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A number of researchers in recent years have posed the question, "Is 
physical education ˇworth saving?" [for example, Lewis, 1969; Wilson, 1969; 
VanderSwaag, 1983; Dodds and ˇˇˇYLocke, 1984]. This question was prompted 
by a world-wide recognition that after students ˇˇˇXhad left school, many 
demonstrated remarkably negative attitudes towards their previous 
ˇˇˇZschool physical education experiences. Research by Jackson [1980] 
illustrated that a very ˇˇˇZprominent reason why adults avoid participation 
in sport stems from their previous school ˇˇˇ\physical education 
programmes. Clearly, the teacher of physical education is an immediately 
ˇˇˇVavailable scapegoat for this situation, and many believed that the 
problem of student ˇˇˇWmotivation could be solved by teachers teaching 
better [Locke, 1981; Siedentop, 1981]. ˇˇˇXThere are clearly a number of 
other extremely complex conditions influencing the actual ˇˇˇ[delivery of 
physical education in schools, and this paper focuses on the nature of 
quality  ˇˇXteaching, and the nature of quality physical education,  from a 
New Zealand perspective. ˇˇˇˇˇˇ`There exists a great deal of literature 
which describes the characteristics of good teaching in ˇˇˇ\physical 
education. Such literature tends to address the notions of teaching 
effectiveness, ˇˇˇ`with particular attention paid to management strategies,  
instructional techniques, and teacher ˇˇˇ]- student interaction [for 
example: Anderson and Barrette, 1978; Costello and Laubach, 1978; 
ˇˇˇWCheffers and Mancini, 1978; Phillips and Carlisle, 1983; Darst, Mancini 
and Zakrajsek, ˇˇˇT1983; Metzler, 1990]. While this literature has focused 
on the process of teaching, ˇˇˇWconsiderable debate has occurred also 
concerning the desirable content of the physical ˇˇˇWeducation lesson 
itself, and on the structuring of that content so that activities are 
ˇˇˇWdevelopmentally appropriate [Bredekamp, 1987]. This paper considers 
these notions, and ˇˇˇUreflects upon the congruence between what should 
ideally occur in physical education  ˇˇAlessons, and what occurs in 
practice in many New Zaland schools. 

Quality teachingˇˇ
Teaching effectiveness.ˇ
The basic task of teaching physical education is to help students learn and 
grow in skill, ˇˇˇZfitness, understanding and attitude. Teachers are 
effective when students reach important ˇˇˇSlearning goals, and do so in a 
way that enhances their development as human beings  ˇˇ>[Siedentop, 1991]. 
Siedentop regards an effective teacher as:
 .......ˇone whoˇmanages students well to decrease disruptions and increase 
time for learning. An effective teacher then organises that learning 
time with activities matched to student abilities so that an optimal 
amount of learning takes place. ˇˇ[ p.3]ˇ

ˇThe characteristics of effective teaching outlined below are derived from 



considerable ˇˇˇZresearch into the relationship between teacher intention 
and student achievement, and are  ˇˇHsummarised from the work of Siedentop 
[1991]. Those characteristics are:
*    Teacher expectation of childrens' roles:ˇ
ˇ  Teacher expectations are clearly communicated ˇˇˇPthrough high, but 
realistic, expectations for achievement, and strong, positive 
ˇˇˇXexpectations for involvement in work. Teacher and student roles need to 
be defined, and  ˇˇ8practice time allowed for children to learn their 
roles.ˇ
*    Class management for student engagement:  ˇ
ˇThe purpose of good management is to ˇˇˇVcreate more time for active work 
in the lesson. In order to minimise management time, @ˇˇ_and to produce 
smooth and automatic transitions during the lesson,ˇˇteachers should 
establish routines early in the school year. These routines and rules 
should be enforced ˇˇˇ]primarily through positive strategies rather than 
punitive. The most consistent predictor of ˇˇˇ[less effective teachers is 

their tendency to use punitive and negative coercion to correct  ˇˇ
behaviour.
*     ˇContent covered, and the opportunity to learn provided:  ˇ
ˇEffective teachers allocate ˇˇˇSmaximum time for teaching the lesson 
content, and provide students with sufficient ˇˇˇYopportunity to learn. The 
time devoted to non-learning objectives is minimised. Evidence ˇˇˇRexists 
which shows that many teachers manage well to create time for teaching and  
learning to take place, but do not actually perform the teaching act 
well.
*    Active teaching:  ˇ
ˇEffective teachers tend to communicate content directly, rather than 
through curricular materials. Short, effective demonstrations tend to 
be followed by ˇˇˇSguided student practice, during which the teacher 
frequently prompts, and provides  ˇˇ%feedback relative to the 
performance.
*    Effective performance of major instructional functions:  ˇ
1.   Review or teach the prerequisite skill: Check for understanding, and 
be prepared to reteach if necessary.ˇ
2.   Presentation of instruction, in well-prepared small steps which 
promote active involvement.
3.   Guided practice:    a] Whole group involved ˇˇ'             b] 
Frequent checks for understanding ˇˇ#               c] Frequent prompts and 
feedback ˇˇ<              d] Practise until students are able to work 
independently ˇ
4.   Independent practice:    a] Clearly understood tasks and 
accountability ˇˇ.               b] Non-predictable, whole group 
supervision ˇˇ)             c] High success rate and over-learning@ˇˇlˇ
*ˇ   Meaningful learning tasks and high success rate:  ˇ
Learning tasks relate to lesson ˇˇˇTobjectives, and are presented in 
meaningful units. Tasks are matched to achievement ˇˇˇSlevels within the 
class, are challenging and allow for a high success rate through  
participation.ˇ



*    Pacing and momentum:  ˇ
Effective teachers develop and maintain a strong forward ˇˇˇVmomentum to 
the lesson, and prevent intrusive events from disrupting that pace. Tasks 
are broken down into small steps, and effective teachers pace students 
through those  ˇˇsteps quickly and smoothly.ˇ
*    Teachers hold ˇstudentsˇ accountable for task completion :  ˇ
ˇThis is accomplished through a ˇˇˇSvarity of formal and informal 
mechanisms, the majority of which are positive. Task  ˇˇTmodifications and 
negotiations with students are dealt with quickly and effectively. 

These characteristics describe effective strategies of teaching physical 
education. The ˇˇˇ\"effective" teacher tends to predominantly use these 
strategies, whereas the less effective ˇˇˇ[teacher does not. It is clear 
that any reading of current literature on physical education ˇˇˇWresearch 
into teaching behaviour makes great use of academic learning time [ALT]. 
Much ˇˇˇXresearch was conducted in the the United States during the late 
1970's and early 1980's ˇˇˇYwhich attempted to use ALT-PE [academic 
learning time in physical education] to describe ˇˇˇZthe behaviour of 
teachers, and, by proxy, as a measure of student achievement in physical 
education [for example, Costello, 1977; Brophy, 1979; Metzler, 1979; 
Pieron, 1980; ˇˇˇSMcLeish, Howe and Jackson, 1981; Siedentop, Tousignant 
and Parker, 1982;  Godbout, ˇˇˇXBrunelle and Tousignant, 1983].  ALT-PE 
measures the length of time individual students ˇˇˇ^actually work with 
physical education content at an appropriate level of difficulty. It is an 
important variable in determining effectiveness of instruction in 
physical education, but ˇˇˇ_because it is possible to provide a highly 
active environment without quality instruction, ALT- ˇˇ^PE cannot be 
regarded as the only variable in determining the extent to which students 
learn. 

Methods of delivery.ˇ
Alongside the consideration of the characteristics of the effecive 
teaching,  a great deal of ˇˇˇ[literature particularly during the early 
1970's explored the idea that there might be some ˇˇˇ[particular method of 

teaching / instructing which was inherently superior to other styles. 
Hoffman [1971], for example, distinguished between the "traditional" 
methods of teaching ˇˇˇTand innovative, or "modern" methods, such as 
movement education, and Mosston [1972] ˇˇˇTdescribed a continuum of 
teaching styles from "command" to "student self teaching". ˇˇˇ[However, in 
their examination of ten studies in which primary school children were used 
as  ˇˇ8subjects, Thaxton et.al. [1977: p. 100] concluded that: 
 ......a combination of methods should be used in teaching elementary 
school physical education activities, depending on the activities to be  
taught.ˇˇˇ

That teachers should employ strategies which embrace the notion of "child-
centred teaching ˇˇˇZand learning", is a frequently-repeated message of the 
new New Zealand physical education ˇˇˇSsyllabus  [Department of Education, 



1987]. According to Rink [1985], many physical ˇˇˇdeducators have grasped 
the idea that direct instruction is the "best" way to teach, in so far as 
it ˇˇˇ\provides a teaching-learning environment which maximises active 
learning time for children.  ˇˇ
Direct instruction implies the following characteristics of the teaching-
learning environment:
*     A task-oriented environment with a clear focus on goals.
*    The selection of clear instructional goals and highly active 
monitoring of student progress  ˇˇtowards those goals. 
*    Structured learning activities. 
*     Immediate feedback on the effectiveness of the instruction. 

The characteristics of a teacher-controlled environment which is tightly 
structured and narrow ˇˇˇ`in its focus, and involves large group 
instruction, are closely associated with these ideas and ˇˇˇZare sometimes 
included in the concept of direct instruction [Rosenshine and Berak, 1979]. 

While many New Zealand physical educators have traditionally practised 
direct-instructional, ˇˇˇ[teacher-directed approaches in their teaching of 
physical education, recent reviews of the ˇˇˇaliterature caution that the 
subject matter, broader goals, and the characteristics of individual 
students all play major roles in deciding whether to employ direct 
instruction or more open  ˇˇ*instructional procedures [Peterson, 1979]. 
A great deal of New Zealand physical education teaching over the 
last three decades has ˇˇˇ`focused on achievement of basic skills, and 
research indicates that direct-instruction may well ˇˇˇXbe the most 
appropriate strategy to accomplish this [Peterson, ibid.]. When creativity, 
abstract thinking and student independence are goals for the physical 
education lesson, however, more open instructional strategies have been 
shown to be more effective. ˇˇˇˇˇˇYResearch conducted by Bennett et al. 
[1976] and by Solomon and Kendall [1976] shows that ˇˇˇ]student 
characteristics are a critical variable which should be considered when 
choosing the ˇˇˇ[most appropriate instructional technique. Students of low 
ability, or who are unmotivated, ˇˇˇ\unsociable and nonconforming, perform 
better in less structured environments. High ability,  ˇˇ[motivated, 
sociable and conforming students perform better in more structured 
environments.ˇˇˇAnderson and Scott [1978] also suggest the importance of 
the effect of the teaching method ˇˇˇUon students with different 
characteristics. Regardless of aptitude, students tend to ˇˇˇSdemonstrate 
more task-relevant behaviour when two-way communications are involved. 
When the content is other than basic skills, there is some evidence 
that instruction which ˇˇˇZinvolves the learner is most effective [Brophy, 
1979; Peterson, 1979]. These notions have ˇˇˇ[important implications for 
teachers of physical education, since they are required to make 
decisions regarding the appropriateness of different instructional 
techniques for the subject ˇˇˇ^matter to be taught, and for the learning 
outcomes sought from any particular activity. These ˇˇˇ^decisions are not 
based at the unit level, but at the point where teachers are designing more  
specific learning experiences [Rink, 1985; Rosenshine and Berak, 
1979].`ˇˇ    ˇ



ˇMore open styles of teaching are likely to contribute more to affective 

concerns if they are ˇˇˇXdesigned to achieve those ends [Goldberger and 
Gerney, 1982; Stewart, Cobb and Gufford, ˇˇˇ_1979]. Task orientation, 
active teaching, clear goals and student accountability for their own 
learning are probably characteristics of good teaching, regardless of 
the broadness or ˇˇˇanarrowness of the content [Rink, 1985]. It is clear 
that in physical education, there is a place ˇˇˇ_for both direct and 
indirect instruction, for both teacher-directed and child-centred teaching  
ˇˇand learning approaches. ˇˇˇˇˇˇ\Recent descriptive research conducted by 
myself [Salter 1991b] with 52 teachers of physical ˇˇˇTeducation in New 
Zealand demonstrated that direct instructional approaches are used 
predominantly by many teachers. Teachers were asked to respond to a 
survey question which ˇˇˇ\asked how frequently they used a variety of 
different methods in their teaching, on a scale  ˇˇVfrom 0 [never] to 5 
[most of the time]. The results are illustrated by chart 1, below. ˇˇˇ ˇˇˇ 

ˇChart 1: Teachers' perceptions of their frequency of using different 
teaching methods in physical education.ˇ

Chart 1 illustrates that there tends to be more attention paid to using 
child-centred strategies ˇˇˇ\earlier in childrens' school careers, and a 
progressive shift towards direct instructional, ˇˇˇ\teacher-dominated 
strategies with older children. This shift is to some extent explained by 
teachers' attitudes towards controlling students, or managing the class 
for minimum ˇˇˇ]disruption, rather than because of a belief in the 
superiority of one style of teaching over ˇˇˇ\another to achieve particular 
learning outcomes. This observation was supported by a number  ˇˇ@of 
comments obtained from interviews with teachers, for example: ˇˇˇ`ˇˇˇ

Early childhood.ˇ
The children are such individuals, it would be unfair to try to "teach" 
them ˇˇˇIsomething as a whole group. Besides, we try to provide 
opportunities for ˇˇˇDthem to learn physical competence through discovery, 
rather than by ˇˇˇDhaving them practise the "right" way to perform 
something dozens of  ˇˇtimes.
ˇKindergarten caregiver [female, aged 32]ˇ

Primary.
Over the last couple of years I've been experimenting with different 
strategies for teaching physical education, in the same sort of way 
that I ˇˇˇJdo for other curriculum areas. One of my major aims in physical 
education ˇˇˇEthis year has been  to give children more responsibity for 
their own learning.....ˇbut, I must admit that I resort quite a bit to the 
old teacher-directed ways when my lesson is not very well planned, or 
the kids are  ˇˇboisterous
Primary school teacher [female: aged 27]`ˇˇˇ



Secondary.
I tend to stick to strategies where ˇ
I'mˇin charge. I think kids like to know ˇˇˇJwhere they stand, and they 
have quite strong opinions on wanting to learn ˇˇˇLhow to play the game - 
they can't see a lot of benefit in the process, they ˇˇˇDwant immediate 
results like being able to shoot a goal. I encourage ˇˇˇKyounger teachers 
in my department to try different approaches if they feel `ˇˇ?comfortable, 
but they all seem to end up doing it my way!ˇ
Secondary school Head of Department [male, aged 46]

Teaching physical education using a variety of strategies is a feature of 
lessons being much ˇˇˇSmore carefully planned to achieve particular 
learning outcomes. A national teacher ˇˇˇUdevelopment programme for 
physical education conducted in New Zealand in 1990 / 1991 ˇˇˇ^focused on 
developing teachers' understandings of the teaching process and of the role 
of the ˇˇˇ[teacher in that process [Salter, 1991a]. Research conducted into 
the effectiveness of that ˇˇˇYprogramme illustrated that teachers developed 
quite different constructs of teaching and ˇˇˇYlearning between the 
beginning and end of the programme [Salter, 1991b]. In consequence, 

they began to perceive their role as teachers quite differently, as can 
be seen from the @ˇˇ]following comments in response to a post-intervention 
survey question: ˇ

What changes in ˇˇˇWyour own feelings, attitudes and / or behaviour have 
occurred due to your involvement, `ˇˇ(concerning your role as a teacher?ˇ

Early Childhoodˇ
How important it is to have full participation in child-centred activities.  
I really feel that I am now the motivator.ˇ
Early childhood caregiver [female, aged 25]ˇ

Primaryˇ
I am trying to become more of a facilitator than a dictator. I now stand 
back and observe - taking up teaching points when they are seen  
necessary.ˇ
Primary [junior] school teacher [female, aged 32]`ˇˇˇ

I am an initiator not a controller, there to extend / help children 
when the ˇˇˇLneed arises, to give the children the opportunity to take 
part. My teaching  ˇˇ*has become less dominating and regimented.ˇ
Primary [senior]  scool teacher [male, aged 38]

Secondaryˇ
I feel I am there more to facilitate learning than to be the focus of 
attention all the time. Now there is less of "me up the front", and 
more student involvement.
Co-ed high school teacher [male, aged 34]  



Teachers' perceptions of their role changed throughout the 
programme. There were shifts ˇˇˇZaway from teacher-dominated teaching 
strategies, and towards situations in which teachers ˇˇˇ[perceived 
themselves as motivators, facilitators of learning, and guides. These 
conceptual ˇˇˇYchanges were accompanied by changes to teachers' behaviour 
with their physical education ˇˇˇ]classes, in particular with reference to 
the use of a range of teaching strategies to effect  ˇˇparticular learning 
outcomes.

The physical education handbook, ˇA guide for successˇ[Department of 
Education, 1987], reflects an understanding of these notions, and 
states that all children must be actively ˇˇˇ\involved in learning. The 
teacher's role is to assist this active learning, by providing an 
environment which enables children to reach their full potential. This 
role is described in the  ˇˇdocument as: facilitator, promoter, provider, 
and enabler. The document goes on to state:
Physical education by its nature demands that a variety of teaching 
methods and strategies be employed.....teachers should not limit 
themselves to one approach.ˇ[p. 9]

The role of the teacher when teaching and learning are viewed from a 
constructivist ˇˇˇZperspective may be described as facilitator, motivator, 
diagnostician, challenger, guide, ˇˇˇZinnovator, experimenter and 
researcher. These descriptions are drawn from statements made ˇˇˇYby many 
teachers who participated in the programme, and are supported by the 
writings of ˇˇˇ]Osborne and Freyberg (1985), and the findings of research 
into learning in science conducted ˇˇˇRin New Zealand by Bell, Kirkwood and 
Pearson (1990). Teachers became increasingly ˇˇˇ[aware that they need to 
use a variety of strategies to encourage children to construct new  ˇˇ
conceptions.

Quality teachingˇ1 ˇIntended outcomes from physical education.`The New 
Zealand ˇPhysical Education Syllabusˇ[Department of Education, 1987], is 
directed towards the developmental needs of all young people, and 
advocates that teachers plan ˇˇˇ_programmes to provide regular and frequent 
opportunities for children to experience activities  ˇˇwhich promote the 
following:

* Reaching their potential in physical growth and development. ˇˇ
*  Developing a wide range of motor skills. 
* Participating in physical activities which aid personal and social 
development.ˇˇ
* Aquiring knowledge and understanding about movement, about themseves and 
others, and about the contribution of physical activity towards a 
healthy lifestyle.
*  Developing positive attitudes towards physical activity.

Basic skills learned in physical education are seen to provide a starting 



pointˇfor extension ˇˇˇainto organised sport, recreation and leisure 
pursuits. Physical education activities are not the ˇˇˇ]same as sport or 
recreation activities, but have as one of their objectives the provision of  
movement education experiences which form a base for future skill 
development. The two publications ˇPhysical Education Syllabus and ˇA Guide 
for Success ˇ[bothˇDepartment of Education, 1987] provide teachers with 
both philosophical and practical guidance in delivering quality 
physical education programmes in schools. Some particularly important 
principles which are incorporated in this guidance are as 
follows:
*     Developing effective programmes. ˇˇ
*    Evaluation. ˇˇ
*     Cultural considerations. ˇ
*    Gender-inclusive activities in physical education. 
*     Links between physical education and sport. ˇˇ
*     Links with other subjects. 

The underpinning themes of the new syllabus and its supporting resources 
are:
a]   Teachers should explore child-centred teaching and learning 
strategies.
b]   Teaching activities should be directed towards ensuring that learning 
takes place.
c]  All participating children are to be provided with opportunities for 
success.
Few of these notions are either unique or new to the teaching of physical 
education in New ˇˇˇ\Zealand. Sadly however, from a physical educator's 
viewpoint, the practices of a great many ˇˇˇ]teachers do not always involve 
application of the philosophical messages which are contained ˇˇˇRin the 
new syllabus, and described above. Many early childhood physical education 
programmes consist solely of unguided exploratory play, and many 
programmes in both ˇˇˇXprimary and secondary schools have a strong sports 
skills and game-playing orientation,  ˇˇKwhich seems to best fit the "busy, 
happy and good" notion of Placek [1982]. ˇˇˇˇˇˇZAmong reasons cited by 
myself [Salter, 1991b] for New Zealand teachers to continue to run ˇˇˇVpoor 
quality physical education programmes in their schools, the following were 
quite  ˇˇcommon:
*    I hadn't really thought about children's learning outcomes. 
*    I haven't got the background knowledge for teaching some topics.ˇˇ
*    I'vealwaysdone it this way. It must be successful, because we're 
recognised as the best  ˇˇsporting school in the region. 
*    It's difficult to fit physical education in, with so many other 
pressures during the day.ˇˇ
* I know I could be better prepared for physical education classes, but 
it's the  only time in ˇˇˇXthe day when I can take a time-out. The children 
always enjoy themselves, and it's easy  ˇˇ#to organise a game at short 
notice.`ˇˇˇ

While many physical education teachers throughout the country are running 
excellent, ˇˇˇPthoughtfully planned programmes which are based upon the 



developmental needs of ˇˇˇ_children, it is also true that many teachers are 
offering less than adequate programmes [i.e., ˇˇˇ]irregular, unplanned, 
non-sequential and / or developmentally inappropriate]. There exists a 
mis-match between what the new syllabus says should be happening in 
schools, and the  ˇˇ%daily practices which actually occur. ˇˇˇˇˇˇ]I 
recently conducted qualitative research with students in a variety of New 

Zealand primary, ˇˇˇ[intermediate and secondary schools, using student 
questionnaires and interviews. While ALT-ˇˇˇ[PE research has been 
extensively used in recent years to give clear indications of learner 
involvement in physical education in terms of time-on-task averages, it 
does not necessarily ˇˇˇ]reflect the degree to which learning takes place. 
Teachers often state the aims they hope to ˇˇˇ`achieve in their teaching of 
physical education, and this investigaion set out to establish the 
congruence between these aims, and students' perceptions of their 
learning in physical ˇˇˇWeducation. The questionnaire, based on a model 
described by Underwood [1988], posed 40 ˇˇˇ`questions asking students to 
rank on a scale from 0 [not at all] to 5 [very much] the degree to 
which physical education lessons in school had contributed to their 
learning. A factor ˇˇˇbanalysis based on the inter-correlations of these 
items revealed that the perceptions of teachers ˇˇˇ[and students were quite 
different concerning the stated outcomes of physical education, as 
prescribed by the 1987 physical education syllabus. This factor 
analysis is illustrated by chart 2, below. ˇˇˇ ˇˇˇ ˇˇˇ ˇˇˇ ˇˇˇ ˇˇˇ 

Chart 2: Students' perceptions of their learning in physical education 

A number of issues are clear from the results of the research, most 
importantly perhaps the ˇˇˇbindication that the physical education lesson 
is not fulfilling teachers' perceptions of what the ˇˇˇ`teaching process is 
intended to provide. Girls perceive that physical education has contributed 
to their development even less than boys in each of the four areas, 
with motor skill ˇˇˇUdevelopment - the most important aim for teachers - 
being rated lowest. It should be ˇˇˇ^recognised also that the results 
illustrated by chart 2 are skewed to some extent by the very ˇˇˇXpositive 
responses of most primary school children, many of whom indicated in 
interview ˇˇˇ]that just getting outside the classroom and running around 
was enjoyable, and made them feel  ˇˇgood! ˇˇˇˇˇˇXThe importance teachers 
attach to different intended outcomes of the physical education 
ˇˇˇ[programme is illustrated by chart 3, below, and it is immediately 
observable that there is ˇˇˇ]some disparity between teachers' intentions as 
to what students were to learn, and students'  ˇˇ,perceptions as to what 
was actually learned. ˇˇˇ ˇˇˇ ˇˇˇ ˇˇˇ ˇˇˇ ˇˇˇ ˇˇˇ ˇˇˇ ˇˇˇ ˇˇˇ ˇˇˇ 

Chart 3:Teachers' perceptions of their students' learning in physical 
educationˇˇ

An important axiom of professional preparation programmes for teaching is 
that teachers ˇˇˇWshould choose particular objectives for their students, 



and then select activities and ˇˇˇ`management / instuctional strategies 
which will best ensure the attainment of those objectives. ˇˇˇ]In reality 
however, research has shown that teachers typically begin their planning 
with the ˇˇˇdactivities to be taught, and then construct objectives which 
appear to validate the activities [for ˇˇˇXexample: Clark and Yinger, 1979; 
McCutcheon, 1980; Placek, 1984; Tinning, 1987; Salter, ˇˇˇ]1991a]. Further, 
there is good reason to believe that many teachers of physical education do 
not define the success of a lesson in terms of whether their students 
learn [for example, Harootunian and Yarger, 1981; Placek, 1982]. These 
notions are further explored in the  ˇˇfollowing section.

Teaching content.

ˇIn most schools in western societies there is likely to be some agreement 
about the goals of ˇˇˇ]physical education, and the sorts of activities 
which should form the basis of the programme ˇˇˇVin schools. The daily 
physical education programme of Australia, for example, is more ˇˇˇbsimilar 
than different to that of New Zealand. This is hardly surprising in view of 
the fact that ˇˇˇ`values held by people in society, including curriculum 
developers, are socially, culturally and ˇˇˇ`historically constructed. The 
traditional or "activity" approach to curriculum focuses on units ˇˇˇaof 
activity taught for certain units of time throughout the year, and the 
traditional approaches ˇˇˇXof Dauer and Pangrazi [1983], Kirchner [1985] 
and Vannier and Gallahue [1978] construct ˇˇˇ[activity sequences for 

different age-groups of children [in, for example, games, dance and 
gymnastics]. Content for primary levels is predominantly individual, 
self-directed, ˇˇˇaexploratory and creative, with the intention that 
students learn basic skills and concepts which  ˇˇare subsequently built 
upon. ˇˇˇˇˇˇZWard and Werner [1982] identified "movement analysis" as a 
curricular model distinct from ˇˇˇ]the "developmental" model, and both 
approaches share the notion that activities taught serve ˇˇˇ`as a vehicle 
for achieving the broader aims of the physical education lesson, rather 
than as an ˇˇˇ`end in itself. Regardless of the specific theme content, 
there is agreement that perceptual and ˇˇˇ]motor tasks should be applied 
according to the appropriate developmental motor stage of each 
individual. According to Tinning [1987], the type of curriculum model 
applied to physical ˇˇˇYeducation in both countries would best fit the 
eclectic approach described by Siedentop, ˇˇˇ[Herkowitz and Rink [1984]. An 
important feature of this model is that it provides teachers ˇˇˇ\with the 
opportunity to modify particular elements of the programme for either 
pragmatic or  ˇˇ&educational reasons, as they see fit.  ˇˇˇˇˇˇYThe New 
Zealand physical education curriculum consists of eight themes or elements, 
each  ˇˇPof which are supposedly to receive equal attention in schools. 
These themes are:
* Aquatics 
*   Athletics  
*   Ball activities          
*   Gymnastics ˇˇ



*  Fitness        
*  Movement & dance 
*   Te reo kori [Maori cultural dimension]  
*   Education outside the classroom

Research into the national teacher development programme mentioned earlier 
[Salter, 1991a], disclosed the fact that New Zealand teachers teach 
fitness, ball activities and athletics with much greater confidence 
than they do movement and dance, education outside the classroom ˇor te 
reo kori. Teachers' perceptions of their teaching competence, background 
knowledge of ˇˇˇthe topic to be taught, and their interest in the 
particular topic were shown to be closely ˇˇˇconnected. While teachers 
perceived that their knowledge, competence and interest increased 
substantially as a result of the programme activities, it is important 
to recognise that these and ˇmany other teachers of physical education 
focus on topics which interest them, and which ˇˇˇ[they feel comfortable 
teaching. Further, teacher interviews demonstrated that an important 
hindrance to teaching some content stemmed from teachers' uneasiness 
with topics which  ˇˇ.required student-centred methods of teaching.  

In consequence, many teachers continue to teach the same sorts of 
"traditional" topics ˇˇˇ[[running, jumping, throwing, fitness and games] as 
has been the case for a very long time. ˇˇˇ]This is illustrated by chart 4, 
below, which portrays primary and secondary school teachers' ˇˇˇ[responses 
to the question of what importance they attached to planning for the 
teaching of ˇˇˇWeach theme throughout the year. It is not surprising that 
many primary school teachers ˇˇˇ[expressed a view that they had little 
background knowledge for teaching particular content ˇˇˇXthemes - in New 
Zealand, primary teachers are required to be generalists, and only high  
schools require specialists to teach physical education. ˇˇˇˇˇˇdIt may 
be argued that the specific content to be taught  is of relatively little 
importance, if the ˇˇˇ_teacher does not have clearly defined learning goals 
for the lesson or unit of work. According ˇˇˇSto Mosston and Ashworth 
[1986: p.1], successful teaching occurs as a result of the ˇˇˇScongruence 
between what was intended and what actually occurs in the lesson. While 
Siedentop, Mand and Taggert [1986: p.374] claim that effective teaching 
can only be judged ˇˇˇbin terms of the goals of the teacher, this does not 
answer the question as to the real worth of a ˇˇˇ]particular activity. 
Although many of the teachers who provided the data for chart 4 [below] 
claimed that they placed this importance or that importance on a 
particular content theme, it ˇˇˇabecame clear in interview that, for some 
at least, ball activities in reality meant minor games,  ˇˇMand a number of 

teachers favour relays as an easily managed fitness activity.`ˇˇ ˇ

Chart 4: Importance attached to content themes in long-term planning for 
physical educationˇ

Some teachers selected activities which they believed had some educational 



value in ˇˇˇYthemselves, rather than using the activities as part of a 
process in the pursuit of more ˇˇˇWmeaningful aims. This notion is to some 
extent a function of the lack of understanding ˇˇˇYteachers have of the 
need for adequate planning for the individual lesson. While the New 
Zealand syllabus contains detailed goals for physical education at 
different levels of the ˇˇˇcschool, teachers find relatively little 
guidance as to specific outcomes of any particular lesson.  ˇˇAccording to 
Williams [1992]: 
 ......several of the most popular and widely used activities and games at 
the heart of our curricula have many features and traits which are 
contrary to the accepted practices of good physical education.ˇ[p.57]

Not only do many of these activities provide minimal participation for the 
majority of ˇˇˇastudents [Klesius, 1988], but they involve limited physical 
activity, require little pedagocical ˇˇˇZskill to teach, and serve little 
purpose in the achievement of any major goal of physical ˇˇˇYeducation 
[Faucette, McKenkie and Patterson, 1990]. Such concern has been expressed 
over ˇˇˇ^this issue in the United States that Williams [1992] reports the 
establishment of a "Physical ˇˇˇZEducation Hall of Shame', to which 
activities such as dodgeball, musical chairs and relay  ˇˇraces should 
belong. 

Developmentally appropriate physical education. 
The notion of developmentally appropriate physical education activities is 
not new. ˇˇˇTAccording to Grineski [1992], developmental programmes are 
based on three important  ˇˇ&principles of motor skill 
acquisition:
Motor skill development is sequential and age-related.ˇ
Many researchers of motor skill ˇˇˇKacquisition [for example, Cratty, 
1979; Haubenstricker and Seefeldt, 1986; ˇˇˇSZaichkowsky, Zaichkowsky and 
Martinek, 1980], suggest that children within a given ˇˇˇWage range benefit 
from instruction with age-appropriate tasks. A number of researchers 
have suggested frameworks for prescribing age-stages for motor skill 
development [for ˇˇˇRexample, Gallahue, Werner and Leudke, 1975; Seefeldt, 
1979], and these are fairly ˇˇˇXconsistent with those proposed in the New 
Zealand physical education syllabus. Grineski  ˇˇ5[1992] suggests the 
following age periods and stages:
5-8 years      - movement awareness concepts and basic motor 
skills.
9-11 years     - specialised game, gymnastics, dance and aquatic 
skills.
10-12 years    - application of movement awareness concepts / basic motor 
skills /ˇ=  specialised skills in physical education activity.

2.  Motor skill progression is similar for all childrenˇ
 ˇ.. With the exception of of children ˇˇˇTexhibiting abnormal motor 
development, progression through the sequentially ordered ˇˇˇUstages of 
development is consistent. Gallahue [1982], Robertson [1984] and Wickstrom 
[1983] described developmental sequences for various skills, and 
concluded that the ˇˇˇWmajority of children not only follow similar 



sequences of motor skill development, but arrive at developmental 
points at approximately the same age.

3.  The rate of motor development varies.  ˇ
The rate at which children progress through ˇˇˇZsequences varies, with the 
result that there are individual differences among children of ˇˇˇZthe same 
age. Haubenstricker and Seefeldt [1986] offer resons for this, such as: 
physical ˇˇˇZsize, learning potential, emotional maturation, practice 
opportunities, cultural support,  ˇˇ>innate motor ability, environmental 
influences and motivation. 

Given these principles of motor skill development, Grineski [1992] offers 
four guidelines for ˇˇˇYjudging the developmental appropriateness of 
physical activities, which are in line with ˇˇˇTCOPEC's position paper 
[American Council On Physical Education for Children]. These ˇˇˇ`guidelines 
are intended to assist teachers in planning physical education curricula in 
schools, ˇˇˇ_in such a way as to ensure that students are taught with the 
intention of achieving meaningful  ˇˇ0goals in physical education. The 
guidelines are:
1.     Provide orderly sequences of motor skill learning. ˇ
2.     Allow for individual differences.
3.     Set appropriate goal structures. ˇˇ
4.    Provide ample learning time. 

The principles of developmentally appropriate physical education outlined 
above are stated in ˇˇˇVsimilar form in the New Zealand physical education 
syllabus [Department of Education, ˇˇˇZ1987], and are reflected in the work 
of Siedentop [1991]. If more teachers used them as a ˇˇˇ^guide to 
curriculum planning, then the daily practices of physical education in 
schools would ˇˇˇXbe more likely to diverge significantly from Placek's 
[1982] notion of "busy, happy and  ˇˇgood". 

Conclusion.
The above discussion has considered the notion of quality teaching in 
physical education to ˇˇˇXbe a function of two elements: quality teaching, 
and quality physical education. I have ˇˇˇXexamined these two elements, 
both from the point of view of what international research ˇˇˇZinforms us 
constitutes teaching effectiveness and good physical education, and from a 
New ˇˇˇWZealand perspective in the light of my own observations and 
research with teachers and ˇˇˇastudents in schools.  There are a number of 
issues that I have not explored in this brief paper, ˇˇˇ]which also have a 
direct bearing on what actually happens in schools - such as, for example, 
issues pertaining to the hidden curriculum in physical education, 
gender-inclusion and ˇˇˇ`cultural sensitivity, the scientisation of 
physical education, the effectiveness of current pre-ˇˇˇ[service 
preparation and in-service support for physical education teachers, and 
models for ˇˇˇPcurriculum planning for the physical education programme. My 
comments have been ˇˇˇ]confined to describing what I believe is widely 



practised in New Zealand schools in the name ˇˇˇ_of physical education, and 
indicating principles which should be focused on it teachers are to  
ˇˇimprove their daily practices. ˇˇˇˇˇˇZThis is not to claim that Placek's 
[1982] notion of "busy, happy and good" is universally ˇˇˇ[evident in our 
school physical education lessons. Indeed, there are a very large number of 
highly competent, reflective practitioners throughout the country, who 
are teaching ˇˇˇYoutstandingly successful physical education programmes 
which largely achieve the broader ˇˇˇVaims of physical education as 
prescribed in the 1987 syllabus - namely, enhancing the ˇˇˇ\individual 
student's potential in physical growth and development, motor skill 
development, ˇˇˇSpersonal and social development, and in knowledge and 
understanding about physical ˇˇˇVeducation. My concern is that very many 
teachers of physical education in New Zealand ˇˇˇ]schools would like to 
teach better, but lack the knowledge base informed by research, lack a 
deep understanding of the process of teaching and learning, and find 
themselves constrained ˇˇˇSby the resistance of work colleagues, the 
pressures of teaching and planning in an ˇˇˇWincreasingly demanding 
educational system, and by society's negative attitudes towards  
physical education as a function of the leisure / work dichotomy.  

I have focused on teaching effectiveness, methods of delivery, the intended 
outcomes of the ˇˇˇZphysical education programme, teaching content and 
developmentally approriate activities, ˇˇˇYbecause I believe each of these 
elements is capable of being improved for any particular ˇˇˇateacher, with 
the result that students in schools would benefit from a better physical 
education ˇˇˇQprogramme. My own research [Salter, 1991b] demonstrated that 
improving teachers' ˇˇˇ_proficiency was related to changes in their 
conceptualisation, in regard to the ways they made ˇˇˇ\sense of the nature, 

content and purposes of physical education.  As a consequence of these 
conceptual changes, teachers planned physical education much more 
thoughtfully than they ˇˇˇ[had previously, attempting to provide 
opportunities for children to achieve pre-determined ˇˇˇXlearning outcomes. 
My belief is also echoed by others, among them Tinning [1987: p.61],  
who makes an extremely valid point in proclaiming:
 ......teaching better is not an end point to be reached, but a process. It
should include the search for ways to make your lessons more 
meaningful, just and enjoyable. It should involve you in the conscious 
search for contradictions in your practice and should be largely 
reflective ˇwith respect to the question, "What are the implications of 
what I teach and the way that I teach"? ˇ
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