[image: C:\Users\H.cale\Documents\My Received Files\logomain.jpg]

LEVEL 6       
                                                                      
SEMESTER 1                                                                        


MODULE CODE: SHSS6071
PERSPECTIVES ON HEALTH AND PHYSICAL ACTIVITY
aSSESSMENT TYPE: WRITTEN 
Assessment/Component: 1

COMPONENT WEIGHTING: 50%

WORD COUNT: 3000 WORDS 

MODULE TUTOR: ALISON CONNAUGHTON 

SUBMISSION DETAILS:    
Assignments should be submitted via Turnitin (Moodle) by 3pm on Friday the 7th of December, 2018.

TASK:  Identify a current issue or topic within the areas of sport, health, nutrition and physical education for investigation and critical review. 

Reference to research: 
As a guide, you will be expected to refer to at least 15 peer reviewed research articles in your assignment. You may use topical resources (e.g., newspaper reports) for discussion; however, these need to be evaluated by relating them to good quality resources.  

Further details regarding the structure required for the assignment will be provided during lead lectures and on Moodle. 

School of Sport, Health & Outdoor Education

Assessment Feedback Sheet – Written Assignment

	                Student No./Name:	1602179/Jason Hill
                                               Module:  Perspectives on Health and Physical Activity
                                     Module Code:  SHSS6071
	Personal Evaluation – to support your academic progress please complete the section below BEFORE submitting your work.

	What do you consider to be the best aspects of this work?
	Strength of References. 

	Which aspects do you consider could have been improved in this piece of work?
	Structure.

	What have you found most satisfying whilst undertaking this submission?
	Researching literature. 

	
ASSESSMENT CRITERIA
	Learning
Outcomes


	GRADE

	
	
	Poor
< 20%

	Weak
20-29%
	Unsatisfactory
30-39%
	Satisfactory
40 – 49%
	Good
50 – 59%
	Very Good
60 – 69%
	Excellent
70 – 84%
	Exceptional
85– 100%
	
  %

	Introduction to the chosen topic
	2
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	5%

	Development of ideas and quality of argument.
	1,2,3
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	50%

	Practical implications and suggestions based upon your critical review
	1,2,3,
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	20%

	Summary / conclusion
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	5%

	Quality of resources used within the assignment.
	
3
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	20%

	It is expected that students will present work that is proof read, correctly referenced and adheres to the Assessment Checklist. Therefore a range of 0 – 10 marks will be deducted for non-completion of any of the points on the checklist below.
	

	TUTOR COMMENTS:













	 Submission date:  7/12/18
via Turnitin
	Return date:
(at least within 4 weeks)
	Tutor: Alison Connaughton 
	Mark: 





Assignment Checklist

· Please complete the Personal Evaluation section of the Assessment Feedback sheet, add your name and details, and paste the whole of this assignment document into the front of your assignment

· Submission is a single word file, clearly labelled with your name and module code
· Font style - Times New Roman, size -12 for text and 14 for headings
· Ink colour – black only
· Line spacing – 1.5 line spacing and 2cm- 2.5cm page margins
· Quotations more than three lines to be indented 1 line spacing
· One line space between paragraphs, paragraphs must be left aligned
· Pagination (your assignment should have page numbers) 
· All tables and figures are internally referenced and have a title
· Word count checked and written at end of text (before references and any appendix)
· Assignment is within 10% of the word limit (excluding references and any appendices)
· All references in the text are included in the reference list
· Correct referencing following the Harvard style, as described in the UWTSD referencing guide.
· Correct spelling using UK English
· Correct use of punctuation
· Grammar and syntax correct- double check anything that has a green line under it
· I have read my assignment out loud to myself and it makes sense and is easy to read
· Somebody else has read my work and it makes sense to him or her!
· I have checked and I have not plagiarised 
Failure to follow these guidelines will cost you marks!



Identify a current issue or topic within the areas of sport, health, nutrition and PE for investigation and critical review – The need for a different approach in Physical Education. 


It has been widely regarded that Physical Education (PE) requires many changes to remain purposeful and meaningful (Kirk, 2010). The idea is that PE as it stands is not fit for purpose and not to be a worthwhile subject in the National Curriculum (Kirk, 2013). There is a general consensus that team games in PE has taken over and dominated lessons in school (Wang and Wang, 2018). The National Curriculum in Wales has four areas of learning, they are; competitive activities, health, fitness and well-being, creative activities and adventurous activities (DCELLS, 2008). 
This is a great starting place for educators however, there has been much evidence to suggest that the only area being covered in great detail is competitive activities (Gray and Sproule, 2011). This is disappointing as there is so much potential for much to be gained through the other three areas of learning. This paper recognises that Competitive Activities isn’t going anywhere, however, this paper argues it can be done better. In this paper I will investigate and discuss the current goings on in PE and the ways it can change for the better in accordance to relevant research papers. Later, I will critically review all the arguments made from the literature discovered with a focus on real life applications and realistic achievable outcomes.
 
‘A models-based approach has been advocated as a means of overcoming the serious limitations of the traditional approach to PE’ (Kirk, 2013, p. 973). David Kirk says this as he believes, along with others, that PE is in need of reform. Furthermore, Kirk tells us that PE in its current form cannot be saved (Kirk, 2013). A National Curriculum for PE has been discussed many times in relation to a focussed plan around a models-based practice approach (Kirk, 2010). The points of interest have mainly centred around how it can spell out a future for the subject of PE. Slingerland and Borghouts (2011) call for a modification in teaching strategies to get more pupils active. A models-based approach has been seen as a very positive and realistic solution to many issues PE currently has in its current form by academics all over the world. The subject remaining a staple contingent within education whilst having a sustainable future of the is bleak at best. However, Kirk states that if there can be an agreement to fully recognise the significance of the present state of PE in the curriculum, in other words if we can understand the problem then and it is only then we can begin to think of a realistic positive future for PE (Kirk, 2013). Capel and Piotrowsky (2000, p. 211) state something similar in that they suggest that ‘the justification for PE as a subject in the curriculum could be weakened if PE teachers lose sight of what is unique about the subject’. Equally ‘there has long been debate about the educational value of PE’ (Capel and Whitehead, 2012, p. 22). There is a general consensus that all must not lose sight of what PE brings to student’s lives as this could have a damaging effect on keeping PE in the curriculum. 
Kirk (2010) does go into detail and describes many different futures for the subject of PE with models-based practice being one of them. The video demonstration by Dr Vicky Goodyear (2015) debates positively over a models-based approach and how it can transform the future of PE. Much work has been done by Metzler and his 2011 book on instructional models. However, Kirk (2013, p. 973) advises that this approach cannot achieve all ‘diverse’ and ‘sometimes competing educational benefits’. Kirk however agrees that models-based practice offers a degree of resolution to these matters by restricting the number of learning outcomes, subject material and teaching approaches to each pedagogical model and therefore the case can be used for educational value (Kirk, 2013).
A models-based approach is all well and good but if learners are still not getting anything out of PE lessons then it is not resolving any issues that have been clearly identified by researchers and academics alike. Casey (2014) has similar views, warning of previous failures in changing PE pedagogies. Stating models-based practice is promising but we need to know a lot more about it before committing to it. Later Casey (2014) warns us that while models-based practice has strong support utilizing it in the real world isn’t realistic as teachers find them too complex with it being beyond the abilities of ordinary teachers. Casey (2014) furthers this by stating advanced instructional skills and deep philosophical understanding is needed. 

One such concept or ideal that has come to light in recent years is Physical Literacy. To cement PE in the National Curriculum Physical Literacy is seen as possibly providing PE a beacon of hope. It is a concept that has been researched and written about a lot in recent years by academics and philosophers alike. The reason for this can be attributed to the need for PE to justify itself being in the National Curriculum (Kirk, 2010). All subjects in the National Curriculum including PE need to meet complex aims and objectives that have been set out for it in documentation laid out by the Government’s education department (DCELLS, 2008). This needs to happen to excel and succeed as a meaningful channel of education for all pupils.  
Being more specific towards PE, there been one concise concept which advocates the importance of PE being in the National Curriculum, and that is Physical Literacy. 
Physical Literacy can be defined as the ‘motivation, confidence, physical competence, knowledge and understanding that establishes purposeful physical pursuits as an integral element of their lifestyle’ (Whitehead, 2010, p. 11). This definition is very welcome as there has sometimes been some confusion over what Physical Literacy actually means (Jurbala, 2015). Researchers have advocated for Physical Literacy also believe that it can ‘spell out a case for life-long participation in physical activity’ and ‘underwrite the importance and value of physical activity in the school curriculum’ (Whitehead, 2010, p. 5). Whitehead (2010) tells us that Physical Literacy is an ability that all pupils can acquire. It is an ideal that is applicable to every person no matter what their age or skill level at sport or any physical activity for that matter. Essentially it is not applicable for just the young and the elite. 
Physical Literacy as illustrated within PE is a concept that is quickly gaining momentum around the world with approval from researchers and academics as well as organisations all around the world (Hastie and Wallhead, 2015). For example, there is now an International Physical Literacy Association. The purpose for the existence of Physical Literacy is that it has been associated to command a lifelong journey with adherence to physical activity, starting very young in age and continuing into adulthood and beyond. This can happen in relation to sport or simply exercising with confidence and or motivation (Hastie and Wallhead, 2015). Knowing this it certainly is compelling in nature as we do want young people to have positive experiences within PE lessons in schools. Learning holistically as a whole is key to the argument here.

Morgan (2006) argues that sport, games and PE are the most important and serious of all human activities. As striking as this statement may be there is a strong correlation between sport and games within PE lessons. Morgan (2006) continues by saying that participating in game activities should be the reasons that we work rather than being put forward as things that we do when we are not working. When such a change like this is taken seriously the increase in the value of sport, games and PE, can be repositioned as meaningful and highly valued experiences as opposed to seeing them as a hobby or something to do in our down time (Casy, Hastie and Jump, 2016). Continuing with this meaningful theme Kretchmar (2001) states that for an activity to be a central part of an active lifestyle it has to be meaningful. He argues that meaning as it stands in games, is not being pushed with enough urgency and importance. Kretchmar (2001) describes the varying levels of meaning amongst learners as being almost as wide as the levels of fitness and skills we see in pupils today. A key point to make is when educators of PE fail to differentiate rich from poor meaning, they miss the great opportunity to strengthen the pedagogies of PE and therefore fail in converting more pupils to the active healthy lifestyle. One thing to remember is that making something meaningful is not quite as simple as simply providing learners with opportunities to play (Casy, Hastie and Jump, 2016). It has to be more than this. 
As Gray and Sproule (2011) mention Team invasion games such as hockey, rugby and football play a large part in PE lessons today. There is an agreement that team games do have a significant cultural and historical background in the UK especially within the school subject of PE. Bearing this mind, it is also understood that successful performances in team games require the development of vital cognitive, affective and psychomotor skills (Gray and Sproule, 2011). Of noteworthy is for pupils experiencing improvements in performance. This can lead to a higher perception of competence in said activity or sport. This is especially important due to more effort being made to learn and therefore continuing to participate in physical activity (Ryan and Deci, 2000). Casey, Hastie and Jump (2016) had similar views. 
One of the main issues with the traditional approach to teaching PE today is the fact that pupils get taught in a very constrained manner. Lessons would normally begin with skill drills and then move on to some form of game (Kirk, 2010). These skill drills often happen in isolation away from the game context. This impedes the ability for pupils to make decisions on the fly in a game scenario (Gray and Sproule, 2011). Pupils do not learn holistically as a whole. 
A noted sport pedagogy scholar David Kirk has many reservations about this particular approach of teaching games instruction in PE. Kirk (2010) describes PE as putting sport and game techniques before focusing on performing the actual game or sport well. This results in the practicing of specific movements out of a game situation. Daryl Siedentop had similar views, regarding sport being presented as inauthentic and decontextualized (Siedentop, 1994). Wang and Wang (2018) describe pupils having a major lack of problem-solving skills. This is a direct result of being constrained to the heavy use of the technique-based teaching approach. 
Student alienation can occur with this type of approach (Rovegno, 2008). However there have been studies that have proven this can be overcome (Casey, Hastie and Rovegno, 2011). Student-led games sessions are a process whereby students can create and participate in their own games. The teacher as the facilitator simply guides the students by establishing certain limits (Hastie, 2010). Similar research has showed that by doing this it has the capacity to free pupils to define their competition at their own developmental level. The main advantage to this is pupils will have at least some basic understanding of how game rules both enable and constrain certain tactics and skills (Casey, Hastie and Rovegno, 2011). 
Students learning a more sophisticated understanding of the game structures and gameplay is far more desirable than repeating skill techniques over and over. Ennis (2000) critiques this further by stating pupils participate in units where there is little to no instruction from the teacher while also having the problem of fewer opportunities for lower-skilled players. This then creates a scenario in PE lessons where the highly skilled players can rely on previous experiences with sport and therefore dominate. She continues by saying lower skilled pupils find little interest or meaning in PE with a lack of willingness to make an effort in physical activity (Ennis, 2000). This is where PE lessons need to make significant improvements for the sole purpose of benefiting the learner. Every learner. 
As much as team games and sport plays a major role in PE lessons today, they can be delivered with a fresh approach which can potentially be more beneficial to pupils if done correctly. They can teach pupils a wide range of skills surrounding sport and competition. The focus will be on two major pedagogical models that closely resemble team games and sport as this is where a lot of research and interest has gone in recent years to counter act the obsession with PE lessons focusing on technique-based content (Wang and Wang, 2018). These two pedagogical models are Sport Education and Teaching Games for Understanding. 

When the now world-renowned Daryl Siedentop introduced the Sport Education model in 1994 through his book it was certainly ground-breaking at the time. The book covers everything that is required to know about the model which has been experimented with and consequently researched many times since its introduction especially (Wallhead and O'Sullivan, 2005). The book has ready-to-use plans for applying the model to a variety of different sports and has been done so in schools (Hastie, de Ojeda and Luquin, 2011). As Siedentop tells us ‘Sport, when taught properly, provides important developmental experiences for children and youth, not only through increased playing competence but also through personal growth and responsibility’ (Siedentop, 1994, p. ix). Siedentop’s Sport Education model is certainly a very compelling approach to teaching PE via a pedagogical strategy today. Siedentop states that the Sport Education model contains sport characteristics that are deemed essential due to them playing a major role in incorporating it into what Siedentop calls a Sport Education season. These sports can vary from net wall sports, team sports to fitness activities. The sport characteristics are affiliation, seasons, formal competition, festivity, record keeping and the culminating event (Siedentop, 1994). ‘Sport Education is a teacher-tested model that has won the support of teachers and students alike’ (Siedentop, 1994, p. ix). 
Achieving objectives in PE are important but can sometimes be challenging to meet. As Siedentop describes sport as ‘an excellent vehicle for reaching PE objectives’ (Siedentop, 1994, p. ix). Having this, participation in sport can help pupils of today become more skilful in game play, become more aware of fair play, become knowledgeable and skilful in other areas of sport such as coaching, refereeing, fixture scheduling and score keeping (Siedentop, 1994). A stand out feature of the Sport Education model is the fact that it not only teaches pupils the skills to compete and be successful in multiple sports, it also teaches them other important elements of each sport such as the basic rules and regulations. The Sport Education model also teaches children an important life lesson which is responsibility. As mentioned earlier, children have the prospect of taking up a wide range of different roles which they wouldn’t normally get to do in the PE curriculum as it stands today. These roles are fundamental in their acquisition as it will determine the success of their own teams in their own sporting season. The obligation falls to us as physical educators to teach children the basic morals of fair play, respecting officials and the decisions that they make, respecting opponents at all times and appreciate each evenly contested, well-played game. These are all possible under the Sport Education model proposed by Daryl Siedentop. 
The Sport Education model ‘has distinct pedagogical features which positively contribute to many of the dimensions of Physical Literacy and can further an individual’s journey towards greater Physical Literacy and having an embodied self within PE’ (Hastie and Wallhead, 2015, p. 132). A mention should be made for the fact that Physical Literacy was not defined with a specific pedagogical model in mind. It is seen as holistic life-long journey through participation in a wide range of physical activities.
Not all is positive with the Sport Education model however as Metzler (2011) suggests that the model can often be difficult to achieve as it requires many decisions to be made far too often by teachers. 

Teaching Games for Understanding (TGfU) is one model that effectively breaks down a sport or a game into small digestible chunks (Bunker and Thorpe, 1982). In 1982 Bunker and Thorpe brought forward the idea of TGfU as being a model that could be used in secondary schools as a way of teaching team games (Butler, 2006). What TGfU does well is have pupils learn specific skills and actions that are essentially a basic requirement for the sport or game to be played well with plenty of opportunities for success (Pope, 2005). TGfU always begins with a modified game to ensure that all pupils can play and gain valuable insights (Wang and Wang, 2018). This is in stark contrast to the technique-led approach. The TGfU approach includes skills such as observing, reflecting and applying (Butler, 2006). Research into the TGfU model and implementation in PE lessons has suggested that learners developed better tactical knowledge as well as increased enjoyment and intrinsic motivation when compared to more skills-based approaches (Allison and Thorpe, 1997). The main aim of the model is to develop game understanding through tactical awareness and game appreciation. This is where the role of the teacher is to select a tactical problem that must be solved by the learner who will then work out the most appropriate game specific motor skill required to do this (Gray and Sproule, 2011). Gray and Sproule (2011) move on to say that these skills are developed through question, answer and active game participation. The teacher will have a less direct role in this particular learning process whereby consequently the learner will take on more responsibility for their own learning. Kirk and MacPhail (2002) see this type of learning environment as enabling pupils to cultivate groups of capabilities. Some examples of this may include perceptual, strategic and technical capabilities that are essential to be successful during the playing of a game. TGfU as a teaching approach aims to accelerate the advancement of such capabilities by encouraging pupils to work within small groups in the hope that they will collectively share ideas and thoughts to solve problems. This sort of practice becomes increasingly important before, during and after the activity performance as it can enrich pupils’ game comprehension and therefore will consequently improve the efficiency in activity performances (Gray and Sproule, 2011). The TGfU model clearly delivers rich purposeful experiences for pupils. TGfU offers so many more beneficial outcomes over the more technique orientated approach which has been letting down the subject with its poor rigid structure and lack of innovation. Of noteworthy research has found that TGfU can be attributed directly to the advancement of developing Physical Literacy (Doozan and Bae, 2016). 

There are many other approaches for PE that I have not discussed here such as Cooperative Learning (Dyson and Casey, 2012), Health-Based PE (Haerens et al. 2011) and Outdoor Adventure Education (Williams and Wainwright, 2016). However, their work has been recognised. This paper sought to better understand team games and Teaching Gamed for Understanding within PE. As these approaches are very different to this in their philosophies, aims and objectives, I didn’t require their immediate involvement. However, some research has been conducted to merge cooperative learning and team games (Darnis and Lafont, 2015). Having discussed various evidence, ideas and research from the literature there is certainly an overemphasis on using team games and or sport in PE lessons. Further to this, there certainly are rich and positive options having been brought forward to change this or simply make it more exciting and engaging for learners.  
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