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Abstract: Personal and Social Responsibility Model (TPSR) is considered an ideal methodology for 
promoting values while teaching academic or physical activity contents. The purpose of this study 
was to carry out an intervention in an educational center with TPSR to exceed 70% of the total teach-
ing time. A total of 105 students participated in the present study as experimental group and 147 as 
control group (12 to 16 years old). A series of questionnaires were passed to check their responsibil-
ity (PSRQ questionnaire) and for the experimental group, a questionnaire to evaluate their TPSR 
satisfaction (ECVA-12 questionnaire). On the other hand, we check with interviews teachers opinion 
about the experience with TPSR intervention. The results showed that TPSR allowed after six 
months a favorable opinion including a values near to 4 (3.78 and 3.72) in a 1–5 scale in the satisfac-
tion with TPSR and values acquisition comparing this methodology with their previous way of re-
ceiving classes. At the same time, personal and social responsibility values had significative scores 
after intervention in both personal (p < 0.05) and social responsibility (p < 0.01) and taking into ac-
count the control group. In addition, the teachers interviewed showed high satisfaction with the 
methodology, valuing the importance of adapting very well to the most complex students, and the 
need to carry out continuous training in the methodology. It is concluded that TPSR is an adequate 
methodology to improve students and teachers satisfaction with teaching, as well as allow an im-
provement in the responsibility values. 

Keywords: physical education models; formal teaching; secondary education; TPSR; personal and 
social responsibility 
 

1. Introduction 
For years, participation in programs based on positive youth development (PYD) has 

been linked to positive developmental outcomes such as increases in self-control, goal 
setting and leadership skills [1]. The positive youth development perspective can be 
traced to the late 1980s and early 1990s, when Rick Little was founding the International 
Youth Foundation (IYF) [2]. These programs mainly seek the positive development to 
young people, especially those who are at higher risk of social exclusion, seeking to pro-
mote resilience and avoid discrimination between people [3]. It is here where promoting 
physically and psychologically safe contexts in order to achieve positive development is 
necessary for youth. PYD programs operationalized a dynamic based on “big three cur-
ricular features” [4]. The first is “positive and sustained positive relationships between 
youth and adults” [5], the second is “activities designed to build life skills” [6] and finally 
“opportunities for youth to use life skills in context like family, school or community ac-
tivities” [7]. In sum, PYD-based programs are made to provide opportunities for skills 
development to intentionally provide opportunities for personal and social skills devel-
opment in young people [8]. 

Citation: Manzano-Sánchez, D. 

Comparing Traditional Teaching 

and the Personal and Social Respon-

sibility Model: Development of Val-

ues in Secondary Education Stu-

dents. Sustainability 2023, 15, 6964. 

https://doi.org/10.3390/su15086964 

Academic Editor: Antonio P.  

Gutierrez de Blume 

Received: 26 March 2023 

Revised: 15 April 2023 

Accepted: 20 April 2023 

Published: 20 April 2023 

 

Copyright: © 2023 by the authors. 

Licensee MDPI, Basel, Switzerland. 

This article is an open access article 

distributed under the terms and 

conditions of the Creative Commons 

Attribution (CC BY) license 

(https://creativecommons.org/license

s/by/4.0/). 



Sustainability 2023, 15, 6964 2 of 13 
 

In this sense, sport and Physical Education (PE) has been considered an ideal context 
to develop motor skills and physical development, but also to promote educational values 
such as personal and social responsibility, something essential for the development of 
children and young people [9] or values related to the promotion of social relationships, 
decision-making or autonomy [10]. It is not surprising that teaching methodologies have 
emerged over the years, which aim to deepen the ideas of the PYD using the field of sport 
as a means for its development. 

This is where the Personal and Social Responsibility Model (TPSR) was born [11,12], 
a methodology developed by Donald Hellison with the idea of promoting a sports culture 
in minors who were at risk of social exclusion. But he did not only seek to play sports to 
promote healthy habits, but rather the main foundation of his teaching is to teach educa-
tional values while learning sports content. TPSR is based on the idea that people, to de-
velop adequately in society, must learn to be responsible with themselves and with others 
[13]. In addition, following the mentioned “big three curricular features” [4], TPSR com-
plies with these elements: firstly, because among its basic pillars is the relationship be-
tween equals and between equals with the teacher or coach. Secondly, due to the model 
is based on strategies that allow the development of skills while promoting educational 
values. Finally, the final objective of the TPSR is to reach the transfer of everything learned, 
beyond the sports context where the activities are being carried out [13]. 

In this sense, TPSR has proven to be useful since the beginning of the 2000s, in sports 
activities for the development of values and the improvement of responsibility [14,15]. In 
turn, following the review by Whitley et al. In 2019 [16], this methodology showed im-
provements in extracurricular activities in its country of origin (USA), especially in social 
relations and the task-oriented climate [17–20]. 

The potential of TPSR to promote values has allowed that this methodology enter to 
the educational system starting with the subject of PE, showing this subject as an ideal 
context for the development of coexistence in addition to the promotion of healthy habits 
[21]. Focusing on the research that has applied the TPSR in PE classes, it is noteworthy 
that research has been carried out both in the Elementary Education [22–25] and Second-
ary Education [26–29] stages and combining both stages [30]. All these studies have eval-
uated different aspects related to the development of values of the model, highlighting 
above all the work on responsibility, fun, behavior and attitude towards PE classes [31]. 

The next step in the application of the TPSR has been its contribution with other 
methodologies, consolidating TPSR as one of the basic models of PE teaching together 
with Sport Education, Teaching for Understanding and Cooperative Learning [32]. In PE 
it has shown to be effective hybridizing with gamification methodology both in aspects 
related to motivation, and even in the development of physical condition [33]. In turn, the 
hybridization with Sport Education has shown good results to improve basic psychologi-
cal needs satisfaction, such as responsibility and a violence reduction [34] being adaptable 
to students with disabilities [35]. The hybridization of the TPSR with Teaching for Under-
standing has been seen in research such as that of García-Castejón et al. [36] improvements 
in terms of the intention to be physically active, as well as in autonomous motivation, 
responsibility and enjoyment. Finally, TPSR has been hybridized with active breaks on 
one occasion, also demonstrating very favorable results in behavior and responsibility in 
Primary Education students [37]. 

It is noteworthy that the expansion of the model has also extended to preschool edu-
cation [38] and to the University environment in the preparation of future teachers. It has 
been observed in the application of this model better behaviors in students [39,40] and a 
better development of skills and educational values [41] being the TPSR a suitable model 
for the promotion of social values in classroom [42]. 

These investigations have been complemented over the years with studies applied in 
the general educational context. This is because researchers like Llopis-Goig et al. [24] or 
Manzano-Sánchez et al. [29] already highlighted the perceived need for the model to be 
implemented for more hours to possibly improve the results obtained. 
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In this way, the extension of the TPSR to other subjects began with a pilot study in an 
Elementary Education class, where the students achieved improvements in autonomy and 
in the values of responsibility, with the perception of teachers being very positive regard-
ing the possibility of use of TPRS [43]. This study preceded the first research of the model 
in general education within Primary and Secondary Education schools [44] showing im-
provements in motivation and prosocial behaviors along with a reduction in violence in 
both stages. These results were of great interest in the investigation that was carried out 
comparing the benefits of TPSR applied only in PE and applied in PE and other subjects 
[45] since in both cases, the results to values promotion were positive but these results 
were superior on the experimental group where more teachers participated. 

All cited studies have analyzed this methodology with qualitative and quantitative 
instruments, mainly with interviews, observations and questionnaires. But the use of a 
mixed methodology being not common except for some specific investigations as indi-
cated by Valero-Valenzuela et al. [46]. In turn, the acquisition of own values of the TPSR 
according to the responsibility levels that the model reflects (indicated in the procedure 
section of this paper) has not been measured to date, only recently existing the ECVA-12 
scale [47] that has been applied in a study within the field of PE [48], where the results 
were a positive student perceptions of the TPSR implementation and its promotion of val-
ues. 

In sum, it has been seen how TPSR is a methodology that has been widely analyzed 
in different contexts, but that its application in PE and other subjects together is recent, 
and no studies have been found that have analyzed this methodology regarding the ac-
quisition of values. with the ECVA-12 scale [47] in the general curriculum. 

Therefore, the objective of this study was to implement the TPSR in a Secondary Ed-
ucation center as a program participating teachers of various subjects, in order to assess, 
through a mixed method, the impact of this model in their values of responsibility, as well 
as the results in the acquisition of values with the ECVA-12 scale. As a second objective 
will be to check the teachers’ perception of its implementation through semi-structured 
interviews. 

In the first place, it is hypothesized that this methodology will be suitable for improv-
ing the levels of personal and social responsibility of experimental students’ group. A sec-
ond hypothesis will be that students will value positively the use of TPSR in terms of sat-
isfaction with the classes compared to the previous way of teaching by their teachers. This 
will allow, as a third hypothesis, that teachers have greater satisfaction with teaching and 
a desire to continue using the TPSR in the future in any subjects. 

2. Materials and Methods 
2.1. Study Design and Participants 

The study was a quasi-experimental research where participants were selected ac-
cording to accessibility and convenience [49]. This intervention included 14 teachers from 
PE (n = 2), History (n = 1), Spanish Language (n = 2), English Language (n = 3), Music (n = 
1), Mathematics (n = 1), Ethics values (n = 1), Catolic religion (n = 1) and Social sciences (n 
= 2). Only four of the participants (Spanish Language, PE, English Language and Music 
teacher), in the interviews had previous experience with the TPSR. 

These teachers were applying TPSR as a center project for experimental groups (six 
classes, two of first year, two of second year and two of third year). The questionnaire was 
used in control group composes by six classes (two from first, three from second and one 
from third course). Teachers receiving initial training and continuous follow-up on the 
development whith a sustained training and assessment for them [50]. They applied for 
the program for six months with at least a 70% of lective lessons (between 19.5 and 22 h 
per week) in 105 students (M = 13.61; SD = 1.19) and a control group (M = 14.33; SD = 0.62) 
with 147 students ranged from 12 to 16 years old and a total of 252 students (M = 13.60; 
SD = 1.09). This project were approved by the Ethical Commitée of University by 
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University of Murcia (1685/2017); furthermore, the Head of the Schools permitted the im-
plementation of this Model. Informed consent (for confidential data processing) was ob-
tained from both the students and their parents or legal guardians. 

The inclusion criterial from students were: (1) complete the pre and pos-test ques-
tionnaire; (2) not be more than one week or reiterate their absence weekly in class. Addi-
tionally, atypical cases were removed (explained in statistical analysis section) specifically, 
three students from experimental group and two from control group. From teachers, they 
have to carry out initial and continuous training (see Section 2.2.2.) and have a maximum 
of one absent session, which was later recovered by coordinating with the main research. 
It was not necessary to hold these sessions as everyone attended.  

2.2. Procedure 
First, the participating center was informed of the project’s objectives and how it 

would be developed. For this, an informative letter was made and a subsequent meeting 
with the management team to once obtain their acceptance and have a new meeting with 
the teaching staff. In this sense, the project was proposed so that those interested could 
participate voluntarily in the training and intervention with TPSR by signing up for a list. 

After the meeting, the experimental groups were chosen according to the teachers 
who wanted to participate in the project to ensure the participation requirements by the 
teachers (more than 60%) as indicated by previous studies [51,52] obtaining in the end a 
participation percentage of more than 70%. The project was then presented to the Center 
for Teachers and Human Resources (CPR) for approval and once approval was obtained, 
the training described in Section 2.2.2. was carried out and the initial questionnaires on 
responsibility in school were passed. 

2.2.1. Personal and Social Responsibility Model 
Based on the book by Manzano-Sánchez et al. [51] and Hellison [14], TPSR has four 

fundamental aspects for its development, which are briefly described below. These as-
pects were the main elements that were seen in the training that was given to the partici-
pating teachers: 
1. Responsibility levels: one of the most important pillars of this methodology are the “re-

sponsibility pyramid”. Five levels composed this pyramid and they are increasing in 
“responsibility necessity”. (1) “Respect”: respect for other people’s rights and feel-
ings; (2) “Participation and Effort”, where the students try to participate in the activ-
ities proposed with effort; (3) “ Autonomy”, the aim was to promote students’ auton-
omy and the ability to overcome pressure from others; (4) “Helping others and Lead-
ership” seeking to be able to control groups as democratic leaders, and not authori-
tarian; (5) “Transfer”, which consisted of applying the values learned in the previous 
levels. 

2. Session structure: based on Hellison, the session was divided in 5 parts: (1) Relation 
time: the teachers interacted with their students to create a comfortable climate, (2) 
awareness talk: the teachers presented the academic contents and values according 
the responsibility level to the session, (3) action responsibility: the moment when the 
students make the “main part” of the session, integrating responsibility strategies 
with academic contents, (4) group meetings, and (5) reflection time. These two parts 
(four and five) following a Manzano-Sánchez et al. [51] came together to optimize 
class time. 

3. Conflict resolution: Hellison proposed that for the model to function properly, it is 
essential that conflicts that may arise in the classroom be resolved appropriately. For 
this, he devised several strategies both for the work of individual conflicts and for 
collective conflicts like “five clean days”, “responsibility court” or “the supervised 
student”. 
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4. Methodological strategies: teachers used general strategies like assigning tasks, provid-
ing opportunities for success, or redefine success, and specific strategies linked to 
each responsibility level (for instance, to promote help others, the reciprocal teaching 
or cooperative learning). 

2.2.2. Teachers Training  
All participants were trained with a CPR course from the Murcia Community. The 

different teachers received a thirty hour training course. Fourteen hours of this course in 
six sessions (two of four hours and three of two hours). These sessions were dedicated to 
learning the TPSR methodology in a theoretical-practical way. These sessions followed 
the study of Hastie and Casey [50] that indicated to provide in instruction models: (a) a 
rich description of the curricular elements of the teaching unit, (b) detailed validation of 
program implementation based on models or strategies, and (c) detailed description of 
the “program context”.  

In this way, five of the hours were dedicated to the theoretical part, three hours to 
carry out three activities: experience of a class session receiving the methodology; com-
pletion of a questionnaire on the methodology; preparation of a class adapted to the meth-
odology based on the subject taught by the teachers. Later, these documents were cor-
rected and shared with the teachers individually. 

In addition, after this training, a follow-up of the intervention was carried out, re-
cording the sessions carried out (at least one every fifteen days) to give feedback to the 
participants and to improve their teaching, based on TARE instrument [53]. An external 
observer expert in this methodology analyzed the sessions in periods of five min. This 
instrument has nine categories: Modeling respect; Setting expectations; Opportunity of 
success; Fostering social interaction; Assigning task; Leadership; Giving choices and 
voice; Role in assessment; Transfer. TARE instrument were used before to start the inter-
vention and in the program time. In addition, at the end of each day, teachers also had to 
self-assess their performance using TARE to encourage reflection on the implementation 
of TPSR, answering in a dichotomous (yes/no) scale. Added to this training hours, the CPR 
course included other sixteen hours to “autonomous work” which consisted of meetings 
of the participating teachers where materials were prepared and shared weekly, the as-
pects of the methodology and its development in class. 

2.3. Instruments 
2.3.1. Students Questionnaire 

A multiple-choice questionnaire was carried out considering age, gender, class and 
the different variables, specifically, two variables: 

Personal and Social Responsibility. To evaluate student’s personal and social respon-
sibility, the Spanish version of Personal and Social Responsibility Questionnaire (PSRQ) 
[54] was used. This instrument has fourteen items: seven to personal responsibility (e.g., 
students respect the teacher) and other seven to social responsibility (e.g., students help 
others). This scale had a scale from 1 to 6 were 1 was “totally disagree” and 6 “totally 
agree”. The alpha Cronbach values for social and personal responsibility were α = 0.893 
and 0.881 (pre-test) and α = 0.898 and 0.821 in the post-test. The original scale adapted to 
the education and Spanish context from Escartí et al. [54] had an Alpha’s Cronbach values 
of 0.85 (social responsibility) and a = 0.74 (personal responsibility) 

Questionnaire for evaluating the Personal and Social Responsibility model for pro-
moting values in students (ECVA-12) [47], composed of 12 items that are grouped into two 
factors, each preceded by the premise “Compared to the previous way of teaching in my 
teacher’s classes, the responsibility model has caused...”. The first factor is “promotion of 
values” (items 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, value of α = 0.64), for example item 2, “I experienced a better 
climate of respect in class”. The second factor is “satisfaction with the methodology” 
(items 1, 8, 9 10, 11, 12, value of α = 0.74), for example, item 8 “I applied what I have learned 
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in class to situations outside the classroom, such as organizing my homework”. The scale 
was from 1 (totally disagree) to 5 (totally agree). The total scale alpha value was α = 0.789, 
like the validation study of Rodríguez et al. [47] with α = 0.856. 

The questionnaire was completed in the classroom itself by Google Docs 
(https://forms.gle/9A9o9c39a534MQq19), in a quiet environment, taking a total of approx-
imately 10 min to complete (from control group, only demographics and PSRQ scale was 
administered). In this sense, the main research and a classroom teacher gave a brief expla-
nation of the questionnaire, rules and its objectives. Questions were read before to ensure 
their understanding and after this, the students completed the questionnaire. 

2.3.2. Teacher Interview 
This interview consists in thirteen questions mainly coming from Sánchez-Alcaraz et 

al. and Manzano-Sánchez et al. [52,55] (Table 1). This instrument was based on the study 
of Sánchez-Alcaraz et al. [55] with adequate values of validity and quality (Aiken’s V test 
0.84 to 0.98). 

Table 1. Interview questions about TPSR. 

1 
Do you feel that you have more tools available to teach in schools and deal with 
children with coexistence issues? 

2 Do you feel that you are sufficiently trained to implement the TPSR? 
3 What are the main problems that have arisen? 
4 How do you feel when you apply the TPSR? 

5 
What are the most innovative aspects that you feel the TPSR is bringing to your 
classes? 

6 What do you think can be improved in the application of the TPSR? 

7 
What characteristics of the students do you think could be more adequate for an 
appropriate application of the TPSR? 

8 What improvements do you think could be made to the contents of the TPSR? 

9 
Do you think that TPSR works in terms of the inclusion of values, attitudes and 
socially adequate values? 

10 
Do you think that through the TPSR students learn the contents of the subject as 
well as attitudes and values? 

11 
What advantages have you found in the TPSR with respect to the methodology 
you have used until now? 

12 Are the tasks better adapted to the interests of the students? 
13 Is there anything else you would like to add? 

The interviews were carried out in a discussion group in a meeting room at the end 
of the project (for an hour and thirty minutes) where the participants answered the ques-
tions. This session was audio recorded for later transcription and the teachers answered 
the questions (in some cases, confirming what was indicated by other teachers). All teach-
ers answered all questions after one of them began to answer following an established 
order. 

2.4. Statistical Analysis 
The statistical treatment of the collected data was performed using IBM SPSS 24.0 

software, as well as Excel for the visualization of the teachers’ interviews. First, we 
checked the atypical cases from the students and then reliability of the instrument was 
analyzed by calculating its internal consistency, using the Cronbach’s Alpha test. The nor-
mality of the distribution of the data was then verified using a Kolmogorov-Smirnov test 
and chi-square analysis. All variables presented a non-normal distribution, so non-para-
metric procedures were used for their assessment (Mann-Whitney’s U and Wilcoxon-test) 
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with the Z-score and p-values. But the results were checked to with parametric test (t-
student and MANOVA test) with similar results. Finally, we include in excel the inter-
views statements to check the opinion of the teachers, specifying in turn the different as-
pects of the model in the opinion of the teachers (positive, neutral or negative opinions). 
The session was recorded and when finished, the conversations were transcribed in Excel. 
The rows of this program were identified from 1 to 14 (participant) and the columns from 
1 to 13 (interview questions). 

3. Results 
3.1. Descriptive Analysis 

We can see the descriptive values in Table 2, including the skewness and kurtosis, 
showing adequate according to Curran et al. [56] except for social and personal responsi-
bility in the pos-test, where the value was over two. In Table 2, we have to check that 
ECVA-12 scale values are only for experimental group, taking into account that value of 3 
is “neither agree nor disagree” and higher values are “agree or totally agree” with ques-
tions about TPSR intervention [47]. 

Table 2. Descriptive analysis and correlations. 

  M SD R S K 
1 Personal_Responsibility_Pre 4.47 0.90 1–6 −0.672 0.666 
2 Social_Responsibility_Pre 4.45 0.84 1–6 −0.313 0.036 
3 Personal_Responsibility_Pos 4.61 0.82 1–6 −0.980 2.121 
4 Social_Responsibility_Pos 4.65 0.76 1–6 −1.215 2.185 
5 TPSR_Satisfaction 3.78 0.56 1–5 −0.179 −0.512 
6 TPSR_Values 3.72 0.71 1–5 −0.634 0.748 
M = mean; SD = Standard deviation; R = Range; S = Skewness; K = Kurtosis. 

3.2. Responsibility Results 
In this section, we can see the results in the responsibility values of both groups. In 

this sense, it is noteworthy that initially, the control group did not obtain significant dif-
ferences in personal responsibility in relation to the experimental group. But they did have 
differences in social responsibility values since they were higher in the pre-test in favor of 
control group (p = 0.001). However, in the post-test there were no significant differences 
(p = 0.23). As we can see in Table 3, experimental group showed comparing pre-test and 
post-test improvements in terms of social and personal responsibility. In this sense, the 
experimental group improved in p < 0.05 (p = 0.011) personal responsibility and in p < 0.01 
(p = 0.002) social responsibility. On the other hand, the control group did not modify its 
values from the pre-test to the post-test (values of p = 0.312 and 0.671 for personal and 
social responsibility). 

Table 3. Responsibility results. 

  
Control Experimental 

M SD M SD 

Personal_Responsibility 
pre-test 4..50 1.14 4.49 0.36 
post test 4.61 0.82 4.54 0.97 

Z and p-value −1.01 0.312 −2.57 0.011* 

Social_Responsibility 
pre-test 4.66 1.01 4.15 0.33 
post test 4.67 0.69 4.58 0.89 

Z and p-value −0.42 0.671 −4.24 0.002** 
M = mean; SD = Standard deviation; ** p <0.01; * p < 0.05. 

3.3. Interview Results 
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Finally, from the 14 participating teachers, some of the most outstanding comments 
are collected in relation to the intervention carried out. First, we checked if the teacher had 
come participated before in the TPSR interventions or she/he was novel. Only four to 14 
teachers had participated in the last year applying TPSR. In sum, we write some the state-
ment that the teachers say: 

Question 1: 13 to 14 teachers (92.8%) said “yes” and three of them (21.5%) added 
aspects like “we have more strategies” (PE teacher) or “I meet new teaching techniques” 
(Ethics values). A Spanish language teacher (7.1%) said that “I need learn more about the 
model to properly use the strategies”. 

Question 2: 11 to 14 (78.6%) said yes but two of them from Spanish language and 
Social sciences (14.2%) reported that “they are in process” and the Catolic Religion teacher 
(7.1%) “I consider I am formed but I consider always can be more formed”. 

Question 3: all teachers ask that they could apply this methodology with their class. 
And suggest that is important their homogeneity and with “some classes” is more diffi-
cult. 

Question 4: Comfortable, well, with resources, brave, sure, different, satisfy, etc. 
None of the participants indicated negative assessments. 

Question 5: 7 to 14 teachers (50%) said that the most important thing was to “make a 
routine for the children” and the autonomy cession. On the other hand, the auto and co-
evaluation daily is highly considered by four teachers (28.9%) and three the conflict reso-
lution strategies (21.4%) 

Question 6: The teachers suggest not change anything except for high students (14-
16 years old) in order to make different materials and motivational recourses. 

Question 7: 12 to 14 teachers (85.7%) said that the model works well with everybody. 
But, two or them from Ethics values and Mathematics (14.2%) said that is better with dis-
ruptive children. 

Question 8: All teachers agreed that TPSR is apply to all subjects, but the content or 
subject with more practical content are more adequate to this model. 

Question 9: All teachers agreed with this statement. 
Question 10: All teachers agreed with this statement except a Spanish teacher (7.1%) 

that she would have liked to better implement the model from the beginning, because it 
took him a bit to adapt. 

Question 11: Teachers in general said answer like “To have more resources in class, 
better classroom climate and teacher-student relationship, a motivation way to evaluate, 
a different focus to the traditional learning” etc. 

Question 12: 13 to 14 teachers agreed with this statement (92.8%). The teacher that 
said not it was because: 

“I tried to adapt all tasks but sometimes in Maths it was difficult, for instance to make 
groups to learn some contents.” (Mathematics teacher) 
Question 13: the more open question, here some of the statement: 
The sessions should start much earlier and even some the first week of September, before 
starting classes with the students, thus having the tools from the first day. (PE teacher) 
I think it must be a project that if applied it would be better to train people before they 
start with the group, so that from the first day of class, they know what we have to do 
and if the entire teaching team of a group in it would be much better. (Ethical values 
teacher) 
What influences the most is the cooperation between teachers and the involvement of all. 
(PE teacher B) 
Perhaps unify criteria among teachers to create a card system or a similar document to 
make it as simple as possible. (History teacher) 
The model itself is useless if the teacher does not understand the meaning of it and is not 
personally involved in the development of the model. (English languaje teacher) 
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I would say that the model is perfect, but putting it into practice implies an awareness 
on the part of the teacher about the profile of his group and the contents of his subject. 
(Languaje teacher) 

4. Discussion 
The main purpose of this study was to implement the TPSR in a Secondary Education 

center, to assess the impact of this model on both students and teachers. 
Considering the first of the hypotheses, analyzing the values of responsibility, in the 

intervention group, it can be indicated that improvements were obtained between pre and 
pos-test in experimental group (in p < 0.05 and p < 0.01 in personal and social responsibility 
respectively) but personal responsibility changes were small in relation with social re-
sponsibility. It is noteworthy that in this study, it was not done only in PE or in extracur-
ricular content as has been done previously, where these improvements were also only 
applied in PE [29,57,58], with improvements in the values of both personal and social re-
sponsibility [14,15,59]. Therefore, the results in the improvement of these variables are 
more similar to those of recent studies applying the TPSR in the general educational con-
text, including the subject of PE [44,57]. However other studies with similar samples found 
only an improved of personal responsibility [54,60] or social responsibility [29], in our 
study both responsibility types improved, specifically in p = 0.011 from personal respon-
sibility and p = 0.002 in social responsibility) 

Regarding the second of the hypotheses, the students in ECVA-12 scale had an aver-
age of 3.72 (acquisition and promotion of values with TPSR) and 3.78 (satisfaction with 
TPSR respect to the previous methodology) considering in this 1–5 scale a value of 2 is 
“disagree”, 3 is “neither agree nor disagree” and 4 “agree” the values are near to agree. 
The results are similar to the only study that used this scale in an intervention with the 
TPSR in PE [51] where the average values analyzed in the 121 secondary school students 
(12 to 16 years old) were 3.83 for the promotion of values and of 3.87 for satisfaction with 
the methodology compared to the previous way of teaching, without finding differences 
according to the sex. 

Describing the items answered by the students who received training in the method-
ology, it is especially noteworthy that the item “I respect and care for the materials” and 
“I am able to self-evaluate myself and my peer’s process” and “I acquire values such as 
respecting and helping others” obtained a score higher than four which indicates that the 
application of TPSR is specially useful to improve respect and helping others and to im-
prove self-awareness of actions. 

The third and last hypothesis posed that the teachers who participated in the inter-
vention would positively assess the experience applying the TPSR as indicated in the in-
terviews. The qualitative analysis of the interviews has made us see how, in general, sat-
isfaction with the methodology was appropriate both for new teachers and for teachers 
who had previously participated in applying TPSR in their classrooms. Within the men-
tioned aspects, it is highlighted that, as we saw in the questionnaire, the perception where 
the acquisition of values by the students was very high. Although something to note is 
that the teachers largely cited how good they felt applying the model and, above all, the 
good relationships that were generated, like other studies [29,59–61], including self-effi-
cacy [23] where the relationships between students improved with TPSR. 

It should be noted that this study has a series of limitations. In the first place, the 
sample that could have been broader and more inclusive could have considered applying 
the intervention program with Primary Education students to compare the options of the 
teachers and the values collected or use the same teachers from experimental and control 
group (but without applying TPSR). The second aspect to take into account is that alt-
hough the duration was over six months, it could always have been done during an aca-
demic year, maybe obtaining better results. Finally a limitation could be the reliability of 
the ECVA-12 scale since a value of 0.64 Is good but it could be higher to 0.70 to be accord 
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with Curran et al. [56] and the use of discussion group because some of the answers were 
limited to repeating what other colleagues indicated or affirming the answer. 

On the other hand, future research must continue with the line of the application of 
TPSR as an ideal methodology for the promotion of values in the classroom considering 
other variables besides personal and social responsibility, being continuous follow-up a 
fundamental aspect to guarantee the success of any teaching. In addition, different authors 
defend the need for the model to involve not only the general educational context, but 
also the families of students [24,29] which must be taken into account. 

5. Conclusions 
It is concluded that the use of the TPSR is a methodology that can be applied in gen-

eral teaching, including different subjects. In the first place, with benefits both for the stu-
dents, at the level of acquisition of values, satisfaction and levels of responsibility. Sec-
ondly, for teachers and students with a view to assessing the use of the TPSR as a different 
and more appropriate methodology for teaching and receiving classes than traditional 
teaching, combining academic content with the development of transferable responsibil-
ity values in the present and in the future. 

In sum, TPSR is postulated as a basic model in PE and due to its own characteristics, 
and it could be suitable for the general educational context and possibly it could be ade-
quate to be hybridized and modified while maintaining its basic pillars, with other meth-
odologies and pedagogical models. 
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