1994), they provide opportunities for students to expand both their range and 

level of domain competencies no matter what the domain.  Griss is quick to point out that 

creative movement and dance are the natural domains for development of children’s 

bodily-kinesthetic competencies in the classroom (Griss, 1998).  Alison Marshall notes 

that classroom dance creates both the space and structure to make thinking visible 
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(Marshall, 1999).  By bringing an ostensibly invisible, inner process into the public arena, 

dance allows both student and teacher to observe and document it (Ritchhart, 2002).  

The Subcapacities of Bodily-Kinesthetic Intelligence 

According to Gardner, “each intelligence is itself composed of constituent 

elements” (2006, p. 74).  Referred to as subcapacities, Gardner notes that these 

subintelligences work together and support one another.  While these subcapacities, like 

intelligence, do not exist in the pure form, they can be observed in the domains of 

accomplishment.  After reviewing the literature on children’s movement in the 

elementary classroom, I have found three separate subcapacities of kinesthetic 

intelligence that can be discerned.  These are kinesthetic function, kinesthetic expression, 

and kinesthetic representation. 

Seitz makes a point of differentiating these “subjective” features of kinesthetic 

intelligence from the “objective” components of motor logic, muscle memory, and bodily 

awareness (Seitz, 2000).  While the components are neuromuscular interactions between 

body and environment which result in bodily cognition, the scubcapacities are ways that 

children express this cognition in the classroom.  While the components are the physical 

mechanism of kinesthetic intelligence, the capacities are aspects of the intelligence in 

action.  Gardner articulates this distinction as the difference between a biopsychological 

construct and a sociological one.  According to Seitz, both aspects hold vital insight into 

the role of kinesthetic intelligence in human learning.  He describes this relationship 

between subcapacity and component as inextricably intertwined.  “Indeed, the body 

structures thought as much as cognition shapes bodily experience” (Seitz, 2000,  

p. 36). 
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The Development of Kinesthetic Function 

While a number of authors have developed models of psychomotor learning (Fitts 

& Posner, 1967; Gentile, 1972; Newell, 1985), the field of movement education suffers 

from a lack of unifying theory as well as poor communication among researchers in the 

various professions that have a stake in the outcome (Savelsbergh et al, 2003).    

Attempting to unify these earlier paradigms, Richard Schmidt & Craig Wrisberg 

proffer a composite model of motor learning with three relatively distinct stages.  In the 

Verbal-cognitive stage, children engage in self talk and verbal questioning as they are 

confronted with an unfamiliar physical task.  While gains in performance proficiency 

tend to be large and can occur rapidly, some learners at this stage may need additional 

instructions, demonstrations or other perceptual/conceptual assistance (a skip is broken 

down into a step and a hop, juggling instruction starts with a single scarf throw from one 

hand to the other).  

In the Motor stage, the learner is able to refine his skills as he becomes more 

consistent and efficient at reproducing the particular skill.  With most learners, this stage 

lasts somewhat longer than the verbal-cognitive stage and varies with the task complexity 

(step hops are practiced with alternating feet across the floor, throwing and catching is 

practiced with two juggling scarves). 

In the Automatic stage the learner no longer has to think about the skill but is able 

to produce the actions almost automatically.  Self confidence increases as the learner’s 

style and form are improved.  Physical and mental effort can decrease even as the 

learner’s ability to detect errors in performance increases (repeated skips are integrated 

into a dance, continual juggling with three scarves or hacky sacs). (Schmidt & Wrisberg, 

2004).   
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While these stages delineate how an individual achieves proficiency in a 

particular motor skill, it does not directly address the cognition that brings about this 

process.  Though Schmidt and Wrisberg acknowledge that the learner uses thinking 

strategies in the first stage of motor learning, they hold the position that “purely motor 

skills and purely cognitive skills are actually at the opposite ends of a continuum” 

(Schmidt & Wrisberg, 2004, p. 7).   While they acknowledge that most skills lie 

somewhere in between the two, as sport psychologists, their primary interest is with the 

motor skills outcome of human performance.  

However, if we look at this model in light of Seitz’s research into bodily 

cognition, it becomes apparent that the learner uses different combinations of kinesthetic 

intelligence components to move through Schmidt and Wrisberg’s stages of motor 

learning.  At the verbal-cognitive stage, the learner relies heavily on motor logic.  At the 

motor stage, the learner uses a combination of motor logic and bodily awareness.  At the 

autonomous stage the learner relies more on muscle memory with a lesser degree of the 

other two.  

Bergmann refers to this type of motor learning as functional movement, “which is 

movement geared toward accomplishing a practical task” (Bergmann, 1995, p. 159).   

Functional movement, or kinesthetic function, can refer to such diverse activities as 

kicking a ball, archery, billiards, or carving a turkey.  Even the technical component of 

dance can be thought of as functional movement with the task being to execute a plie or a 

particular style of leap or turn.   

Schmidt and Wrisberg point out that the level of skill achieved in this process is 

dependent not only upon the quality and quantity of the practice experiences, but also 
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upon pre-existing abilities the learner brings to the task situation (Schmidt & Wrisberg, 

2004).   

While the practical constraints of moving in a limited space do not typically allow 

students to develop physical skills to the degree of the physical education and dance 

disciplines, the functional movement in the classroom can still articulate increasing levels 

of coordination, timing, balance, and strength (Sprauge et al, 2006; Griss, 1998; Jensen, 

1998).  With an initial emphasis on facilitating student comfort and kinesthetic 

confidence, the range of kinesthetic outcomes can vary from scratching an itch at the low 

end of functional movement to juggling hacky sacks and jumped turns at the high end.  

While stretching one’s arms is an example of a low level of kinesthetic function, 

balancing on one foot with eyes closed is at a higher level.   

However, Bergmann points out that, skill development is not a complete picture 

of a student’s accomplishments in the domain of classroom creative dance (Bergmann, 

1995).  In this case, the objective of the activity is not only technical but expressive and 

aesthetic as well.  While the above model of skill development articulates a scale for 

delineating kinesthetic function, it does not address the development of these other 

competencies of kinesthetic intelligence.   

The Development of Kinesthetic Expression 

When Gardner speaks of the characteristics of bodily-kinesthetic intelligence as 

“the ability to use one’s body in highly differentiated and skilled ways, for expressive as 

well as goal directed purposes” (1983, p. 206), his use of the term expressive is 

ambiguous.  Expressive can refer to self-expression as in one’s emotions and feelings, or 

it can refer to logical expression as in communicating a concept or idea.     
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For Colla MacDonald at the University of Ottawa, this first interpretation is a 

fairly accurate description of the domain of creative dance which she defines as “bodily 

activities that express inner thoughts and feelings” (MacDonald, 1991, p. 434).  Centering 

the experience on the child’s thoughts, feelings, beliefs and judgments, MacDonald looks 

to place kinesthetic intelligence in the realm of affective learning. 

According to Griss, “giving children the physical and emotional space to explore 

inner parts of themselves without being told they are right or wrong allows them to 

integrate their sense of self with the material they are learning at school” (Griss, 1998, p. 

7).  Not only does this nurture students’ self awareness and self esteem, but it provides a 

forum for students to find their authentic and personal voice.  

Lois Bloom at Teachers College, Columbia University articulates that expression 

is the result of an essential tension between a child’s emotional/social development and 

the cognitive effort that is required to engage in a world of persons and objects.  

“According to the principle of relevance, development is enhanced when events in the 

context bear on and are pertinent to what the child has in mind, to what the child’s 

feelings are about” (Bloom, 2004).   Such is the case with body language, dance therapy, 

free dance and structured improvisation. 

This link between emotional and cognitive development highlights Gardner’s 

appreciation for the potential interplay among the intelligences, “at least in particular 

cultural settings” (Gardner, 2006, p. 73).  As one of the subcapacities of kinesthetic 

intelligence, the expressive element has a close association with the development of 

intrapersonal intelligence.  When I combine Erickson’s model of psychosocial 

development with Seitz’s kinesthetic components, I arrive at the following composite 
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model of elementary age expressive movement with three relatively distinct stages 

(Erickson, 1968; Seitz, 2000).  

In the Trust stage, children need maximum comfort with minimal uncertainty.  As 

they build trust of self, others and the environment, some learners may need additional 

instructions, reassurance and assistance. Initial activities should focus on increasing 

bodily awareness (stretch to different levels between 1-10, exploration of personal 

kinesphere). 

In the Autonomy stage, the learner works to master the physical environment 

while building self esteem.  As the child integrates bodily awareness with motor logic to 

solve tasks, she develops focus and builds a track record of success (balance for a count 

of ten, follow and lead in a movement mirroring activity). 

In the Initiative stage the learner begins to initiate rather than imitate.   As student 

self confidence increases, motivation moves from extrinsic parameters to intrinsic 

rewards (create a 32-count locomotor phrase that tells the story of your day/life; 

improvise a kinetic response to Picasso’s painting of Guernica).  All three components of 

kinesthetic intelligence are now active as the learner’s style and forms of expression are 

improved.  Creativity, even in the absence of advanced skill levels, is high as the learner 

attempts to solve tasks in manners that are novel to the domain. 

Not only is this experience of relevance heightened when the leaning context is as 

personal as the medium of the body, but it can be profoundly motivating. As the key 

ingredient for productive learning, Schmidt and Wrisberg point out that motivation, 

especially as it moves from extrinsic to intrinsic, results in greater effort and commitment 

as well as more conscientious behaviors on the part of the students (Schmidt & Wrisberg, 

2004).   
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Developing the expressive subcapacity of kinesthetic intelligence helps students 

to learn the difference between personal and general space (an important concept in the 

classroom) as well as how to sustain an engaged focus (Minton, 2003).  It further allows 

student performers to find a personal essence within technique (Schrader, 2005) as well 

as teaches students the process of risk taking in a safe environment (Scheff et al, 2005). 

For Jensen, voluntary movement where the student is given choices is the 

pedagogical “gold standard”.  By providing moments of freedom and presence, 

expressive movement allows the students to make choices that are not constrained by 

convention, routine, and duty.  Referencing the work of William Glasser, Jensen notes 

that “giving the learner more control over their environment is the first step towards 

boosting confidence” (Jensen, 2000, p. 262). 

Shrugging shoulders is an example of a low level of kinesthetic expression.  

Jumping for joy with outstretched arms and head lifted is kinesthetic expression at a high 

level.   Following the teacher in a game of Simon Says is an example of a low level of 

kinesthetic expression.  Slow, sustained, leaderless mirroring with a partner is kinesthetic 

expression that is developmentally much higher.  

The Development of Kinesthetic Representation 

Bergmann differentiates between expressive movement, which she perceives as 

more akin to the “venting” of therapy, and aesthetic movement which she defines as 

giving “form to feelings that are either evoked or controlled” (Bergmann, 1995, p. 162).   

For Eisner, the crafting of expression into form is at the heart of the aesthetic experience.  

“Artists by virtue of their experience and technical skills, are able to compose form in the 

service of feeling” (Eisner, 2002, p. 18).    
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Seitz points out that dance accomplishes this in two ways.  Rather than express 

actual emotions, kinesthetic representation uses gestic forms.  “Through virtual self-

expression the dancer’s concrete gesture captures the forms of feeling (e.g., hand 

outstretched to convey romantic desire), and through logical expression the dancer 

symbolizes concepts through the body (e.g., hand pressed together to one side of the head 

to suggest sleep)” (Seitz, 2000, p. 6).  

According to Minton, “the act of using movement as a form of communication in 

a dance involves forming movement into symbols” (Minton, 2003, p. 105).  Since all 

forms possess physiognomic properties (structural qualities that evoke feeling, emotions, 

concepts, or ideas), the student artist is required to select those movement elements 

(balance, contrast, symmetry, harmony, etc) which will best communicate the chosen 

concept, idea or feeling (Bergman, 1995).  This communicative aspect is central to the 

decisions the student artist makes.   In classroom creative movement, students select from 

among everyday movements and pedestrian movement sequences to create their dances.  

The hand raise is a simple movement symbol that has a meaning that is recognized by 

others as “my turn.” Placing the hand over the heart is a symbol that has a meaning that is 

recognized by others as sincerity or love (Minton, 2003). 

According to Bloom, “children express the representations they have in mind and 

the child’s contents of mind can be recreated in the mind of another person who interprets 

what the child says” (Bloom, 2004, p. 140).   For Seitz, this conveyance of meaning is 

accomplished through six kinesthetic modalities:  imitation (e.g. flapping arms to imitate 

a bird), visual resemblance (e.g. moving in a feline manner), style (e.g. heaviness of the 

lower body to convey pathos), status and role (e.g. king or sibling), metonym 

(substituting one movement for another such as doing a war dance to convey the notion 
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of impending battle) and metaphor (using a movement to represent something else such 

as scratching the head to convey thinking) (Seitz, 2002). 

It is this last modality of nonverbal metaphor that is particularly useful for 

developing more advanced levels of kinesthetic representation in the elementary 

classroom.  Seitz points to numerous studies that have looked at the role of gesture in 

communicating nonliteral meaning (Seitz, 1998).  According to David Givens of the 

Center for Nonverbal Studies, gesture refers to “a position or movement of the hands 

used to depict the shape, motion, or location of a person, place or thing.  (In this way) the 

hands and fingers mimic physical, spatial, and temporal relationships among objects, 

activities, and events” (Givens, 2006, mime cues).  

While the concept of abstraction can be difficult for young children to understand, 

gestural representation can be a remarkably effective modality for introducing it.  Minton 

uses the example of showing anger by shaking a fist and twisting the face into a scowl.  

She points out that these actions are literal because they are from real life.  An abstract 

expression of anger simply “captures the essence of this feeling without using the 

typically associated gestures – such as a single percussive arm movement followed by a 

series of vibratory arm actions” (Minton, 2003, p. 109). 

While studies have found a positive correlation between gestural expression and 

creativity, it is investigations into the non literal uses of American Sign Language that 

have pointed out the connections between body metaphor and higher levels of cognitive 

understanding (Seitz, 1998).  Highlighting the close link with the development of logical 

intelligence, kinesthetic representation “reveal(s) the presence of conceptual thought and 

express(es) narrative thinking, relationships among objects, and the association of ideas” 

(Givens, 2006, mime cues).  
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In an attempt to present a developmental picture of kinesthetic intelligence, Seitz 

(2000) has begun to classify the ways children express thought and ideas through 

movement.  Looking to Piget’s model of the stages of cognitive development (Piaget, 

1952), I have created a template that parallels the progression from literal to abstract in 

kinesthetic representation.   

In the Deictic Operational stage (deictic meaning a word such as I or there in 

which the determinant of the referents depends upon whom is speaking), the child still 

needs concrete physical situations and explicit directions. While it appears that children 

under 4 do not comprehend or produce metaphorical figures of speech (Vosniadu, 1987), 

Seitz’s research indicates that 3 and 4 year olds can use a body part to stand in place of a 

concept, pretend nothing is something, and distort an object’s properties (pretend to be a 

tree, drink out of an empty cup, pretend a pencil is an airplane) (Ortiz, 1999).  Using 

primarily bodily awareness and motor logic, children at this stage have developed front-

back movement, acquired some fundamental locomotors such as jumping and running 

and can demonstrate asymmetric use of the body.  But they lack the ability to express 

tension or weight in movement (Seitz, 2005).   

In the Iconic Operations stage, the child starts to create logical structures to 

explain his or her physical experiences.  Seitz’s research indicates that 5 and 6 year olds 

develop true metaphorical gestures which are both emblematic and illustrative.  They can 

make identifiable geometric shapes, distort a property of movement, and use symbolic 

gestures to represent familiar concepts  (make the body into a square shape, demonstrate 

a sideways jump, create a body statue for the word happy or the color green). 

  By integrating motor logic, bodily awareness and muscle memory, children at 

this age have also acquired lateral movements, complex locomotors such as skipping and 
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galloping, can coordinate movement with and around objects, and can use their upper 

body to propel themselves forward in a horizontal plane.  They can also demonstrate 

metrical properties of rhythm in movement and show symmetrical use of the body as well 

as more advanced balancing techniques (Seitz, 2002; Lopez, 1999). 

In the Formal Operations stage, the child’s cognitive structures include conceptual 

and abstract reasoning.  With motor logic fully activated, the child has developed the use 

of body metaphor, representation, and style to communicate meaning (Seitz, 2002).  The 

range of movement capabilities describes an increase in logical expression with an 

accompanying rise in independent critical thinking and problem solving skills. The child 

is now able to use movement abstraction and style to communicate more complex 

meanings (create a 32-count phrase to show the economic and social factors that led to 

the dismantling of the Berlin wall, create a dance that depicts one aspect of Harriet 

Tubman’s personality). 

Raising a hand to get attention is a low level of kinesthetic representation.  

Making a body statue of the word “freedom” is an example of kinesthetic representation 

at a high level.  Doing a jumping jack is an example of low level kinesthetic 

representation.  Creating a 16-count phrase to show the cause and effect of a thunder bolt 

striking a tree is kinesthetic representation at a higher level. 

While Seitz has found the use of metaphoric gestures and kinetographs 

(movements which depict a bodily action) in all age groups, it appears that children can 

embody metaphor at an earlier age than they can conceptualize it in speech (Seitz, 2000; 

Vosniadou, 1987).   One reason for this is that some kinds of metaphor “at least in the 

initial stages of processing may operate outside of conscious awareness (Seitz, 2005, p. 

2).”  Looking at the close association between intended movements and observed 
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movements that is “underwritten by mirror neurons in the premotor cortex” (Seitz, 2005, 

p. 10) we find a generative system for creating metaphor.  Not only do the motor neurons 

for eating a banana trigger when the child observes a monkey eating a banana, but these 

neurons trigger even when just observing the banana on a table (Lakoff, 2003).  As 

humans make these unconscious linkages between object and action, the basis of 

metaphor is already pre-wired in.  

The Role of the Other Intelligences 

For Gardner, the theory of Multiple Intelligences is “simpler, both conceptually 

and biologically, with the various intelligences conceived of as totally independent of one 

another” (Gardner, 2006, p. 73).  However, we can see that in practice this is not the case.  

The linkages between intrapersonal intelligence and kinesthetic expression, and between 

logical intelligence and kinesthetic representation point up two of the close ties that exist.  

But these are not the only intelligences at play in the domain of classroom Creative 

Dance Movement.  Spatial, musical, and interpersonal intelligences also interface 

strongly. 

Defined as the “capacity to perceive the visual-spatial world accurately and to 

perform transformations on one’s initial perceptions” (Armstrong, 2000, p. 4),  spatial 

intelligence is a central component in the domains of art, sports, navigation, architecture, 

and engineering. Spatial processing is localized in the posterior regions of the right 

cerebral cortex and is distinct from visual perception as evidenced by studies of spatial 

intelligence in blind populations (Gardner, 2006). 

Spatial reasoning is used in all three subcapacities of kinesthetic intelligence.  In 

Kinesthetic Function, spatial intelligence is used to achieve spatial accuracy and timing.  

Spatial intelligence allows the learner to avoid or correct spatial errors through 
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compensatory neuromuscular modifications (Schmidt & Wrisberg, 2004).  In Kinesthetic 

Expression, spatial intelligence is used to develop an understanding of personal versus 

general space in the classroom.  This entails an awareness of the significance of the 

distance between bodies and involves the distinction between axial and locomotor 

movements (Minton, 2003; Schrader, 2005).  In Kinesthetic Representation, spatial 

intelligence is used to help develop meaning in movement style, body metaphor and 

gesture. Shape, directionality, dimension, levels, pathway and focus all rely on the 

integration of spatial and kinesthetic intelligence (Cone, 2005; Schrader, 2005).   

Armstrong defines musical intelligence as the ability to produce and appreciate 

rhythm, pitch, and timbre (Armstrong, 2000).  Chalfen clarifies that “musical intelligence 

allows people to create, communicate, and understand meanings made out of sound” 

(Chalfen, 1997, p. 67).  While clearly critical for composers, instrumentalists, and 

dancers, musical intelligence can also be seen in students “who constantly tap out 

intricate rhythms on the desk with their pencils” (Chalfen, 1997, p. 67).  

In Kinesthetic Function, musical intelligence is used to achieve the inner rhythm 

necessary for consistency and flow in movement.  “The use of rhythmic patterns in motor 

activities enables the participant to settle into a groove” (Schrader, 2005, p. 42).  This is 

supported by studies on the role of the timing and temporal structure of bimanual 

movement skills (when the hands are moving differently) which suggest that the 

neuromuscular system prefers to produce “movements that have a common underlying 

rhythm” (Schmidt & Wrisberg, 2004, p. 82).     

In Kinesthetic Expression, musical intelligence is used in two ways.  First it is 

used to acquaint the student with organic rhythms. From breath and heartbeat to rain 

patterns and migration, an appreciation of rhythm connects the student to “the inner 
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impulse from which movement originates” (Laban, 1960, p. 19).   Intentional use of 

rhythm is also used to motivate the learner.  As a source of inspiration, rhythm, beat, 

pulse, and melody are used to enable students to articulate their inner experience that is at 

the heart of kinesthetic expression (Minton, 2003).    

In Kinesthetic Representation, the student uses musical intelligence to help 

develop artistic intent.  For beginning student choreographers, connection to music can 

solve the three major choreographic challenges “when to begin, when to build, and when 

to stop” (Schrader, 2005, p. 90).  Not only does musical intelligence help the student 

translate rhythm into movement, but it can also help them to determine the sequence, 

speed, climax, accents, and even tone of the piece.   

Interpersonal intelligence “enables individuals to recognize and make distinctions 

about others’ feelings and intentions” (Chalfen, 1997, p. 67).  For both Dewey and 

Vygotsky this is the primary intelligence in a child’s development since the social 

“comes first whereas the development of the individual follows as a shadow of social 

relationships” (Glassman, 2001, p. 5).  Used by teachers, parents, politicians, 

psychologists and salespeople, interpersonal intelligence is a cognitive prerequisite for 

student success both within and outside the classroom (Pelligrini et al, 2002).   

As a practical matter, Kinesthetic Function happens in a social context.  Except 

for the rare instance of one on one coaching, most classroom movement occurs with 

groups of learners. According to Peggy Dettmer of Kansas State University, interacting is 

as much a part of learning and skill development as thinking, feeling and moving 

(Dettmer, 2006).  This is especially apparent in the classroom where students are moving 

in close proximity with limited space.  Interpersonal intelligence supports this in that it 

allows children to develop two-way communication during the motor learning process.  
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The abilities to give and take instructional cues, to receive guidance and corrections, to 

learn by observation, and to participate in peer modeling are all dependent on the 

development of interpersonal skills (Schmidt & Wrisberg, 2004).   

In Kinesthetic Expression, interpersonal intelligence is used to create familiarity 

and emotional safety in the learning situation.  As students develop from the Trust stage 

to the Autonomy and Initiative stage they are more willing to take the kinds of risks that 

lead to personal growth and substantive improvement.  Engaging in teamwork, building 

friendships, respecting other’ rights, leading and following, modifying one’s own 

preferences to facilitate group success and assisting others are all pivotal components of 

Kinesthetic Function that interpersonal intelligence helps foster (Dettmer, 2006; Minton, 

2003).  Not only does interpersonal intelligence guide the development of a student’s 

movement performance skills, but it also advances the development of appropriate 

audience skills as well (Cone, 2005). 

In Kinesthetic Representation, interpersonal intelligence enables children to 

develop and learn the gestic language that is the basis of body metaphor (Silver, et al, 

2000; Armstrong, 2000).  While interactions with the physical environment give the 

student physical cues about body position and structure, interpersonal interactions are the 

only way to develop the social cues and nonverbal communication that allow body shape 

and movement to convey meaning.  Cross-sectional studies of perceptual as well as 

general development led Felicie Affolter of the University of Minnesota’s Cognitive 

Science Center to conclude “that nonverbal interaction experience in daily problem 

solving events is the root of development” (Affolter, 2004, p. 169).   The activation of 

interpersonal intelligence in Kinesthetic Representation not only allows children to 

engage in group problem solving and conflict resolution, but also develops skills in 
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cooperative leadership, and encourages positive social integration, acceptance of other 

perspectives, perseverance and peer empowerment (Griss, 1998). 

The Issue of Transfer 

From a developmental perspective, “rarely during our lifetime do we learn tasks 

that are completely new” (Lindner, 1988, p. 65).  Outside of early infancy, most learning 

involves variations and elements of, or similarities to, previous learning tasks or 

situations.  As psychologist Bloom states, “development does not occur in separate 

domains of activity apart from each other” (Bloom, 2004, p. 165).  This influence on the 

learning of a given task as a result of previous practice or experience is known as 

transfer.  But how does it work, and what is actually being transferred?   

Early cognitive theorists believed that developing general mental functions such 

as reasoning, memory, judgment, willpower, and concentration in one subject would help 

the individual achieve those capabilities in other subjects.  Gardner, however, is 

“skeptical about the existence of horizontal faculties – faculties like memory or attention 

or perception that are alleged to operated equivalently across all kinds of content” 

(Gardner, 2006, p. 75).  Gardner articulates that intelligence is domain specific and points 

out that the most reliable way to raise skills in a particular domain is to practice those 

skills in that particular domain.  While he notes that “a child’s strength in one area might 

facilitate performance in another” (2006, p. 96), this is not a particular indication of 

transfer. 

Eisner approaches the issue of transfer from a different direction.  “If it can be 

demonstrated that transfer (of learning from art to academics) occurs, there would be a 

double benefit – even a triple or quadruple benefit” (Eisner, 2002, p. 219).  Eisner 

emphasizes the distinction between specific and nonspecific transfer.  Specific or near 
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transfer is the application of ideas and skills acquired in one set of tasks to another similar 

set of tasks within the same situation or domain.  Eisner gives the example of the transfer 

of skills between drawing and painting, both arrays in the visual arts.   

Conversely, nonspecific or far transfer pertains to the application of ideas and 

skills from one domain to another.  Eisner gives the example of the transfer of skills from 

drawing to history.  For example, does an understanding of relationship and coherence in 

an art activity transfer to an understanding of relationship and coherence in a writing 

assignment about the constitution in history class (Eisner, 2002)?  While more task 

specific than a general ability such as reasoning, judgment or memory, far transfer occurs 

when learners develop capabilities that can be applied to other settings.  But while the 

setting may be different, far transfer is based on the premise that there are specific 

similarities between the learning tasks.   

In looking for confirmation as to transfer from art to academic domains, existing 

research does not yet provide convincing evidence.  In a review of the literature on the 

relation of dance to cognitive abilities, Keinanen, Hetland, & Winner (2000) found that 

only 7 out of 3,714 potential studies met their criteria for quantified outcomes, use of 

control groups, and implementation on a non-impaired population.  Finding some 

evidence for near but not far transfer, four studies examined the relationship between 

dance instruction and reading comprehension while three studies looked at dance 

instruction and nonverbal reasoning abilities.   

Initial claims for far transfer came from a 1999 quantitative study correlating 

dance instruction and improvement of reading skills.  Conducted by Dale Rose on the 

impact of the Whirlwind Reading Through Dance Program, the researchers found 
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significant improvement in the three areas of reading skills measured: consonant sounds, 

vowel sounds, and phoneme segmentation abilities (Deasy, 2002). 

However, the authors question whether approaches such as Whirlwind’s can be 

accurately held up as examples of cognitive transfer.  Seitz describes the academic 

success of the Whirlwind program as more a result of motivation and direct instruction in 

which the desired reading skills were embedded in the dance activity.  While Seitz does 

not see “any principled reason why dance instruction should have any effect on reading 

abilities” (Seitz, 2002a, p. 2), he is more optimistic about the possibility of correlations 

with nonverbal abilities such as spatial-temporal reasoning.   

In Critical Links, Karen Bradley references the author’s meta-analysis to suggest 

that dance may be effective as a means of developing three areas of creative thinking.  

Fluency, originality, and abstractness each showed positive correlations with at least 

some of the physical activities specific to dance in the seven studies.  Bradley points out 

that this is not surprising when one thinks of the close relationship between the active 

facility and mobility in dance and the cognitive ability to “turn ideas around and look at 

them from different angles” (Bradley, 2002, p. 16).  But Winner and Hetland caution that 

correlation is not causality.  The study of dance could strengthen other areas of learning 

because positive learning habits may transfer to other subjects, or the increased 

engagement and motivation experienced in dance classes may transfer over.  Or it is 

possible that no causal relationship exists and students who choose to take part in dance 

and other art courses may just be high achievers to begin with (Winner & Hetland, 2000).  

Keinanen, Hetland & Winner point out that the small sample size of their meta-

analysis, the variations in dance instruction, and the large temporal gap between studies 

prevents them from drawing “any strong conclusions about the power of dance to foster 
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cognitive skills that transfer to other areas” (Keinanen et al, 2000, p. 304).  But their 

research does raise significant questions and suggest directions for future research, in 

particular a desire to determine the mechanisms underlying transfer.  Is it due to “transfer 

of cognitive skills, transfer of working habits, transfer of motivation and attitude, or to 

some other type of mechanism” (Winner & Hetland, 2000, p. 7)? 

Kinesthetic Implications 

Noting the embodied nature of kinesthetic intelligence, clues as to the 

mechanisms of transfer may be found in the research on transfer of motor learning.   

Rachel Seidler of the University of Michigan points out that traditional motor theories 

have focused on near transfer of learning because it “emphasizes that skill learning is 

specific to the context and task performed” (Seidler, 2004, p. 65), This is reminiscent of 

Gardner’s understanding of intelligence as a vertical facility that is domain specific.  

Learning experiences are designed so that a particular skill can be transferred from the 

instructional setting to a particular target context such as an athletic competition or a 

dance recital. 

On the other hand, far transfer occurs when learners develop general capabilities 

that can be applied to other very different tasks or settings.  Schmidt gives the motor 

example of teaching primary skills such as running and jumping which can later transfer 

to the running used in soccer and football or the jumping used in hurdling and basketball 

(Schmidt & Wrisberg, 2004).  Lindner points out that far transfer is particularly 

beneficial in the early stages of learning.  Since this stage is characterized by the 

development of general sets, modes of attack, and strategies, far transfer is often used for 

developing foundational skills appropriate to previously learned skills which are also 

related to the new task (Lindner, 1988).   
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In both of the above situations, the goal of transfer is explicit to the instructional 

objectives.  Not that the teacher artificially “embeds” another skill, context or assessment 

into the activity, but transfer, itself, is perceived as a natural culmination of the lesson.  

As Bradley recognizes in the arts-to-academics situation, for transfer to be more powerful 

“teachers should explicitly support transference so that it is more strongly incorporated 

into meta-cognitive activities” (Bradley, 2002, p. 18).  Even though Bradley incorrectly 

instroduces the psychological term transference in the above quotation, her call to 

teachers to be active initiators in the transfer process is anything but incorrect.  And as 

Eisner insists, transfer must be an organic outcome that does not subordinate the primary 

arts activity (Eisner, 2002). 

An interesting perspective on this issue comes from Shea and Morgan’s research 

into blocked and random movement practice.  The researchers gave two groups of 

subjects three movement tasks to practice and learn.  The first group was instructed to 

perform their movement tasks in block order completing all of task A before moving on 

to task B and completing all of task B before moving onto task C.  The second group 

practiced the three movements in random order with their attempts being randomly 

intermingled.  Both groups perform all three movements the same number of times.  The 

participants were then required to perform these movements 10 minutes after the practice 

session and again 10 days later.  The results indicated that while blocked practice 

produced better immediate performance after 10 minutes, the random practice produced 

much better retention and allowed the second group to perform far better after 10 days. 

(Schmidt & Lee, 2005). 

Two theories have emerged to explain the benefits of random practice.  One 

hypothesis argues that when individuals change from one task to another during random 
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practice, they become more aware of the distinctiveness of the different tasks making 

each one more meaningful and thus more durable in their long term memory.  The other 

hypothesis argues that when individuals change from one task to the other they forget 

what they were trying to figure out and have to relearn the task all over again.  Because 

the learner is continually challenged, this more rigorous from of practice requires more 

effort and the results show in greater memory retention (Schmidt & Wrisberg, 2004).   

While the concept of repetition is deeply rooted in many pedagogical systems, 

Shea and Morgan’s experiment differentiates between repetition and repetitiveness.  

While the “drill and kill” approach to learning may produce effective performances for 

the test, it does not promote lasting learning or transfer to other contexts.   Not only does 

this experiment reveal an important aspect as to how the body learns, but it also gives us 

insight as to the role kinesthetic intelligence may play in cognitive transfer.   

In blocked practice, the task that is to be assessed is targeted and repeated.  This is 

similar to the Whirlwind program that was mentioned earlier.   The research showed 

immediate gains that were fairly easy to assess as they were in the short term.  But 

Winner and Hetland caution researchers from focusing “too narrowly on scores and 

grades as (transfer) outcomes” (2000, p. 6).  To accurately judge the transfer efficacy of 

the Whirlwind program, assessment would also need to look at retention over the longer 

term.  Eisner points out that many researchers expect “too much in too short a period or 

use a short treatment time in order to maximize control over potentially confounding 

variables” (Eisner, 2002, p. 222).   

As random practice puts off immediate success for future gains, it also allows the 

development of more general capabilities that can be transferred to different tasks and 

situations.  In a similar fashion, Eisner suggests that rather than look to the arts as a 
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means to teach specific academic skills such as consonant sounds or phoneme 

segmentation, the measure of transfer success should be in identifying the kinds of 

cognitive demands activities in the arts share with the cognitive demands in the academic 

subjects (Eisner, 2000). Winner and Hetland suggest that this type of more relevant 

transfer may even affect the “culture of learning” in a school.  The challenge is that, as 

with random practice, the potential transfer benefits are more difficult to measure and 

only emerge in longer term assessments (Winner & Hetland, 2000). 

Seidler’s research into motor learning approaches the issue of transfer from the 

other direction.  Using a joystick-aiming device, Seidler had subjects learn five different 

motor tasks, three that were similar to each other (adaptations of visuomotor rotation) and 

two that were not related (a change in display gain instead of rotation and a repeating 

sequence of movements).  The control group performed the same number of trials but 

only on one of the two non related tasks.  Seidler found that the experimental subjects 

exhibited a transfer of learning ability to the two non related tasks resulting in faster 

learning than that seen in the control subjects.  While contradicting the specificity of 

learning principle that the best way to teach a skill in a domain is to practice the skill in 

that domain, Seidler’s research confirmed that when subjects were exposed to a variety of 

motor learning paradigms, they were able to acquire general, transferable knowledge 

about skill learning processes (Seidler, 2004).    

Seidler suggests that one possibility for the mechanism underlying this transfer is 

that there may have been a potentiation of the underlying neural circuitry supporting the 

behavior. “There is substantial evidence that both cortical and synaptic plasticity occur 

during learning and that such plasticity is localized to the neural regions mediating the 

learned behavior” (Seidler, 2004, p. 65).  While it might be expected that enhanced 
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plasticity of the associated neural regions would benefit learning of the related 

visuomotor tasks, it was surprising that it resulted in enhanced sequence learning as well. 

Action Systems Theory 

While all theories of transfer agree that transfer is based on similarities between 

learning tasks, theorists disagree as to which aspects of learning are similar.  For motor 

theorists such as Schmidt and Seidler, the similarity that produces transfer is between 

movement patterns with invariant features – the kind of physical reactions imposed by a 

certain set of stimuli in one situation versus the kind of physical reactions imposed by 

different stimuli in a different context.  But this focus on the primacy of movement does 

not account for the general improvement in associative learning that Seidler’s research 

revealed. 

For cognitive theorists such as Eisner and Gardner, the similarity that might 

produce transfer is between mental constructs – the kind of perceptions and decision 

making that activities in the arts imposes versus the kind of perceptions and decision 

making made in social studies or science.  But while this perspective has placed cognition 

in the context of the domain with all its social/cultural implications, it does not fully 

contexualize intelligence in the body.  While there is a recognition of intelligence as both 

active and based in performances of understanding (Wiske, 1998), there is not an equal 

recognition that kinesthetic intelligence is the primary vehicle through which all other 

performances of understanding must flow. 

But for Maxine Greene performances that only document understanding are not 

enough.  “An education for freedom must move beyond function, beyond the 

subordination of persons to external ends.  It must move beyond mere performance to 

action” (Greene, 1988, p. 133). 
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Edward Reed also looks to action as the primary unit of both motor activity and 

cognition.  His action systems theory proposes an ecological framework of learning in 

which the similarity that produces transfer is between actions that have the same meaning 

or function.  By ecological, Reed is referring to a construct that cuts across different 

domains and intelligences.  It refers to a lived context that is sociological, ethological and 

teleological.  It is a complex environment of behavioral possibilities that rejects the 

behaviorist theory that “action can be reduced to stimulus and response” (Reed & Brill, 

1996, p. 433).  And as Bradley points out, “our goal (as educators) is not replicability in 

the laboratory but improvement in the classroom” (Bradley, 2002, p. 16). 

According to Nicholai Bernstein, “actions are not simply movements.  Most of 

them are whole sequences of movements that together solve a motor problem” 

(Bernstein, 1996, p. 146)”  All the parts of the movement are related to each other by the 

meaning of the problem.  For example, when an eight month old infant reaches for a 

rattle, she may try many different ways to obtain it.  She may grab for it with one hand 

and then the other.  She may try to grasp it with her mouth or she may scream and point.  

The infant performs a variety of different actions which all have the same purpose.   

When that same infant who has just learned to balance in a prone posture on all 

fours, alternately kicks her legs, she starts to propel herself across the floor.  But when 

she is sitting in a high chair and does the same alternate kicking action, the action not 

only shakes the high chair but gets the attention of an adult who hurries to feed her.  It is 

the same action but with different consequences (Goldfield, 2000).   

In the first instance different actions with the same purpose allowed the child to 

explore multiple ways to solve a problem – cognition generating movement.  In the 



 52 

second instance a singular action with different consequences allowed the child to learn 

about the multiple functions of the legs – movement generating cognition.   

Jonas Langer at the University of California-Berkeley researched the connections 

between acting and knowing by inviting infants to manipulate geometric objects such as 

plastic cylinders and rings, as well as more realistic objects such as cups, spoons and 

Fisher-Price dolls.   The researchers then presented classificatory grouping errors such as 

an alignment of three cups and one spoon next to an alignment of three spoons and one 

cup without any verbal instructions.  “At age 21 months, the infants began to correct such 

classifying mistakes by switching the positions of the misplaced objects” (Langer, 2004, 

p. 97).  By contrasting these sensoriomotor studies with visuoperceptual studies (such as 

classifying dolls on a toy stage) Langer was able to show how “cognitive development in 

manipulatory  sensorimotor action progresses to more advanced levels than in 

nonmanipulatory processing” (Langer, 2004, p. 109).   

It is interesting to note that Langer’s research was replicated in such diverse 

ecological situations as impoverished infants living in the Sierra Madre mountains of 

Peru and babies exposed in utero to crack-cocaine living in the San Francisco Bay area 

with similar transfer results.  This research is an optimistic prognosticator especially for 

the second group in that it suggests that even though crack-cocaine disrupts the baby’s 

emotional and social development, it does not impair early intellectual development.  

Noting the deficits of sequencing and classification skills among children of poverty 

(Payne, 2003), Langer’s studies correlating sensoriomotor activity and cognitive 

development have particular relevance to educators (Langer, 2004).  

Reed points out that the basis of learning is repetition and actions are “more likely 

to be repeated when they become associated with pleasurable feelings or outcomes” 
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(Reed & Brill, 1996, p. 435).  But Bernstein takes the distinction Shea and Morgan 

(Schmidt et al, 2004) articulated between repetition and repetitiveness one step farther.   

Bernstein emphasized that absolute repetition of a movement pattern is not possible 

because of the inherent variability and complexity of the environment (1996).  Clearly the 

same case could be made for neuronal patterns as well.  While many educators still 

promote the concept that learning is “the beating (of) a neural path in the brain” (Reed & 

Brill, 1996, p. 436), practical experience does not support this.  While the early reaching 

pattern of a 3-month old includes many phases of wobbly starts and stops, the more 

sophisticated reaching pattern of a 9-month old is a single acceleration and deceleration 

with an additional adjustment of final position.  The many repetitions of the early 

incorrect pattern did not “neuronally” imprint the later pattern.  As Bernstein articulated 

with his phrase “repetition without repetition” (Reed & Bril, 1996, p. 437), while 

knowledge is indeed learned by repetition, it is the repetition of the process that solves 

the problem, not repetition of a particular motor or cognitive pattern.   

According to Reed, action systems theory rejects the perception of the learner as 

“an inactive organism in rigid equilibrium with the environment, an equilibrium 

maintained by responses and reactions” (Reed, 1982, p. 106).   The student in the 

classroom is fidgeting because it is the job of the learner to actively explore stimulation, 

to be in constant perceptual motion as she constructs, coordinates and adjusts her 

movements to the environment.  According to action systems theory when the learner is 

allowed the taking of initiatives, she will likely produce movements and mental 

constructs analogous to those that have been found to realize affordances (opportunities 

for useful or meaningful action) in similar situations.  Referencing Gibson’s theory of 

affordances, Reed articulates the following three steps:  First, the child must perceive that 
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an event or object offers the possibility of performing some action – the task must be 

doable, the rattle must be graspable.  Second, the child must perceive how to take the 

action. It is not enough to see that the rattle is graspable, the child must also perceive how 

to guide her grasping.  And third, the child must utilize her abilities and skills in 

attempting to realize the affordance.  She must do the action (Reed, 1991).   

In action systems theory, the child’s perception is primary and “sensory inputs 

and their associated subjective states are by-products of the activity of perceiving” (Reed 

& Brill, 1996).  While action theorists agree that transfer is based on the similarity of 

learning tasks, that assessment does not presuppose a similarity of motoric acts or a 

similarity of mental constructs.  Instead action systems theory holds that it is the child’s 

perception of similarity of the function or purpose for the actions that leads to transfer 

independent of outcome.  How this is achieved in the classroom, whether through “lots of 

rich evaluative and reflective activities” (Bradley, 2002, p. 18) or “by enabling young 

people to engage with themselves” (Robinson, 2001, p. xix), it is the learner’s perception 

and the structuring inherent in that perceiving that must drive pedagogy.  While 

classroom instruction plays a pivotal role in promoting particular affordances, action 

theorists also lobby for curricular “white spaces” in which students are given 

opportunities to develop their own perceptions and preferred affordances as well (Greene, 

1988).   

Kinesthetic Transfer – A Systems Approach 

Reed hoped to articulate the primacy of action in development when he created 

his taxonomy of human action systems.  “We argue that a theory placing action as 

primary in development is the only kind that can really help theorists to begin to 



 55 

understand how many of the important, culturally specific skills that characterize human 

beings have evolved and developed” (Reed & Bril, 1996, p. 448).   

While Langer’s research (2004) focused on the transfer of physical knowledge 

(cause) to logical knowledge (classification), Reed’s theory proposed that physical action 

leads to many different kinds of knowledge.  While not all seven of the action systems he 

proposed are relevant to the classroom, the three subcapcities of kinesthetic intelligence 

are well represented.   Reed’s systems of Basic Orienting, Locomotion, and Performatory 

fold nicely into Kinesthetic Function and Reed’s Expressive action system is a direct 

parallel to Kinesthetic Expression.  But while Reed’s Semantic system is the obvious 

correlation to Kinesthetic Representation, it does so without the aesthetic or art sensibility 

(Goldfield, 2001).   

In action systems theory it is evident that similar problems invite similar 

solutions.  Transfer can occur within any action system even when the system cuts across 

different domains.  The outcomes are neither neutral of value free but fixed firmly in the 

actions of the learner.  While Hannaford simply states that “movement anchors thought” 

(1995, p. 98), action systems theory suggests that different kinds of movement anchor 

different kinds of thought.   

In the action system of Kinesthetic Function, movement anchors physical 

cognition which comes from knowledge about physical space, time, shape, energy and 

the body (Schrader, 2005; Cone, 2005; Griss, 1998).  These elements are used to 

construct the three basic units of functional classroom action: the postures and the 

movements that are transitions between postures; the gaits both tetrapodal such as 

crawling and bipedal such as walking, running and skipping; and the task abilities of the 

arms and hands such as reaching, grasping, and throwing (Goldfield, 2001).  Physical 
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cognition is causal in that one unit of functional action always creates another unit of 

functional action. In the classroom, the transfer of specific motor procedures and tasks 

can be used for learning movement skills, physical education, classroom management, 

task analyses, and motivation. 

In the action system of Kinesthetic Expression, movement anchors intrapersonal 

cognition which comes from knowledge about emotional states as well as affective and 

relational situations.  These are used to construct the basic units of expressive classroom 

action such as looking, listening, and multi-modal detection (Goldfield, 2001).  Physical 

actions that explore effort, momentum, resistance, and inertia as well opportunities for 

performance and improvisation are causal and generate intrapersonal cognition.  The 

process is cyclical so that the physical actions cause development of expressive actions 

such as looking and listening in the same way that looking and listening cause 

development of movement outcomes.  In the classroom, the transfer of information 

processing and attentional skills can be used to develop the ability of engaged focus.  

Particularly beneficial for students with attention deficits, engaged focus helps students 

develop their own “engine speed” and self control. (Jensen, 1999). 

In the action system of Kinesthetic Representation, movement anchors logical 

cognition which comes from knowledge about our semantic system and accompanying 

social resources for representation.  These are used to construct the basic units of 

representational classroom action such as speaking, signing, counting, indicating, 

depicting, writing, measuring and other tools for symbolizing (Goldfield, 2001).  Physical 

actions such as body metaphor, choreography, and chair dances are causal and generate 

logical cognition.  Again, the process is cyclical so that the physical actions cause 

development of logical action such as classifying and sequencing in the same way that 
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classifying and sequencing cause development of movement outcomes.   In the 

classroom, transfer of specific semantic skills can be used to support cognitive 

performances of understandings in other academic subjects such as speaking and writing.  

In looking to uncover the mechanism by which movement anchors thought, Seitz 

has found four areas where current research provides evidence for kinesthetic transfer.   

The first instance is that the brain areas for motor and cognitive functions overlap and are 

interdependent as documented by the high percentage of sensoriomotor experiences that 

are commonly manifested in infants’ early language (Seitz, 2000).  The second piece of 

evidence is the system of mirror neurons that was mentioned earlier.  Located in the 

premotor cortex, these link externally observed events to internally generated motor 

actions and serve to store acquired actions in memory. Stored as perceived images and 

postures, mirror neurons allow the individual to perceive the meaning of a situation and 

act upon it (Lakoff, 2003).  This establishes a coordinative relationship between the 

coding of gesture and intentional communication and has been hypothesized to be the 

evolutionary basis for vocal language.  Since spoken language and movement would 

draw on the same underlying brain system, it is assumed that the mirror neurons would 

play a prominent role in transfer between the two.  The third piece of evidence is the 

close association between the sensory, perceptual, and cognitive processes of infants and 

young children.  Recent studies have demonstrated that infants can discriminate visible, 

audible and bimodal (two part) components of isolated syllables even at four months of 

age.  In the fourth instance, there is evidence of a neuronal basis for kinesthetic 

awareness.   This neural network, which includes the somatosensory cortex, the limbic 

system, and cortical regions used for object and self recognition, creates a body schema 
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consisting of bodily awareness and body-centered representations which are modulated 

over time (Seitz, 2005). 

John Krakauer and colleagues at Columbia University suggest that this schema 

can represent the cumulative history of a learner’s experiences.  In looking at why 

transfer occurs in some situations and not others, the researchers found they had to look 

deeper than the immediate context.  As they looked at the kinesthetic components of 

muscle memory and bodily awareness, their findings suggested that the motor system 

continues to learn from the context and implicit memories of how it was initially taught.  

Whether or not the transfer occurred in different contexts, either as positive transfer or 

negative interference, was dependant upon that history of training (Krakhauer et al, 

2006). 

   Action Systems Theory is predicated on the premise of problem solving and 

learner choice.  The learner makes choices among the many options within the system to 

solve the problems it encounters as it explores the world.  But in a world of kinesthetic 

possibility how does the central nervous system make its choices?  To answer this 

question, Bernstein gives the example of picking up a matchbox from a table.  Since the 

trajectories of the hand differ substantially from trail to trail, the researcher cannot predict 

which option the subject’s central nervous system will choose (Bernstein, 1966).  Mark 

Latash gives a theoretical experiment to further elucidate this.  In his imaginary 

experiment, a person is standing on a wheeled platform holding a cup filled with play 

dough.  When the platform starts to roll, the researcher records the muscle activations of 

the man’s postural and arm muscles.  Now the experiment is repeated but this time the 

man is holding a cup of hot tea.  Again the researcher records the muscle activations of 

the man’s postural and arm muscles.  While the movement of the platform is identical in 
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both trials (and this too can be debated), the man’s muscle activations are very different.  

In the first case, he was trying not to fall.  In the second case, he was primarily trying not 

to spill hot tea on himself while also trying not to fall.  How did the man’s central 

nervous system know which choices to make?  As Latash articulates, “one’s intentions 

appear to contribute to the decision-making process even if there is not time to make a 

decision consciously” (Latash, 1996, p. 279).  

In the classroom, this manifests as a sense of agency.  According to David 

Perkins, “we might approach the challenge of the moment in this way or that, or in some 

other way not yet conceived” (Perkins, 1999, p. 22).  But to be effective in an ecology of 

possibilities, the student’s (as well as the teacher’s) intention is primary in creating the 

opportunity for affordances to develop.  “To expect an action theory or an ecology of 

action to serve you well, you have to invest in it” (Perkins, 1999, p. 24).  

But intention, while primary in action theory, is only one element of a systems 

approach to kinesthetic decision making.  According to Latash, the other factors are 

anatomy (the physiology of the neuromuscular apparatus), ecology (interaction with 

external task parameters), history (coordination laws elaborated during a person’s 

lifetime), and the general unpredictability of the nervous system (internal noise in the 

firing patterns of neurons as well as external noise such as the wind or the friction of 

clothes against the skin) (Latash, 1996).  

To be able to assess the transfer of kinesthetic intelligence, the researcher needs to 

engage with it as a complex living system, a system that by definition is the primary actor 

in human cognition.  After all, “the mind is active, he kept reminding his readers, a verb 

and not a noun” (Greene, 2005, p. 117).  In making this central to our teaching, only then 

will we be able to “render conscious the process of making meaning, a process that has 
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much to do with the shaping of identity, the development of a sense of agency, and a 

commitment to a certain mode of praxis.  Yes, we are ever on the verge.  But to recognize 

that there is something ‘out of reach’ is to commit oneself to the pursuit of possibility” 

(Greene, 1997, p. 394). 
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   Chapter III 

       METHODOLOGY 
 

In Critical Links, the highly regarded compendium of arts education research, 

Bradley explains that the purpose of educational research is “to improve the learning 

environment, learning processes, and teaching practices in schools and classrooms” 

(Bradley, 2002, p. 16).   Toward this end, the editors presented seven dance education 

studies that had been screened for research design and rigor.  While all of the studies 

focused on the consequences of movement instruction on student behavior, teacher 

behavior was not studied.  According to Keinanen, Hetland, and Winner, “a major 

concern with the meta-analysis, as with a number of other studies in this compendium, is 

the failure to distinguish the content of the variable ‘dance instruction’ ” (Keinan et al., 

2002, p. 3). 

While different types of dance and movement instruction were identified 

(instrumental, creative, traditional) all of the instruction that was studied was provided by 

pull outs and movement arts specialists.  However, according to Dunkin (2004), 

classroom teachers, not arts specialists, provide the majority of actual classroom 

movement instruction.  Citing US Department of Education statistics for 1999-2000, the 

type of movement instruction profiled in Critical Links occurs in only three percent of 

public elementary schools (NCES, 2002).  As Dunkin points out, to advance the 

conditions that actually influence student learning, we need to look at the processes 

teachers actually employ in the classroom.  

While my dissertation so far has been of a theoretical nature, I believe that the 

most significant way to deepen understanding of educational practice is to observe these 

theories in action.  In this chapter, I will present the research questions that have steered 
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my study from concept through application.  I will also explain the logic for choosing my 

research methods, introduce the research design, and describe my participant population.  

I will then examine the processes of data collection, analysis, and interpretation as well as 

address the ethical and moral responsibilities of the researcher.   

    Purpose Statement  

In his Agenda for Research in Arts Education, Eisner suggests that “too many 

studies in the field of arts education are stand-alones” (2002, p. 209).   He highlights the 

importance that individual research studies be seen as an ongoing part of a larger 

program.  It is with this awareness that I began my investigation into classroom 

movement instruction.   

The purpose of this study was to investigate the nature and context of movement 

instruction among general elementary classroom educators.  As a foundation for the 

development of future movement education studies, this mixed methods exploration was 

conducted through collection of survey questionnaires from Oregon elementary teachers 

as well as classroom observations with a smaller sampling (See Appendix A1 for Project 

Description). 

The central question that guided my study was: What is the nature and context of 

movement instruction among Oregon elementary educators?  By movement instruction, I 

was referring to teaching methods that include both kinesthetic teaching as well as 

classroom creative movement and dance instruction.   

My sub questions were: Does training in movement instruction translate into 

classroom implementation?  Is there a relationship between the amount of movement 

training a teacher receives and the amount of movement instruction a teacher actually 

implements in the classroom?  What does it look like to use movement responsibly and 
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well in the classroom?  What are the qualitative markers that delineate classroom 

movement instruction? 

Research Methods 

According to Guba and Lincoln, qualitative research stresses that “questions of 

method are secondary to questions of paradigm” (1998, p. 195).  Arguing against the 

limits of a traditional quantitative approach, Eisner suggests that “what needs to be 

understood and conveyed in education needs a narrative more than it needs a number” 

(2002, p. 210).  With an epistemology that is both transactional and subjectivist, Eisner 

also advocates a perspective in which knowledge is less a discovery than it is a 

construction. 

Von Glaserfeld (2005) proposes that the social nature of constructions calls for a 

process in which individual ideas are elicited and refined through interactions between 

investigator and respondents.   For educators, the lived context of the classroom is the 

only meaningful setting for this type of inquiry (Eisner, 2002).   Guba and Lincoln 

advocate a research methodology that is both hermeneutical and dialectical in which “the 

final aim is to distill a consensus construction that is more informed and sophisticated 

that any of the predecessor constructions” (Guba & Lincoln, 1998, p. 207).   As Greene 

articulates, it is only when the researcher takes hypothetical and deliberative thinking into 

the collaborative community that we have “intelligence working at its most effective and 

responsible level” (Greene, 2005, p. 110).  Toward this end, I made sixteen classroom 

visitations over the course of three months and observed eight different teachers 

implementing classroom movement activities.   

However, Johnson and Onwuegbuzie ( 2004) argue that qualitative methods alone 

cannot sustain the research that is necessary for institutional change in education.  They 
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advocate a mixed methods approach as a more pragmatic alternative that can “offer the 

best opportunities for answering important research questions” (Johnson & 

Onwuegbuzie, 2004, p. 16).    

According to Creswell (2003), survey methodology lends itself to this type of 

mixed research strategy.   But noting the concerns of Rubin and Rubin that surveys, with 

their uniform and pre-worded questions, can be “intellectually dominated by the 

perceptions of the researcher rather than the understandings of the interviewees” (Rubin, 

2004, p. 34), the questions on this survey were developed with substantial input through 

focused interviews with fifteen classroom educators.  While my dominant theoretical 

perspective remained qualitative, concurrent development and implementation of the 

survey allowed me to connect with a wider community of teachers to collect significant 

foundational quantitative data as well.  By mixing a collection of closed ended survey 

questions with open ended observations, this approach used multiple strategies to uncover 

trends and themes of classroom movement instruction.   

It is important to point out that the goal of this research was not to come up with a 

universal system for teaching classroom movement.  While it needs to be understood that 

there are a variety of ways to teach movement in the classroom, it can be anticipated that 

there are many ways of teaching well.  But this research process allowed me to look at 

the significance of what is actually happening in the classroom and use it toward 

developing pedagogical innovations.   As Eisner points out, “Discovering the strengths 

and the shortfalls of teachers is one way to improve practice” (Eisner, 2002, p. 217). 

I was supported in this study by the Oregon Alliance for Arts Education. The 

OAAE is partnered with the Kennedy Center Alliance for Arts Education Network which 

advocates for the inclusion of the arts in the standard education curriculum.  With 



 65 

OAAE’s assistance, I solicited three pools of potential participants (See Appendix A3 for 

recruitment letter). Group A consisted of graduates of masters level kinesthetic learning 

courses at Western Oregon University (24 hrs of instruction) and Lesley University 

Oregon cohorts (40 hrs of instruction).  Group B consisted of classroom teachers who 

have participated in creative movement workshops at the Oregon Arts Teacher Institute 

(4 hrs of instruction).  Group C consisted of Oregon elementary educators who have not 

participated in specific movement education training. 

Participants were selected on their willingness to take part in the study.  Teachers, 

such as physical education, dance or movement specialists, who do not work in the 

general classroom but teach in pull outs in a gym or studio setting were not included in 

the study.  

Survey Design and Development 

The first step in the research was to develop the survey.  Due to the paucity of 

research in this area, there were no available prototype instruments to use.  And while the  

tool had to be created from the ground up, care was taken to utilize a design strategy that 

addressed Rubin and Rubin’s concerns that the survey be grounded in the understandings 

of the interviewees (2004). 

This was done in three stages that utilized volunteers from the three groups of 

participating teachers.  The initial draft of the survey was piloted with three randomly 

selected teachers from Group A (the highly trained group), one from group B (the 

minimally trained group), and one from group C (the non trained group).  (The original 

group C participant did not follow through with the project and had to be replaced.)  This 

was followed up with individual interviews as to how best to profile creative movement 

and dance instruction in the elementary classroom.  Interviews were scheduled at the 
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convenience of the teacher and lasted approximately 20-30 minutes.  (See Appendix A4 

for interview protocol).   

Teacher comments and suggestions from the first round of interviews were 

incorporated into a second draft of the survey and the process was repeated with a 

different group of five randomly selected teachers (three from Group A, one from group 

B and one from group C).  This was followed up with individual interviews as to the 

survey content and design.   

Teacher comments and suggestions from the second round of interviews were 

incorporated into a third draft of the survey and the process was then repeated with five 

movement and arts education experts.  Comments and suggestions from this last round of 

interviews were incorporated into the final draft of the survey.  Throughout the process, 

efforts were made to solicit questions that would describe both the instructional context 

as well as identify specific teaching behaviors and attitudes.   

While the survey started out as a mix of both closed and open-ended questions, a 

number of the participating teachers felt that the open ended questions would be too time 

consuming for most teachers.  But while these initial respondents expressed a strong 

preference for the closed questions, the time and effort they put into answering the draft 

survey’s open ended questions created the rich selection of responses that eventually 

ended up as multiple choice options in the final survey.   

A synopsis of these revisions as well as highlights from the interviews with the 

fifteen teachers who participated in this process can be found in Appendix B.  The survey 

then went through one last revision as the questions were adapted to fit into the on-line 

format of SurveyMonkey.   This instrument contained twenty-six items divided into rank 

scaled, multiple choice and fill in the blank sections (See Appendix B5 for complete 
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instrument).  To maximize reliability, Fowler’s design criteria for survey questionnaires 

(2002) was utilized.  All narrative questions used complete sentences with unambiguous 

terms.  All scaled questions were unidimensional and montonic without inversion. The 

final survey presentation was standardized and checked for vagueness in the response 

form.   

Data Collection 

Once the survey was developed and validated, the actual data was gathered from 

two sources.  The first source, the online survey, was selected due to the geographic 

spread of the participants, the demanding nature of the participants’ schedules, the 

economy of the survey design, and the rapid turnaround in data collection.  In addition, 

the high literacy and interest levels of this population made the respondent rate more 

probable, even at a distance.  The questionnaire was cross-sectional with the data 

collected at one point in time and was self-administered on-line.  

Information on the survey was disseminated to as large a pool of potential 

respondents as possible.  Both the Oregon Alliance for Arts Education and the Oregon 

Department of Education Arts Division used their newsletters and mailing lists to 

publicize the link to the survey website.  In addition, participants were recruited at the 

Oregon Teacher Arts Institute and the Art at the Center Teacher Arts Institute, as well as 

through personal contacts and by word of mouth. 

The second source of data in this study was classroom observations of teachers 

who were actively implementing movement strategies in their classrooms.  Over the 

course of three months, I made sixteen classroom visitations and observed eight teachers 

implementing classroom movement activities.  I observed two of the teachers for four 

times each, two for two times, and the remaining four for one-time observations. All of 
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the teachers who participated in these observations had taken a forty hour course in 

classroom movement implementation as part of the Lesley University Masters in Creative 

Arts Program.   

For the purposes of this study, I divided the teachers into two groups.  The four 

teachers in Group I had taken the Lesley University movement training course more than 

one (or in one case two) years prior.  These teachers were highly experienced educators 

with a range of years in the classroom at 7, 18, 19, and 20 years respectively.  The four 

teachers in Group II had only recently completed the movement training course within 

the past two months.  These teachers were less practiced educators with a range of 

classroom experience at 4 or 5 years each.  Of the eight teachers, two were fifth grade 

teachers, one taught fourth grade, three were second grade teachers, one taught first grade  

and one taught kindergarten. 

My original intention was to select observation times on the basis of teacher 

convenience and the teachers were informed that it did not matter what lessons were 

planned or what content they were teaching.  However, this approach became 

unsatisfactory for two reasons.   First, it became apparent that within the context of a 

randomly picked time, the odds of observing movement instruction was minimal.  While 

this was informative as to the degree of movement instruction that was actually being 

implemented, my goal of using the observations to expand and inform the survey results 

with anecdotes of movement instruction was not happening.   

In addition, my presence created a situation in which some teachers were 

conflicted between wanting to demonstrate movement activities for me versus the 

realities of their daily teaching practice.  This conflict emerged during several follow up 

interviews in which teachers shared their desire to have their classes “show off” 
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movement activities that they had done at a previous time and a general regret that they 

were not using movement more.  

This concern on the part of some teachers that they were not getting an 

opportunity to showcase the examples of movement instruction that they were actually 

doing led me to restructure the criteria of this phase of the project.  I still did the sixteen 

observations.  But instead of observing teachers in daily practice, I specifically solicited 

observation times when the teachers knew they would be utilizing movement activities in 

the classroom.  In this way I hoped to more clearly focus the observations to align with 

my guiding questions. 

Another issue that came out of my initial observations was the need for a 

consistent methodology to collect the instruction and activities I was observing.  While 

my initial observations were descriptive and full of anecdotes of teacher and student 

behavior, they were difficult to connect to the information I was collecting in the survey.  

As it was these connections that I was hoping to use in my final analysis, I decided to 

develop an instrument to guide my observations that was more aligned with the content 

and structure of the survey.  In addition to context and scope questions, this instrument 

categorized classroom movement activities in terms of teachers’ instructional and 

management strategies as well as student response.  In the next chapter I will discuss 

these findings. 

Ancillary to the observations, each teacher who was observed also participated in 

an informal interview before or after the lesson.  These mini-interviews were structured 

to expand on the richness of the data being generated by the teachers as well as to clarify 

my understanding of the experience of classroom movement instruction.  According to 

Rubin and Rubin, “detail adds solidity, clarity, evidence, and example; depth adds layers 
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of meaning, different angles on the subject, and understanding” (Rubin & Rubin, 2004, p. 

76).   

   Data Analysis and Validation 

Once the data was gathered, the results were analyzed using grounded theory 

methodology for the qualitative aspects and simple statistics for the quantitative aspects.    

According to Creswell (2003), grounded theory involves generating categories of 

information, selecting one of these categories and positioning it within a theoretical 

model, and then constructing the themes or trends from the interconnection of these 

categories.  This process was ongoing throughout the formulation of the research 

questions and continued during the collection of data.  Because descriptive research relies 

primarily on open ended data, my initial focus was to continue asking general questions 

and developing an analysis from the information supplied by the participants.  As 

Creswell articulates, this allows the researcher to “derive a general, abstract theory of a 

process, action, or interaction grounded in the views of the participants in a study” 

(Creswell, 2003, p. 14).  

As I was studying the potential for a causal relationship between the amount of 

training a teacher has in movement methods, and the amount of classroom movement a 

teacher actually implements, I was also tracking quantitative variables that could 

influence those results.  Administrative support or lack of, number of years of classroom 

experience, gender and age of teacher, and perception of student response were all looked 

at.   

Rubin and Rubin (2004) suggest that validation is best achieved by consistency, 

transparency and communicability.  Consistency refers to a research design in which 

themes were analyzed for coherence and explanations for contradictory findings were 
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presented.   Transparency means that the basic process of data collection was visible in 

the final analysis.  Communication has to do with the manner in which the research is 

finally presented.   

Creswell (2003) recommends that consistency can be achieved through 

triangulation by using different types of data such as open and closed questions as well as 

different data sources such as survey, observation and interview.  He suggests that 

transparency can be supported through member checking in which the researcher takes 

initial findings back to the participants for feedback.  Toward this end, all observations 

were accompanied by participant interviews in which the teacher’s experience as well as 

the researcher’s observations were discussed and additional feedback was solicited. 

Creswell (2003) refers to this type of research design as a sequential exploration 

strategy or strategy of inquiry.  In this type of descriptive study, two phases of data 

collection, one quantitative and one qualitative were followed by a period of analysis in 

which the findings from both phases were integrated through theme analysis.  The 

research was validated through triangulation and member checking and then presented in 

terms of the larger agenda.  Creswell suggests that this type of design is particularly 

appropriate for laying the foundation for a larger, incrementally developing picture of a 

phenomenon or emerging theory.  Such is the anticipated case for the emergence of a 

theory of classroom movement instruction (See Appendix A5 for flow chart of study 

design). 

   Ethical Considerations 

A core tenet of participatory research is that the problem under investigation will 

benefit the individuals being studied.  Since teachers’ voices are so often muted by 
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bureaucratic mandates (Lent & Pipkin, 2003), this study was an opportunity for 

participants to have their voices heard in the wider educational community.   

While no monetary compensation was given, all the teachers who participated in 

the survey development and classroom observations will receive a follow up newsletter 

with compilations of the top creative movement activities and movement management 

strategies being used by Oregon teachers.  In addition, students will also benefit from this 

study as alternative pedagogical strategies are developed and shared on a statewide level. 

In keeping with the earlier discussion of researcher transparency, both my bias as 

a movement educator and the study’s sponsorship by the OAAE were specified in the 

recruitment letter.  Since I already had a pre-established relationship with a number of the 

potential participants, OAAE staff members handled all initial solicitations to minimize 

possible feelings of obligation.   

To further protect the participants and comply with the IRB regulations, teachers 

who volunteered to participate in the survey design were given the informed consent 

document and only received the draft survey after they had agreed to participate  (See 

Appendix A7 for Informed Consent Document).  In this letter, the teachers were given 

the right to participate voluntarily and the right to withdraw at any time.  This was also 

the case with the observations.  With the online survey, respondents were only able to 

proceed to the survey after they had read and given Informed Consent.   

To protect the anonymity of participants, no names were used on the survey or 

interview questionnaires.  Once the data has been analyzed and prepared for the 

dissertation study and journal articles, the surveys and questionnaires will be destroyed.  

It will not be possible to identify subjects or schools, as any data presented will be 

aggregate information. 
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Throughout the course of the study, attention was paid to carrying out the research 

in an ethical manner.  Consistent care was taken to ensure that the research language was 

unbiased, culturally sensitive and respectful.  There were no foreseeable risks to 

participants and it is hoped that involvement in the study was empowering for the 

participants.   

While the survey was anonymous, several teachers used the email listed at the 

front of the survey to share their positive thoughts about the process.   

“I just finished taking the survey and here are my comments: easy to follow 

structure, clear and concise questions (and even somewhat fun to answer).” 

“I took the survey.  It was quick and simple.  The questions were thorough and 

covered movement activities well.  It also helped me to rethink next year.”        

“I took the survey and felt good about it.  I was talking with a few of the teachers 

at my school and they would like to take it as well.  Is this possible or is it only open to a 

select few people?” 

As Maxine Greene articulates, participation in the arts and education “is to open 

perspectives, untapped perspectives: it is to look out windows never opened; it is to climb 

stairs never attempted and look for keys to unknown doors” (Greene, 2005, p. 128-129). 
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  Chapter IV  

       SURVEY RESULTS  
The survey was designed to explore the following questions.  What is the nature 

and context of classroom movement instruction by Oregon elementary teachers?  What 

are the reasons movement education techniques are or are not used?   Does training in 

movement instruction translate into classroom implementation?  Is there a relationship 

between the amount of movement training a teacher receives and the amount of 

movement instruction a teacher actually implements in the classroom?    Do teachers who 

have more training use movement more in the classroom and feel more successful doing 

so?   

  Participant Profile 
 
 Completed surveys were obtained from 144 teachers. Since the focus of this study 

was on elementary school (kindergarten through sixth grade) teachers, 27 respondents 

were eliminated from the sample due to their being special subject (e.g., music, art) 

teachers, counselors, or secondary level teachers. The final sample included 117 

respondents who reported being classroom teachers at the elementary school level. 

Based on the sample means for demographic and occupational characteristics (see 

Table 4-1 and 4-2),  the average teacher who responded to the survey was female, 42 

years old, a 3rd grade teacher with 13 years of classroom experience.  She teaches in 

either a suburban or rural setting in a school of 459 students (Urban teachers were under 

represented in this study and clearly point out a needed direction for future research). Her 

class size is approximately 24 students with just over half of them being boys and she has 

not had movement training as part of her initial teacher preparation program.  
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Table 4-1 
Demographic and occupational characteristics of sample (continuous) 

                 Variable 
 

N Minimum Maximum Mean 

Age 
 

106 
 

24 
 

60 
 

42.02 
(10.45) 

Years teaching 
 

108 
 

0 
 

33 
 

12.90 
(8.981) 

Grades being taught 
 

104 
 

K 
 

8 
 

2.875 
   (1.942) 

Class size 
 

108 
 

4 
 

55 
 

23.74 
(6.709) 

Percent males in class 
 

101 
 

.00 
 

75.00 
 

51.94 
(9.875) 

School size 
 

103 
 

50 
 

1081 
 

459.43 
(189.537) 

Note:  Minimum and Maximum refer to the range of the low and high boundary written in 
the form of a Likert scale.  Number in parentheses under each mean is the standard 
deviation.  N refers to number of responses. 
 

Table 4-2 
Demographic and occupational characteristics of sample (categorical) 

Variable Frequency Percent 
Percent 

Non-missing 
Gender: 
 Female 94 80.3 87.0 
            Male 14 12.0 13.0 
 Total non-missing 108 92.3 100.0 
 Missing 9 7.7  
 Total 117 100.0  
School setting: 
 Suburban 44 37.6 41.9 
            Rural 39 33.3 37.1 
 Urban 22 18.8 21.0 
  Total non-missing 105 89.7 100.0 
 Missing 12 10.3  
            Total 117 100.0  
Was movement instruction part of 
your initial training program? 
             No 79 67.5 71.2 
             Yes 32 27.4 28.8 
             Total non-missing 111 94.9 100.0 
             Missing 6 5.1  
             Total 117 100.0  

Note:  Percent refers to percentage of the total sample population while percent non-
missing refers to percentage of actual responses. 
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        Nature and Context  

One of the primary goals of the survey was to explore the nature and context of 

elementary movement instruction.  Toward this end, the survey asked questions about 

location of classroom activities as well as the times during the school day when these 

activities took place.  The survey looked at frequency of usage in relation to the different 

academic content areas as well as the length of these movement sessions. Questions were 

also asked about length of time spent planning for classroom movement activities and 

also management and assessment strategies that the teacher used. 

According to the survey results, the primary location for movement instruction is 

the classroom with movement activities occurring several times a day, primarily during 

transition periods as well as academic lessons.  The principle categories of movement that 

are used are children’s games and quick energizers with a typical movement session 

lasting between one to ten minutes.   While the teachers use movement activities most 

often in physical education, the frequency with which movement is utilized in the 

academic areas is distributed fairly equally among language arts, math, science and social 

studies.   

The survey indicated that the principle management strategy that teachers use for 

classroom movement implementation is to define expectations with use of classroom 

rules and a stop signal as secondary.  The least used management strategies are providing 

rubrics and guidelines, using numbers to count the movements, and having students stay 

in their seats to move.  Identifying these least-utilized strategies is especially significant 

as they are among the most important tools for classroom movement management and 

point to possible deficits in terms of teacher training that will be discussed more fully in 

the next two chapters. 
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The last aspect of nature and context that was covered in this section of the survey 

looked at questions of assessment.  For the majority of teachers, observation of student 

behavior is the most prominent method for evaluating classroom movement.  On the 

opposite side of the scale, the teachers identified discussion with colleagues and written 

feedback from students as the two assessment strategies they are least likely to use.  

Again this points to possible directions for future teacher training and will be discussed 

later.

     Table 4-3 
Descriptive statistics on nature and context of classroom movement instruction 
(categorical).   

                        Variable Frequency 
Percent 

non-missing 
Number 
missing 

 
Primary location of movement instruction: 
            Classroom 102/117 87.2 0 
 Gym 6/117 5.1 0 
 Hallway 1/117 .9 0 
 Other 8/117 6.8 0 
 
Times when classroom movement activities are used: 
 During transitions 89/117 76.1 0 
 During academic lessons 88/116 75.9 1 
            At start of the school day 50/116 42.7 1 
 During circle time 44/116 37.9 1 
 During line up 39/117 33.3 0 
 During PE 28/116 24.1 1 
 At the end of the school day 27/116 23.1 1 
 During music 26/116 22.4 1 
 During art 25/116 21.6 1 
 During some other time 12/116 10.3 1 
 
Assessment strategies used for evaluating classroom movement: 
             Observation of student behavior 92//117 78.6 0 
             Teacher self reflection 55/117 47.0 0 
  Follow up discussion with students 41/117 35.0 0 
             I do not regularly use assessment            
             strategies for movement activities 37/117 31.6 0 
 Written feedback/evaluation from 
             Students 11/117 9.4 0 
             Discussion/feedback from colleagues 8/117 6.8 0 

Note:  Percent non-missing refers to percentage of actual responses.



   

Table 4-4 
Descriptive statistics on nature and context of classroom movement instruction 
(continuous)  Note:  Minimum and Maximum refer to the range of the low and high 
boundary of the responses written in the form of a Likert scale.  Number in parentheses 
under each mean is the standard deviation.  N refers to number of responses. 
 

Variable 
 

N Minimum Maximum Mean Low Boundary 
High 

Boundary 
Length of 
Typical Activity 
Movement 
Session 

111 
 

1 
 

4 
 

1.58 
(.900) 

1-5 minutes 
 

5-10 
minutes 

 
Time Spent 
Planning for CM 
Activities 

107 
 

1 
 

4 
 

1.55 
(.827) 

1-5 minutes 
 

5-10 
minutes 

 
Number of 
students who 
“can’t sit still” 

116 
 

1 
 

5 
 

2.50 
(1.322) 

4-6 minutes 
 

7-9 
minutes 

 
 
Frequency of use of classroom movement activities in the following areas: 
In physical 
education 

82 
 

1 
 

4 
 

3.09 
(1.091) 

Often 
 

Always 
 

In language arts 
 

111 
 

1 
 

4 
 

2.46 
(.685) 

Sometimes 
 

Often 
 

In math 
 

106 
 

1 
 

4 
 

2.38 
(.654) 

Sometimes 
 

Often 
 

In social studies 
 

106 
 

1 
 

4 
 

2.35 
(.648) 

Sometimes 
 

Often 
 

In science 
 

105 
 

1 
 

4 
 

2.28 
(.658) 

Sometimes 
 

Often 
 

 
Frequency of use of different management strategies to implement classroom movement: 
Defining 
expectations 

110 
 

1 
 

4 
 

3.27 
(.777) 

Often 
 

Always 
 

Using classroom 
rules 

105 
 

1 
 

4 
 

2.97 
(.955) 

Sometimes 
 

Often 
 

Using a stop or 
freeze signal 

112 
 

1 
 

4 
 

2.86 
(.847) 

Sometimes 
 

Often 
 

Commenting on 
students’ work 

101 
 

1 
 

4 
 

2.69 
(.967) 

Sometimes 
 

Often 
 

Having the 
students work in 
small groups 

107 
 

1 
 

4 
 

2.60 
(.699) 

Sometimes 
 

Often 
 

Using teacher 
voice to guide 
the movement 

110 
 

1 
 

4 
 

2.60 
(.732) 

Sometimes 
 

Often 
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Table 4-4 (continued) 

Descriptive statistics on nature and context of classroom movement instruction 
(continuous)  
 

 
Attitudinal Variables 

 
The survey also looked at a number of attitudinal variables regarding classroom 

movement implementation.  Teachers’ rationales for using classroom movement, 

Variable 
 

N Minimum Maximum Mean 
Low 

Boundary 
High 

Boundary 
Frequency of use of different management strategies to implement classroom movement: 

(continued) 
Having the 
students work 
with partners 

109 
 

1 
 

4 
 

2.58 
(.684) 

Sometimes 
 

Often 
 

Having the 
students follow 
the teacher 

111 
 

1 
 

4 
 

2.52 
(.672) 

Sometimes 
 

Often 
 

Having the 
students move in 
self space 

107 
 

1 
 

4 
 

2.5 
(.782) 

Sometimes 
 

Often 
 

Setting time 
limits  for 
creative work 

98 
 

1 
 

4 
 

2.34 
(.773) 

Sometimes 
 

Often 
 

Reorganizing the 
room to provide 
more space 

105 
 

1 
 

4 
 

2.23 
(.800) 

Sometimes 
 

Often 
 

Using music to 
phrase the 
movement 

108 
 

1 
 

4 
 

2.23 
(.882) 

Sometimes 
 

Often 
 

Using music to 
influence the 
energy level of 
the movement 

105 
 

1 
 

4 
 

2.21 
(.851) 

Sometimes 
 

Often 
 

Using numbers to 
count the 
movement 

104 
 

1 
 

4 
 

2.07 
(.767) 

Sometimes 
 

Often 
 

Providing rubrics 
and guidelines 

98 
 

1 
 

4 
 

2.03 
(.913) 

Sometimes 
 

Often 
 

Having the 
students stay in 
their chairs to 
move 

101 
 

1 
 

3 
 

1.89 
(.677) 

Never 
 

Sometimes 
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challenges for implementing movement activities, administrator attitude, student 

responsiveness and identification of areas in which teachers feel successful at using 

classroom movement were all included in the survey questions. 

The key reason that teachers gave for using classroom movement was to help 

their students “get the wiggles out.”  This corresponds to the teachers’ majority response 

that four or more of their students “can’t sit still.”   Other prominent reasons that teachers 

indicated were to develop student focus and readiness to learn.  It might be of note for 

arts educators that the lowest reason teachers gave for implementing classroom 

movement is the teaching of aesthetics.   

The most significant challenges that teachers indicated they face when 

implementing movement activities are limits on classroom time and to a lesser extent 

limits on classroom space.  It was surprising that school focus on standardized testing 

was rated at a much lower level with only one third of the teachers registering concern.  

Likewise, it was surprising that less than one quarter of the teachers listed concern about 

class management as a significant challenge.   

Most of the teachers registered that they were either comfortable or very 

comfortable at using movement in the classroom and continuing the above theme of 

confidence in their management skills, listed managing student behavior during 

movement lessons as the area they felt most successful at.  But this section of the survey 

also pointed out a possible implementation gap in that the teachers, as a group, felt more 

successful at understanding the needs of kinesthetic students than actually meeting those 

needs.  
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As far as student responsiveness, the teachers ranked their students highest in 

willingness to participate and having enthusiasm and motivation.  On the low end of the 

scale, they ranked their students lowest in being able to make academic connections from 

the movement lessons.   

The majority of teachers felt supported by their administration with only six 

percent registering administration attitude as a significant challenge in regards to 

implementing classroom movement.  Most teachers felt that their administration was 

supportive or very supportive when it came to moral support for classroom movement 

implementation, but only somewhat supportive or not supportive when it came to 

financial support.   

Table 4-5  
Descriptive statistics on attitudinal variables (categorical) 

Variable Frequency 
Percent 

non-missing 
Number 
missing 

 
Reasons for using classroom movement activities: 
            Get the wiggles out 108/117 92.3 0 
 Develop student focus 87/117 74.4 0 
            Readiness to learn 86/117 73.5 0 
 To incorporate Multiple Intelligence Theory 83/117 70.9 0 
 Increase blood flow and circulation 80/117 68.4 0 
 Teach or review an academic concept 80/117 68.4 0 
 Student management 79/117 67.5 0 
 Relaxation 79/117 67.5 0 
 General motivation 76/117 65.0 0 
 To incorporate brain research on kinesthetic  
 Learning 72/117 61.5 0 
 Teach creativity 67/117 57.3 0 
 Teach cooperation 66/117 56.4 0 
 Teach problem solving skills 53/117 45.3 0 
 Develop coordination 50/117 42.7 0 
 To meet the needs of a specific student 49/117 41.9 0 
 Develop student self esteem 45/117 38.5 0 
 To aid ELL/ESL students 44/117 37.6 0 
 Develop fitness 40/117 34.2 0 
 Teach aesthetics 25/117 21.4 0 
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Table 4-5 (continued) 
         Descriptive statistics on attitudinal variables (categorical) 

Variable Frequency 
Percent 

non-missing 
Number 
missing 

 
Most significant challenges for implementing movement activities in your classroom: 
 Limits on classroom time 89/117 76.1 0 
 Limits on classroom space 69/117 59.0 0 
 Not knowing what to do 42/117 35.9 0 
 School focus on standardized testing 39/117 33.3 0 
 Limits on planning time 36/117 30.8 0 
 The scripted nature of some of the new  
 reading and math adoptions 32/117 27.4 0 
 Concerns about class management 26/117 22.2 0 
 Attitude of the students 12/117 10.3 0 
 Length of time since training program 10/117 8.5 0 
 Attitude of colleagues 9/117 7.7 0 
 General level of teaching experience 7/117 6.0 0 
            Attitude of the administration 6/117 6.0 0 
 Attitude of parents 3/117 2.6 0 
 Lack of data to support movement benefits 1/117 0.9 0 

Note:  Percent non-missing refers to percentage of actual responses. 
 
    Table 4-6  
Descriptive statistics on attitudinal variables (continuous).  Note:  Minimum and 
Maximum refer to the range of the low and high boundary of the responses written in the 
form of a Likert scale.  Number in parentheses under each mean is the standard 
deviation.  N refers to number of responses. CM refers to classroom movement. 

 

Variable 
 

N Minimum Maximum Mean 
Low 

Boundary 
High 

Boundary 
 
What is you personal comfort level at using movement in your classroom? 
Personal 
comfort at using 
CM activities 

117 
 

1 
 

4 
 

3.05 
(.786) 

Comfortable 
 

Very 
Comfortable 

 

How successful do you feel at doing the following? 
Managing 
student behavior 
during CM  

113 
 

1 
 

4 
 

2.76 
(.735) 

Somewhat 
Successful 

 

Very 
Successful 

 
Understanding 
the  needs of 
kinesthetic 
learners 

113 
 

1 
 

4 
 

2.56 
(.706) 

Somewhat 
Successful 

 

Very 
Successful 
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Table 4-6 (continued) 
Descriptive statistics on attitudinal variables (continuous).   
 

Variable 
 

N Minimum Maximum Mean Low Boundary 
High 

Boundary 

How successful do you feel at doing the following? (continued) 
Structuring CM 
to fit classroom 
needs 

113 
 

1 
 

4 
 

2.51 
(.769) 

Somewhat 
Successful 

 

Very 
Successful 

 
Overall CM 
success 

113 
 

1.00 
 

4.00 
 

2.44 
(.640) 

Somewhat 
Successful 

Very 
Successful 

Utilizing 
cooperative 
Learning 

113 
 

1 
 

4 
 

2.42 
(.843) 

Somewhat 
Successful 

 

Very 
Successful 

 
Using CM to 
convey 
curricular 
content 

112 
 

1 
 

4 
 

2.37 
(.805) 

Somewhat 
Successful 

 

Very 
Successful 

 
Meeting the 
needs of 
kinesthetic 
learners 

112 
 

1 
 

4 
 

2.33 
(.676) 

Somewhat 
Successful 

 

Very 
Successful 

 

Student responsiveness to classroom movement activities: 
Willingness to 
participate 

114 
 

2 
 

4 
 

3.25 
(.490) 

Most of the 
students 

All of the 
students 

Enthusiasm and 
motivation 

114 
 

2 
 

4 
 

3.16 
(.453) 

Most of the 
students 

All of the 
students 

Cooperation 
with other 
students  

113 
 

2 
 

4 
 

3.02 
(.481) 

Most of the 
students 

All of the 
students 

Ability to focus 
during CM 

113 
 

2 
 

4 
 

3.00 
(.433) 

Most of the 
students 

All of the 
students 

Readiness to 
learn after CM  

115 
 

2 
 

4 
 

2.99 
(.468) 

Some of the 
students 

Most of 
students 

Overall student 
responsiveness  

116 
 

2.00 
 

4.00 
 

2.98 
(.344) 

Some of the 
students 

Most of 
students 

Ability to calm 
down after CM  

114 
 

2 
 

4 
 

2.85 
(.536) 

Some of the 
students 

Most of 
students 

Ability to make 
academic 
connections 
from CM 

110 
 

1 
 

4 
 

2.63 
(.648) 

Some of the 
students 

Most of 
the 

students 
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Table 4-6 (continued) 
Descriptive statistics on attitudinal variables (continuous) 
 

Variable 
 

N Minimum Maximum Mean 
Low 

Boundary 
High 

Boundary 
 
Supportiveness of the school administration of movement activities in terms of: 

Moral support 
 

113 
 

1 
 

4 
 

  3.00   
(.824) 

Supportive 
 

Very 
Supportive 

Curricular 
support 

108 
 

1 
 

4 
 

2.44 
(.921) 

Somewhat 
Supportive 

Supportive 
 

Flexible 
scheduling 

109 
 

1 
 

4 
 

2.12 
(.868) 

Somewhat 
Supportive 

Supportive 
 

Financial 
support 

108 
 

1 
 

4 
 

1.91 
(.870) 

Not 
Supportive 

Somewhat 
Supportive 

 
 
The Impact of Teacher Training 

 
In addition to demographic and descriptive questions as to classroom movement, 

the main issue that the survey addressed was the effect of different levels of formal 

training in movement on teachers’ implementation of classroom movement activities. To 

start with, four levels of formal training were differentiated: 

 1. No Classroom Movement (CM) training  

 2. 1 to 5 hours CM training 

 3. 5 to 20 hours CM training 

 4. 20 or more hours CM training 

Of the 117 teachers who took the survey, 110 teachers answered this question.  Of these 

110 teachers, thirty (26 percent) were in level one with no classroom movement training. 

Thirty four teachers (30 percent) were in level two with one to five hours of classroom 

movement training.   Twenty three teachers (20 percent) were in levels three and four 
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with five to twenty hours and twenty or more hours of classroom movement training 

respectively.   

    Table 4-7 
 Levels of training in classroom movement instruction (categorical) 
 

Variable Frequency Percent 
Percent 

non-missing 
 
Level of training in classroom movement (CM) instruction: 
            No CM training 30/110 25.6 27.3 
            1 to 5 hours CM training 34/110 29.1 30.9 
            5 to 20 hours CM training 23/110 19.7 20.9 
            20 or more hours CM training 23/110 19.7 20.9 

Note:  Percent refers to percentage of the total sample population while percent non-
missing refers to percentage of actual responses. 
 

There were a number of different measures of the process and outcomes of 

classroom movement activities that were conducted to detect differences among teachers 

within the four levels. The first of these measures that was explored was the degree to 

which different categories of movement instruction were used. The four groups’ 

endorsement frequencies for each category of movement instruction were tested for 

differences via chi-square and Fisher Exact tests.  

Four of the categories of movement instruction exhibited significant differences 

between the four levels of training groups.  These were creative movement, drama and 

skits, traditional folk dance and quick energizers. In all four cases the two groups with the 

highest training levels (i.e., five to twenty hours and twenty or more hours) exhibited 

significantly higher rates of use of these movement instruction categories than was the 

case for the two groups with the lowest training levels. 
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Table 4-8 
Differences among training level groups on use of various categories of movement 
instruction 
 

Level of training in classroom 
movement instruction 

Does teacher utilize the 
following category of 

movement instruction? 

No 
CM 

train-
ing 

1 to 5  
contact 
hours  

5 to 20 
contact 
hours  

20 or 
more 

contact 
hours  

Chi-
Square 

(exact p, 
2-sided) 

Fisher 
Exact 
 Test  

(2-sided 
p value) 

No 19 17 7 4 
Yes 11 17 16 19 Creative movement 

 Total 30 34 23 23 
13.394 
(.003) 

.003 
 

No 19 13 6 7 
Yes 11 21 17 16 

 
Drama and skits 
 Total 30 34 23 23 

9.475 
(.024) 

.026 
 

No 29 31 20 16 
Yes 1 3 3 7 

 
Traditional folk dance 
 Total 30 34 23 23 

9.345 
(.025) 

.032 
 

No 13 7 6 2 
Yes 17 27 17 21 Quick energizers 

 Total 30 34 23 23 
8.887 
(.031) 

.034 
 

No 12 10 4 3 
Yes 18 24 19 20 

 
Children’s games 
 Total 30 34 23 23 

6.092 
(.107) 

.116 
 

No 23 19 16 16 
Yes 7 15 7 7 

 
Physical education 
 Total 30 34 23 23 

3.316 
(.345) 

.377 
 

No 30 34 23 22 
Yes 0 0 0 1 

Ballroom Total 30 34 23 23 
3.817 
(.282) 

.418 
 

No 14 18 8 10 
Yes 16 16 15 13 

 
Kinesthetic learning 
 Total 30 34 23 23 

1.879 
(.598) 

.603 
 

No 13 12 10 9 
Yes 17 22 13 14 

 
Project learning 
 Total 30 34 23 23 

.576 
(.902) 

.894 
 

No 30 33 23 23 
Yes 0 1 0 0 

 
Ballet 
 Total 30 34 23 23 

2.256 
(.521) 

1.000 
 

No 30 33 23 23 
Yes 0 1 0 0 

 
Jazz dance 
 Total 30 34 23 23 

2.256 
(.521) 

1.000 
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The second measure that was explored was the frequency of use of movement 

activities in the classroom. The level of classroom usage of movement activities was 

rated on a six point scale ranging from never to several times per day. The descriptive 

statistics on this variable for the four training level groups are presented in Table 4-9. 

Table 4-9 
Descriptive statistics for the four training level groups on usage rate of movement 
activities 

Group N Mean 
Std. 

Deviation 
No Training in CM 29 3.66 1.446 
1 to 5  contact hours 
training in CM 33 3.94 1.321 
5 to 20 contact hours 
training in CM 23 4.39 .891 
20 or more contact 
hours training in CM 23 4.22 1.166 

 
The mean movement activity usage ratings of the four training level groups were 

compared using a one-way analysis of variance. The results of this analysis are presented 

in Table 4-10. 

Table 4-10 
Analysis of variance of mean movement activity usage ratings for the four training level 
groups 
 

 
Source 

 
df 

 
F 

 
P 

 
�

2 
 
Training level group 

 
3 

 
1.744 

 
.163 

 
.048 

 
Error 

 
104 

 
(1.556) 

  

     Note. Value enclosed in parentheses represents mean square error. 
 
Although the group means exhibit a tendency for mean movement activity usage ratings 

to be higher in the two higher training level groups, this tendency was not statistically 

significant. 
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The third measure that was explored was personal comfort with the use of 

movement activities in the classroom. The level of personal comfort with the use of 

classroom movement activities was rated on a four point scale ranging from not 

comfortable to very comfortable. The descriptive statistics on this variable for the four 

training level groups are presented in Table 4-11. 

Table 4-11 
Descriptive statistics for the four training level groups on personal comfort with the use 
of CM activities 
 

Group N Mean 
Std. 

Deviation 
No Training in CM 30 2.83 .834 
1 to 5  contact hours 
training in CM 34 3.03 .758 
5 to 20 contact hours 
training in CM 23 3.04 .767 
20 or more contact 
hours training in CM 23 3.30 .703 

 

The mean personal comfort ratings of the four training level groups were compared using 

a one-way analysis of variance. The results of this analysis are presented in Table 4-12. 

Table 4-12 
Analysis of variance of mean personal comfort ratings for the four training level groups 
 

 
Source 

 
df 

 
F 

 
P 

 
�

2 
 
Training level group 

 
3 

 
1.622 

 
.189 

 
.044 

 
Error 

 
106 

 
(.594) 

  

     Note. Value enclosed in parentheses represents mean square error. 
 
Again, although the group means exhibited a tendency for mean personal comfort ratings 

to be higher in the higher training level groups, this tendency was not statistically 

significant.   
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 The fourth measure that was explored was teacher-reported student 

responsiveness to the use of movement activities in the classroom. Student 

responsiveness was rated on a four point scale ranging from none of the students are 

responsive to all of the students are responsive. Ratings were elicited on seven different 

aspects of responsiveness. These were: willingness to participate, enthusiasm and 

motivation, cooperation with other students during movement sessions, ability to focus 

during movement sessions, ability to calm down after movement sessions, readiness to 

learn after movement sessions, ability to make academic connections from movement 

sessions.  These were averaged into a single overall responsiveness measure on which the 

four training level groups were compared. The descriptive statistics on this variable for 

the four training level groups are presented in Table 4-13. 

Table 4-13 
Descriptive statistics for the four training level groups on overall student responsiveness 
to the use of CM activities 
 

Group N Mean 
Std. 

Deviation 
 
No Training in CM 29 2.909 .394 
 
1 to 5  contact hours 
training in CM 34 2.991 .330 
 
5 to 20 contact 
hours training in 
CM 23 3.050 .250 
 
20 or more contact 
hours training in 
CM 23 3.017 .388 
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The mean overall student responsiveness ratings of the four training level groups were 

compared using a one-way analysis of variance. The results of this analysis are presented 

in Table 4-14. 

Table 4-14 
Analysis of variance of overall student responsiveness ratings for the four training level 
groups 
 

 
Source 

 
Df 

 
F 

 
P 

 
�

2 
 
Training level group 

 
3 

 
.798 

 
.498 

 
.022 

 
Error 

 
105 

 
(.120) 

  

     Note. Value enclosed in parentheses represents mean square error. 
 
As in previous analyses, although the group means exhibit a tendency for mean student 

responsiveness ratings to be higher in the higher training level groups, this tendency was 

not statistically significant. 

 Finally, differences between the four training level groups on their self-ratings of 

their success with various aspects of the use of movement activities in the classroom were 

explored. These ratings were obtained on six aspects of classroom movement. Two of 

these ratings were obtained on understanding and meeting the needs of kinesthetic 

learners. These two ratings were averaged into a single rating of success with kinesthetic 

learners. The other three aspects of CM which were analyzed for training level group 

differences were: 

• Structuring movement activities to fit classroom needs 

• Managing student behavior during movement lessons 

• Using movement to convey curricular content 
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The descriptive statistics on these variables for the four training level groups are 

presented in Table 4-15. 

Table 4-15 
Descriptive statistics for the four training level groups on self-ratings of success for four 
aspects of CM activities 
 

Self-rated success at:  Training level group N Mean 
Std. 

Deviation 
Helping kinesthetic learners No Training in CM 30 2.2500 .63991 
 1 to 5  contact hours 

training in CM 34 2.4118 .63330 
  5 to 20 contact hours 

training in CM 23 2.5217 .61197 
  20 or more contact 

hours training in CM 23 2.6522 .66460 
Structuring movement activities 
to fit your classroom needs No Training in CM 30 2.40 .814 
  1 to 5  contact hours 

training in CM 34 2.44 .660 
  5 to 20 contact hours 

training in CM 23 2.74 .689 
  20 or more contact 

hours training in CM 23 2.52 .898 
Managing student behavior 
during movement lessons No Training in CM 30 2.63 .765 
  1 to 5  contact hours 

training in CM 34 2.74 .790 
  5 to 20 contact hours 

training in CM 23 2.96 .562 
  20 or more contact 

hours training in CM 23 2.74 .752 
Using movement to convey 
curricular content No Training in CM 30 1.93 .691 
  1 to 5  contact hours 

training in CM 34 2.44 .860 
  5 to 20 contact hours 

training in CM 22 2.68 .780 
  20 or more contact 

hours training in CM 23 2.52 .730 
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The mean success ratings of the four training level groups on the four aspects of CM use 

were compared using four separate one-way analyses of variance. The results of these 

analyses are presented in Table 4-16. 

Table 4-16 
Analyses of variance of self-ratings of success at four aspects of the use of CM for the 
four training level groups 
 

Aspect of CM 
 

Source 
 

df 
 

F 
 

P 
 
�

2 
 
Training level group 

 
3 

 
1.886 

 
.136 

 
.051 

Helping kinesthetic learners 
 
Error 

 
106 

 
(.406) 

  

 
Training level group 

 
3 

 
.992 

 
.399 

 
.027 Structuring movement 

activities to fit your 
classroom needs 

 
Error 

 
106 

 
(.583) 

  

 
Training level group 

 
3 

 
.866 

 
.461 

 
.024 

Managing student behavior 
during movement lessons 

 
Error 

 
106 

 
(.538) 

  

 
Training level group 

 
3 

 
4.774 

 
.004 

 
.120 

Using movement to convey 
curricular content 

 
Error 

 
106 

 
(.598) 

  

Note. Value enclosed in parentheses represents mean square error. 
 

Although in all four cases the means for the two higher training level groups were 

higher than for the two lower training level groups, this trend reached significance only in 

the case of the fourth aspect, using movement to convey curricular content. In the latter 

case the difference between the two higher level and two lower level training level groups 

was highly significant. Post hoc analyses using Tukey’s HSD revealed that the means of 

the two higher training level groups each were significantly higher than that of the lowest 

training level group (“No training in CM”; p = .004 and p = .035 for the second highest 

and highest training level groups, respectively). The latter group’s mean was also 
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significantly lower than that of the second lowest training level group (“1 to 5 contact 

hours training in CM”, p = .049). 

 Summary of Survey Results 
 

The purpose of this study was to investigate the nature and context of movement 

instruction by general elementary classroom teachers.  In the first phase of the project, a 

survey on classroom movement was designed and validated with input from ten 

classroom teachers and five movement specialists.  Then it was administered to117 

Oregon elementary teachers with mixed levels of training in classroom movement 

techniques.   

While much of what the survey found was confirmatory of standard movement 

education understanding and practice, some of the more surprising and potentially 

beneficial information was in what teachers were not doing.  While it was initially 

surprising that the teachers felt so confident in the area of classroom management (less 

than one quarter of the teachers listed concern about class management as a significant 

challenge), this was put into perspective when teachers identified what classroom 

movement activities they were actually implementing.  With the primary categories of 

movement instruction consisting of children’s games and quick energizers and the most 

common management strategies being utilized as classroom rules and a stop signal, a 

picture emerges of short quick activities interspersed throughout the day.    This is 

consistent with the teachers’ chief rationale for using classroom movement which is to 

help their students “get the wiggles out.”   

The issue that comes up, however, is that while the majority of teachers feel 

successful at understanding the needs of kinesthetic learners they feel less successful at 
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meeting those needs.  This was particularly apparent in that the teachers ranked their 

students highest in willingness to participate but ranked them lowest in being able to 

make academic connections from the movement lessons.   

For the students to make profound academic connections, they would need to be 

engaged with longer movement sessions and more sophisticated activities.  Coming back 

to the topic of management strategies, these more complex sessions would require 

teachers to augment the more commonly used classroom rules and stop signals with some 

of the lesser used management strategies such as movement rubrics and numerical 

phrasing.   

A major delimitation of the study is that I did not address culture, age, or gender 

as teacher variables.  Instead I focused on training experience.  While the survey found 

that there was no statistical difference between teachers with or without movement 

training as far as personal comfort, frequency of movement lessons or student 

responsiveness, it is important to note that these findings may not be reflective of 

Oregon’s general teacher population.  Since teachers were recruited for the survey from 

arts organizations and movement trainings, we can assume that the sample population 

was more pro-movement than the general population to begin with.  To be assured that 

the findings are more representative of the general teacher population, a randomized 

state-wide survey would need to be implemented. 

Another influencing factor in terms of how the teachers scored could be variations 

in the quality of training that teachers received.  This could account for the instances of 

data sets in which teachers with the highest amount of movement training scored lower 

than those with less training.  But while the survey did not find that teachers with higher 
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levels of movement training implement classroom movement more than their 

counterparts with less movement training, it did reveal that teachers with higher levels of 

movement training are statistically more likely to use quick energizers, creative 

movement, dramatic skits and traditional folk dance than teachers with less training.  In 

addition, teachers with higher levels of movement training are statistically more likely to 

feel successful at using movement to convey curricular content.   This last finding is 

particularly relevant in that teachers ranked their students lowest at being able to make 

academic connections from the movement sessions.  Looking to understand how teachers 

are addressing this deficit, the next phase of the project was designed to explore 

classroom movement that is used to convey curricular content, particularly as it is 

implemented by teachers with higher levels of movement training.    
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      Chapter V 

          OBSERVATIONS 
What does classroom movement instruction look like in practice?  What does it 

look like to use movement responsibly and well in the classroom?  While the survey 

provides a conceptual foundation to answer these questions, I felt it was important to 

continue the inquiry into the context of teachers’ actual practice.  

Over the course of four months, I visited three elementary schools and observed 

eight teachers implementing classroom movement activities in their classrooms.  In this 

chapter, I will describe the context for these observations as well as provide description 

of teachers’ practice of movement education.  Using templates of the specific activities 

which I observed as well as quotes from the teacher interviews, I will assemble a picture 

of what it looks like for different teachers to use movement in the classroom.   I will 

conclude by looking at the themes, trends and patterns that emerged during this analysis.  

While the project was initially designed as open-ended observations of multiple 

teaching methods, early visitations revealed both minimal and uneven levels of actual 

movement instruction.  Therefore, the visitation criteria was revised so that observation 

times were specifically solicited in which the teachers knew they would be implementing 

movement to convey curricular content.  In total, I made sixteen classroom visitations 

observing the two lead teachers four times each, two of the other teachers twice, and the 

remaining four teachers for one time observations.   The three schools which I visited 

were located in three of Oregon’s six geographic regions: Portland Metro, Willamette 

Valley and East of the Cascades.   

All of the teachers who participated in these observations had previously taken a 

40-hour course in classroom movement implementation as part of the Lesley University 
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Masters in Creative Arts Program.  Four of the teachers had taken this course more than 

one year earlier.  These teachers were highly experienced educators with a range of years 

in the classroom at seven, twenty, nineteen, and eighteen years respectively.  The other 

four teachers had only recently completed the course within the past two months.  These 

teachers were less practiced educators with a range of classroom experience at four or 

five years each.  Of the eight teachers, two were fifth grade teachers, one taught fourth 

grade, three were second grade teachers, one taught first grade and one taught 

kindergarten.  

The Lead Teachers 
 

Anthony – Doing what comes naturally  
 

Anthony, a first grade teacher in a Portland suburb, loves change.  In his seventh 

year of teaching, he has already taught third grade, kindergarten and first grade and plans 

to loop up to second grade next year with his current group of students.   He describes his 

student population with 70 % free and reduced lunch as “a lot of transience – already had 

five kids leave and just yesterday got a new kid.”   A charismatic musician, his classes 

are infused with music.  From class sing alongs to reading lessons based on the song 

chart, music is both a vehicle for delivery of curriculum as well as “a help with classroom 

management.”   

For Anthony, teaching with movement is a natural outgrowth of this love of 

music.   “Maybe I don’t think of it as a new curriculum because it speaks to me and 

makes so much sense.” He pulls a laminated packet off the board, “remember in class I 

took all those notes.”  He starts to thumb through the packet.  “When I need something I 

pull it out and say okay what are we going to do?”  Anthony explains that he does not 
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spend much extra time planning movement activities.  For him, movement activities are 

typically spontaneous and in response to the classes need to shift gears.    “We start the 

day with a lot of movement.  I do a lot of movement stories with them, sound stories, 

high low teaching levels, but once we get down to doing our reading and stations it’s a 

little less dynamic.”   

While he claims it is spontaneous, the movement sessions that I observed were 

clearly layered on hours of previous activities and well developed expectations.  When I 

ask if he has any class rules, he responds with a laugh “everything is a rule; I think I am a 

little crazy with rules.  It’s not a list I can write out, but I hold them to the basics.”  For 

Anthony the basics mean politeness, cooperation and following directions.  “A lot of 

these kids don’t have the politeness – there are so many more life rules that have to do 

with our class, rules these kids don’t have (in their home lives) that that they need to learn 

to follow.”   

Toward this end, Anthony uses a lot of repetition.  Activities are repeated, 

routines are repeated.   “I use audio signals to get their attention.  I mix it up (with) guitar, 

chimes, whistle, drum – the response is always the same.  They drop their tools, cross 

their arms and look at me.”  I watch as Anthony plays two chords on the piano.  On cue, 

all the students fold their arms across their chest and look over at him expectantly. 

Anthony explains that his teaching style  is “spontaneous and playful, but 

consistent – I play hardball with them, they know if they don’t do what I want I’ll be all 

over them, but if it is on, we have so much stinking fun and that’s when the learning 

really happens.”  
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“Everything is a game” he says, “its playful – I’m having fun and they’re having 

fun.  Some of those teachers who plan every word they are going to say – to me that 

seems so hard – they look at me and think how can you plan for all those things that kids 

will say and kids will do – that’s the joy and the fun of it.  I’m not so stressed up about 

messing up, I mess up all the time and they all giggle at me.”  

Watching Anthony teach is definitely like watching a performer in action.  He is 

entertaining and funny and his laughter is infectious.  Other teachers stand at the door to 

watch his antics.  What stands out is that he really seems to like the students and he really 

seems to be having fun.  “At this school I get absolutely a lot of administrative support.  

If I need anything, she’ll support me – she really likes my style, she’s very supportive of 

all the weird things I do.  We’ll parade through the office, always doing weird things in 

the office – not weird,” he corrected with a laugh, “educationally exciting things.” 

As one of the lead teachers for this project, Anthony was observed for four half-

day sessions.  Three of the movement activities that I observed Anthony implement that 

are representative of his teaching style are:  

  Table 5-1 - Brain Dance 

Date  4/15/08 Grade Level  1  Location Classroom Duration 5 min 
Description of Activity:     

As the students filed into the room, the teacher had them find their own space to stand 
in.  He had calm, melodic music on and started to lead the students in a series of 
movements, These included arms to the side with little “hah” sounds, using the hands 
to squeeze their own arms and legs, gentle slapping down the front of the body and up 
the back, head, arm and leg circles, making the body grow bigger and get smaller,  
Activity ended with slow turns with hissing sounds. 

Context:  Start of the day Content Area:   none 
Instructional Goals: Readiness to learn Prerequisite:  none 
Instructional Strategies: Direct Instruction 
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Table 5-1 - Brain Dance (Continued) 
 

Management Strategies:  Students were in self space, repetition - activity had clearly 
been done before, voice for phasing, quiet music, follow the leader 
 
Modifications:  No visible adaptations, one set of instructions for all the students.  
Teacher could have been modifying the instructions as he went along but I was not able 
to observe that by watching 
 
Kinesthetic Skill:  Function 
 
Student Response:  All students were participating and on task.  There was a lot of 
laughing at the “make it big” section. 
Comments:  Students were highly engaged.  Teacher voice and smiles were mirrored 
back.  Activity was fast paced with no time for distractions. 
 
   Table 5-2 – Punctuation Gestures 
Date  4/15/08 Grade Level   1 Location Classroom Duration  5 min 
Description of Activity:    
The teacher first taught a song to the students using a sentence chart.  Then he had the 
students read the words without singing.  He then pointed out the different punctuation 
marks and demonstrated a specific hand gesture for each one.  Line down and dab for 
exclamation mark, underhand fist for period, finger curve for comma.  Then he had the 
students sing the song and do the gestures for each punctuation mark that appeared in the 
song.   
Context:  Circle time/ Academic 
 

Content Area:   Grammar - punctuation 

Instructional Goals:  for the students to 
practice recognizing different punctuation 
marks 
 

Prerequisite:  none 

Instructional Strategies:   Direct instruction, students in group in front of song chart, 
unison reading, teacher leading 
 
Management Strategies:  Sitting in a circle, teacher enthusiasm, gestures correlated to 
specific marks on chart 
 
Modifications:  Teacher clearly built the lesson around the students’ prior experience - 
“oh we haven’t seen this before”, “its called a dash”, “lets make a line with our hand and 
say zip”, “what was comma?”  
 
Kinesthetic Skill:  Representation 
Student Response:  All focused and on task 
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Table 5-2 – Punctuation Gestures (Continued) 
 

Comments:  Teacher was very successful at engaging the students.  By using a large 
sentence chart with the punctuation marks, the teacher was able to help the students make 
the connection between the gesture and the written/visual.  The teacher was also able to 
assess which students were not picking out the punctuation marks in the written song 
score. 
 
   Table 5-3 – Song Sentence Series 
  
Date  5/13/08 Grade Level   1 Location Classroom Duration 90 min 
Description of Activity:    
This session followed an assembly about author, David Michael Slater.  It consisted of 
having the students create sentences using an adjective, noun, verb and prepositional 
phrase.  Throughout the 90 minute lesson, the teacher integrated six short movement 
activities.  I have identified the movement sections with italics. 
 
1.  Which character did you like from the presentation? 
          If you would pick Cheese Louise touch your ear. 
          If you would pick Seymour Carrots touch your chin. 
 
The teacher then put up a chart on the board with category headings for adjective, noun, 
verb and prepositional phrase.  He asked the students to turn to a neighbor and come up 
with some describing words for Cheese Louise.   
 
2.  After he wrote down the students’ suggestions, he had the students read and act out 
the words while still sitting on the floor.  Show me what frightened looks like.  Show me 
what famous looks like.  Show me what sensitive looks like.  Show me what scrunchy 
looks like – not what it sounds like, what it looks like.  Show me what smooth looks like.  
Show me what scrumptious looks like. 
  
3.  He then had the students spread out but and find self space.  “Now we have our 
adjectives, and we have our noun – now let’s find some verbs.  Spread out and  stay in 
your bubble.  Write your favorite number on the side of your bubble, write the first letter 
of you name on the other side of your bubble.” 
 
4.  “Who can tell me a verb?  Good.  Show me running in your bubble. 
Another verb – walk – show me walking on your spot without moving around the room 
Sneaking – show me what that looks like.”  He continued this activity with other student 
suggested verbs.  When a student called out “falling”, he interjected, “don’t show me 
that yet because I want you to be safe – so show me falling, but do it in slow motion.” 
 
5.  He refocused the class from the high energy of the verb activity with a clap activity.  
“If you can hear my voice, clap once, if you can hear my voice clap twice, if you can hear 
my voice sit on your knees and point at my nose.  By the time I count to ten I want you to 
be in a criss cross applesauce circle. 
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      Table 5-3 – Song Sentence Series (Continued) 
 
The teacher then solicited suggestions for prepositional phrases.  He wrote these on the 
chart.  He had one child select an adjective from the chart, one child select a verb, one 
child select a prepositional phrase, and he read it as a sentence for Cheese Louise. 
Squishy, soft Cheese Louise running over the world.  He then turned the sentence into a 
song accompanied with guitar. 
 
6.  As he had different students call out different words that became sentences that he 
would sing, he had the students stand up and “get back in their bubble.”  He had the 
students sing the sentence with him, but perform the action of the verb when they got to 
that word in the song. 
 
Fat runny hero cheese sneaking in the fridge 
Orangey, stinky, sensitive cheese dancing between the cracks 
Yellowy funny cheesy cheese bowing next to me 
 
He then gave the students directions for how to create their own song.  
“You have eight minutes to get your song together – in table groups, each group gets four 
sentence strips,   One person writes noun, one person picks the verb, one person the three 
adjectives, one person the prepositional phrase, put together as a group and practice the 
song. 
 
The teacher walked around and worked with different groups.  At seven minutes, the 
teacher rang some chimes.  “I really like the way you are working – I see excellent team 
work, great focus. We have one more minute for you to practice.” 
 
The teacher used a train whistle to get everyone’s attention.  He talked about the job of 
being an audience and being a performer.  Then had each group sing their sentence song 
as he played the guitar.  He finished by having all the groups sing at the same time.   
 
“Excellent work my friends, bring me your sentence strips, get your tables back together 
and then meet me on the carpet – and remember that nothing great was ever 
accomplished without …”  He paused and the students filled in the missing word by 
shouting “enthusiasm”. 
Context:  Academic 
 

Content Area:   Reading/Writing 

Instructional Goals:  to learn and use 
different parts of a sentence 
 

Prerequisites:  Follow up to assembly by 
author David Michael Slater 

Instructional Strategies:   Guided Inquiry, teacher had tremendous energy and 
enthusiasm, doing the movements of the vocabulary words gives them both relevance and 
meaning 
 
Management Strategies:  signals for stop and pay attention – chimes, whistle, chants, 
      call and response, limited work time 
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           Table 5-3 – Song Sentence Series (Continued) 
 
Modifications:  Activity break, redirecting to activity, moving around the room 
 
Kinesthetic Skill:  Function, Representation, Relationship 
 
Student Response:  Very motivated, full participation 
 
Comments:  What a great lesson!  It was wonderful to see that first graders were able to 
stay focused that long. 

 
 After observing Anthony for the four sessions, I was struck by how effortless his 

teaching seemed.  With his sense of humor, fast pace and strong management skills, 

movement was just one more tool that he used to engage the students.  As he said, “I’m 

just doing what comes naturally.” 

Vivian – Teaching under duress 
 

There is a definite buzz in Vivian’s room.  Even though it is still recess when I 

arrive for my first observation, the fourth-grade classroom in this mid-size Willamette 

Valley town is filled with children.  Several students sit at computers on the side wall, 

others hunch over a large drawing on a table in the back, three students are marching in 

single file around the room and several boys are wrestling over who gets to sit on a 

particular chair.  Amid stacks of papers and a suitcase full of props and costumes, Vivian 

explains that the students are excited and getting ready for their presentations. 

An experienced teacher with twenty years under her belt, Vivian takes all the 

activity in stride.   As Vivian explains, “I have a fairly high tolerance for movement and 

noise around the classroom.  I come from a music and theatre background myself and I 

know it is going to be noisy and I know it is going to be active.”  The movement 

activities she favors tend toward skits, dramatic interpretations of readings, choreopoems 

and theatre games drawn from her after school drama club.  In addition, she uses a variety 
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of claps, gestures and sounds as management signals to elicit and redirect the students’ 

focus and attention during general class time.    

 “Sharp,” Vivian calls out as the students stop talking and look up expectantly.  

“Eyes up,” she says and the students repeat “eyes up.”  “If all goes according to my plan” 

she whispers and the students respond in unison with an evil snicker “to take over the 

world”.  “Give me a break” she sighs with mock exasperation and the students respond 

“break me off a piece of that kit kat bar.”  While the majority of students respond 

enthusiastically to her cues, there is a sub group of students with less amenable behaviors.  

“Derrick, it’s okay if you’re standing up,” Vivian calls to one boy near the back, “but it’s 

not okay if you’re distracting others.”   But he is not the only one to draw the class’s 

attention with his misbehavior.  Another student is rummaging through the objects on the 

teacher’s desk, while two others are trading punches in the corner.    

Whether the administration has actively overloaded Vivian’s class with students 

who are hyperactive , or Vivian’s casual teaching style has allowed her students to feel 

freer to express an active learning style, there is no way to ignore the disruptive behavior 

of some of the students.    

For Vivian, it is about balancing the seemingly contradictory goals of managing 

student misbehavior while still encouraging the kinesthetic spirit and creativity of her 

students.  It is a balancing act that has placed her at odds with her administration.   

The closing down of her after school drama club, as well as pointed criticisms that 

her room is too messy and that there is not enough student artwork on her walls have led 

her to reminisce to more supportive teaching environments.  “My first principal was so 

encouraging; he wanted me to take risks.  He wanted me to step outside the box and be 
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different – not once was I made to feel bad – and I tried things that bombed.  That was 

my first teaching experience so I thought everyone was that way, second was the same 

and so was the third.  They loved the fact that I would take a science unit and come up 

with something totally creative to get that material across.”  Now teaching for the past 

seven years in her current location, she has found herself in conflict both with the 

school’s administrator and even some of her own team members.  “I think it is the 

climate in the building, that and different styles of leadership.” 

The second lead teacher for the project, Vivian was observed for four half-days.   

Three movement activities that I observed that are representative of her teaching style 

are: 

  Table 5-4 – Name Alien Skits 

Date  3/21/08 Grade Level   4 Location Classroom Duration  90 min 
Description of Activity:    
This activity was a follow up to a visual art activity in which the students had drawn 
Alien creatures based on the letters of their name.  Teacher described the difference 
between acting with a script and improvisation.  She gave some examples of how the 
students might bring their name alien to life such as acting out how it moves, how it talks, 
perhaps something specific that it does with its arms or legs.   
 
She assigned partners and told the students they needed to come up with a conflict, 
setting and motivation for their characters.   
 
She reminded them that they could not portray violence and that they were to face 
forward and not look in the eyes of the audience. 
 
She made the connection to writing a book report, in that there needs to be a protagonist 
and an antagonist as well as motivation. 
  
She advised the students to try not to let another team hear your idea, use whispers. 
 
Time limit for the preparation was six minutes to come up with conflict, setting and 
motivation. 
 
After the six minutes, the teacher called the students back to their seats to be an audience.  
Then she selected two at a time to perform. 
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      Table 5-4 – Name Alien Skits (Continued) 

Context:  Friday arts day Content Area:   Language Arts  
Instructional Goals:  character 
development, motivation, plot 

Prerequisites:  Creation of Name Alien 
drawings 

Instructional Strategies:   Direct Instruction, Collaborative Problem Solving, Modeling 
Management Strategies:  Call and response cue such as sharp and touch nose and  Give 
me a break – students respond with give me a break of that kit kat bar 
Set time limit for partner work. 
Modifications:  When it was clear that the two boys the teacher first picked had not 
come up with anything to perform, the teacher intervened and demonstrated how to 
develop the improv from scratch.   
Kinesthetic Skill:  Expression, Representation, Relationship 
Student Response:  The participation started out while the students were working on 
their skits.  There was a hurried animation as some students made notes, while others 
started to practice, and several came up to the teacher to ask for help.   
But when the first pair did not have an improv to perform, and the teacher began to work 
with them to develop it, the rest of the class became bored and lost interest.   
Comments:  The students needed an activity with more explicit structure.  Improv as a 
task was too advanced for them.  They would have had more success with an activity 
with more specific parameters such as Tableaus or a five count phrase.  Once the first two 
students started goofing off in front of the class, the teacher needed to stop the activity 
and have them sit down and ask for two students who did have an improve skit to 
perform.  During the development of the activity, if the teacher had made the rounds, she 
would have seen which groups had prepared something and which ones had not.  It is 
always beneficial to start with a group that feels confident about what they have created. 
 
   Table 5-5 – Traffic Jam 
 
Date  4/18/08 Grade Level   4 Location Classroom Duration  35 min 
Description of Activity:     
Teacher clears the center of the room and lays out nine laminated cards in sequence from : 
4  3  2  1  X  A  B C D.  Teacher selects eight students to stand on each of the numbers 
and letters, making sure there are two boys and two girls on each side.  Directions are that 
the person who is standing on A will need to make it to their home on 4, B to 3, C to 2, D 
to 1 and vice versa.  No one outside of the eight is allowed to talk.  If you speak to them or 
each other you won’t get to be in the next game.   
 
The teacher clarifies that the activity is about communication - about giving your opinion 
but also listening.  The rules are that you can only pass people you are facing.  Can only 
move one space at a time and only when there is there an open space to move.  Since X is 
the beginning open spot, only students on A and 1 have the option to move first.  If you 
get into a jam where no one can move, you have to go back and start all over.  Only the 
students in the game may talk.  Everyone around the outside can watch and plan their 
strategies for when it is their turn.   
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   Table 5-5 – Traffic Jam (Continued) 
 
The students move forward, but the first two keep moving and so it quickly becomes a 
traffic jam.  They try several times and keep traffic jamming.  Then another group comes 
up to try. 
Context:  Classroom dynamics Content Area: Cooperation, Social Skills 
Instructional Goal:  To help students 
understand the need for communication in 
solving problems 

Prerequisite:  none 

Instructional Strategies:   Direct instruction to teach the game.  Cards on the floor mark 
where the students are to stand.  Only eight students go at a time so the rest try to figure it 
out as they watch.  Guided discussion and group problem solving - Let’s talk about what 
has been happening.  Who is doing a really good job of communicating?   
Management Strategies:  After giving the rules of the game, class management mostly 
consisted of speaking to individual students.  Teacher also began to give the observers 
specific tasks – See if you can tell who is the best communicator, who is doing things 
without talking to the group, who is really listening, don’t give feedback about the game, 
just observe and study who and how they are communicating. 
Modifications:  Mostly consisted of speaking to individual students to help them solve 
the problem. 
Kinesthetic Skill:  Function, Relationship 
Student Response:  Enthusiastic at first but then a number of students lost interest.  It 
was a challenge for the students who were watching to remain silent.  They really wanted 
to tell the movers what to do.  The students who were moving actually started getting 
more focused and quieter as they worked at it and the commotion outside seemed to settle 
down as well.  Twenty minutes into it and the students still had not solved the problem.  
Several students on the outside had lost interest and went to look at things in the corner.  
Comments:  Activity was moderately successful.  The students were excited about the 
game at first, but then it became too much watching for some of them.  It would have 
worked better to watch several times, than divide the class into groups where they could 
all be working on solving the problem. 
 
   Table 5-6 – Oregon Trail Scenes 
 
Date  4/18/08 Grade Level   4 Location Classroom Duration  50 min 
Description of Activity:     
On the board was a poster with title, protagonist, antagonist, conflict.  Teacher had 
students tell their conflict and then wrote it on the board.  Objective was to show a short 
clip from the book they had been reading.  I did not observe the scenes in process but was 
only present for the final sharing.  There was only time for four groups to share. 
Context:  Academic Content Area:   History 
Instructional Goals:  To help the students 
understand the conflict from their book. 

Prerequisites:  Previous work on 
developing skit  

Instructional Strategies:   Collaborative Problem Solving, Direct Instruction 
Teacher spoke to individual students and gave them feedback.   
Management Strategies:  having teacher sign off on conflict, pre-selecting partners 
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     Table 5-6 – Oregon Trail Scenes (Continued) 

Modifications:  Teacher had several students restart their scene.  Can you explain what 
you were doing around the body?  Area you saying it might have been a native American 
tradition that you dance around the fallen leader?  Most of what we study about Lewis 
and Clark is from a white perspective.   
Kinesthetic Skill: Representation, Relationship 
Student Response:  Most of the students did not seem to take scene seriously, goofing 
off and laughing during their presentation. There seemed to be a mix of discomfort due to 
self consciousness and a lack of feeling prepared to do the activity. 
Comments:  There was just not enough management strategies during the class.  The 
students need more structured activities with specific rubrics in order to be successful.   
As a whole, the class seems to be much more successful at full group activities.  From 
what I observed, as soon as there is a small group performance, the audience loses 
interest and the performers get self conscious and start to goof off.  
 
Teacher needs to work on what is the goal of doing the scene.  What does she hope for 
the students to get out of it?  Then she can communicate what the students need to know 
and what the rubrics are.  Are they being assessed and if so, what are they being assessed 
on? 
 
An example of a more structured assignment would be - each person find a character 
from our Oregon Trail studies.  Write a paragraph about the character.  Make a statue of 
the character.  Five people hold their statues as the others write down who they think they 
are.  Go through everyone.  They must show you the statue first.  Then you read the 
paragraph as they hold the statue and you perhaps take a photo.  Can add costume. 
With this group I would stay away from improv, as well as from unstructured 
talking/sharing in front of the class. 
   
The real issue is how to manage groups of students –   as it is, the discussions are rich and 
wonderful, but the ones talking are engaged while a number are tuned out or distracted.  
There is also too much lack of respect going on. 
 
Suggestions for making this activity more successful: 
1.  Have them write down the conflict and characters and get it okayed before you start. 
2.  Need a time limit – either a set time (2 minutes) or a set number of counts (32 counts) 
3.  Need to know what the rubrics for a successful skit are.   
 That everyone has at least one line of dialogue 
 That there is a conflict and a resolution 
 That we learn two interesting things about your story 
4.  Audience members get an audience grade of plus, check, minus 
 

While Vivian was the most experienced teacher that I observed, her years in the 

classroom did not necessarily translate into classroom success.  Not only was classroom 
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management a critical issue for her, but her lesson delivery was also uneven.  Even with 

her great enthusiasm for movement and the arts in general, her attitude was so greatly 

impacted by her ongoing struggles with her principal that it is impossible to know how 

her movement teaching might have unfolded in a more supportive school environment. 

          An Arts Friendly School 

After the eight observations with Anthony and Vivian, and noticing the stark 

contrast in their teaching situations and outcomes, several questions emerged.  How 

significant a factor is administrative support to successful movement implementation?   

How significant a factor is collegiality to successful movement implementation?  Were 

the differences that Anthony and Vivian experienced in administrative and peer support 

idiosyncratic to their personalities and situation or did they also have to do with grade 

level?  Is there more of an expectation that movement activities are encouraged and 

supported at the primary level, but only tolerated and perhaps even discouraged at the 

upper elementary level?   Would I get a clearer picture of the characteristics of successful 

classroom movement if I could minimize differences in building philosophy or 

administrative support? 

To explore these questions, I recruited six more teachers in central Oregon who 

had also gone through the 40-hour movement training course as part of their masters 

program.   Patty a second grade teacher and Miriam, a fifth grade teacher, had gone 

through the program over a year prior while Chris, Anna, Callie, and John had just 

recently graduated.  While Patty and Miriam were highly experienced with nineteen and 

eighteen years in the classroom respectively, the other four teachers were newer to 

teaching with only four or five years in the classroom each.  In sitting down to talk with 
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them about their school climate they described it as “super open and encouraging of 

movement.”  As Patty explained, “it’s become a giant wildfire.  We have collaboration 

days on Wednesdays and this year we have done different art things with the staff. Now 

we have to limit our section to just twenty because it just fills up.  For example, we came 

upon a movement and sound activity for punctuation, and the teachers here are just crazy 

about it.  Our principal is on board for creating an arts school here.  He said if we want it, 

we can do it and he’ll support us.”   

Even though the six teachers all taught at the same school with the same arts 

supportive administration, not all the teachers shared Patty’s enthusiasm.  Miriam 

reflected back to having had a better relationship with the previous principal, and Anna 

felt that the current administration was more hands off tolerant then actively engaged.  

While the impact of administrative support, or lack of, will have to be left for future 

studies, in general, the diversity of movement outcomes that I observed seemed 

independent of building-wide influences.   Whether movement was used responsibly and 

well appeared to have more to do with each individual teacher’s experience and personal 

skill level than any school wide philosophy. 

Patty - The seasoned veteran 
 

I observed Patty teaching during her team’s rotation block called Fun Friday.  

Every Friday morning, the team of three second grade teachers rotates their students for 

thirty minute classes all focused on a particular theme.  The week I visited, the theme was 

the Rain Forest.  Using her strong management skills and obvious comfort in the 

classroom, she moved throughout the class, calling out directions, monitoring student 

behavior, encouraging particular students and gently pulling in recalcitrant students.   
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As Patty explained, she tries to keep an awareness of her students’ need for 

movement on the front burner.  “We forget,” she says, “we know better than to let them 

sit for all day, we ask (ourselves) what is wrong with these kids and then we remember 

that we have been letting them sit non stop for days.”    The movement activities I 

observed Patty implement were the following: 

  Table 5-7 – Who’s Sharp Today? 

Date  4/25/08 Grade Level   2 Location Classroom Duration  3 min 
Description of Activity:     
The teacher gives directions for movement accompanied by a drum beat.  “Only move 
when I hit the drum – stomp your feet when I hit the drum, listen for the drum before you 
go.  Shake your hands when I hit the drum.  Wiggle your shoulders when I hit the drum.” 
Context:  Academic Content Area:   none 
Instructional Goal:  Readiness to learn Prerequisites:  none 
Instructional Strategies:   Animated voice, playful manner, element of surprise as to 
when teacher would hit the drum 
Management Strategies:  Voice, drum  
Modifications:  none 
Kinesthetic Skill:  Function 
Student Response:  Very positive and engaged 
Comments:  Activity worked very well to get the students attention and focus. 
 
 
   Table 5-8 – Rain Forest Series 
 
Date  4/25/08 Grade Level   2 Location Classroom Duration  25 min 
Description of Activity:     
1.  The teacher starts by asking for a show of hands as to who has read the story, The 
Great Kapok Tree by Lynn Cherry?  She then has the students stand up and demonstrate 
what happened in the story.  She follows the children’s suggestions as to the order of 
events and leads them in a pantomime of walking through a rainforest, becoming sweaty, 
going to sleep, meeting a boa constrictor, etc.  When she mentions different animals, she 
has the children focus in on what the specific animal character’s movement would be.   
 
2.  She has the students sit back down and writes the character names on the board.  Boa, 
Bee, Monkey, Toucan, Frog, etc.  She goes over safety rules for moving in the classroom 
“Remember your space, what are going to be doing – can I be doing this all over the 
room, why not, help her out M, what would happen if I did that – I could hurt someone, 
hurt myself, remember your space, you will be acting out the kapok tree story, we are 
going to come up with sounds to go with your  movements, then you will get a secret 
ballot that tells you who you are.  Then you have to move around the room and move like  
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Table 5-8 – Rain Forest Series (continued) 

the other person who has the same character.  Remember how we have been learning 
about animal classification – when you find each other, you have to go over to the animal 
classification section – there are classification posters hanging from the ceiling  for each 
group – mammals, amphibians, birds, reptiles, insects, fish” 
 
The teacher then reviews the sound and movement for each character with the students 
moving in self space and then moving around the room.  “As I beat the drum you are 
walking to the beat of the drum with your movement and sound and you are looking for 
the other person with your beat and sound and then go to your classification and continue 
moving to the beat of the drum with your sound and movement until the drum beat has 
stopped.” 
 
3.  When the children have all found their fellow characters and gathered under the 
correct classification sign, she asks them to notice which group has the most characters.  
Then she goes over the characteristics of each grow “sit on the floor, let’s start with the 
insects, how do you know you are an insect, it has six legs and three body parts, and 
doesn’t have a backbone.” 
 
4.  For the last part of the activity, the teacher has the students make a rain forest tableau.   
“Awesome job, since we only have five more minutes, we are going to enter into the 
story.  Maybe Mrs. E (a student teacher) can be the Kapok tree.  I am going to be the 
woodsman.  What could I do to show my character?  What shape or freeze could I take? 
Notice how we are making a picture, frozen in our story – can you freeze here, how about 
over here.  Who comes in next – start coming in and freezing yourself, and the next 
character, and the next character – you can look up at the board to give you a clue as to 
next – who’s next – come in with your movement and then freeze – come on jaguars, 
then porcupines, then anteaters, remember you are frozen, now the sloths, and finally the 
boy.  You all look so wonderful in your shapes, I wish we had a camera.” 
Context:  Academic  Content Area:   Language Arts, Science 
Instructional Goals:  Story review, animal 
classifications 

Prerequisites:  Familiarity with the story, 
The Great Kapok Tree by Lynn Cherry. 

Instructional Strategies:  Guided Inquiry 
Management Strategies:  Drum for freeze signal, constant reminders of expected 
behavior, clear instructions, wonderful use of voice and asking questions, constant check 
ins with students 
Modifications:  Teacher is clearly giving the ballots to individual students so that 
partners are carefully chosen.  Gives a specific ballot to the teacher helper so that a 
particular student is matched with an adult. – calling out individual names with 
suggestions. 
Kinesthetic Skill:  Representation 
Student Response:  Very positive, full and enthusiastic participation 
Comments:  Excellent example of a creative movement lesson.  Teacher had very strong 
class management skills.  Activity was fun and pace was brisk. 
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 What Patty brought to her teaching setting was her calm confidence and command 

of the classroom.  Highly respected as both a team and school leader, she had the 

strongest class management skills of all the teachers I observed.  While her movement 

lessons did not stretch her students conceptually, they were highly entertaining and 

served as motivating reinforcement for the topics of study.   

Miriam – The true believer 
 

Miriam, a fifth grade teacher at the same school said that the “number one reason 

(she uses movement) is that for some reason over time I have found that kids do not lose 

information that has been taught through movement as easily.”   While she sometimes 

throws in quick movement activities for fun (such as cards with words on them that the 

students have to put in the correct order with punctuation), Miriam feels that this type of 

activity does not necessarily have a giant impact on what they learn.  The real benefit, she 

explained, comes when students physicalize a concept that “never stuck or made sense 

just being on paper.”  Acting out geometric terms, skits based on storylines, performing 

the properties of molecules in different states of matter – “pretty much I use it in any area 

where a model helps with learning.”   

Miriam acknowledged that implementing the bigger movement activities 

“definitely takes a lot of time, but the end result is good enough that it is worth it.  It’s the 

difference between breadth and depth.”  While Miriam feels that she integrates fewer 

movement activities than when she first graduated from the movement training course, 

the movement activities she does use now have become more focused and purposeful 

over time.  The movement activities that I observed Miriam implement with her students 

were: 
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  Table 5-9 – Boston Massacre Action/Freeze  

Date  4/25/08 Grade Level   5 Location Classroom Duration  45 min 
Description of Activity:     
This was the second in a series of sessions in which the students worked on developing 
skits about the Boston Massacre.  The class was divided into two groups and this session 
was their first time for them to share in front of the whole class.  The assignment was for 
a narrator to say freeze to stop the skit at pivotal moments and explain the action. The 
first group was not very prepared and the student narrator had difficulty keeping control 
of the group.  The teacher intervened and had a class discussion as to why it was not 
working.  The second group’s presentation went much more smoothly.  
Context: Academic Content Area:   History  
Instructional Goal:  To give the students 
an experiential understanding of the Boston 
Massacre – action/reaction and sequence of 
events 

Prerequisite:  Study of the Boston 
Massacre, previous work on skit 
development. 

Instructional Strategies:   Collaborative Problem Solving, Direct Instruction 
Teacher feedback followed by group discussion – “Come and sit down and let’s get some 
feedback – this was much clearer and a lot of it had to do with the freezes and the 
narrator stepping out to explain what is happening.” 
Management Strategies:  Teacher used group discussion and student leaders to direct 
student behavior.  “This isn’t a tattle session of what’s not working, you need to work 
that out; that is part of the learning in the process.  You don’t need to tell me what you 
want to do, maybe A and C (the student leaders) will facilitate a time when you give 
suggestions.”  The teacher also allowed for student feedback in the discussion.  The 
students seemed to take even more notice when an adjustment was suggested by another 
student.  
Modifications:   After expressing her dissatisfaction with the first group’s performance, 
the teacher gave the students options for a continuation of the lesson. “We have three 
choices of what to do from here.  If you feel like you are on a roll and want to continue 
planning for skit some more.  Or you can go through history time line and make a chair 
dance.  Or you can go to music and redo your pictures.” 
Kinesthetic Skill:  Representation, Relationship 
Student Response:  Students started out self conscious and goofing off, but as they 
listened to each others comments, the group got quieter and more focused. 
Comments:  The teacher led discussion was wonderful.  Even though kids were goofing 
off during the performance, the follow up discussion in which students gave each other 
feedback as to what would make a better skit was really helpful and informative.  It is 
interesting that even though the teacher gave the suggestion that smaller groups might 
made the project easier to manage, the students still voted to keep the groups large and 
not break them up.   
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   Table 5-10 – History Time Line Gestures 
 
Date  4/28/08 Grade Level   5 Location Classroom Duration 60 min 
Description of Activity:     
Lesson started with students sitting on the floor in a circle looking at a large butcher 
paper time line on the wall.  Teacher read off the first five entries.   

1. Merchants/traders travel the silk road to trade goods from Asia with people in 
Europe. 

2. Constantinople is conquered and trade stops 
3. Explorers begin to travel down the west coast of Africa in an attempt to reach 

Calcutta, India 
4. Explorers travel westward in an attempt to circumvent the globe 
5. North America begins to be settled by European countries – colonies are formed 

The teacher explained that the students were going to make a movement gesture for each 
of the first five entries.  She demonstrated an example of a movement gesture for the first 
entry of merchant travel (hands over shoulder as if carrying a sack).  She also assigned 
for the students to make a rough drawing similar to a story map for each gesture shape. 
 
Further instructions were “your first job is to start planning – I suggest you start by 
writing it down.  Stay at your seats in your groups, the leaders in the group will be the 
planner.  That is why I have put the groups together in this way I did and assigned the 
group leaders I did.  If you want to write down the whole thing, you can get a chart paper 
and draw all the items first.  Maybe what we need to do is start and see what questions 
arise.” 
 
The students worked for fifteen minutes.  Then the teacher had each group perform one 
gesture and the rest of the class had to guess which one of the five entries the gesture was 
representing.   
Context:  Academic Content Area:   History 
Instructional Goals:  Students will 
become more knowledgeable about the 
sequence of events leading up to the 
discovery of America 

Prerequisite:  Class creation of a time line 
on butcher paper on the History of 
Exploration 

Instructional Strategies:  Direct Instruction, Collaborative Problem Solving 
Management Strategies:   Activity began with brainstorm and planning session in 
chairs.  Use of voice for class management, “stop and listen to me.”  Rubrics were very 
clear and specific. Teacher walked around the room answering questions.  Prior selection 
of group leaders.  Ongoing check ins.  After five minutes, teacher asked students to stop 
talking, put your thumbs up if you have a plan for event one.  After ten minutes, “quick 
check in – thumbs up if you have completed number two.  Good, who has done items 1, 
2, 3 - You have about 7 more minutes.” 
Modifications:  When a student asked do I need to have a movement for every word up 
there, the teacher responded “no, you want only one gesture for the whole sentence 
because otherwise it would be too much to remember by the time you get to entry 
fourteen.  But the gesture should be such a carefully selected gesture that each student in 
the group could be the narrator and talk about it if I call on them.”  She then  
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Table 5-10 – History Time Line Gestures (continued) 
 
demonstrated how arms flowing in a figure eight could represent the whole sentence for 
Merchants travel the silk road to trade goods from Asia with people in Europe. 
Kinesthetic Skills:  Representation, Relationship 
Student Response:  Students were noisy and excited.  As I looked around the room all 
the students were engaged and participating.  I heard comments such as this is fun.  There 
was very little off task behavior. One student would stare off into space but then the team 
leader would pull him back in.  At her suggestion, the student got up and did the gesture 
although he did not participate in the brainstorm sessions.  After 30 minutes from the start 
of the activity (directions took about 15 minutes, so that is 15 minutes of work) two of the 
five groups were done with the five gestures.  Teacher then had them stand up and 
practice. 
Comments:  Excellent – activity was highly successful  
 

What I was struck with about Miriam’s teaching was her passion and belief in the 

benefits of movement.  Not only did she design movement lessons that were sophisticated 

in both scope and cognitive outcome, but she allocated substantial classroom time for 

implementation.  While Miriam’s classroom management was not as crisp as some of the 

other teachers, her use of class discussion was particularly effective.  

Chris – Keeping It Fresh 
 

Chris, a second grade teacher with four years classroom experience, initially 

starting out as a student teacher in Patty’s classroom.   A natural teacher with an easy 

command of his classroom, he now teaches in the room next door.  He feels that 

movement is an easy fit for his spontaneous teaching style and he showed me how he 

keeps a sheet of movement activities on the board as a quick reference.  In speaking 

about movement implementation, Chris commented that he “enjoys how it keeps 

everything else fresh, that it feels new and fun and there is a lot of opportunity for 

development.”  In particular, he cited the way that movement activities have facilitated 

connections for his ELL students.   “I was needing activities for Luis to communicate 

with other people because he’s only getting about fifty percent of what we say.  We did 
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the levels activity (using the body to specify different levels from one to ten) and then 

asked him what level do you think this is in the middle?  I was surprised that he really got 

it.” 

Chris contrasted the way he uses movement in the classroom with how movement 

is used in the school’s Physical Education program.   “Always in PE they do things that 

are very competitive and I disagree with some of how he does it, winners and losers, girls 

against boys.”  The movement activities that I observed Chris implement with his 

students were: 

  Table 5-11 – Follow Me 

Date  4/28/08 Grade Level  2 Location Classroom Duration  2 min 
Description of Activity:     
Teacher started by standing in front of the class as students came in.  He says “I’m 
tapping, still tapping” as he taps his legs.  He repeats with clapping his hands and 
shrugging his shoulders.  “I’m waiting, still waiting, he says as the students start to follow 
his lead, then clucking, then smaller and softer to a final whispered “and sit down”. 
Context: Start of the school day Content Area:   None 
Instructional Goal:  Readiness to learn Prerequisites:  None 
Instructional Strategies:   Modeling, call and response 
Management Strategies:  Animation,  enthusiasm, voice 
Modifications:  “I’m waiting, still waiting” 
Kinesthetic Skill: Function 
Student Response:  full participation, students were very focused 
Comments:  A very simple activity, but one that created a group focus and pulled in all 
the stragglers when they came into the room. 
 
 
   Table 5-12 – Snake Verbs 
 
Date  4/28/08 Grade Level  2 Location Classroom Duration  30 min 
Description of Activity:     
Teacher started with a discussion about grammar.  “Who can remember what we said 
about verbs?  Who can tell me what a verb is?  Yes, verbs are actions.” 

 
“Today, we are going to focus on snakes.  Where are snakes found?  Who thinks snakes 
can be in the ocean?  Who thinks yes?  Raise your hand.  Who thinks no? Oh I hope we 
don’t have people blurting.  That makes it hard for others to think.  What do snakes eat?  
When you think of a snake eating something what do you visualize?  In fact a snake can  
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   Table 5-12 – Snake Verbs (continued) 
 

eat something wider than its head.  What else can snakes eat?  Yes, eggs.  Raise your 
hand if you like to eat eggs?   
. 
“I am going to read a short paragraph about snakes and if you find a verb, stop me and I 
will write it down real quick.”  The teacher read as the students called out different verbs 
– coil, hatch, swallowing, eating, growing, shedding, etc.   
 
“Now I will demonstrate an activity but first but I need some volunteers.  I will choose 
one of my action verbs from the board and I will whisper it to this group.”  They huddle 
then perform a skit about hatching in which one student in the middle comes up and the 
other three fall to down to the sides.  “Now I will whisper a word to your group.  You 
will have about two minutes to practice. You can go anywhere in the room except by the 
door because I don’t want it to crash into you.” 
 
“Who would like to go first?  We are looking for respectful audiences, students who are 
not going to blurt out the answer.  1,2,3 action.  Any guesses?  Which is it? Slithering?  
No.  Eating?  No.  Climbing?  Yes!” 
 
The teacher had each group get up and perform.  Then he handed out a poetry think sheet 
which had a line on the top for subject and then three boxes, one for adjectives, one for 
verbs and one for short statements.  “Now that you have gone over many verbs, I want 
you to write on your “think sheet’ in the box that says verbs, the ones that you think are 
the juiciest.  If you finish the verbs you can go on to writing some adjectives.” 
Context:  Academic Content Area:   Language Arts  
Instructional Goal:  teach vocabulary 
words about snakes 

Prerequisite:  All the brainstorming and 
research on snake verbs 

Instructional Strategies:   Guided Inquiry, Collaborative Problem Solving 
Management Strategies:  Off task behaviors were redirected immediately.  Enthusiasm - 
teacher has such an animated way of talking that the students are full of anticipation to 
hear what he has to say.   
Modifications:  none observed 
Kinesthetic Skill:  Representation, Relationship 
Student Response: Students were very involved.  There were two students who did not 
want to participate with their group but the teacher spoke with them and they participated 
after that. 
Comments:  This was one of the few activities I observed in which there was an 
assessment built into the activity.  The students immediately incorporated their new 
understandings about snakes into their writing. 

 

Chris was one of those lucky teachers who seem to have been born with natural 

management skills.  With a clarity and command that appeared to be well beyond his four 
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years in the classroom, Chris demonstrated an innate sense of lesson delivery and pacing.   

While he initially saw classroom movement as an opportunity to meet the needs of 

individual students, it also became a tool both to motivate his class as well as keep his 

own job interesting. 

Anna – Fighting the Overload 
 
Anna also teaches 2nd grade at the same school, but she teaches across the 

building on a different team.  With four years of classroom experience, Anna shared that 

movement can seem like one more added pressure to an already packed day.  “I can’t 

even handle one more artistic thing right now – there is just so much in a day.”   

As a beginning movement teacher, Anna points to her learning curve, and says 

that she has needed to “just jump in – there’s no other way to do it and start small.  You 

see the trial and error so fast – even if you think through a lesson there is so much 

craziness.”   In referencing the particular lesson I observed, she reflected, “I though it 

would be a good progression for them but it wasn’t, and that’s okay, it’s just exhausting.”   

In reflecting on her experiences, Anna shared that patience is the ultimate key.   

“You just have to have patience and when you are getting frustrated, you should probably 

stop – its okay – we are always trying to be in tune with the kids but we’re also human – 

so just have patience with yourself.”  The movement activities that I observed Anna 

implement with her students were: 

  Table 5-13 – Olympic Activities 

Date   4/29/08    Grade Level  2 Location Classroom Duration 25 min 
Description of Activity: 
(In working with a group of wiggly second graders who had missed recess that day, this 
teacher tried four different activities to engage the students.) 
 
1.  The teacher brainstormed with the students a list of activities that Olympic athletes 
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Table 5-13 – Olympic Activities (continued) 

perform.  “When music starts I want you to tell three people hello, tell them your name 
(students had previously selected and studied a particular Olympic athlete and were to 
introduce themselves as this athlete), and then pretend to do some of the things on the 
list.”  
 
While some of the students began to do different activities, some of the students started 
chasing each other around the room.   After several minutes of this, the teacher stopped 
the music and said freeze.  She then gave more specific instructions for each activity.   
“When I start the music, I want you to pretend you are eating.”  She stopped the music 
and gave another activity for the students to perform.   But even with her directions, the 
children were too wound up and continued running around goofing off.  At this point, she 
canceled the lesson.” I’m not really sure we’re okay to keep going.  Go ahead and sit 
down and get out your Reading book.  Start reading on page 160.  Let me see who is 
reading?” 
 
2.  The teacher began to read the story out loud as the children followed along in their 
book.  The story was about Holland and when it mentioned the word “dike” the teacher 
asked the children if they knew what that was.  She asked for four volunteers to come up 
and had them hold hands to make a strong wall.  “How could we make this wall even 
stronger?  What if I’m the water, look how I can get through.  We could come closer 
together.  Good, is that even stronger?  Maybe we could hold onto each other.  Let’s turn 
sideways and hold onto each other’s shoulders.  Is this stronger?  Can I get through if I 
am the water?  Where is the space that water can get through?  Let’s plug those holes.” 
 
3.  Because the teacher’s focus was on the four students who were demonstrating, a 
handful of the other students had started to goof off again.  At that point, she had the 
volunteers sit down and turned her attention to the rest of the class.  “Show me with your 
face how Peter in the story felt.”  As she continued to read out loud, she called out 
gestures for the students to do to accompany the reading.   “Show me with your arms 
what gushing means.  Let’s read that sentence together and make the motion for gushing 
as we read it 
What is Peter looking like now?  Show me with your face.  Pretend your fingers are cold 
and numb.  Keep reading along with me.  What is a motion we can do for rumbling?”   
 
4.  After the reading, the teacher had the class sit down at the rug to revisit the Olympic 
activity. “Let’s pick four movements that Olympians do.  When you hear the maracas, 
freeze!  Don’t look around you.  Show me eating.  Is there a different way to eat?  I like 
how B froze while he was still in his movement.  How about exercise.  Let me see some 
different kinds of exercises that can still stay on the floor.  You need to be sitting down or 
staying in one spot.  Now show me how your Olympian does their sport.  And finally 
show me how your Olympian sleeps.  Do people talk in their sleep?  No they don’t.  Z go 
sit back down  Now we are going to do the sequence faster.  Listen for the maracas so 
you know when to freeze.  Eating (maracas rattle), exercising (maracas rattle), Olympic 
sport (maracas rattle), sleeping.  I am really looking for those people who are sleeping  
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Table 5-13 – Olympic Activities (continued) 

and quiet.  When you hear the rattle, we are going to go back to your seats and get your 
spelling book out.” 
Context:  Academic  Content Area:  Social Studies, Reading  
Instructional Goal:  to develop Olympic 
characters for upcoming assembly, to 
comprehend vocabulary words from the 
story about Holland 

Prerequisite:  research and selection of 
Olympic character 

Instructional Strategies:  Guided Inquiry, Parallel Problem Solving, Collaborative 
Problem Solving, Direct Instruction 
Management Strategies:  Music, sitting in chairs, self space, use of student volunteers, 
having the students pick only four movements, using a rattle to stop the movement, 
sending misbehaving students to sit down, use of non-locomotor movements, giving 
positive comments and highlighting those students who were doing the activity correctly, 
keeping the time activity short 
Modifications:  As first activity became too chaotic, the teacher went to a calmer more 
structure activity in chairs.  When she returned to the Olympic activity, it was with many 
more parameters. 
Kinesthetic Skill:  Representation, Relationship, Expression 
Student Response:  In the first activity, the children were enthusiastic, but some were 
running around the room wildly.  In the second activity, the students did not seem very 
interested and quite a few were actively sabotaging the activity.  In the fourth activity, 
most students were on task, but three in particular were pushing the limits. 
Comments:  In the first activity, the main problem was that the activity was too open 
ended.  The students needed explicit parameters in terms of time (when to start, when to 
stop) and location (where in the room they were to move.)  The second and third 
activities were more structured, but since the students had already missed their recess that 
day, they needed to be doing something more active than the oral reading.  For most of 
the second activity, only four students were active and the rest had to just watch.  The 
third activity was more successful because all the students could participate.  It is clear 
that there are three students who take the majority of the teacher’s focus.  Teacher needs 
to be proactive in planning management strategies that will anticipate the problems that 
will come up for these three. Movement games and energizes could actually be very 
beneficial in this arena and set a foundation so that the students know more what to 
expect when movement is used within the academic context. 
 

While Anna had the same movement training as the other teachers, her lack of 

lesson clarity and weaker classroom management skills highlighted the challenges of 

putting training into practice.   While she made a truly valiant attempt to implement 

movement activities in her classroom, her lack of confidence and enthusiasm was 
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immediately picked up by a handful of students who rebelled and actively worked to 

sabotage the lessons.  While this led Anna to abandon movement in favor of the more 

familiar seat time with reading, to her credit, she continued to attempt to bring movement 

back in. 

Callie – Starting With the Basics 
 

For Callie, a kindergarten teacher with four years classroom experience, the key 

to using movement in the classroom is to pre teach the kinesthetic skills so that the 

students can build on their previous successes.  “Yesterday we did some pre things.  We 

(moved with) crape paper and that was fun, and did some mirroring.  I wanted them to 

practice the push pull, so they had to pretend there was an egg between their hands.”  By 

the time, Callie taught her class the activity I observed; the students had already had a 

chance to explore the basic concepts and were ready for the more advanced outcome.    

But even with pre teaching, there were still surprises.  “For some reason, I never 

thought they would close their fingers, so that was a problem I didn’t think about before 

hand, and I was surprised that the kids didn’t get bored with it, just a pacing thing, they 

would have just kept going on and on with it.”  By peppering her instruction with positive 

phrases and compliments (I really appreciate how you …, thanks for …., I like the way 

that ...), Callie worked to support her students from beginning to more advanced levels of 

movement.  The movement activities that I observed Callie implement with her students 

were: 

  Table 5-14 – Marker Tango 

Date  4/29/08 Grade Level  K Location Classroom Duration  20 min 
Description of Activity:     
The teacher started with an exploration of holding the marker in different ways.  “I am 
going to hand out some markers.  Are we going to take the lids off?  No it doesn’t matter 
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Table 5-14 – Marker Tango (continued) 

what color we get because we are not going to draw with them.  Now hold it like this 
between your hands (with the narrow edge against the two palms). Hold it above your 
head, to the side with both hands.  Now pretend that something happened and one hand 
got stuck and is glued to the side of your body.  Can you balance with one hand, can you 
make it go above your hand, can you make it go sideways, no  Let’s try first with girls, 
then boys come up and try – thanks for trying so hard.  I like how these girls are ready for 
the next part of the game.  Who can tell me which was easier, balancing with two hands 
or one hand?  That’s right. Our markers didn’t fall when we held them with two hands. 
Now here’s a problem for you.  Imagine one hand is still stuck to your side, how could 
you still keep the marker from falling? 
 
I agree that we need two hands, but since I only have one, I need another hand.  Does 
anyone have another hand to help me? Thanks M.”  Teacher puts marker between their 
two hands and demonstrates how they have to work together to keep the marker from 
falling by keeping a tension between them.  She then divided the class into partners and 
gave each a marker to balance between them.   
 
After the students have been working for a few minutes, the teacher called on different 
students to demonstrate.  “Everyone watch J and O, are they going fast or slow?  Yes, 
slow.  Are their fingers touching?   No, just the marker.  Now see if you can walk with 
your partner in the same direction.  See if you can move the marker out to the side.”  The 
teacher then added some sound signals.  The drum hit was for everyone to stop and look 
at her.  The tambourine was the signal to begin.  She then encouraged the students to 
explore different levels with the sound signals.   
 
“Now I am going to put on music, but the music doesn’t mean that we are going to jump 
and bounce our bodies, it means we will stay moving the same way we have been. Wait 
for the jingle to know when to begin.”  The music she played was a guitar tango. As the 
music played, she called out further suggestions.  “Can you have your partner do a turn?  
Can you move around the room?”  The activity ended with a drum hit and inviting all the 
children to come sit down and put the markers away in their right place. 
Context:  Academic Content Area:   Social Skills 
Instructional Goals:  teamwork, following 
directions 

Prerequisite:  Pre teaching of functional 
skills such as holding, mirroring, push and 
pull 

Instructional Strategies:   Direct Instruction, Guided Inquiry, Parallel Problem Solving, 
Collaborative Problem Solving 
Management Strategies:  short activity session, stop signal, start signal, moved the 
desks, clear directions and expectations, use of hand manipulative/prop, music 
Student Response: Once the music was on, all the children were involved, look at this, 
this is cool, even the wiggly students became focused, the shy Hispanic girls especially 
seemed to enjoy the music selection  
Modifications:  The teacher made numerous modifications for individual students.  “Mc 
and Mo will you come here?  Show me just with your palms slow movement,  Re and Ja  
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Table 5-14 – Marker Tango (continued)  

come back and learn over here.  Sorry L, you lose your marker.  Sit down right here. 
Bashing his head just doesn’t work.”  At that point, the teacher moved his partner to go 
work with someone else.  After a few minutes, she asked, “L are you ready to come 
back?  Come and be my partner.”  To pull L into even more full participation, she had the 
class watch as she demonstrated with L.  “Everyone take a seat and I want you to watch L 
and me for a second.  Now my hands aren’t glued and we are going to try with two 
markers.  Remember we need to keep our fingers spread out like this.” 
Kinesthetic Skill:   Function, Relationship  
Comments:  The session ended with a class discussion in which the students reflected on 
the activity.   

“So what did the markers have to do with teamwork?  Right, you had to balance it. 
Did it work to be bossy? 
Did you work safely together?  What did you do that was safe? 
Were your hands grabbing your partner and hugging them? 
When you were doing the twist and didn’t even drop it, that shows you were working 
really well as a team 
Because you did such a great safe job, we may try the double markers tomorrow”. 

After the discussion, the teacher handed out a self assessment for the children to fill out. 
“Here’s a report I want you to fill out for me – Put a happy face if you did the job and 
were able to work with your partner.  But if you were fighting, wrestling, playing 
keep away with your marker?  Then a sad face means you were doing one of these 
things.  But probably most of you will put a happy face, 
 

A student raised his hand and asked is it okay to do a sad face.  The teacher replied that 
yes it was, “it just means we will need to work some more on it tomorrow.” 
 

Callie had two strengths that came out in the observations.  She had strong 

classroom management skills and she had excellent clarity in terms of lesson delivery.  

The only teacher that I observed actively pre-teaching skill sets, Callie made sure that her 

students were successful.  She did this by providing a very clear structure within which 

her students could explore. As a result, her students progressed quickly through the 

assignments from simple to more complex and made the desired curricular connections 

quite effortlessly. 

 

 



 

 

125 

John – Managing Bodies in Space 
 

John, a 5th grade teacher in the portable next to Miriam, has been teaching for five 

years.   He empathizes with his students’ need for movement, “I move because I get 

bored – so I don’t go crazy – even when we are writing, the students can go sit down; 

they can stand up.”  While he has worked to set up a class environment that is movement 

friendly, integrating structured movement activities to teach academic concepts has called 

for a different set of teaching skills.   

For John, class dynamics play a pivotal role.  “This year I have a real half and half 

class, this extremely bright group of eleven TAG students and this other group that could 

care less, they don’t like me, they don’t do anything, really five that have this reputation.”  

Limited classroom space also plays a role “I would love to have more room – would 

almost rather do it in smaller groups, maybe do in half classes … next time I just want to 

do it in a bigger space.”  

Classroom management is another significant factor in movement 

implementation.  As John pointed out, “you can’t use movement unless you have proper 

management.”  The movement activity that I observed John implement with his students 

was: 

  Table 5-15 – Phases of the Moon 

Date  4/29/08 Grade Level  5 Location Classroom Duration 45 min 
Description of Activity:     
Previous to the session, the teacher had the students move the desks to the sides of the 
room and then put their chairs in a circle.  He put on an overhead of the phases of the 
moon and had the students notice the different shapes that the moon took in each phase. 
He led the students through making a crescent moon with their hands and then with their 
whole body.  He called on different students to lead the class in demonstrating a different 
way to make the crescent shape.  He repeated this process from hands to whole body with 
a gibbous moon (a full moon with a little part missing). 
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Table 5-15 – Phases of the Moon (continued) 

He discussed the reason for the shadow on the gibbous moon (from the earth) and talked 
about the number of days it takes for the moon to travel the path that was represented on 
the overhead.  (Seven days for each quarter moon)   He then had the students stand up 
and spin the correct number of times for each quarter as he moved his marker along the 
path on the overhead.  He would stop periodically to check how many times the students 
had spun at different point “you would need to spin 7 times at the quarter, at the half way 
point everybody should be at about 14 now, keep going to the next quarter and seven 
more.  Now to be scientifically correct let’s add one more.  We’re doing science as much 
as any scientist now. What do we do if we get to dizzy.  I’d rather you sit down and not 
fall and hurt yourself or somebody else.” 
 
The teacher then drew two student names from a bag to represent the Earth and the Sun.  
He explained that the rest of the students will be the moon.  He had the student who was 
representing the earth in the middle of the room and the student representing the sun on 
the side of the room.   He directed the earth student to begin to spin and guided the other 
students to form as a group into the shapes of the different phases of the moon.    
 
The students were confused at this point and not sure what was being asked of them.  “Do 
you need time to figure out what you are going to do?  Do you have a game plan?  Does 
everyone in the group know about it?”   
 
The students decided that they would be sitting on the chairs and as the earth goes seven 
rotations, they would slowly come together and form a crescent.  Seven more rotations of 
the earth and they would slowly move into a half moon shape, seven more rotations into a 
gibbous moon and then the last seven rotations into a whole moon.  There was a lot of 
confusion and disagreements as to how to make the group shape, how to keep track of the 
timing of going from one shape to another, and how to end the cycle – did it end back in 
the chairs or in a whole group circle?   When the teacher asked the students to do it 
without talking, some were able to go ahead but some just gave up and sat back down. 
Context:  Academic Content Area:   Astronomy  
Instructional Goals:  to understand the 
phases of the moon 

Prerequisite:  read astronomy chapter in 
the Science book 

Instructional Strategies:   Direct Instruction, Collaborative Problem Solving, Guided 
Inquiry 
Management Strategies:  Charisma and personal relationship with the students, voice, 
time out  for student who was severely off task 
Modifications:  The teacher led a wonderful discussion after the activity in which the 
students expressed their frustration and how the activity could work better the next time 
they try it.   
Kinesthetic Skill:  Representation, Relationship 
Student Response:  There was a lot of frustration in the large group.  A number of the 
students appeared confused and quite a few of the students did not seem to care about 
participating.  While some students were able to complete the assignment, others just 
gave up and sat down 
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Table 5-15 – Phases of the Moon (continued) 

Comments:  It was difficult to have the whole group try to work together and agree on 
all the aspects of the assignment.  As an outside observer, even I was confused.  The 
activity would have been much more successful and motivating for the students if the 
teacher had broken the class up into smaller groups. 
 
The activity needs more clarity in both conception and direction.  When one girl shared 
that she did not know when the student representing the earth was turning, I agree with 
her.  Without voice or sound cues, it was very hard to know when she had turned on the 
other side of the room, especially in there were other bodies in the line of sight.. 
 
The other question I have is, when the students were spinning, were they just aimlessly 
spinning or did they actually comprehend what the spinning was supposed to be 
representational of?   The activity needed an academic assessment piece to let the teacher 
know if the students understood his instructional goal.   

 

For John, there was a gap between movement conception and actual 

implementation.  While his activities made strong academic connections, the design and 

pacing of the lesson did not engage or motivate his students.  This was partly due to 

John’s lack of clarity in lesson delivery and partly due to his decision to implement the 

activity as an entire class.  While the whole class format might have been a good choice 

for demonstrating the activity criteria, small groups (with clear rubrics) would have been 

more effective at allowing more students to be actively involved.   

   Themes for Analysis 

Because descriptive research relies primarily on open ended data, my initial focus 

was to continue asking general questions and develop my analysis from the information 

supplied by the teachers.  As Creswell articulates, this allows the researcher to “derive a 

general, abstract theory of a process, action, or interaction grounded in the views of the 

participants in a study” (Creswell, 2003, p. 14).   Using the post-lesson interviews as a 

means of data collection as well as teacher debriefing, I was able to elicit both teacher 
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perspective and self assessment.  In addition, the informal nature of these interviews 

allowed me to member check my observations in a non threatening and supportive 

manner.  This was especially important for the teachers who did not feel successful 

during the observed lesson. 

During the four months of observations and interviews, four major questions 

emerged, two that were pivotal to any teaching situation and two that were unique to the 

context of classroom movement implementation.   These questions provided the themes 

that I have used to guide my analysis. 

• What was the perspective of the teacher? 

• How was the lesson delivered? 

• How was the issue of multiple bodies moving in a limited space addressed? 

• What kinesthetic skills were utilized and/or taught? 

In addition to these four themes, I looked at four other classroom characteristics.  

These were teacher experience, grade level, curricular content and student engagement.  I 

have compiled these themes and characteristics in Table 5.16 which will serve as a 

template for the following discussion. 
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      Table 5-16 – Observation Characteristics 
                     

               
 
Teacher Attitude        
TS –Teacher’s attitude toward teaching situation     
PC – Teacher’s personal comfort with self as mover 
SM – Teacher’s attitude toward student motility    
 
Lesson Delivery 
Cl-Clarity 
Co-Command 
E-Enthusiasm 
 
Classroom Management 
E – External management strategies (cues, stop signal, self space) 
R – Reinforcement management strategies (rewards, compliments, time outs) 
S – Structural management strategies (counting, time limits, groupings) 
 
Kinesthetic Skills 
KF – Kinesthetic Function 
KE – Kinesthetic Expression 
KRep – Kinesthetic Representation 
KRel – Kinesthetic Relationship 
T – skills was taught in the observed lesson  
A – skills were assumed as prior knowledge 

 Teacher  
Attitude 

Lesson 
Delivery 

Class 
Manage
. 

Kinesth 
Skills 

Teacher 
Exper 

Grade 
Level 

Student 
Engage 

Academ 
Content 

Anthony TS – high 
PC – med 
SM - high 

Cl – high  
Co – high 
E – high 

     E 
     R 
     S 

KF-T 
KRep-T 
KRel-T 

7 years 1st High L Arts 
Math 
Science 

Vivian TS – low 
PC – low 
SM – high 

Cl – low 
Co – low 
E – med 

     E 
     R 

KE-A 
KRep-A 
KRel-A 

20 years 4th Low History 
L Arts 

Patty TS – high 
PC - high 
SM – high 

Cl – high 
Co – high 
G – high 

     E 
     R 
     S 

KRep-T 
KRel-T 

19 2nd High Science 
L Arts 

Miriam TS – med 
PC – med 
SM – high 

Cl – med 
Co – med 
E – high 

     E  
     R 
     S 

KRep-T 
KRel-A 

18 years 5th Med 
High 

History 

Chris TS – high 
PC – high 
SM – high 

Cl – high 
Co – high 
E – med 

     E 
     R 
     S 

KRep-A 
KRel-A 

4  years 2nd High L Arts 
Science 

Anna TS – low 
PC – med 
SM – low 

Cl – low 
Co – low 
E – low 

     E KE-A 
KRep-A 
KRel-A 

4 years 2nd Low Soc St 
L Arts 

Callie TS – high 
PC – high 
SM – high 

Cl – high 
Co – med 
E – high 

     E 
     R 
     S 

KF-T 
KRel-T 

4 years K High Soc St 

John TS – high 
PC – high 
SM - high 

Cl – low 
Co – low 
E – med 

     E 
     R 

KRep-T 
KRel-A 

5 years 5th Med Science 
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Teacher Perspective 

As I observed the teachers interact with their students and as the teachers shared 

their thoughts about movement implementation during our informal interviews, I was 

able to discern three categories of teacher perspective among the participants.  Of primary 

importance was the teacher’s attitude toward his or her own teaching situation (TS).  Did 

the teacher feel supported by their administration and colleagues? Did the teacher feel 

overwhelmed by the requirements of the job and course load?   Did the teacher feel job 

satisfaction and enjoy their teaching situation?  If, in the course of our conversations, the 

teacher expressed two or more concerns in this area, I gave them a low mark for teacher 

situation.  If the teacher expressed one concern about their job or teaching situation, I 

gave them a medium mark for teacher situation.  If the teacher expressed that they felt 

very supported at their job, I gave them a high mark for teacher situation. 

The second area of attitudinal perspective related to the teacher’s personal 

comfort level with movement (PC).  If the teacher shared with me that movement caused 

them physical discomfort or that they did not like to move, I gave them a low mark for 

personal comfort with movement.  If the teacher shared that they felt out of shape or had 

an injury that was preventing them from moving as much as they wanted to, I gave them 

a medium mark for personal comfort level with movement.  If the teacher shared that 

they looked forward to their classroom movement time because they personally enjoyed 

it and saw it as an opportunity for them to do some moving as well, I gave them a high 

mark for personal comfort with movement.. 

The third area of perspective related to the teacher’s attitude toward their 

students’ motility levels (SM).  If the teacher expressed that they wished their students 
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weren’t so wiggly and found it exhausting, I gave them a low mark for attitude toward 

student motility.  If the teacher expressed that they knew their students’ needed to move 

but weren’t sure what to do, I gave them a medium mark.  If the teacher expressed that 

they found their students’ desire to move as positive, fresh, or energizing, I gave them a 

high mark for attitude toward student motility.    

Delivery of Instruction 

Like most educational endeavors, movement implementation cannot be forced.  If 

a student does not want to participate, then the teacher can do little to actualize the 

desired outcome.  While a recalcitrant student can still gain instructional benefits by 

watching his peers participate, a recalcitrant class is more problematic.  Therefore, the 

most important tool that a movement teacher can use is the ability to motivate one’s 

students.  

In observing how the teachers used instructional style to motivate their students, I 

looked at three aspects of instructional delivery: clarity, command and enthusiasm.   

Clarity refers to how the teacher communicated during the lesson.  Did the teacher 

communicate the instructions clearly to the students?   Was the lesson developed 

sequentially so that basic skills were taught first and more complex skills taught second?   

Was the lesson developed in a manner that was appropriate for the age/grade/skill level of 

the students? 

If the directives were clear, sequential, and age appropriate and the majority of the 

students understood the expected behaviors and outcomes of the lesson, I gave the 

teacher a high mark.  If the students understood the behavioral objectives, but were 

unsure as to the expected movement outcome, I gave the teacher a medium mark.  If the 
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students were confused to the point they did not understand what to do, I gave the teacher 

a low mark. 

Was the teacher in command of the lesson?  Did the teacher have a conception of 

the end goal of the lesson and was he or she able to make the necessary adjustments to 

guide the students in that direction?  If the teacher demonstrated that she could think on 

her feet and retool the activity to keep it “on course”, then I gave the teacher a high mark 

for command.  If the teacher started out with clear instructions and a strong conception of 

the activity, but lacked the flexibility to adapt the activity once it had started, then I gave 

the teacher a medium mark for command.   If the teacher had to cancel the activity 

because it went off course, I gave the teacher a low mark for command.   

Was the teacher enthusiastic in her delivery of the movement lesson?  If the 

teacher demonstrated high levels of enthusiasm through animated voice, expressive body 

gestures and/or energetic pacing, then I gave the teacher a high mark for enthusiasm.   If 

the teacher demonstrated strong interest but without energized animation, I gave the 

teacher a medium mark for enthusiasm.   If the teacher demonstrated low energy, lack of 

interest or distracted focus, I gave the teacher a low mark for enthusiasm. 

Classroom Management  

Early on in the observation process, it became apparent that classroom 

management was a critical factor in successful movement implementation.  Classroom 

management in this case, refers to both how well the teacher monitored student behavior 

and also how well the teacher managed the flow of student bodies in space.   For the 

classroom movement teacher, these two components are inextricably intertwined. 
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 If the teacher utilized external management strategies such as cues, stop signals, 

and self space, I gave the teacher an E for external.  If the teacher used positive or 

negative reinforcement strategies such as rewards, compliments or time outs, I gave the 

teacher an R for reinforcement.  If the teacher used structural management strategies such 

as counting, time limits, and groupings, I gave the teacher an S for structural. 

Kinesthetic Skills 

While the observations served to elucidate the academic content areas which 

teachers were using for movement integration, I also wanted to look at content in terms of 

the kinesthetic skills that were necessary for the students to complete each task.    

If the lesson(s) included an emphasis on developing physical skill and increasing 

levels of coordination, strength, flexibility, and physical fitness, I gave it a KF for 

Kinesthetic Function.  If the lesson(s) included an emphasis on personal expression and 

helping the student find their individual or artistic voice, I gave it a KE for Kinesthetic 

Expression. 

If the lesson(s) included an emphasis on using the body as metaphor to 

communicate gesture and increasing levels of symbolic meaning, I gave it a KRep for 

Kinesthetic Representation.  If the lesson(s) included an emphasis on helping students 

differentiate between personal and general space as well as the shared decision making of 

collaborative learning, I gave it a KRel for Kinesthetic Relationship. 

In some cases these skills were taught, while in other cases prior knowledge to the 

lesson was assumed.  In either case, this did not preclude the possibility that the teachers 

had already introduced the skill at an earlier time.  (In speaking with the teachers, Callie 

was the only one who actually articulated that she had pre-taught kinesthetic skills in the 
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lead up to the lesson I observed.)  Using the observations as a momentary snapshot of 

student skill level, if the kinesthetic skill that was being utilized was taught during the 

lesson I observed, I designated it with a T.  If it was not taught but assumed as prior 

knowledge, I designated it with an A.  

Student Engagement  

One of my primary goals in conducting the observations was to compile a 

composite picture of what it looks like to use movement responsibly and well in the 

classroom.  In particular, I was looking to define specific characteristics that could 

delineate quality classroom movement instruction.   Toward this end, there were a variety 

of indicators that could be looked at in terms of what makes for successful movement 

implementation.  Did the teacher meet her goals or objectives for the lesson?  Did the 

activity increase student understanding of the targeted curricular topic?  Was there an 

identifiable transfer of learning from the kinesthetic activity to academic achievement?   

How engaged were the students during the activity? 

 Given the foundational nature of this project and the limited time frame of the 

observations, I chose this last question of student engagement levels to serve as my prime 

indicator of successful movement implementation.   As kinesthetic instruction is first and 

foremost an active teaching methodology, student engagement is a necessary precursor 

for all else.  Is the teacher able to generate student interest in the activity?  Are the 

students participating?  Are they enthusiastic with their participation?  I asked myself 

these questions as I observed the sixteen classes.  If the majority of students were 

attentive, animated, on task and fully participating in the activity, I gave the class a high 

mark for student engagement.  If the majority of the students were participating, but 
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without enthusiasm or with minimal effort, I gave the class a medium mark.  If the 

majority of the students were not participating, off task and not paying attention to the 

teacher, I gave the class a low mark for student engagement.   

While there were minor variations depending upon the day I observed, for the 

most part, the student engagement levels were consistent over the course of my 

visitations, ie. those classes with low student engagement had low student engagement 

during all the class sessions I observed and those with high student engagement had high 

student engagement levels during all the class sessions I observed.  The one notable 

exception was Miriam’s class which went from a medium level of student engagement on 

my first visit to a high level of student engagement on my second visit.  As we will 

discuss later, this could be a direct result of changes she made in both the structure and 

style of her teaching.   

Out of the eight classrooms I visited, four consistently had high levels of student 

engagement.  One was split between medium and high, one had medium levels, and two 

had consistently low levels of student engagement. 

   Trends and Patterns 

In looking at the trends and patterns that emerged during my observations, I was 

particularly interested in examining if there were particular teaching or lesson 

characteristics which were associated with the higher levels of student engagement.   

Classroom Management was the area where there was the strongest correlation to 

student engagement.  Every teacher that had highly engaged students utilized all three 

types of student management.  Those teachers that had medium levels of student 

engagement utilized fewer management strategies and those teachers with low levels of 
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student engagement incorporated even less.  The importance of structural management 

strategies took on special prominence in that only teachers who used them achieved high 

levels of student engagement.  This was especially apparent during my observations of 

Miriam’s class.  On my first observation, she only used external management strategies 

such as cues and stop signals and her students responded with only a medium level of 

engagement.  The second time I observed her class, she used all three types of 

management strategies with a particular emphasis on groupings and time limits and her 

students responded with extremely high levels of engagement.    

A second characteristic that correlated almost directly to student engagement was 

teachers’ attitude about their teaching situation.  The was true for high, medium and low 

levels with the exception of one teacher who had a high mark for attitude and only a 

medium mark for student engagement.   Teacher’s movement comfort level did not seem 

to have as strong a correlation with five teachers exhibiting comfort scores that paralleled 

their student engagement scores while three teachers did not.   The last teacher attitude I 

looked at was teacher’s attitude toward student motility.  While seven out of the eight 

teachers articulated extremely positive attitudes toward their students’ motility, this was 

not surprising since the study sample came from a group of teachers who had participated 

in extensive movement training and had volunteered for the project.  But what was 

interesting was that the one teacher who expressed a strong discomfort with her students’ 

motility also had one of the lowest levels of student engagement.  It presents the 

possibility of a “chicken and egg” scenario as to which is the driver between student 

engagement and teacher perception and would be an area for continued research. 
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As far as lesson delivery, clarity of instruction was a direct correlation to student 

engagement.  High marks for clarity paralleled high marks for student engagement in all 

cases.  The parallel was consistent for medium and low marks as well.  Command of the 

lesson and enthusiasm were important but not as strongly correlated to a high level of 

engagement.  While one teacher having a medium level of command still had a high level 

of engagement, two other teachers who had medium levels of enthusiasm had alternately 

highly engaged and low engaged students. 

A possible explanation for these variations could be that while command of 

instruction (the ability to keep the end goal in sight) is clearly dependent upon 

experience, it can be offset by high scores in clarity and enthusiasm.  This was certainly 

the case with Callie who was able to use her strong instructional skills in the areas of 

clarity and enthusiasm to compensate for her low command levels and still maintain high 

levels of student engagement.   

In terms of kinesthetic skills that were employed in the lessons I observed, by far 

the majority were kinesthetic representation and relationship.  These skills were 

sometimes taught and sometimes assumed as prior knowledge in the classrooms with 

high and medium student engagement.  But what was interesting to note was that they 

were never taught and always assumed as prior knowledge in the classrooms with low 

engaged students. 

In addition, while kinesthetic representation was the most taught kinesthetic skill, 

kinesthetic relationship, which was the most highly utilized, was also the most assumed 

as prior knowledge.  Further, the majority of teachers who did teach this skill had the 

classes with the highest levels of student engagement.  The exception to this pattern was 
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Chris who had both high levels of student engagement and assumed prior knowledge of 

kinesthetic skills.  While this could be attributed to his extremely strong instructional 

delivery and management skills, the importance of teaching kinesthetic relationship for 

most teachers could be a strong indicator of student engagement. 

In terms of classroom demographics, I noticed was that neither years of teaching 

experience nor content area appeared to correlate with student engagement.  Vivian, the 

most experienced teacher with twenty years under her belt had students that were among 

the least engaged and Callie and Chris each with only four years of experience had 

students that were among the most engaged.   Patty, with nineteen years under belt in the 

classroom also had students that were engaged at a high level while Anna with only four 

years of teaching experience had students who were among the lowest. 

As far as content area, I observed classes that utilized movement to teach 

Language Arts, Math, Science, History, and Social Studies.  While History, Social 

Studies and Language Arts were represented in both the low engaged and the highly 

engaged category, Science and Math were in the middle and high category.   

However, the third demographic I looked at, grade level, did open the door to a 

possible correlation.  While there was a low engaged class at both the primary and upper 

elementary level, as a group, students in the older classes were not as engaged.  Of the 

five primary classes I observed, one had low engagement while four were highly 

engaged.  Of the three upper elementary classes, one was low while one was medium and 

one was medium to high.  This could be an indication that it is more difficult to maintain 

high levels of engagement with older students, or it could just indicate that my small 
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sample size was only representative of these particular teachers.  Either way, this clearly 

points to a direction for further research. 

Summary of Observations 

The goal of the observations was to describe how movement instruction that 

conveys curricular content is implemented in the classroom setting.  While all the 

teachers who participated in this phase of the project had received high levels of 

classroom movement training, not all were equally successful at transferring this training 

to actual practice.  Using student engagement as the main criteria for assessing lesson 

success, an analysis of the observations suggests that there are four main indicators of 

effective classroom movement implementation.  These are positive attitude toward 

student motility, clarity of instruction, use of structural class management strategies, and 

pre-teaching of kinesthetic skills, in particular kinesthetic relationship.  

Taken together, these characteristics help to define the conditions under which a 

teacher is more likely to be successful at implementing classroom movement.  In the next 

chapter, I will look at the conclusions that can be drawn from these observations and 

offer some recommendation as to how teachers can become more successful at 

implementing movement in their classrooms. 
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         Chapter VI 

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
 

The purpose of this dissertation was to explore the nature and context of 

movement instruction in Oregon elementary schools.  While there are numerous 

instructional guides and many anecdotal descriptions of classroom movement 

highlighting the work of movement arts specialists, to the best of our knowledge, no 

systematic study has been conducted to investigate the implementation of classroom 

movement instruction by general classroom teachers.   

In the first phase of the project, a survey on classroom movement was designed 

and validated with input from ten classroom teachers and five movement specialists.  It 

was then administered to117 Oregon elementary teachers with mixed levels of training in 

classroom movement techniques.  The survey results found that teachers with higher 

levels of movement training were statistically more likely to use quick energizers, 

creative movement, dramatic skits and traditional folk dance than teachers with less 

training.  In addition, teachers with higher levels of movement training were statistically 

more likely to feel successful at using classroom movement to convey curricular content.   

The survey was then augmented with observations of eight elementary teachers 

with high levels of movement training as they implemented classroom movement 

activities.  An analysis of these lessons found that the characteristics of classroom 

movement implementation that most closely correlated to higher levels of student 

engagement were positive teacher attitude toward student motility, sequential 

instructional delivery, use of structural management strategies, and the pre-teaching of 

kinesthetic relationship.   
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When Gardner tells us that good schools “arise from the crucible of their cultures” 

(Gardner, 1999, p. 112), he is advocating that educational practices respond to the needs 

and values of society.  But “in order to improve education in America, educators need 

first to identify and understand the meaning of childhood in our culture” (Linn, 2001, p. 

334).  For today’s children, pedagogical relevance comes from a society of declining 

physical activity, inordinate amounts of screen time, increasing levels of attention deficit, 

and an obesity epidemic (Yaussi, 2005, Yager & O’Dea, 2005). 

In this context, the lived bodily involvement becomes even more important. 

“Being thus not only one compartment of the many intelligences, if the body is not 

actually or imaginatively involved in the learning process, learning simply doesn’t occur” 

(Juntunen & Westerlund, 2001, p. 210).   

As participants for this study were recruited through movement training programs 

and arts organizations, it can be assumed that the sample population was already “on 

board” as to these corporeal benefits. This was certainly the case for the fifteen teachers 

who participated in the development and validation of the survey instrument. It was also 

apparent in the higher than average levels of movement training as well as the 

exceptionally pro-movement responses of the participants, results that are probably not 

reflective of Oregon’s general teacher population.    

That said, the study affords an informative window into the impact of movement 

training on classroom implementation and practice.  While teachers with or without 

movement training are equally likely to use children’s games, project learning (eg. 

dioramas and whole math) and kinesthetic learning (eg. word tap and TPR) in their 
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classroom, only with increasing levels of training do we find teachers using a wider 

variety of movement activities.   

What is interesting to note from the survey results is that different levels of 

training correspond to different levels of implementation.  For instance, teachers with one 

or more hours of movement training were statistically more likely to use quick energizers 

in the classroom than teachers with no movement training.  Teachers with five or more 

hours of movement training were statistically more likely to use creative movement and 

dramatic skits than their less trained counterparts.  Teachers with twenty or more hours of 

movement training were statistically more likely to use traditional folk dance in their 

classroom.   While we can conclude that different levels of movement training yield 

different results, it will be up to future studies to tease out what level of training is 

optimal. 

But what was particularly relevant for the field of movement education was that 

while the study looked at multiple variables to differentiate teachers’ feelings of success 

at implementing classroom movement (frequency, comfort, student responsiveness), the 

one area in which training had the most significant impact was on teachers’ feelings of 

success in terms of using movement to convey curricular content.  The observations 

augmented these findings by delving deeper into what teachers’ use of curricular oriented 

movement actually looks like in practice.   

While the survey differentiated eleven categories of classroom movement 

instruction, after observing the teachers in the classroom, I have identified four broad 

categories that seem less prescriptive but more inclusive of actual practice.  While the 
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following exemplars are taken from observations of teachers in this study, I have 

attempted to place these practices within the larger body of classroom movement theory.   

Four Categories of Classroom Movement 
 

Representational Movement 
 

When Anthony taught his students to read punctuation marks through the use of 

hand gestures, he was aligning himself within the tradition of representational classroom 

movement.  Chris’s Follow Me and Snake Verbs as well as Patty’s Rain Forest Tableau 

also used this correlation of a specific word to its representational movement but in a 

more literal sense.  This use of kinesthetic practice to support linguistic development was 

promoted by James Asher in the 1970’s as a learning strategy for second language 

acquisition (2000).  Asher observed that children learn through play activity in which the 

second language tends to be synchronized with physical responses.  Connecting actions 

with words, Asher found that he was able to greatly increase learners’ comprehension of 

the targeted language. 

Research studies have confirmed the effectiveness of Asher’s methods at 

developing linguistic skills in populations as diverse as kindergarteners (Omari, 2001), 

native language speakers (Reyhner, 2003), visually impaired students (Conroy, 1999) and 

students with dyslexia (Weggelaar, 2006).  In all of these cases, the effectiveness of 

Asher’s system, called Total Physical Response (TPR), lies in the understanding that “to 

pin down a thought there must be movement.  “A person may sit quietly to think, but to 

remember a thought, an action must be used to anchor it” (Hannaford, 1995, p. 98). 

Teachers have adapted this methodology in the classroom such that vocabulary 

words are taught in conjunction with the correlating movements.  “For example, the 
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teacher would have the students march, walk, run, and skip around the room while 

repeating the word for the action simultaneously” (Jensen, 1999).  Other teachers have 

expanded TPR to link actions and language in the classroom through story telling 

(Gabbei, 2005), writing (Marshall, 1999), and poetry (Zimmerman, 2002).  As Armstrong 

suggests “if teachers would have students act out their reading material more frequently, 

we would see fewer referrals for ‘reading disabilities’ and more motivated readers” 

(Armstrong, 2004). 

Rhythmic Movement 

While many of the activities that I observed were representational in nature, three 

that were exceptions were Anthony’s Brain Dance, Patty’s Whose Sharp and Callie’s 

Marker Tango.  The teachers’ desired outcome for these activities was not a gestural 

interpretation of a word or concept, but rather a kinesthetic response to a rhythm, either 

recorded music or as performed by the teacher.  While representational movement is 

about physicalizing specific words and actions such as jumping up and down for “jump” 

or hand slicing in a curve though the air for “comma”, rhythmic movement was used by 

the teachers to physicalize less tangible understandings such as motivation, attention and 

concentration.   

Looking at current theory and research, Seitz (2005) has found ample support for 

rhythmic movement as a significant learning strategy for developing children’s 

intelligence in the classroom.  As an outgrowth of bodily processes, internal rhythms and 

physical motion, rhythmic movement practices such as Brain Dance, Eurythmy and 

movement chants provide the physical context for learning to occur (Gilbert, 2006).  In 

contrast to TPR which taps into the body’s capacity for interpretive gesture, rhythmic 
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movement taps into the body’s proprioceptive system, what Seitz refers to as Kinesthetic 

Awareness (1992).  

While rhythmic movement was initially promoted in the classroom as a means to 

develop musical understanding in children, recent research seems to indicate that it can 

also be used to develop embodied attention, concentration, and memory as well (Kressig, 

Allali & Beauchet, 2005).    When Anthony was leading his students in the Brain Dance, 

he was seeking to capitalize on these rhythmic movement benefits to increase his 

students’ readiness to learn.  When Patty was leading her students in Whose Sharp, she 

was to using the dynamic relationship between gesture and sound to develop focus and 

attention.  Likewise, when Callie was engaging her students with the Marker Tango, she 

was using the rhythmic power of movement to motivate and immerse her students in an 

embodied experience of kinesthetic relationship.   

Manipulative Movement 

In Multiple Intelligence Theory, the ability to manipulate objects is one of two 

identifiers for kinesthetic intelligence (Gardner, 2006).  According to recent evidence, 

mathematical intuition is related to those areas in the brain that are active during visual 

guidance of these eye and hand movements (Seitz, 2000).  We see this in the universal 

cross-cultural use of hand shapes and finger movements for counting and calculation 

(Butterwork, 1999).   

 While Callie may not have had specific mathematical benefits in mind as she had 

her kindergarten students manipulate markers in the warm up to her Marker Tango, her 

students were never the less gaining the tactile benefits that Seitz was referring to.  In 

Traffic Jam, Vivian approached manipulative movement from a different angle.   Instead 
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of manipulating external objects, the object of Vivian’s activity was for the students to 

move their own and their classmates’ bodies in a manner similar to how one might 

manipulate pieces on a human chess board.   In Phases of the Moon, John made use of 

manipulative movement to help his students understand the relationship between 

rotational counts and the corresponding lunar shapes. 

This type of manipulative movement has found proponents in classroom 

curriculums such as Activity-Based Learning and Whole Math.  While these programs 

have come under fire from some sectors for a perceived lack of rigor, advocates point out 

that the activity approach lets students see the components of an abstract problem, helps 

build a concrete language for talking about concepts, and encourages students to gain 

confidence in their ability to figure things out (Moomaw & Hieronymus, 1995).  

Comparative studies showed that manipulative movement is most likely to show 

significant gains for low achieving students and that students who are provided with an 

activity approach to learning for longer periods of time are more likely to improve their 

standardized scores (Slack & St. John, 1998). 

While Activity Based Learning was developed to help students visualize 

mathematical concepts such as numbers, quantity, and number locations as situated on a 

path or continuum, the teachers in this study used manipulative movement to help their 

students visualize more general concepts such as object collection (Traffic Jam), object 

construction (Phases of the Moon) and physical motion (Marker Tango).  

Creative Movement 

The fourth category of movement that I observed was creative movement.   
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While there are numerous teaching methods and styles that fall under the umbrella of 

classroom creative movement, what they all have in common is the central role afforded 

to kinesthetic problem solving (Dunkin, 2006).   Often a further development of 

representational, rhythmic or manipulative movement, creative movement is one of the 

most useful kinesthetic forms for the teaching of academic subjects.   Anna used the 

kinesthetic problem solving approach in her Olympic Activities.   Miriam used this 

approach in her Boston Massacre Action/Freeze as well as her History Time Line. 

Anthony’s Song Sentence Series, Vivian’s Name Alien Skits, and Patty’s Rain Forest 

Series all used the creative movement aspect. 

While creative movement practitioners utilize kinesthetic intelligence to explore 

all of the multiple intelligences (Gilbert, 2003, Marshall, 1999), Seitz suggests that 

movement most readily transfers to spatial intelligence in particular.  According to Seitz, 

the composite neural circuit in the inferior parietal cortex may provide the biological 

infrastructure necessary for the close relationship between the physical body and spatial 

maps of the body’s layout (Seitz, 2000).  Seitz’s research shows that the information 

processing of certain forms of cognition are integrated in this area.  These abilities 

include “the use of visual-spatial and kinesthetic imagery, spatial and kinesthetic 

memory, the ability to represent oneself, the objects one interacts with, as well as the 

space both immediately around the body and the space the body moves within” (Seitz, 

2002, p. 2). 

Creative movement practitioners use this spatial neural pathway to help students 

solve movement problems that convey a variety of curricular content.  Sprague and  

Scheff (2006) compare this process to other cognitive processes such as scientific 
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inquiry, problem solving and the writing process.  Griss explains that by physicalizing the 

problem solving process, children are encouraged to “draw out a deeper understanding of 

the world in which we live” (1998, p.2).  Whether as a way to climb into history, 

experience the activities of an Olympic athlete, or just develop words for a new song, 

creative movement uses kinesthetic problem solving to reinforce both overt and more 

subtle curricular connections.   

These four categories of movement – representational, rhythmic, manipulative, 

and creative - are paradigms that hint at the nature of elementary classroom movement.  

While none of the teachers used all four approaches, taken together, these practices 

provide insight as to how a truly kinesthetic classroom might appear.  

Characteristics of Successful Movement Implementation 

In this study, we have approached the question of classroom movement 

implementation from two directions.  In the survey, we looked at success in terms of 

teacher self assessment.  In the classroom visits, I assessed lesson success by observing 

student engagement.  An analysis of these observations suggested that the four main 

indicators of classroom movement success were positive attitude toward student motility, 

clarity of instruction, use of structural class management strategies, and pre-teaching of 

kinesthetic skills, in particular kinesthetic relationship.  

While teacher enthusiasm and comfort with movement were important, it was a 

positive outlook on students’ motility that seemed most important for achieving higher 

levels of engagement.  While the majority of teachers in both the survey and the 

observations expressed high marks in this area, it can be assumed that this may not be 

representative of the larger teacher population.  Teachers who would volunteer to 
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participate in a study on classroom movement may very well be pre-disposed to be 

positive in this arena.  In light of this, it is especially significant (though not surprising) 

that even in this movement friendly population, the teachers with a negative outlook on 

students’ motility also had lower levels of student engagement.   

 While all three aspects of instructional delivery were important in motivating 

student engagement, clarity of instruction stood out as the only aspect of that was directly 

correlated to higher levels of student engagement.  Even though close to fifty percent of 

the teachers indicated in the survey that they always define expectations when 

implementing classroom movement, it was unclear what this looked like in practice.  

However, what became apparent during the observations was that when the teacher 

utilized directives that were clear, sequential, and age appropriate so that basic skills were 

taught prior to more complex skills, students were more engaged at all levels.   

From the survey, it appears that teachers are making use of all three kinds of class 

management strategies.  A majority of teachers reported that they often use external (self 

space, following the teacher, voice), reinforcement (commenting on student work) and 

structural (having the students work with partners and small groups) management 

strategies in their movement lessons.  But what showed up in the observations was that 

only teachers who used structural management strategies in which the management was 

actually built into the structure of the activity itself were able to elicit the higher levels of 

student engagement in the lesson.  

When it comes to kinesthetic skills, it was interesting to note the connection 

between the teaching of kinesthetic relationship and classroom movement 

implementation.  Clearly one of the parameters of utilizing movement in the classroom is 
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the limitations on space.  This was highlighted in the survey as the second most 

significant challenge for teachers in implementing movement activities in the classroom.  

In addition, teachers also indicated that having the students work with partners and in 

small groups are two of their most often used classroom management strategies.  But 

what became apparent from the observations was the importance of actually addressing 

these relationship skills head on, especially in light of the space limitations.  When the 

teacher made sure that the student had or learned these relationship skills during the class 

time, the students were more engaged in the lesson as a whole.  And conversely, when 

this issue was not addressed or assumed as prior knowledge, the students were less 

engaged and on occasion even became active resistors to the lesson. 

Implications for Teacher Training 

 How do teachers learn to use movement in the classroom?  How do teachers come 

to integrate movement skills into their particular teaching situation with specific students, 

curriculum priorities and resources?  What general themes or guidelines can be used to 

facilitate their process of inquiry?   

According to Marshall, what is needed in the classroom is, “an educational 

framework that assumes and accommodates differences among students by providing a 

variety of ways to learn about any subject” (Marshall, 1999, p. 144).  For the teacher 

looking to motivate recalcitrant students or perhaps energize a stale curriculum, 

classroom movement can be a powerful form for students to make meaning in the 

classroom.   As Eisner clarifies, “form and meaning interact because the form in which 

ideas appear affects the kind of experience people will have” (Eisner, 2004, p. 211).   
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For Greene, this necessitates a curriculum that is active, reflective, and 

interpretive.  If we, as educators, are to release our students “to learn how to learn,” we 

must afford them opportunities “to act knowledgeably and reflectively within the 

frameworks of their lived lives” (Greene, 1997, p. 2).  For young persons, this is first and 

foremost, an embodied experience.  The body is the primary basis of their situatedness.  It 

is the key to their vantage point, the first vehicle for their construction of meaning.  

While Fosnot writes of the importance of constructing curricula from an analysis 

of children’s thinking (Fosnot, 2005), current research on the embodiment of cognition 

strongly indicates that we need to look at children’s kinesthetic motility as well (Seitz, 

2000).  As we examine the meanings that children create by “making shapes with their 

bodies in space and time” (Greene, 2005, p. 113), we uncover a significant entry point for 

curricular design.  But while movement has the potential to become a student’s vehicle 

for decoding and interpreting curricula, it can only do so in an atmosphere of interchange 

and co-creation.   

 Using the above indicators as a map, there are four key steps for training teachers 

that have emerged in this study.  The first step is that the teacher needs to be guided 

through a perceptual shift regarding student motility.  Then the teacher needs to acquire a 

working knowledge of how to develop movement sequentially.  Next the teacher needs to 

be taught how to utilize structural management strategies.  And finally, the teacher needs 

to understand how to model and integrate collaboration.   

A Shift in Perception 

Even though “getting the wiggles out,” reported in the survey as teachers’ primary 

reason for using classroom movement, provides positive benefits such as motivation and 



 

 

152 

readiness to learn, it does not begin to address the potentiality of bodily-kinesthetic 

intelligence in the classroom.  To more fully bring movement into the classroom as a 

teaching tool requires the teacher to make a perceptual shift.  Whereas before the teacher 

may have perceived their students’ unruly squirms and troublesome wiggles as annoying 

and disruptive, the teacher must now be guided to see the potentiality of choreographic 

shape and phrase.  Whereas before the teacher may have only perceived student motility 

as kinetic distraction and a barrier to participation, the teacher can now recognize 

opportunities for academic growth and the development of entry points for 

understanding.   

 Perrone writes that teaching for understanding is “the view that what students 

learn needs to be internalized” (Perrone, 1998, p. 13).  By “internalized” he is referring to 

a performance view of understanding that emphasizes “the ability to think and act 

flexibly about what one knows” (Perkins, 1998, p. 40).  Action and flexibility are the key 

elements in this definition and what separates it from a more mental model of 

understanding such as a representation or the mental image a person has.   For Greene, it 

is the difference between a verb and a noun.  “Mind is active (Dewey) kept reminding his 

readers – a means of attending to the lived situations of life” (Greene, 2005, p. 117). 

 As teachers learn to perceive their students’ “kinetic-ness” without judgment, the 

classroom is transformed.  Not only does this shift in perception raise both teachers’ as 

well as students’ self awareness, but it validates them as movers and physical beings.  It 

is the generative power of movement and the freeing of silenced kinesthetic voices that 

allows the classroom as learning community to “become aware of multiple meanings in 

the making” (Greene, 2005, p. 119). 
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Sequential Development 

Secondly, the teacher must learn to develop what is perceived.  While the study 

clearly pointed toward the benefits of sequential implementation, it was apparent that 

many teachers lacked the skills to take the given lesson further on a kinesthetic level.  As 

such, the potentiality of student motility remained only an abstraction.  

 For Marshall, the importance of developing classroom movement is that it 

“provides a quintessential opportunity for leaning by doing: it is a form of inquiry-based 

learning.  As we (externalize) our ideas we make our thinking visible so we can then 

reflect on our perceptions and make our movements even more intended” (Marshall, 

1999, p. 139).  Toward this end, the teacher must be given a vocabulary with which to 

guide their students’ kinesthetic explorations.  Basic kinesthetic concepts such as levels, 

direction, body parts, size and speed can empower teachers to speak adequately about 

what movements are or intend to be.  With counts, with rhythm and repetition, with 

focused awareness, the teacher can then learn to extend students’ pedestrian movements 

into patterns, phrases and even dances.   

 As teachers learn to develop and extend their students’ pedestrian movements, 

they must also look for ways to shape their students’ kinesthetic understandings to a 

curricular landscape.  Referencing the choreographer Doris Humphrey, Marshall writes, 

“No matter what the subject, the first test to apply is one word – action.  Does the theme 

have inherently the motivation for movement” (Marshall, 1999, p. 144).  Griss further 

articulates, “Does a topic have a relationship to motion, time, shape, or space?  Are any 

of these elements of dance essential to the central understanding of your lesson” (Griss, 

1998, p. 19)?  
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Structural Management Strategies 

The third area implicated for teacher training is that of classroom management.  

While teachers reported that they use multiple forms of management strategies during 

classroom movement implementation, the observations highlighted the significance of 

structural management strategies as the key to student engagement.  By structural 

management structures, we are referring to the variety of activity parameters such as time 

and spatial limits, groupings, phrasing, and topics that teachers use to define and pre-set a 

given movement activity. Not only do movement activities with built in structures appear 

to outperform activities with externally manufactured ones, but as Nachmanovitch 

articulates, the structure itself becomes “the very vehicle of freedom, of discovering the 

creative surprises that liberate the mind at play” (1990).   

As teachers learn to set the parameters by which children can make physical and 

topical movement choices, they lay the foundation for students to engage in a process of 

interpretation.   As the students are immersed in a feeling of the unexpected, caught up in 

the very process that has yet to unfold, they are still supported by and contained within 

the landscape of the curriculum.  Greene refers to the process of welcoming these 

moments of unknowing as attending (2005). 

She goes on to point out that the interpretive nature of this process does not imply 

that the students’ construction of meaning will be arbitrary.  “There cannot be an infinite 

variety of meanings, not for those who have learned to attend” (Greene, 2005, p. 117).  

But for the student creating within the parameters of activity structures, using movement 

as bodily metaphor to suggest meaning and thought to others, the process of attending 

happens on two levels.  On one level, the student is engaging with and internalizing 
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forms of curricular understandings that have already been pre-constructed, “a process by 

which children grow into the intellectual life of those around them” (Vygotsgy, 1978, p. 

87).   But on another level, the atmosphere of interchange and shared discovery allows 

the teacher to “point out what is not yet noticed, not yet heard, (to) provoke the young to 

reach beyond where they are” (Greene, 2005, p. 116).    

Modeling Collaboration 

The last area implicated for teacher training is in the area of kinesthetic skills, in 

particular kinesthetic relationship.  Highlighted in the study as both a perceived teacher 

weakness as well as a classroom necessity for higher levels of student engagement, 

kinesthetic relationship is the fabric that holds classroom movement implementation 

together.  As evidence for Vygotsky’s Theory of Internalization (1978), the social nature 

of classroom movement requires us to help children develop cognition socially as a 

precursor to successful participation.    

Classroom movement, by necessity, is a group experience.  Even activities in 

which students are moving individually are done so within the group context.  Not only 

do teachers need to model the social cues and collaboration skills that are the basis of 

interpersonal intelligence (Jacobson, 2007), but they also need to integrate these skills 

with the necessary kinesthetic management.   

Researchers with the Making Learning Visible Project have pointed out that it is 

precisely the social nature of the classroom setting that allows individuals to develop 

collaborative skills as well as their own distinctive identities.  “By learning from and with 

one another, (the children) reach a more complex understanding than would any one child 

thinking alone” (Turner & Krechevsky, 2003, p. 41).    
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Taken together, the above four steps pave the way for classroom movement that is 

used both responsibly and well.  While an ideal movement education program for training 

teachers in classroom movement techniques would also include movement theory as well 

as personally relevant experiences with movement as an art form, these four steps provide 

a practical short cut toward successful classroom implementation.  

   Is Successful Good Enough? 
 

The premise that kinesthetic intelligence may actually lay the foundation for all 

other cognition comes from multiple disciplines.  In terms of neurophysiology, research 

has uncovered that approximately 65% of the brain is devoted to movement, actions or 

activity (Seitz, 2000).  In terms of psychology, nonverbal behavior has been shown to lay 

the groundwork for a child’s development of expression and communication (McNeill, 

1992).   In terms of anthropology, movement and gesture have been theorized to be the 

basis for the human capacities of spoken language and abstract thought (Calvin, 2005). 

Researchers have carried this assertion over into the cognitive sciences as well. 

For example, it has been postulated that the body is central to mathematical 

understanding (Lakoff & Nunex, 1997), that linguistic intelligence is constructed in 

parallel to physical gesture (Lakoff, 2003), that physical movement is the primary access 

point for developing musical intelligence (Frego, 1998), that spatial intelligence is 

developed through physical movement (Seitz, 2002), and that interpersonal and 

intrapersonal intelligence, by definition, are the mechanisms of the mind operating in the 

physical form (Cohen, 1993).  Indeed what underlies any account of thought and intellect 

is its basis in bodily movement.   
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But if classroom movement is to succeed in fulfilling its foundational potential, 

qualitative distinctions must be discussed and explored.  While this study has highlighted 

characteristics that indicate successful movement implementation, it does so using 

teacher behaviors and student engagement as the measures of classroom success.  The 

question we must ask ourselves is if these markers represent the highest levels of 

kinesthetic intelligence in action in the elementary classroom.  Do children who use 

movement to learn a concept learn it better or more deeply? 

According to Mansilla and Gardner (1998), kinesthetic intelligence is one of the 

primary forms for children to express their understandings.  As both an expressive 

language and a symbol system, the bodily kinesthetic articulates a genre of presentation 

that allows children to communicate their knowledge in public.   

But the form in which students choose to perform their understanding is neither 

neutral nor passive.  As Eisner clarifies, “form and meaning interact because the form in 

which ideas appear affects the kind of experience people will have” (Eisner, 2002, p. 

211).   Marshall further articulates, “the practice of communicating through a medium 

other than the spoken or written word can help us to understand something further about 

forms of language and the process of communication itself” (Marshall, 1999, p. 146).  

The point is that not only is the kinesthetic symbol system of movement a vehicle for 

communication, but it is both the message and the method as well.  

In advocating for a more generative approach to classroom movement 

implementation, Mullen and Cancienne (2003) look to the ways that kinesthetic 

intelligence can be further developed to help students decode and interpret the school 

curriculum.  While the body is potentially useful as a vehicle for reflecting, informing, 
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focusing, expressing, connecting and dramatizing, “embodied knowing is a larger project 

of learning and life itself” (Mullen & Cancienne, 2003, p. 159). 

In this light, neither teacher behavior nor student engagement are sufficient 

markers of classroom success.   While this study is important as insight into processes 

teachers employ in the classroom, it merely cracks the door on exploring the range of 

capacities within kinesthetic intelligence.  As we continue to develop an agenda in 

movement education that is informed by what teachers actually do when they teach, we 

must not forget that the real goal is uncovering what students do when they learn.  In this 

way questions of pedagogical quality become more prominent.  As Gardner articulates, 

“Laying out the criteria by which judgments of quality are made may not suffice in itself 

to improve quality; but in the absence of clarification, we have little reason to expect our 

students to go about their work intelligently” (2006, p. 35).   

Future studies will need to focus on student’s kinesthetic work and behavior 

beyond simple engagement and clarify the range of developmental competencies that can 

be discerned.  Other studies will also be needed to look at more randomized populations, 

the effect of differences in teacher training, the length of time since that training, 

differences in grade level among teachers, and the role of administration. 

As templates are developed to track student progress through the different stages 

of kinesthetic understanding, we can start to look for ways in which students demonstrate 

increasing levels of intentionality, consciousness of choices and acquaintance with the 

traditions of aesthetic movement and dance (Greene, 2006).  Through both socially 

mediated conversations as well as embodied reflections, future studies in movement 
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education will have the opportunity to document “the inevitability of autonomous 

cognitive change through engagement in art” (Catterall, 2006, p. 8). 

As we engage in dialogue to bring our students closer toward embodied classroom 

knowing, we can understand the power of Greene’s commitment to praxis and her 

unwavering emphasis on the importance of developing a sense of classroom agency.  As 

she articulates so eloquently “to reach beyond is to realize that there exists a tradition and 

a community of knowers, of seekers, none of whom has the final answer to any question, 

all of whom are engaged in a communal construction of knowledge” (2005, p. 116).  In 

this vision, we find both the promise as well as the practice of classroom movement.  
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   Appendix A1 
 

        Project Description 
  

CLASSROOM MOVEMENT INSTRUCTION IN 
    OREGON ELEMENTARY SCHOOLS 

 
1. Brief Description:  
A major concern with current dance education studies has been the “the failure to 
distinguish the content of the variable dance instruction” (Keinan et al., 2002, p. 3).  
While there are numerous instructional guides and many anecdotal descriptions of 
classroom movement implementation highlighting the work of movement arts specialists, 
to the best of our knowledge no systematic study has been conducted to investigate the 
implementation of classroom movement instruction by general classroom teachers.  And 
yet, according to Dunkin (2004), classroom teachers, not arts specialists, provide the 
majority of actual classroom movement instruction.  Citing US Department of Education 
statistics for 1999-2000, pull out instruction provides only three percent of public 
elementary school dance and movement education (NCES, 2002).  As Dunkin points out, 
in order to advance the conditions that actually influence student learning, we need to 
look at the processes teachers actually employ in the classroom. “Research on teaching 
implies research on what teachers do when they teach” (Eisner, 2002, p. 216).   
 
Therefore, the purpose of this study will be to investigate the nature and context of 
movement instruction by general elementary classroom teachers.  As a foundation for the 
development of future movement education research, this mixed-methods study will have 
three stages.  In the first stage, a survey that explores classroom movement 
implementation will be developed, piloted and validated.  Next, the validated survey will 
be administered to a sampling of Oregon elementary teachers.  Finally, classroom 
observations of four teachers who use movement methods with their students will be used 
to expand and inform the survey results.   
 
The central question that will guide this study is: What is the nature and context of 
movement instruction by Oregon elementary teachers?  By movement instruction we are 
referring to teaching methods that include both kinesthetic teaching as well as classroom 
creative movement and dance instruction.   
 
The sub-questions are the following: What are the reasons that movement education 
techniques are or are not used in elementary classrooms?  Is there a relationship between 
the amount of movement training a teacher receives and the amount of movement 
instruction a teacher actually implements in the classroom?  What does it look like to use 
movement responsibly and well in the classroom?  What are the qualitative markers that 
delineate classroom movement instruction? 

 

By gathering data from a cross section of Oregon teachers, we hope to: 

A.  Find out what types of movement activities teachers are implementing. 
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B. Find out the context and rationale for these activities. 

C. Determine some of the obstacles to classroom movement implementation. 

D. Identify the top creative movement activities and movement management 
strategies that these teachers feel are most successful in their classroom. 

E. Identify the efficacy of current creative movement teacher training. 

F. Identify areas for statewide in-service staff development in movement 
education. 

G. Lay the foundations for future research looking at the efficacy and academic 
transference of specific movement activities.  

H. Lay the foundations for developing a cognitive map for kinesthetic 
intelligence. 

I. Develop and gather information to share at conferences and in journal articles.  

 
2.  Participant Population: 
  

A. Three groups of potential participants will be solicited.  Group A will consist of 
graduates of masters-level kinesthetic learning courses at Western Oregon 
University (24 hrs of instruction) and Lesley University Oregon cohorts (40 hrs of 
instruction).  Group B will consist of classroom teachers who have participated in 
creative movement workshops at the Oregon Arts Teacher Institute (4 hrs of 
instruction).  Group C will consist of Oregon elementary educators who have not 
participated in specific movement education training.   

B. The desired goal is the participation of 35-50 teachers per group with a total 
participant population of 110-160 teachers from a mixture of rural and urban 
schools, elementary grade levels, and socio-economic levels across the state of 
Oregon. 

C. A fourth group of 5 movement education experts will be solicited to pilot the 
survey for face validity.  This group (Group D) will consist of movement 
education experts such as physical education, dance, and movement specialists 
who work as movement specialists in the public school setting. 

D. Participants will be selected on the basis of their willingness to take part in the 
study.   

 

3.  Methods and Procedures:  

A. To solicit participants from Groups A and B, the Oregon Alliance for Arts 
Education (OAAE) will send out recruitment letters to the teachers who have 
participated in the above programs.  OAAE will also solicit teachers for Group C 
and D from schools and districts in which they have already established a 
relationship even though the specific teachers have not participated in their 
movement education programs. 
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B. The survey will be developed in three stages.  For the first wave of data 
collection, three teachers from Group A, one teacher from group B, and one 
teacher from group C will be selected at random from the participant pool.  They 
will be asked to pilot the first draft of the survey.  This will be followed up with 
individual interviews as to the survey content and design.  Interviews will be 
scheduled at the convenience of the teacher and will take approximately 20-30 
minutes. 
 

C. Teacher comments and suggestions from the first round of interviews will be 
incorporated into a second draft of the survey and the process will be repeated 
with a different group of five randomly selected teachers (three from Group A, 
one from group B and one from group C).  Again, this will be followed up with 
individual interviews as to the survey content and design. 
 

D. Teacher comments and suggestions from the second round of interviews will be 
incorporated into a third draft of the survey and the process will be repeated with 
five movement education experts (see Participant Population section C). 
 

E. Teacher comments and suggestions will be incorporated from the third round of 
interviews into the final draft of the survey.  Then the survey will be distributed to 
the remainder of the participating teachers. 
 

F. This will be followed by observations of four teachers who are actively 
implementing movement strategies in their classrooms.  These teachers will be 
solicited from among the top performing students of the 24 hour and 40 hour 
movement training courses. 
 

G. In the recruitment letter, teachers will be asked whether they would like to receive 
the survey by mail or email.   

 
H. Teachers who respond to the recruitment letter will be sent the consent letter and 

survey.  Those teachers who opt to take the survey by email will not need a 
signature as the return of the form implies consent.  Those teachers opting to take 
the survey by postal mail, will return a signed copy of the informed consent 
document along with the survey. 

 
I. The teacher observations will be scheduled at the convenience of the teacher and 

each teacher will be observed for four school days.  I will take notes on 
implementation of movement activities in the classroom. 
 

J. School demographics will be based on an Internet search using Oregon 
Department of Education data. 

 
K. Results of the surveys and observations will be analyzed using grounded theory 

methodology for qualitative aspects and simple statistics for quantitative aspects.  
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4. Risks: 
There are no foreseeable risks to participants. 
  

5. Benefits: 
Teachers that request will receive a follow up letter with results of the survey. 
 Participants will have the opportunity to contribute their expertise to help better the 
teaching profession.   Students will benefit from this study as more effective 
pedagogical strategies are developed and shared on a statewide level. 
 

6. Compensation:   
No compensation will be given to participants. 
 

7.  Informed consent: 
• The attached is the informed consent document. 
• Teachers who volunteer to participate will be given the informed consent 

document and will receive the survey only after they have agreed to 
participate. 

 
8. Anonymity or confidentiality 

No names will be used on the surveys or interview questionnaires.  It will not be 
possible to identify participants, as any data presented will be aggregate information.  
Pseudonyms will be used for any anecdotal descriptions from the classroom 
observations. 

 
9. Attachments 

• Recruitment letter 
• Informed consent letter 
• OAAE letter of support 
• Survey 
• Interview questionnaire 
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           Appendix A2 
 

INFORMED CONSENT DOCUMENT I 
     (For surveys and interviews) 

 
Project Title: CLASSROOM MOVEMENT INSTRUCTION IN OREGON 

ELEMENTARY SCHOOLS 
Principal Investigator:  LeoNora Cohen, Oregon State University School of Education 
Research Staff: Jan Abramovitz 
Support Staff: Oregon Alliance for Arts Education (OAAE) 
    
 

PURPOSE 
The purpose of this research study is to explore the nature and context of kinesthetic learning and 
creative movement instruction in Oregon elementary schools.  I am conducting this research with 
the support of the Oregon Alliance for Arts Education for my doctoral dissertation study.  We 
plan to share results with a wider audience through presentations and publications.  By gathering 
data from a cross section of Oregon teachers, we hope to do the following: 

J. Find out what types of movement activities teachers are using. 

K. Find out the context and rationale for these activities. 

L. Determine some of the obstacles to using classroom movement. 

M. Identify the top creative movement activities and movement management strategies 
that these teachers feel are most successful in their classroom. 

N. Identify the efficacy of current creative movement teacher training. 

O. Identify areas for statewide in-service staff development in movement education. 

P. Lay the foundations for future research that will look at the efficacy and transfer to 
learning in academic subjects of specific movement activities.  

Q. Lay the foundations for developing a cognitive map for kinesthetic intelligence. 

R. Develop and gather information to share at conferences and in journal articles.  

 

The purpose of this consent form is to give you the information you will need to help you decide 
whether to participate in the study or not.  Please read the form carefully.  You may ask any 
questions about the research, what you will be asked to do, the possible risks and benefits, your 
rights as a volunteer, and anything else about the research or this form that is not clear.  When all 
of your questions have been answered, you can decide if you want to be in this study or not.  This 
process is called “informed consent.”  You will be given a copy of this form for your records. 

 
We are inviting you to participate in this research study because as a teacher on the “front lines” 
in Oregon schools, you are the most knowledgeable as to what is occurring in your school and 
classroom.  We anticipate 110-160 participants in this study from various districts around 
Oregon.  The results will be collated and used to develop statewide in-service staff development 
opportunities in movement education.   
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PROCEDURES 
If you agree to participate, your involvement will entail filling out a survey.  Some of you may 
also be asked to participate in a follow up interview to help us improve and validate the survey.  
These interviews will last for approximately 20 - 30 additional minutes.  At a time and place 
convenient for you, or by telephone, you will share your ideas in response to questions by a 
doctoral student in education.  He will take notes on your responses.  All responses are 
anonymous and only aggregated data from all respondents would be reported, along with words 
you may have used to describe a situation.  In no way will you identity be apparent from the 
reporting of the interview data. 

 
The following procedures are involved in this study.   

• The Oregon Alliance for Arts Education will identify and solicit potential participants. 

• In the recruitment letter, teachers will be asked whether they would like to receive the 
survey by mail or email.  

• Teachers who respond to the recruitment letter will be sent the consent letter and survey. 

• For those who are selected to be interviewed, they be scheduled at the convenience of the 
teacher and should take 20-30 minutes. 

• Publicly available demographic information about the schools will be gathered from the 
world wide web by the student researcher (school size, student income, achievement, 
ethnicity, etc.). 

• The researcher will analyze the results of the surveys and interviews (and any OAAE-
gathered information) using standard qualitative and quantitative analysis strategies.  

 

RISKS 
There are no foreseeable risks to participants. 

BENEFITS 
Teachers that request will receive a follow up letter with results of the survey.  Participants 
will have the opportunity to have their voices heard.  Students will benefit from this study as 
alternative pedagogical strategies are developed and shared on a statewide level. 

CONFIDENTIALITY 
Records of participation in this research project will be kept confidential to the extent permitted 
by law.  However, federal government regulatory agencies and the Oregon State University 
Institutional Review Board (a committee that reviews and approves research studies involving 
human subjects) may inspect and copy records pertaining to this research.  It is possible that these 
records could contain information that personally identifies you.  However, no names will be put 
on questionnaires.  All information presented in any forum (in the dissertation, in journal articles 
or at conferences) will be aggregated, except for unnamed quotations concerning movement 
education in Oregon schools. In the event of any report or publication from this study, your 
identity will not be disclosed.  Results will be reported in a summarized manner in such a way 
that you cannot be identified.  

VOLUNTARY PARTICIPATION 
Taking part in this research study is voluntary.  You may choose not to take part at all.  If you 
agree to participate in this study, you may stop participating at any time.  You may participate in 
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only the survey and not the interview.  You may also skip any questions that you prefer not to 
answer in either the survey or interview. If you decide not to take part, or if you stop participating 
at any time, your decision will not result in any penalty or loss of opportunity for involvement in 
future Oregon Alliance for Arts Education trainings and events.  Should you decide to withdraw, 
your responses will not be included in the study. 
 

QUESTIONS 
Questions are encouraged.  If you have any questions about this research project, please contact: 
major professor, LeoNora Cohen at (541) 737-4567; cohenl@oregonstate.edu or doctoral student, 
Jan Abramovitz at (503) 289-7972;  j10samuel@earthlink.net   If you have questions about 
your rights as a participant, please contact the Oregon State University Institutional Review 
Board (IRB) Human Protections Administrator, at (541) 737-3437 or by e-mail at 
IRB@oregonstate.edu. 
 
 
Your signature indicates that this research study has been explained to you, that your questions 
have been answered, and that you agree to take part in this study.  You will receive a copy of this 
form. 
 
Participant's Name (printed):  __________________________________________ 
 
Signature of Participant ______________________________________________| 
  
Date ______________________ 
 
 

RESEARCHER STATEMENT 
 
I have discussed the above points via letter or email with the participant or, where appropriate, 
with the participant’s legally authorized representative, using a translator when necessary.  It is 
my opinion that the participant understands the risks, benefits, and procedures involved with 
participation in this research study. 
 
__________________________________________ _______________  
(Signature of Researcher)      (Date)   
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INFORMED CONSENT DOCUMENT II 
(For Teacher Observations) 

 
Project Title: CLASSROOM MOVEMENT INSTRUCTION IN OREGON 

ELEMENTARY SCHOOLS 
Principal Investigator:  LeoNora Cohen, Oregon State University School of 

Education 
Research Staff: Jan Abramovitz 
Support Staff: Oregon Alliance for Arts Education (OAAE) 
    

PURPOSE 
The purpose of this research study is to explore the nature and context of kinesthetic 
learning and creative movement instruction in Oregon elementary schools.  I am 
conducting this research with the support of the Oregon Alliance for Arts Education for 
my doctoral dissertation study.  We plan to share results with a wider audience through 
presentations and publications.  By gathering data from a cross section of Oregon 
teachers, we hope to do the following: 

S. Find out what types of movement activities teachers are using. 

T. Find out the context and rationale for these activities. 

U. Determine some of the obstacles to using classroom movement. 

V. Identify the top creative movement activities and movement management 
strategies that these teachers feel are most successful in their classroom. 

W. Identify the efficacy of current creative movement teacher training. 

X. Identify areas for statewide in-service staff development in movement 
education. 

Y. Lay the foundations for future research that will look at the efficacy and 
transfer to learning in academic subjects of specific movement activities.  

Z. Lay the foundations for developing a cognitive map for kinesthetic 
intelligence. 

AA. Develop and gather information to share at conferences and in journal 
articles.  

 

The purpose of this consent form is to give you the information you will need to help you 
decide whether to participate in the study or not.  Please read the form carefully.  You 
may ask any questions about the research, what you will be asked to do, the possible risks 
and benefits, your rights as a volunteer, and anything else about the research or this form 
that is not clear.  When all of your questions have been answered, you can decide if you 
want to be in this study or not.  This process is called “informed consent.”  You will be 
given a copy of this form for your records. 
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You are being invited to participate in this study because you have demonstrated 
strengths in movement education through courses you have taken.  Four teachers will be 
observed, four days each, to collect anecdotal descriptions of activities and methods 
which are implemented in classroom practice.  The results will be collated and used to 
add descriptive detail and depth to the survey findings.   
 

PROCEDURES 
If you agree to participate, your involvement will entail allowing Jan Abramovitz, 
a doctoral student at OSU, to observe you teaching in your classroom.   The 
observations will be scheduled at the convenience of the teacher and each teacher 
will be observed for four school days spread out across one month.  The student 
researcher will take notes on your implementation of movement activities in the 
classroom. 

 
 
The following procedures are involved in this study.   

• The Oregon Alliance for Arts Education will identify and solicit potential 
participants. 

• Those selected for observation will be scheduled at the convenience of the teacher 
for four school days in the fall. 

• Publicly available demographic information about the schools will be gathered 
from the world wide web by the student researcher (school size, student income, 
achievement, ethnicity, etc.). 

• The researcher will analyze the results of the surveys and interviews (and any 
OAAE-gathered information) using standard qualitative and quantitative research 
methods.  

 

RISKS 
There are no foreseeable risks to participants. 

BENEFITS 
Teachers that request will receive a follow up letter with results of the survey. 
 Participants will have the opportunity to have their voices heard.  Students will benefit 
from this study as alternative pedagogical strategies are developed and shared on a 
statewide level. 

CONFIDENTIALITY 
Records of participation in this research project will be kept confidential to the extent 
permitted by law.  However, federal government regulatory agencies and the Oregon 
State University Institutional Review Board (a committee that reviews and approves 
research studies involving human subjects) may inspect and copy records pertaining to 
this research.  It is possible that these records could contain information that personally 
identifies you.  However, all information presented in any forum (in the dissertation, in 
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journal articles or at conferences) will be aggregated, except for unnamed quotations 
concerning movement education in Oregon schools, and pseudonyms will be used for any 
anecdotal descriptions from the classroom observations. In the event of any report or 
publication from this study, your identity will not be disclosed.  Results will be reported 
in a summarized manner in such a way that you cannot be identified.  

VOLUNTARY PARTICIPATION 
Taking part in this research study is voluntary.  You may choose not to take part at all.  If 
you agree to participate in this study, you may stop participating at any time.  You may 
participate in only the survey and not the interview or the observations.  If you decide not 
to take part, or if you stop participating at any time, your decision will not result in any 
penalty or loss of opportunity for involvement in future Oregon Alliance for Arts 
Education trainings and events.  Should you decide to withdraw, your responses will not 
be included in the study. 
 

QUESTIONS 
Questions are encouraged.  If you have any questions about this research project, please 
contact: major professor, LeoNora Cohen at (541) 737-4567; cohenl@oregonstate.edu or 
doctoral student, Jan Abramovitz at (503) 289-7972;  j10samuel@earthlink.net   If you 
have questions about your rights as a participant, please contact the Oregon State 
University Institutional Review Board (IRB) Human Protections Administrator, at (541) 
737-4933 or by e-mail at IRB@oregonstate.edu. 
 
 
Your signature indicates that this research study has been explained to you, that your 
questions have been answered, and that you agree to take part in this study.  You will 
receive a copy of this form. 
 
Participant's Name (printed):  __________________________________________ 
 
Signature of Participant ______________________________________________| 
  
Date ______________________ 
 

RESEARCHER STATEMENT 
 
I have discussed the above points via letter or email with the participant or, where 
appropriate, with the participant’s legally authorized representative, using a translator 
when necessary.  It is my opinion that the participant understands the risks, benefits, and 
procedures involved with participation in this research study. 
 
__________________________________________ _______________  
(Signature of Researcher)      (Date)   
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    Appendix A3 
 

         Recruitment Letter I 
 
Dear Teachers,     
  
This is an invitation to participate in a research program that Jan Abramovitz is conducting in 
collaboration with the Oregon Alliance for Arts Education (OAAE) and as an extension of the 
Oregon Teacher Arts Institute (OTAI).  While this research is part of Jan's PhD work at Oregon 
State University, the information you provide about how you do or do not use movement in your 
classroom has broad implications and applications.  Your insights and comments will help 
advance both the research and future movement education workshops here in Oregon.   
  
Sometime in 2008, the Dana Foundation will be publishing a compendium about brain 
development and the arts.  We anticipate that this scientific research will set the stage for policy 
makers to rethink what is happening in education.  Jan's work - and yours - will be an important 
component of the outreach and information dissemination which the Alliance is preparing to do.  
How exciting to have national research with Oregon examples! 
  
Your participation will be in the form of responding to one survey and, potentially, being one of a 
random selection of survey participants chosen to participate in a half hour follow-up interview 
which Jan will schedule at your convenience. This follow-up survey will improve the survey's 
credibility.  Following analysis, all participants will receive a follow-up newsletter with compilations 
of the top creative movement activities and movement management strategies being used by 
Oregon teachers.    
 
Please reply to this e-mail to indicate whether you will participate in the survey.  If you agree, then 
you will receive the letter of informed consent and survey later this fall.  Please indicate your 
preferences below.   
 
_____ I would like to participate in the research study and prefer to receive the survey by email. 
        preferred email address ___________________________ 
 
_____ I would like to participate in the study and prefer to receive the survey by postal mail 
    name __________________________________________ 

preferred mail address _____________________________ 
city ______________   zip ____________________ 

 
 
_____ I would also be willing to participate in a half hour follow up interview. 
       telephone number ___________________________ 
 
 
____ I regret that I cannot participate in the survey or interview. 
 
 
An important part of this study involves participation of teachers who have not previously been 
involved in classroom arts education training.  This will allow us to develop programs which reach 
a broader segment of the teaching population.  We ask that you help us reach out to your 
colleagues. Please forward this email to elementary teachers who have not yet attended the 
Oregon Teacher Arts Institute and request their participation in the study. 
 
Please respond by October 1, 2007. 
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Recruitment Letter II    
  
Dear Teachers, 
 
This is an invitation to participate in a research program that Jan Abramovitz is conducting in 
collaboration with the Oregon Alliance for Arts Education (OAAE) and as an extension of the 
Oregon Teacher Arts Institute (OTAI).  While this research is part of Jan's PhD work at Oregon 
State University, the information you provide about how you do or do not use movement in your 
classroom has broad implications and applications.  Your insights and comments will help 
advance both the research and future movement education workshops here in Oregon.   
  
Sometime in 2008, the Dana Foundation will be publishing a compendium about brain 
development and the arts.  We anticipate that this scientific research will set the stage for policy 
makers to rethink what is happening in education.  Jan's work - and yours - will be an important 
component of the outreach and information dissemination which the Alliance is preparing to do.  
How exciting to have national research with Oregon examples! 
  
In general, your participation will be in the form of allowing Jan to observe your teaching.  Four 
on-site observations will be scheduled at your convenience in fall 2007.  During these visits to 
your school, he will take notes about movement implementation in your classroom and ask you 
questions about your approach.  Following analysis, Jan will send you a follow-up newsletter with 
compilations of the top creative movement activities and movement management strategies being 
used by Oregon teachers.    
 
If you are willing to participate, please reply to this e-mail.  You will then receive the letter of 
informed consent later this summer.  Please indicate your preference below.   
 
_____ I would like to participate in the research study and classroom observations. 
 
______I regret that I cannot participate in the research study and classroom observations. 
 
 
Please provide telephone numbers and email addresses at which I can reach you this 
summer and next fall. 
Home: 
Cell: 
School: 
Email: 
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Appendix A4 
 

 Protocol for Follow up Interview as to Survey Content and Design 
 
Date:   
 
 
The survey you took was a draft questionnaire.  The purpose of this interview is to 
ensure that the survey is understandable and to find ways to improve it. 
 

 

1.  How long did it take you to fill out the survey?  

 

2.  Were there any questions that were confusing or unclear? 

 

3.  Were there any questions that should have been asked and weren’t? 

  

4.  Were there any questions that should be omitted? 

  

5.  In your opinion, did the survey address the key concepts about using movement in the 

classroom?  

 

6.  What are the reasons that movement education techniques are or are not used in your 

classroom?   

 

 

7.  Do you think that there is a relationship between the amount of 
movement training a teacher receives and the amount of movement 
instruction a teacher actually implements?   
 

 

8.  What do you think it looks like to use movement responsibly and well in the 

classroom?   
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       Appendix A5 
   
         Flow Chart of Study Design 
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Appendix B1 – Survey Draft 1 with revisions 

 
Movement Instruction In Oregon Elementary Classrooms 
Date: 
 
Demographics 
(For demographic purposes only. This information will be aggregated and schools and 
districts will not be identified).  
1. School:________________________ District:________________________ 

2. Age of teacher: _____  3.  Gender of teacher: _____ 

4. Undergraduate degree major:  __________ 

5. Highest degree obtained:_____  

6. Total number of yrs teaching:______   

7. Current Subject and Grade level:________  

8. Class size: _____  9.  Gender distribution:  boys  _____  girls  _____ 

10.  Number of English language learners: _____      

11.  Number of children on IEP and 504 accommodations: ______ 

12.  Number of students from minority groups: ______ 

13.  Have you had training in classroom movement instruction?  Yes ____  No _____  

If yes, when?  Year ____   Location ________   Number of contact hours _____ 

 

Rank on scale of 1 - 4  
(Put an X on the space after the number that most closely fits your experience: 1 being 
least and 4 being most.) 

14. How important is the implementation of movement activities to your classroom 
curriculum?     (-) 1_2_3_4_(+) 

 
15. How supportive is the school administration of movement activities in your 

classroom?                                                 (-) 1_2_3_4_(+) 
 

16. How responsive, interested, or enthused are your students to classroom movement 
activities in the classroom?                          (-) 1_2_3_4_(+) 

 
17. Rank your comfort level at implementing classroom movement activities in your 

classroom.                                                (-) 1_2_3_4_(+) 
 

18. How would you rate your own body image? (-) 1_2_3_4_(+) 
 
19.  If you have participated in classroom movement instruction training, how much 
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  has it influenced your teaching practice?    (-) 1_2_3_4_(+) 
 

20.  Is classroom management and student discipline a problem in your classroom?     
(-) 1_2_3_4_(+) 

 
21.  How much emphasis is placed on standardized testing in your school? 

                                                                                                        (-) 1_2_3_4_(+) 
 
Short Answer/Fill in the blank 
Put an X on the space after the phrase(s) that best describe(s) your answer(s).   
 
22. Select the categories that best describe the movement instruction that you use. 
Check as many as apply.  

Creative dance_____ Traditional dance_____ Calisthenics_____
 Creative movement_____  Physical Education_____  Kinesthetic Learning_____  

Other (specify)_________ 
  

23.  Where is the primary location for your movement instruction?  Check only one. 
 Classroom_____    Gym_____    Hallway_____     Other (specify)_____________ 
 
24. When do you use classroom movement activities?  Check as many as apply. 

At the start of the school day___ At the end of the school day___ 
During transitions___  During circle time___  During line up___ 
During specific content areas such as:  

Reading___ Writing___ Science___ Social Studies___ 
Math___ Art___  PE___       Other (please specify) ________ 

Other times during the school day (please specify) _________________________ 
 
25.  What is your rationale for using classroom movement activities?  Check as many as 
apply.  Warm up ___    Increase energy ___    General motivation ___ 

Relaxation ___ Stretch muscles ___ Class Management___ 
Develop focus ___  Cooperation ___  Readiness to learn ___  
Problem solving ___  Creativity ___  Aesthetic ___ 
Fitness ___   Coordination ___    Self Esteem ___ 
Curricular review (specify which subjects) ________________________ 
Teach academic concepts (specify which subjects) __________________ 
Other rationale (please specify) _________________________________ 

    
26.  How often do you currently use movement activities in your class?  Check only one. 
once a day__  several times a day__   once a week__   several times a week__   other ___ 
 
27.  How long does a typical movement activity session last in your class?  Check only 
one.  
 1-5 minutes ___  6-10 minutes___  11-15 minutes___  other (specify) _________ 
 
28.  How much planning time per day do you spend preparing for classroom movement 
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  activities?  Check only one. 
1-5 minutes ___  6-10 minutes___  other (specify) _________ 

 
29.  What management strategies do you use for implementing classroom movement?  
Check as many as apply. 

short activity sessions___   movement activities in chairs___   stop signal___ 

spots for self space___   move desks ___   classroom rules (specify)___________  

other (specify)________________________________________________ 

Long Answer 
30.  Teacher Best Practices 

The three most successful classroom movement activities in my classroom are: 
(Refer to question 24 for context and question 25 for rationale.) 

 
a. Activity (describe) _______________________________________ 
          

Context _________  Rationale________ 
  

b. Activity (describe) _______________________________________ 
          

Context _________  Rationale________ 
  

c. Activity (describe) _______________________________________ 
          

Context _________  Rationale________ 
  
31. Responses About Students 

a. Please describe any students who are particularly reticent to participate in 

classroom movement activities.  

 

 

 

b.  Please describe any students who are particularly eager to participate in 

classroom movement activities.   

 

 

 

c. If there is a particular student for whom a bodily kinesthetic approach has 

made a difference (related to social, emotional or academic outcomes), please 
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describe the student and the movement's effect on the student here. Please 

elaborate, including age and gender, but do not name the individual. 

 

 

d.  Please describe any effects on general student motivation (e.g., interest in 

coming to school, more focus re. academic work, etc.) that you attribute to 

particular movement activities and explain why you believe they result from 

the movement activities. 

 

 

 

e. Please describe any effects on student learning that you attribute to particular 

movement activities and explain why you believe they result from the   

movement activities. 

 

 

32.  Future Directions 
Would you be interested in additional training in creative movement/kinesthetic 
learning teaching methods?  Yes ___   No ___ 

 
If yes, what aspects of classroom movement implementation would you find most 

valuable? 

 

 

 

33. Please write any additional questions or comments here. 
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First revision 
 

A concern of two of the teachers in the first draft was a sense of redundancy.  In 
particular, the referencing back to question 24 and 25 from question 30 was mentioned.  
“It felt like I had already put down answers that needed to go again.  It was not confusing, 
but redundant.”   While the teachers may have perceived question 30 as redundant, I was 
also struck by the sense of disconnect between the answers to these three questions.  
While the teachers marked numerous entries for context and content in 24 and 25, the 
response to current teacher practices in question 30 was minimal in all five of the 
surveys.   
 
This disconnect was explained by one teacher who articulated that the short answer 
questions such as 24 and 25 gave her the opportunity to check off all the different 
contexts she had used movement in over the course of her teaching career, but the long 
answer questions such as 30 made her confront the reality of her current teaching 
practice.  For her, it brought up feelings of “guilt because I haven’t been doing that much 
movement”.  She found herself wanting to fill out the survey in two ways, “one for when 
I was using (movement) more and one for now when I don’t use it so much.”  As a 
second teacher said, “the more I worked on the survey, the more I found myself upset that 
I am not doing more.”   
 
Since my goal is to focus the survey on current teacher practice without increasing the 
anxiety level of the participants, I have reworded these questions so that 24, 25 and 26 
specifically focus on movement practices in the past year and question 30 broadens the 
time frame to exemplars of successful movement teaching from any point in their 
teaching career.   I have balanced this with a question asking for examples of a time in 
which they were successful and unsuccessful at teaching movement.   
 
To encourage more consistency within respondent answers, I have also added a ranking 
section followed by a more open ended section.  My hope is that by having the teachers 
rank their responses to context, rationale, and management strategy first, they will be 
guided to zero in on what they actually do and describe their exemplars accordingly. 
 
In addition, I have eliminated a fairly scripted series of questions on student behavior that 
was only eliciting superficial responses and replaced it with two more open ended 
questions that ask the teacher to go more in depth. 
 
Lastly, in reviewing my guiding questions from the project description, I realized that the 
survey did not solicit any responses about roadblocks to movement instruction or the 
qualitative markers for teaching movement.  Therefore I have added a question targeting 
each of these issues. 
 
Changes based on comments complied from:  
K. C., P. G., V. W., D. V., M. S.  
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  Appendix B2 – Survey Draft 2 with revisions 
  
Movement Instruction In Oregon Elementary Classrooms 
Date: 
 
Demographics 
(For demographic purposes only. This information will be aggregated and schools and 
districts will not be identified).  
3. School:________________________ District:________________________ 

4. Age of teacher: _____  3.  Gender of teacher: _____ 

9. Undergraduate degree major:  __________ 

10. Highest degree obtained:_____  

11. Total number of yrs teaching:______   

12. Current Subject and Grade level:________  

13. Class size: _____  9.  Gender distribution:  boys  _____  girls  _____ 

18.  Number of English language learners: _____      

19.  Number of children on IEP and 504 accommodations: ______ 

20.  Number of students from minority groups: ______ 

21.  Have you had training in classroom movement instruction?  Yes ____  No _____  

If yes, when?  Year ____   Location ________   Number of contact hours _____ 

 

Rank on scale of 1 - 4  
(Put an X on the space after the number that most closely fits your experience: 1 being 
least and 4 being most.) 

22. How important is the implementation of movement activities to your classroom 
curriculum?     (-) 1_2_3_4_(+) 

 
23. How supportive is the school administration of movement activities in your 

classroom?                                                 (-) 1_2_3_4_(+) 
 

24. How responsive, interested, or enthused are your students to classroom movement 
activities in the classroom?                          (-) 1_2_3_4_(+) 

 
25. Rank your comfort level at implementing classroom movement activities in your 

classroom.                                                (-) 1_2_3_4_(+) 
 

18. How would you rate your own body image? (-) 1_2_3_4_(+) 
 
20.  If you have participated in classroom movement instruction training, how much 



 

 

199 

  has it influenced your teaching practice?    (-) 1_2_3_4_(+) 
 

21.  Is classroom management and student discipline a problem in your classroom?     
(-) 1_2_3_4_(+) 

 
21.  How much emphasis is placed on standardized testing in your school? 

                                                                                                        (-) 1_2_3_4_(+) 
 
Short answer/Fill in the blank 
Put an X on the space after the phrase(s) that best describe(s) your answer(s).   
 
22. Select the categories that best describe the movement instruction that you use. 
Check as many as apply.  

Creative dance_____ Traditional dance_____ Calisthenics_____
 Creative movement_____  Physical Education_____  Kinesthetic Learning_____  

Other (specify)_________ 
  

23.  Where is the primary location for your movement instruction?  Check only one. 
 Classroom_____    Gym_____    Hallway_____     Other (specify)_____________ 
 
24.  How often do you currently use movement activities in your class?  Check only one. 
once a day__  several times a day__   once a week__   several times a week__   other ___ 
 
25.  How long does a typical movement activity session last in your class?  Check only 
one.  
 1-5 minutes ___  6-10 minutes___  11-15 minutes___  other (specify) _________ 
 
26.  How much planning time per day do you spend preparing for classroom movement 
 activities?  Check only one. 

1-5 minutes ___  6-10 minutes___  other (specify) _________ 
 
Short answer/Ranking order 
27. When during your school day do you use classroom movement activities?  Rank from 
1 to 4, the times during the school day that you use movement: 1 being the most frequent 
and 4 being the least.  Leave blank any times that do not apply in your situation. 
 

At the start of the school day___ At the end of the school day___ 
During transitions___  During circle time___  During line up___ 
During academic lessons ___    During art___    During music___  During PE___       
During some other time in the school day (please specify) ___________________ 

 
 
28. What are your instructional goals for using classroom movement activities?  Rank the 
following rationales from 1 to 4 in order of how important each reason is to you: 1 being 
the most important and 4 being the least.  Leave blank any that do not apply in your 
situation. 
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 Warm up ___    Increase energy ___    General motivation ___  
 Relaxation ___ Stretch muscles ___ Class Management___ 

Develop focus ___  Cooperation ___  Readiness to learn ___  
Problem solving ___  Creativity ___  Aesthetic ___ 
Fitness ___   Coordination ___    Self Esteem ___ 
To teach or review a specific concept or unit (please specify ______________) 
To teach or review a specific academic subject (please specify _____________) 
Other (please specify) _________________________________    

 
29.  What management strategies do you use for implementing classroom movement? 
Rank the following from 1 to 4 in order of how frequently you have used the following 
management strategies during this past year: 1 being the most and 4 being the least.  
Leave blank any that do not apply in your situation 

short activity sessions___   movement activities in chairs___   stop signal___ 

spots for self space___   move desks ___   classroom rules (specify)___________  

other (specify)________________________________________________ 

 
Long Answer/Context and content 

30.  Can you think of a time when you felt particularly successful at 
implementing a 

  classroom movement activity?  What went right and why? 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
31.  Can you think of a time when you felt unsuccessful at 

implementing a classroom 
  movement activity?  What went wrong and why? 
 
 
 
 
 
 

32a. We are looking to collect information on teachers’ use of movement instruction to 
convey curricular content.  Can you describe an example when you taught 
curricular content through movement?   
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b. How did you introduce what you wanted the students to learn? 

 
 
 

c. What was the students’ response to the lesson? 
 
 

 
 

 
33.  What are some of the barriers or roadblocks for teachers accepting movement as a 
  teaching technique? 
 
 

 
 
34. We are looking to collect anecdotal evidence of students for whom classroom  

movement instruction has made a significant difference.  Could you tell me about 
a student or two for whom classroom movement instruction has had an impact, 
either academically or socially? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Future Directions 
35.  Would you be interested in additional training in creative movement/kinesthetic 
learning teaching methods?  Yes ___   No ___ 
 

If yes, what aspects of classroom movement implementation would you find most 

valuable? 

 

 

 

36. Please write any additional questions or comments here. 

   Second Revision 
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The main comment that I heard from respondents during this round was a repeat of an 
earlier comment that “I do not think many teachers will fill in the long answer.  Just from 
my experience personally it is too time consuming.”  As one teacher said, “if a teacher is 
really passionate about the survey and movement in the classroom they might 
write some responses, but in general you may not get a lot of written response.”  This has 
certainly been the case so far.  Of the surveys that have been completed, the rating and 
short answer sections were thoroughly filled in while the long answer sections were 
consistently superficial and one word responses.  Often they were just left blank. 
 
Another comment was that the on-line format was cumbersome and difficult to work 
with.  When the respondent would try to fill in the blank, the lines would shift to make 
room for the answer resulting in an off-set of the entire survey format.  
 
Therefore it was fortuitous timing that I was able to consult with a statistician and expert 
on survey design at this point.  He agreed to help set the survey up on line in its own web 
site with a more appropriate user-friendly design.  In light of the teachers’ comments, I 
have also decided to make the entire survey fill-in-the blank and ranking.  I feel that I can 
do this successfully by using the answers that I have already collected from teachers in 
the draft surveys and the follow up interviews.  In this way, the survey will be the 
quantitative part of my study and the classroom observations will be the qualitative part. 
 
One of the benefits of the on line format is that the letter of informed is included with the 
survey and the respondents must check off that they give consent before they can proceed 
to the actual survey. 
 
Other changes that I made to the survey as a result of the teacher suggestions were:  

• divided the section on teacher comfort level of using movement by subject area  
• clarified the categories of movement instruction – I eliminated calisthenics and 

included specific examples to differentiate project and kinesthetic learning 
• added drama and social dance to the menu of categories of movement instruction  
• added a question on the number of students who “can’t sit still” for ten minutes  
• added a question on assessment strategies 
• added additional management strategies to the answer menu 
• added a question on the reasons teacher don’t use movement in the classroom 
• eliminated the question on body image 
• eliminated the long answer questions soliciting anecdotes of favorite lessons and 

student behavior 
• wrote a new cover letter that introduced the survey and explained the on line 

design. 
 
Changes based on comments compiled from: 
L. S., A. M., D. W., R. G., H. S. 
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Movement Instruction In Oregon Elementary Classrooms 
Dear Oregon Educator:  
You have been selected to participate in a brief questionnaire that will ask your opinion 
related to movement instruction in Oregon elementary schools. If you are interested in 
participating in this survey, please select the option below. You are eligible to complete 
this survey if you are a classroom teacher working in an elementary school setting.  This 
survey will take an average of ten to twenty minutes to complete. 
 
The purpose of this study will be to investigate the nature and context of movement 
instruction by general elementary classroom teachers.  By movement instruction we are 
referring to teaching methods that include both kinesthetic teaching as well as classroom 
creative movement and dance instruction.   
 
You are being asked to participate because as a teacher on the “front lines” in Oregon 
schools, you are the most knowledgeable as to what is occurring in your school and 
classroom. We anticipate 100-150 participants in this study from various districts around 
Oregon.  The results will be collated and used to develop statewide in-service staff 
development opportunities in movement education.   
 
By completing this questionnaire, you are providing informed consent for your opinion 
related to classroom movement instruction to be considered in the survey results. Your 
participation in this study is voluntary and you may refuse to answer any question(s) for 
any reason. All data is aggregated and your responses will remain completely 
anonymous. No personally identifying information will be collected by completing the 
survey. Demographic information is for statistical purposes only. There are no known 
risks of completing an internet based survey.  
 
If you have any questions about the survey, please contact me at (503) 289-7972 or by 
email at j10samuel@earthlink.net. You may also contact Dr. LeoNora Cohen at 
cohenl@oregonstate.edu or at (541) 737-4567. If you have questions about your rights as 
a participant in this research project, please contact the Oregon State University 
Institutional Review Board (IRB) Human Protections Administrator at (541) 737-4933 or 
by email at IRB@oregonstate.edu.  
 
Thanks for taking time out of your busy schedule.  Your participation is really 
appreciated! 
 
Jan Abramovitz 
PhD Candidate in Education: Teacher Leadership 
College of Education, Oregon State University 
 

Yes - I agree to participate in this study by providing answers to a brief series of 
questions. I am providing informed consent for my responses to this web-survey to be 
aggregated with statewide data. 

No - I do not want to participate in this study 
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Describe your level of experience at implementing movement activities in the 
classroom 

• I am very experienced at using movement instruction in the classroom 

• I am somewhat experienced at using movement instruction in the classroom 

• I am not experienced at using movement instruction in the classroom 

_______________________________________________________________________ 

 
Rank on scale of 1 - 4  
(Put an X on the space after the number that most closely fits your experience: 1 being 
least and 4 being most.) 

How important is the implementation of movement activities to your classroom 
curriculum:      

in language arts    (-) 1_2_3_4_(+) 
 in math     (-) 1_2_3_4_(+) 
 in physical education    (-) 1_2_3_4_(+) 
 in science     (-) 1_2_3_4_(+) 
 in social studies    (-) 1_2_3_4_(+) 

  Other (please specify)    (-) 1_2_3_4_(+) 
 

How responsive are your students, in general, to classroom movement activities in 
terms of:  

willingness to participate   (-) 1_2_3_4_(+) 
enthusiasm and motivation   (-) 1_2_3_4_(+) 
cooperation with other students  (-) 1_2_3_4_(+) 
ability to focus during movement sessions (-) 1_2_3_4_(+) 
ability to calm down after movement sessions(-) 1_2_3_4_(+) 
readiness to learn after movement sessions (-) 1_2_3_4_(+) 
ability to make academic connections (-) 1_2_3_4_(+) 

 
How successful do you feel at: 

 adapting movement activities to fit your classroom needs(-) 1_2_3_4_(+) 
 getting started or introducing movement lessons (-) 1_2_3_4_(+) 

  managing student behavior during movement lessons (-) 1_2_3_4_(+) 
using movement to convey curricular content  (-) 1_2_3_4_(+) 

 
Rank your comfort level at implementing classroom movement activities in the 
following areas:                                    

in language arts    (-) 1_2_3_4_(+) 
 in math     (-) 1_2_3_4_(+) 
 in physical education    (-) 1_2_3_4_(+) 
 in science     (-) 1_2_3_4_(+) 
 in social studies    (-) 1_2_3_4_(+) 

  other (please specify)     (-) 1_2_3_4_(+) 
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Short answer/Fill in the blank 
 
Put an X on the space after the phrase(s) that best describe(s) your answer(s).   
 
Select the categories that best describe the movement instruction that you use. 
Check as many as apply.  

Creative movement_____ Children’s games _____   Physical Education_____   
Traditional/folk dance_____  Social dance _____  Quick energizers ______ 
Drama and skits _____ 
Project learning (ie. science lab, building a diorama, whole math) _____    
Kinesthetic learning (ie. TPR, word tap, eurhythmy) _____ 
Other (please specify) _______ 

 
Where is the primary location for your movement instruction?  Check only one. 
 Classroom_____    Gym_____    Hallway_____     Other (specify)_____________ 
 
How often do you currently use movement activities in your class?  Check only one.  
once a day__  several times a day__   once a week__   several times a week__   other ___ 
 
How long does a typical movement activity session last in your class?  Check only one.  
1-5 minutes ___  5-10 minutes___  10-20 minutes___  20-30____ other (specify) ______ 
 
How much planning time per day do you spend preparing for classroom movement 
 activities?  Check only one. 
1-5 minutes ___  5-10 minutes___  10-20 minutes___  20-30____ other (specify) ______ 
 
How many students in your class “can’t sit still” or maintain an engaged focus for at least 
ten minutes? 
1-3 ____     4-6 ____    7-9 ____   10-12 ___  13 or more ____ 
 
 
Rank on scale of 1 - 4  
 
When during your school day do you use classroom movement activities?  (Put an X on 
the space after the number that most closely fits your experience: 1 being not often and 4 
being very often.  Leave blank any that do not apply) 

at the start of the school day   (-) 1_2_3_4_(+)   
at the end of the school day   (-) 1_2_3_4_(+) 
during transitions    (-) 1_2_3_4_(+) 
during circle time    (-) 1_2_3_4_(+) 
during line up     (-) 1_2_3_4_(+) 
during academic lessons   (-) 1_2_3_4_(+) 
during art     (-) 1_2_3_4_(+) 
during music     (-) 1_2_3_4_(+) 
during PE     (-) 1_2_3_4_(+) 
during some other time in the school day (please specify) ___________________ 
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What are your reasons for using classroom movement activities?  (Rank the following 
rationales from 1 to 4 in order of how important each one  is to you: 1 being the most 
important and 4 being the least.  Leave blank any that do not apply in your situation.) 

Student management    (-) 1_2_3_4_(+) 
Readiness to learn    (-) 1_2_3_4_(+) 
Teach or review an academic concept (-) 1_2_3_4_(+) 
General motivation     (-) 1_2_3_4_(+) 
Get the wiggles out    (-) 1_2_3_4_(+)      
Increase blood flow and circulation   (-) 1_2_3_4_(+)      
Develop student focus    (-) 1_2_3_4_(+) 
Teach cooperation    (-) 1_2_3_4_(+)  
Teach problem solving skills   (-) 1_2_3_4_(+) 
Teach creativity     (-) 1_2_3_4_(+)  
Teach aesthetics    (-) 1_2_3_4_(+) 
Develop fitness     (-) 1_2_3_4_(+)  
Develop coordination     (-) 1_2_3_4_(+) 
Develop student self esteem   (-) 1_2_3_4_(+) 
Relaxation     (-) 1_2_3_4_(+) 

 To meet the needs of a specific student  (-) 1_2_3_4_(+) 
Other (please specify) _________________________________    

 
What management strategies do you use for implementing classroom movement? (Rank 
the following from 1 to 4 in order of how frequently you have used the following 
management strategies during this past year: 1 being the most and 4 being the least.  
Leave blank any that do not apply in your situation.) 

Using a stop or freeze signal    (-) 1_2_3_4_(+) 
Having the students stay in their chairs to move (-) 1_2_3_4_(+) 
Having the students move in self space   (-) 1_2_3_4_(+) 
Having the students move their desks   (-) 1_2_3_4_(+) 

Having the students work in small groups  (-) 1_2_3_4_(+)  

Having the students follow the teacher  (-) 1_2_3_4_(+) 

Keeping the activity sessions short    (-) 1_2_3_4_(+) 

Providing clear rubrics and guidelines   (-) 1_2_3_4_(+)    

Using music or counts to phrase the movement (-) 1_2_3_4_(+) 

Using teacher voice to  guide the movement  (-) 1_2_3_4_(+) 

Using classroom rules (please specify) _____ (-) 1_2_3_4_(+) 

Other (please specify) ____________________________________ 
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Which of the following strategies do you use to assess if a movement activity was 
successful?   (Put an X on the space after the number that most closely fits your 
experience: 1 being not often and 4 being most often.  Leave blank any that do not apply.) 

Observation of student behavior   (-) 1_2_3_4_(+) 

 Follow up discussion with students   (-) 1_2_3_4_(+) 

 Written feedback/evaluation from students  (-) 1_2_3_4_(+) 

 Self reflection      (-) 1_2_3_4_(+) 

 Discussion/feedback from colleagues   (-) 1_2_3_4_(+) 

 Other (please specify) ___________________ (-) 1_2_3_4_(+) 

 

How supportive is the school administration of movement activities in your classroom in 
terms of:                                                  

moral support     (-) 1_2_3_4_(+) 
curricular support    (-) 1_2_3_4_(+) 
financial support    (-) 1_2_3_4_(+) 
flexible scheduling    (-) 1_2_3_4_(+) 

 
How significant are the following as obstacles to your ability to implement classroom 
movement activities?  

School focus on standardized testing    (-) 1_2_3_4_(+) 

Lack of administration support   (-) 1_2_3_4_(+) 

Lack of collegial support    (-) 1_2_3_4_(+) 

Lack of data to support movement benefits  (-) 1_2_3_4_(+) 

Lack of personal knowledge as to what to do  (-) 1_2_3_4_(+) 

Not enough classroom time     (-) 1_2_3_4_(+) 

Not enough planning time    (-) 1_2_3_4_(+) 

Lack of experience     (-) 1_2_3_4_(+) 

The scripted nature of some of the new reading and math adoptions 

       (-) 1_2_3_4_(+) 

Length of time since training program  (-) 1_2_3_4_(+) 

Other (please specify _________________) 
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Describe your level of training in classroom movement instruction. 
• I have had no training in classroom movement instruction. 

• I have had one to five contact hours in classroom movement instruction. (such 

as workshops at the Oregon Arts Teacher Institute or Arts at the Center.) 

• I have had five to twenty contact hours in classroom movement instruction. 

• I have had twenty or more contact hours in classroom movement instruction. 

(such as the Oregon Arts Teacher Institute alumni strand or the Lesley 

University kinesthetic learning course)  

If you have had training in classroom movement instruction, when and where was 

it?   Year ____   Location ________    

Was movement instruction included as a part of your initial teacher training 

program?   

Yes ___  No ___ 

 

Demographics 
(For demographic purposes only. This information will be aggregated and schools and 
districts will not be identified).  
School:________________________ District:________________________ 

Age of teacher: _____  Gender of teacher: _____ 

Undergraduate degree major:  __________ 

Highest degree obtained:_____  

Total number of yrs teaching:______   

Current Subject and Grade level:________  

Class size: _____  Gender distribution:  boys  _____  girls  _____ 

Number of English language learners: _____      

Number of children on IEP and 504 accommodations: ______ 

Number of children on IEP and 504 with hyperactivity related diagnosis _____ 

Number of students on free and reduced lunch: ______ 

Ethnic distribution of students: 

Non Hispanic white _____ Hispanic _____ African American _____ 

Asian _____ Other _____ 
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Third revision 
 

It was really nice to get the enthusiastic response from the specialists.  As experts in the 
movement field, these respondents were able to help move the survey toward increased 
focus and clarity.  While most of the teachers understood my rationale for doing the 
survey, one teacher was concerned that it needed to be more clearly articulated up front.  
Therefore, I added the following sentence to the introductory letter: 
 

While there are numerous instructional guides and many anecdotal descriptions of 
classroom movement implementation highlighting the work of movement arts 
specialists, to the best of our knowledge no systematic study has been conducted 
to investigate the implementation of classroom movement instruction by general 
classroom teachers.   

 
Another suggestion to increase the survey clarity had to do with restructuring the order of 
questions.   As one respondent commented, “if part A (questions about experience) is the 
first question and they have no experience they might be turned off by the entire survey. I 
know how fearful people are about movement so I wouldn’t charge in about training.”   
While the earlier draft followed an organizational format of experience, rank info about 
teacher attitudes, short answer general info, rank order classroom logistics, training and 
demographics, the final version now starts with the sections about general info and 
classroom logistics.  As another teacher commented, these sections “give an overview of 
the survey and are non-threatening.” 
 
Other changes that I made to the survey as a result of teacher suggestions were: 

• Added a question about how teachers learn to use movement in the classroom 
• Added a question about how teachers assess movement 
• Replaced the word phrase ‘obstacles to movement implementation’ with 

‘significant factors influencing scope and extent of movement implementation’ to 
make the question more neutral 

• Added a question on favorite movement activity  
• Clarified answers on management question about moving desks and music 

strategies 
• Added ‘commenting on student work’, ‘setting time limits’, and ‘working in 

partners’ to the list of options in the question on class management 
• Eliminated the question on experience as it seemed redundant to several teachers 
• Added an option of  ‘to aid ELL students’ in the question on reasons for using 

movement 
• Changed the order of the section on teacher attitudes so that it began with 

curriculum, went on to teacher feelings and ended with student’s responsiveness 
• Added jazz dance, ballet and hip hop as options of movement instruction 
• Added never and rarely as options for how often a teacher uses movement 
• Spelled out TPR for teachers who did not know what the letters stood for 
• Added limits on classroom space as a factor in determining scope and extent 
• Added question asking if there was a movement specialist at the school 
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• Added a question on personal comfort level at using movement 
• Added a question on if there is a performing space at the school and if the 

students ever use it to perform their movement studies for the school or parents 
• Added a question on importance of physical activity in own life 
• Added a question asking what types of physical activities the teacher engages in 
 

 
Changes based on comments compiled from: 
B. C., C. W., D. M., S. M., S. M. 
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  Appendix B4 – Survey Draft 4 with revisions 
 
Movement Instruction In Oregon Elementary Classrooms 
Dear Oregon Educator:  
You have been selected to participate in a brief questionnaire that will ask your opinion 
related to movement instruction in Oregon elementary schools. If you are interested in 
participating in this survey, please select the option below. You are eligible to complete 
this survey if you are a classroom teacher working in an elementary school setting.  This 
survey will take an average of ten to twenty minutes to complete. 
 
The purpose of this study will be to investigate the nature and context of movement 
instruction by general elementary classroom teachers.  By movement instruction we are 
referring to teaching methods that include both kinesthetic and project learning as well as 
classroom creative movement and dance instruction.  While there are numerous 
instructional guides and many anecdotal descriptions of classroom movement 
implementation highlighting the work of movement arts specialists, to the best of our 
knowledge no systematic study has been conducted to investigate the implementation of 
classroom movement instruction by general classroom teachers.   
 
You are being asked to participate because as a teacher on the “front lines” in Oregon 
schools, you are the most knowledgeable as to what is occurring in your school and 
classroom. We anticipate 100-150 participants in this study from various districts around 
Oregon.  The results will be collated and used to develop statewide in-service staff 
development opportunities in movement education.   
 
By completing this questionnaire, you are providing informed consent for your opinion 
related to classroom movement instruction to be considered in the survey results. Your 
participation in this study is voluntary and you may refuse to answer any question(s) for 
any reason. All data is aggregated and your responses will remain completely 
anonymous. No personally identifying information will be collected by completing the 
survey. Demographic information is for statistical purposes only. There are no known 
risks of completing an internet based survey.  
 
If you have any questions about the survey, please contact me at (503) 289-7972 or by 
email at j10samuel@earthlink.net. You may also contact Dr. LeoNora Cohen at 
cohenl@oregonstate.edu or at (541) 737-4567. If you have questions about your rights as 
a participant in this research project, please contact the Oregon State University 
Institutional Review Board (IRB) Human Protections Administrator at (541) 737-4933 or 
by email at IRB@oregonstate.edu.  
 
Thanks for taking time out of your busy schedule.  Your participation is really 
appreciated! 
 
Jan Abramovitz 
PhD Candidate in Education: Teacher Leadership 
College of Education, Oregon State University 
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Yes - I agree to participate in this study by providing answers to a brief series of 

questions. I am providing informed consent for my responses to this web-survey to be 
aggregated with statewide data. 

No - I do not want to participate in this study 
 
 
Short answer/Fill in the blank 
 
Put an X on the space after the phrase(s) that best describe(s) your answer(s).   
 

1. Select the categories that best describe the movement instruction that you use. 
Check as many as apply.  
Creative movement_____ Children’s games _____   Physical Education_____   
Traditional/folk dance_____  Jazz dance _____  Ballet _____  Ballroom _____  
Quick energizers ______  Drama and skits _____   
Project learning (ie. science lab, building a diorama, whole math) _____    
Kinesthetic learning (ie. TPR/Total Physical Response, word tap, eurhythmy) __ 
Other (please specify) _______ 

 
2. Where is the primary location for your movement instruction?  Check only one. 

classroom_____    gym_____    hallway_____     other (specify)_____________ 
 

3. How often do you currently use movement activities in your class?  Check only 
one.  
never ___  rarely___  once a day__  several times a day__   once a week__   
several times a week__   other (specify) ___ 

 
4. How long does a typical movement activity session last in your class?  Check 

only one.  
1-5 minutes ___  5-10 minutes___  10-20 minutes___  20-30___ other (specify)__ 

 
5. How much planning time per day do you spend preparing for classroom 

movement activities?  Check only one. 
1-5 minutes ___  5-10 minutes___  10-20 minutes___  20-30__ other (specify) __ 

 
6. How many students in your class “can’t sit still” or maintain an engaged focus for 

at least ten minutes? 
1-3 ____     4-6 ____    7-9 ____   10-12 ___  13 or more ____ 

 
 

Rank on scale of 1 - 4  
 

7. When during your school day do you use classroom movement activities?  (Put 
an X on the space after the number that most closely fits your experience: 1 being 
not often and 4 being very often.  Leave blank any that do not apply) 
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at the start of the school day   (-) 1_2_3_4_(+)   
at the end of the school day   (-) 1_2_3_4_(+) 
during transitions    (-) 1_2_3_4_(+) 
during circle time    (-) 1_2_3_4_(+) 
during line up     (-) 1_2_3_4_(+) 
during academic lessons   (-) 1_2_3_4_(+) 
during art     (-) 1_2_3_4_(+) 
during music     (-) 1_2_3_4_(+) 
during PE     (-) 1_2_3_4_(+) 
during some other time (please specify) _______ (-) 1_2_3_4_(+) 

 
8. What are your reasons for using classroom movement activities?  (Rank the 

following rationales from 1 to 4 in order of how important each one  is to you: 1 
being the most important and 4 being the least.  Leave blank any that do not apply 
in your situation.) 
Student management     (-) 1_2_3_4_(+) 
Readiness to learn     (-) 1_2_3_4_(+) 
Teach or review an academic concept  (-) 1_2_3_4_(+) 
General motivation      (-) 1_2_3_4_(+) 
Get the wiggles out     (-) 1_2_3_4_(+)    
Increase blood flow and circulation    (-) 1_2_3_4_(+)     
Develop student focus     (-) 1_2_3_4_(+) 
Teach cooperation     (-) 1_2_3_4_(+)  
Teach problem solving skills    (-) 1_2_3_4_(+) 
Teach creativity      (-) 1_2_3_4_(+)  
Teach aesthetics     (-) 1_2_3_4_(+) 
Develop fitness      (-) 1_2_3_4_(+)  
Develop coordination      (-) 1_2_3_4_(+) 
Develop student self esteem    (-) 1_2_3_4_(+) 
Relaxation      (-) 1_2_3_4_(+) 
To meet the needs of a specific student   (-) 1_2_3_4_(+) 
To aid ELL/ESL students     (-) 1_2_3_4_(+) 
To incorporate Multiple Intelligence Theory  (-) 1_2_3_4_(+) 
To incorporate brain research on kinesthetic learning  (-) 1_2_3_4_(+) 
Other (please specify) ________________  (-) 1_2_3_4_(+) 

 
9. What management strategies do you use for implementing classroom movement? 

(Rank the following from 1 to 4 in order of how frequently you have used the 
following management strategies during this past year: 1 being the most and 4 
being the least.  Leave blank any that do not apply in your situation.) 
Using a stop or freeze signal    (-) 1_2_3_4_(+) 

Having the students stay in their chairs to move (-) 1_2_3_4_(+) 

Having the students move in self space   (-) 1_2_3_4_(+) 

Reorganizing the room to provide more space (-) 1_2_3_4_(+) 
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Having the students work with partners   (-) 1_2_3_4_(+) 

Having the students work in small groups  (-) 1_2_3_4_(+)  

Having the students follow the teacher  (-) 1_2_3_4_(+) 

Setting time limits for creative work    (-) 1_2_3_4_(+) 

Defining expectations     (-) 1_2_3_4_(+) 

Providing rubrics and guidelines    (-) 1_2_3_4_(+)    

Using counts to phrase the movement  (-) 1_2_3_4_(+) 

Using music      (-) 1_2_3_4_(+) 

Using teacher voice to  guide the movement  (-) 1_2_3_4_(+) 

Commenting on students’ work   (-) 1_2_3_4_(+) 

Using classroom rules     (-) 1_2_3_4_(+) 

Other (please specify) ______________________ (-) 1_2_3_4_(+) 

 

10. Which of the following strategies do you use to assess if a movement activity was 
successful?   (Put an X on the space after the number that most closely fits your 
experience: 1 being not often and 4 being most often.  Leave blank any that do not 
apply.) 
Observation of student behavior   (-) 1_2_3_4_(+) 

Follow up discussion with students   (-) 1_2_3_4_(+) 

Written feedback/evaluation from students  (-) 1_2_3_4_(+) 

Self reflection      (-) 1_2_3_4_(+) 

Discussion/feedback from colleagues   (-) 1_2_3_4_(+) 

I do not regularly use assessment strategies  (-) 1_2_3_4_(+) 
for movement activities 

Other (please specify) ___________________ (-) 1_2_3_4_(+) 

 
11. Which of the following are the most significant challenges in determining the 

scope and extent of movement activities in your classroom? 
 

Attitude of the administration    (-) 1_2_3_4_(+) 

Attitude of colleagues     (-) 1_2_3_4_(+) 

Attitude of parents     (-) 1_2_3_4_(+) 

Attitude of the students    (-) 1_2_3_4_(+) 

Not knowing what to do    (-) 1_2_3_4_(+) 
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Concerns about class management    (-) 1_2_3_4_(+) 

Limits on classroom time     (-) 1_2_3_4_(+) 

Limits on planning time    (-) 1_2_3_4_(+) 

Limits on classroom space    (-) 1_2_3_4_(+) 

General level of teaching experience   (-) 1_2_3_4_(+) 

School focus on standardized testing    (-) 1_2_3_4_(+) 

The scripted nature of some of the new reading  
and math adoptions     (-) 1_2_3_4_(+) 

 
Length of time since training program  (-) 1_2_3_4_(+) 

Lack of data to support movement benefits  (-) 1_2_3_4_(+) 

Other (please specify _________________) 

 
12. How supportive is the school administration of movement activities in your 

classroom in terms of:                                                  
moral support     (-) 1_2_3_4_(+) 
curricular support    (-) 1_2_3_4_(+) 
financial support    (-) 1_2_3_4_(+) 
flexible scheduling    (-) 1_2_3_4_(+) 

 
 

(Put an X on the space after the number that most closely fits your experience: 1 
being least and 4 being most.) 
13. How important is the implementation of movement activities to your classroom 

curriculum:      
in language arts     (-) 1_2_3_4_(+) 
in math      (-) 1_2_3_4_(+) 
in physical education    (-) 1_2_3_4_(+) 
in science     (-) 1_2_3_4_(+) 
in social studies     (-) 1_2_3_4_(+) 
Other (please specify)     (-) 1_2_3_4_(+) 

 
14. What is your personal comfort level at using movement in your classroom? 

(-) 1_2_3_4_(+) 
 

15. Rank your comfort level at implementing classroom movement activities in the 
following areas:                                    

in language arts     (-) 1_2_3_4_(+) 
in math      (-) 1_2_3_4_(+) 
in physical education    (-) 1_2_3_4_(+) 
in science     (-) 1_2_3_4_(+) 
in social studies     (-) 1_2_3_4_(+) 
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other (please specify)     (-) 1_2_3_4_(+) 
 

16. How successful do you feel at: 
understanding the needs of kinesthetic learners (-) 1_2_3_4_(+) 
meeting the needs of kinesthetic learners  (-) 1_2_3_4_(+) 
structuring movement activities to fit your classroom needs(-)1_2_3_4_(+) 
getting started at introducing movement lessons (-) 1_2_3_4_(+) 
managing student behavior during movement lessons (-) 1_2_3_4_(+) 
using movement to convey curricular content  (-) 1_2_3_4_(+) 
structuring partnered or small group movement activities that utilize 

   cooperative learning   (-) 1_2_3_4_(+) 
 

17. How responsive are your students, in general, to classroom movement activities in 
terms of:  

willingness to participate   (-) 1_2_3_4_(+) 
enthusiasm and motivation   (-) 1_2_3_4_(+) 
cooperation with other students  (-) 1_2_3_4_(+) 
ability to focus during movement sessions (-) 1_2_3_4_(+) 
ability to calm down after movement sessions(-) 1_2_3_4_(+) 
readiness to learn after movement sessions (-) 1_2_3_4_(+) 
ability to make academic connections (-) 1_2_3_4_(+) 
 

18. Do you have a favorite movement activity or one that was particularly successful?   
Yes ___ No ___    If yes, please describe _______________________ 
_______________________________________________________ 
_______________________________________________________ 
 

19. Is there a movement specialist in your school?  Yes ___ No ___ 

If yes, please specify:  PE ____   Dance ____  Athletic coach _____  other _____ 

 

20.  Is there a stage or performing space at your school?  Yes ___  No ___ 

 

21.  Have you ever had your students perform their movement studies for the school 

or parents?  Yes ___  No ___ 

 
22.  Describe your level of training in classroom movement instruction. 
• I have had no training in classroom movement instruction. 

• I have had one to five contact hours in classroom movement instruction. (such as 

workshops at the Oregon Arts Teacher Institute or Arts at the Center.) 

• I have had five to twenty contact hours in classroom movement instruction. 
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• I have had twenty or more contact hours in classroom movement instruction. 

(such as the Oregon Arts Teacher Institute alumni strand or the Lesley University 

kinesthetic learning course)  

 

23. If you have had training in classroom movement instruction, when and 

where was it?   Year ____   Location ________   

  

24. Was movement instruction included as a part of your initial teacher training 

program?  Yes ___  No ___ 

 

25. How important is physical activity in your own life?     (-) 1_2_3_4_(+) 

 

26. If you engage in regular physical activity, please specify. 

Sports _____, Dance _____, Fitness club _____, Yoga _____, Jog _____,  

Swim _____, Other _____ 

 

 

Demographics 
(For demographic purposes only. This information will be aggregated and schools 
and districts will not be identified).  
27. School:________________________   

28. District:________________________ 

29. Age of teacher: _____   

30. Gender of teacher: _____ 

31. Undergraduate degree major:  __________ 

32. Highest degree obtained:_____  

33. Total number of yrs teaching:______   

34. Current Subject and Grade level:________  

35. Class size: _____   

36. Gender distribution:  boys  _____  girls  _____ 

37. Number of English language learners: _____      

38. Number of children on IEP and 504 accommodations: ______ 
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39. Number of children on IEP and 504 with hyperactivity related diagnosis _____ 

40. Number of students on free and reduced lunch: ______ 

41. Ethnic distribution of students: 

Non Hispanic white _____ Hispanic _____ African American _____ 

Asian _____ Other _____ 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
Fourth revision 
 

The survey went through one last revision as I adapted it to fit into the on line format of 
the SurveyMonkey.  The main issue had to do with going from a ranking scale of one to 
four to a format in which the answers selections were words printed above each choice.  
(not important, somewhat important, important, very important), To make the survey 
shorter and easier to read, I replaced a number of the ranking questions with straight 
multiple choice and, I eliminated several answer sections that were the confusing and 
reworded two questions, reordering the questions for a more fluid read, clumping the 
questions together by topic.  
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          Appendix C 
 
    Glossary 
 
 
affordances – term used by Gibson and Reed to mean opportunities for useful or 
meaningful action 
 
amygdala – an almond shaped mass of gray matter in the front part of the temporal lobe 
of the cerebrum 
 
attentional – of or relating to attention 
 
apraxia – total or partial loss of the ability to perform coordinated movements or 
manipulate objects in the absence of motor or sensory impairment 
 
choreopoem – a movement composition that has been choreographed to words and 
phrases of a poem 
 
comorbidity – a concomitant but unrelated pathological or disease process 
 
contralateral – taking place or originating in a corresponding part on an opposite side, as 
pain or paralysis in a part opposite the site of a lesion 
 
deictic – a word such as I or there in which the determinant of the referents depends upon 
whom is speaking 
 
gestic – relating to bodily movements or gestures, especially in dancing 
 
kinesphere – the area around each individual that can be mapped by the distance the arms 
and legs can stretch from the core, a self space bubble 
 
kinetograph – movement which depicts a bodily action 
 
hands-on – term used in Multiple Intelligence theory to describe active and experiential 
learning  
 
locomotor – of or relating to locomotion; locomotive 
 
potentiation – to promote or strengthen 
 
premotor – an area in front of the motor cortex in the frontal lobe of the brain 
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proprioceptor – nerves in the muscles and tendons that sense of the relative position of 
parts of the body – indicates whether the body is moving as well as where the various 
parts of the body are in relation to each other 
 
metonym – substituting one movement for another such as doing a war dance to convey 
the notion of impending battle 
 
narrational – the act, process, or an instance of narrating 
 
neurobiolgical – the biological study of the nervous system or any part of it 
 
plie – a ballet movement in which the knees are bent while the back is held straight 
 
potentiation – enhancement of one agent by another so that the combined effect is greater 
than the sum of the effects of each one alone 
 
sensorimotor – of relating to or involving both sensory and motor activity 
 
somatosensory  - of or relating to the perception of sensory stimuli from the skin and 
internal organs 
 
subcapacity – term used by Gardner to refer to the constituent elements of intelligence  
 
tetrapodal – having four feet, legs, or leg like appendages 
 
visuomotor – of or relating to motor activity dependent on or involving sight 
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