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~Grewing out of the new physicai education of the preceding decades, e]ementary'.
QEB schooi ‘physical education in the 1950s. espoused the aims of compiete education
yet sought to achieve them through traditionai programs In the 1980s another .
new physica] education focused more on meet1ng the needs of chi]dren ‘than on
edocating them to live in a democratic society as Jesse Wi}iiams advocated. yhat ‘
curricula and Methodology in'eiementary school physical education brought about
> .these changes? How have these factors inf]uenced today's programs and future
deVe]opments? This historica] overview wi]i‘anaiyze and synthesize selected
writings, curricular trends, program obJectives, and conference and convention
presentations in eiementary school physica] education | Through this examinationf
of the past third of a century, hopefully, those invoTved in elementary physical
edocationkmay gain“insights into how to provide‘the.best quality experiences
for children plus how to innovatively iead into the tnenty-first century.
| Before embarking on an'examination of the curricula andamethodoiogy in
QED. physical edication in the e]ementary schooJ;, what has been and is the status
- of these programs‘in terms of'number and preparation of teachers, numbers of
"students,‘facilities, iength of program, etc? During the 1955-56 schooi'year .
Elsa Schneider from the U.S. Office of Education conducted the first comprehensive
study to determine the policies, practices;.and procedures used in physica]
education for chi]dren of eiementary schooivage in city schooi systems‘ In this
study it was found that classroom teachers prov1ded the overwheiming maJority
o of phy51cai education instruction in all grades, as shown in Figure 1, but with
help from physical education specialists over half of the time. 'In-service
veducation was provided to ciassroom‘teachers'35% more often‘when,a_speciaiist
directed the program. Of the 5,225 persons employed as specialists, 72%vactua11y .
Ktaught chiidren on a daily basis In grade¢ 1-3 only 23% and- in grades 4-6
~only 28% of the chi]dren received daily instruction in physical education of
. _

at least 30 minutes.

In a comparison between e]ementary.sChooi physical edQCation.in 1968 and
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1979 She11a Caskey reported that in the 1nter1m years between the two surveys

,ng. rqu1rements had increased, while elementary programs continued to be tauqht
‘by ‘classroom teachers, the number of specialists 1ncreased and the average
m1nutes per week fell be]ow the usual recommendation of 150 m1nutes 2 The
survey results are summarized in F1qure 2.

. The~Nat ona1 Children and Youth F1tness Study reported that about 97% of the
ch11dren in grades 5- 6 were enro]]ed 1n physica] education. More_students in
these two grades took physica1 educat1on twice a week than any other paradigm

“as shown’in Figure43. On a weekly basis, 54.6% Of.the students in grades 5-6
received an hour'and a haif or less of physica1 education. 'fhese and other
data verified that e]ementary schoo] age children at the time of the study

failed to meet the f1ve obJect1ves estab]ished in Promot1ng Hea]th/Preventing

Disease: ObJectives for the Nation 1n 1980. Focusing on 10-17 year o]ds,

the study stated the ‘three goals sou%ht by 1990--60% will attend phys1ca1
§E§ Aeducation classes. da11y, 70% will per1od1ca11y have thair f1tness 1eve]s tested,
nd 90% will participate in phys1ca1 act1v1t1es that help maintain an effective
rvcardiorespiratory system 3 Have thJse always been the goa]s for children in
e]ementary physical education programs? o | |
In the 19505 and 19605 when educat1on4was cr1t1c12ed for being too soft,
~for stressing 11teracy rather than learning, and forrfa111ng to emphasize math
and scfence,,the essent1a1ity of physical education”in the e1ementary schoo]s e
hwas also questioned. During these two decades'as_physica1 education sought to
prove 1ts‘worth in.the development of the whole child, resufts of a'comparativeb
fitness study on European and American ch11dren threatened the field's credibility.
. Beginn1ng 1n the mid- 19505 a renewal of 1nterest in physical f1tness -spread
nationally as curr1cu1a broadened 1n scope of activities and fitness goa]s and
& objectives became paramount. | |
The part1c1pants in the 1959 AAHPER Nationa] Conference on Fitness of




Children of E]ementary_School Age expressed concern for the hea1th, physical

{Eb,,education, and recreation of children when they agreed to several basic assumptions.

Specific to physical education, they recommended that the schools prouide daily
'1nstructfona1 periods which fostered creativity.and vigorous physical activity -

and inc]uded_mouement exploration, rhythm and dance, games, oractice in sports

skills, sports‘activitjes, stunts,,tumb]ing, and apparatus, and when.possible,

swimming.4. This-conference along with the AAHPER's “Operation Fitness" in 1958,
~ the development and initial 1mp1ementation of the AAHPER'Youth Fitness Test in -

- 1958, and the promotiona1 activities of;the President's Council on Physica1
‘Fitness helped to promote youth'fitness nationally. In the ear1y>19605;
tremendous;progressfwas reborted in the fitness levels of school children. For
‘example, betWeen'1961 and 1963 there was a 21% increase in the proportion of
children (grades 4-12) who exceeded the m1n1mum estab1ished standards for physical
fitness. By 1963 eight states required every student ‘to part1c1pate every day

4534 in a regu1ar physica1 education ‘period, wh11e in 10 other states more than 75%
of the students engaged in phys1ca1 educat1on da11y 5 Unfortunately, fo]]ow1nq
th1s major emphas1s on youth fitness and the successes measured 1n the 1965
adm1n1stration of the AAHPER Youth Fitness Test, a s]owdown and even reversal
occurred in the 1mportance placed on this component of ch11dren s programs | Not
'_ until the 1980s did physical fitness become a maJor_program thrust, partly

’resulttng from government reports, 1ndependent surveys, and the National Children
and-Youth‘Fitness Study which_measured fitness and estab]{shed goa1S~for »
improvement R | —
Since f1tness was not consistent]y stressed what compr1sed e1ementary

school phsyical educat1on programs? Most schbo]s and’ teachers offered a potpourr1

i

of activities which focused on trad1t10na1 sports and games. Classroom teachers,

a

qlb who .usually were responsible forvthese programs , ‘often received their only

-exposure to physical education through one e]ementary methods course in college.
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'Textbooks of the 19505 offered m1n1ma1 1nformat1on about teach1ng methodo]ogy
ﬂﬁb ”and program planning while maxima]]y empnas1z1ng a diversity of activities.
- Three have been selected to illustrate this trend.

Elizabeth Sehon in Physical EducationfMethods for E]ementary Schools

devoted 75% of th1s text to an explanation of how to execute qames, sports,
creative rhythms, fo]k singing games and folk. dances, social and tap dancing,
subject-integrated activities, and classroom act1v1t1es.§ Dorothy LaSa]]e
discussed meeting children's needs, emotional development, class management,
and eva1uation yet focused on~specific'curricu1um materialé by grades

in Guidance of Children through Physical Education,'an e1ementarx methods textbook

- first pub11shed in 1946.7. A]though E]lzabeth Halsey and Lorena Porter in

. Physical Educat1on for Ch11dren - A Deve]opmenta] Program stressed the child

progress1ng through movement exper1ences, still the maJor1ty of the book
descr1bed games, dance, and se1f test1ng act1v1ties They did br1ef1y discuss
@ movement exploration.8

* Physical Education. fer Today's Boys and Girls by Gladys Andrews, Jeannette -

Saurborn, and E1sa Schneider published in 1960 approached its subject quite.
differently than earlier texts through its advocacy of movement as the basis

~ for physical education' In seeking to understand children and how they moved,
they stated that movement was act1v1ty, movement was response, movement was
purposeful, and movement was growth. The~authors comprehens1ve program of
games, sports, stunts, tumbling, rhythms dance, and otner movement experiences
focused:on meeting- the developmental needs and 1nterests of'chi1dren. Outcomes
of their movement education program included enhancfng 1earn1nq, helping
children understand their own 1deas and feelings as well as understand
‘others, prov1d1ng a way of commun1cation se]f—express1on, and creativity, and

@ deve]op1ng social and physical skills. 9 | ' .
*Other textbooks in the 19605 usually included a chapter or brief references

about movement expToration. IMlustrative of,these was Hollis Fait's Physical

Q
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Education for the E]ehentarx,Schoo] Child in which about one quarter of the

writing set forth the foundations along with’program planning, organizing,

and imp]ementing.’ Sing]eichaptens exp1a1ned motor exploration, fundamental
skills, basic ski]]tgames; ohysicai»fitness, Tead-up and team games, rhythms
and'dance, stUnts and tumb]ing, aquatics, c]assnoom.ganes,'and games for
p]ayground and self- d1rected p]ay 10 | |

In the 19705 textbooks ref]ected the emerg1ng curricu]ar changes in

e]ementary schoo] proqrams Developing Motor Behavior in Children - A -

‘: Ba]anced-Approach to-Elementary Physica]zEducation by Daniel Arnheim and Robert
Pesto]esidiscussed the stages of motor.deveIopment and concepts'of'perceptuai
motor deveIopment, thus sigha]]ing an emphasis on the importance of these

- factors in program design and 1np1ementation.; The authors also differentiated

between movement education as an instructional approach and movement exoloration
1 |

o

activities. Evelyn Schurr in Movement Experiences for Children: A'Homanistic,

Approach to E1ementary School Physical Education]? and Elsie Burton in The New

: Phys1ca1 Education for E]ementary Schoo] Children!3 focused on fu]fi]]inq the

needs of ch11dren, in contrast to most earlier: books which were. act1v1ty centered.
While both included descriptions of varied movement experiences, Schurr
emphasiied the teaching-learning process while Burton told the importance of
assessing.children's"edUcationa1'needs and evaluatina learning outcomes.

- Hubert Hoffman, Jane'Young, and Stephen Klesius weaved learning e§periences

throughoot their'book Meanianu1'Movement for Chi]dren - A"Developmental Theme
Approach to. Physical Education They advocated that the study of movement must

be 1ntegrated 1nto the entire deve]opmenta] process to be mean1ngfu1 and that
movement activities should be 1earned,1n conjunction with know]edge about
"chfldnen and teaching in order to focus on the whole chi]d. This changing image
of elementary physical education, they sajd, enc0uraged children to becone aware
and independent, to accept'and to_expreSS’feelings and ideas, to'accept respon-

$ibilities, and to act cooperative]y.]4




Betty Logsdon, et.alt,provided examples of other curricu]ar‘trends in

 Physical Education for Children: A Focus on the Teaching Process. . The authors

discussed children's movement deVeiopnentaiiy, nsing mechanical principles, the
teacher as observer, interpreter, and decision maker, and evaluation. Processes
and products were both essential outcomes of their movement-focused content.]5

Dynamic Physical Education for Eiementary Schaol Children by Victor Dauer

and Robert Pangrazi; traditionai]y a popular coiiege methods book, in its

‘latest edition inciuded six tOpics which reflected developments or areas of
emphasis.within_the field. These'inciuded curriculum deve]opment,‘1eqai“]iabiTity;i
 class managenent methodology and teaching sty]es, the special chi]d; and'
evaluation. Still, approx1mate1y 75% of their textbook was devoted to activities
and sports, as it providedusers with structured content and 1essons Daver and
Pangrazi s objectives reflected the traditionai outcomes, such as deve]opinq

. and ma1nta1ning fifness, acou1r1ng physical skills, 1earning desirable social
standards and ethical concepts, seeking to participate in non-class recreationa]!
act1v1t1es, and acquiring personal va]ues and attitudes about the role of |

phy51ca1 act1vit1es in each person s 1ife.'® Rather than sett1nq innovative

trends, these se]ected textbooks explained what was happening at the t1me of k?bHL

In ouwtarowth of

4 . [ dl.w.abvn DiviSion
thedc publfcation.. | ' %sp\cemwh-h on Committee

The Eiementary Schoo] Phy51ca1 Education Comm1551on of the AAHPERJRgﬂFHﬁH
Edueat+en 9+¥45+on initiaiiy formu]ated "Essentials of a Qua]ity Elementary

School Phy51ca1 Education Program" “in 1970. ]7 Based upon the point of view that

2

physical education was an 1nteqra1 part of the tota1 educational program and
that movementprov1ded the foundation for nearly everyone's accomp]ishments,

children in the elementary grades needed optimal 1earninq exper1ences ““In 198
. Sormally He El %\wtaq S‘ckooI.PMSIC&‘
the Council on Physical Education for Ch11dren (COPEC) in its revision of the ~ Educzhenm
: mmission,
ear11er statement, advocated that the degree of success in work and p]ay enJoyed !

by children was strongly influenced by effective and effic1ent movement.18 A
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- comparison between the two showed the evolution in the roies‘of the children and'
‘Eb' the teacher, expectations in teacher preparation, instructiona] criteria, .
organizational matters, and faci]ities and equipment
Concerning the child, both statements ]isted the deveiopment of the who]e
ind1v1duai and phy51ca1 outcomes from carefu]]y planned movement experiences,
while in 1981 the needs of chi]dren w1th differing abilities and aptitudes were
addressed as was the importance of gaining a p051tive attitude toward phy51ca1
‘activity. Teachers of elementary schéol physical education must understand - \<
"and integrate know]edges of human movement growth and development, and 1earning -
theories must work effectively w1th children as they move, keep current in the
literature and work closely with classroom teachers in order to provide
appropriate programs. The 1981 statement added that skills were needed in
asseSSing chi]dren's.movements,‘competency in working.with children with special
needs, and~persona] shii]s'**d teaching skills.

-:GID Both writings stressed that the instructional program s goal was to he]p'

i children become more self-directed, se]f reliant and fully functiona] ' Desired
outcomes 1nc1uded developing motor skills and efficient movement patterns,
encouraging v1gorous activity and attainment of physica] and health-related
fitness,_fostering creat1v1ty and encouraging expre551on and communication
.through movement, promoting self-understanding and acceptance promoting socia]
interaction, and helping children learn how to handle risk taking, winning,

: 1051ng, and other cha1]enges ~ While in 1971 daily physical education classes
" were revommended, in 1981 they were called necessities The minimum of 150
minutes per week was con51stent over. this ten-year span, plus the 198] statement'
added that c]ass size shou]d be consistent with those of other subject areas
and that federal legislation protecting the rights of students should be / | /
incorporated into program philosophy. Providing suff1c1ent and quality equipment /
a]ong with a]]—weather surfaces and indoor facilities were stated as imperatives /

for quality programs.




Logsdon, et al's state ént of phi]osophy stressed the individuality and B

integrity of children, théyessentiality of the teachers' dedication to he1p1ng
children achieve their;potent1a1 as independent learners and decision makers,
‘and the provision of experiences thatimproved the ability to move, to engage in
thought processes, and to develop a value system.]9 ~Inherent within the precedinq
discuss1on of the obgectives of e]ementary physica] education was the concept that
“movement was the key. 20
Historically, Rudolph Laban's system of movement ana1ysts'f1rst 1nf1uenced
physical education in England in the late 1940s as 1ts 1nc1us1on of problem
’ so1v1nq techniques and a child-centered approach found considerab]e support His
theories were introduced in the United States by English teachers who tauqht in
this country in the 1950s as we]] as by Amerjcans who travelled in England
observing their programs. The English program was notabie'for the total
_ invoivement of the children in the 1earn1ng process, the vigorous and maxima]
participation by ever/ child, the program’ s 1nd1v1dua]1zation the skills of the
teachers in creat1ng a pos1t1ve educational énvironment, -and the 1ntegration of
phys1ca1 educat1on into the school day 21
_; Genera1]y the Endlish approach was not widely accepted 1n the Un1ted
States in the 1950s. Partially th1s was due to the terminology, to Laban's
;method and association with modern dance, and to the fact that many of the initial
: proponents were women co]]eqe faculty who had never taught ch11dren 22 Many
teachers also did not value learning through problem so]ving and creat1ve responses.
During this tame movement exploration most frequently became a unit within the |
total elementary physical education program and referred to both the content and
‘the methodo]ogy; | | '
The ]956"Anglo-American Workshop on Elementary School Physica1 Education
prov1ded the opportun1ty for 1nd1v1dua1s from the United States to learn more

-

about this program but did not dramatica]]y affect progr%uns]ﬂ this country,
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probably because of the diversity of the perceptions about 1t.23 For example,

QEB problem solving while not a new}methSdo]ogy, was applied Within programs
differently and was not wide]yvaccepted’ The emphasis on problem solving, : .
self- express1on, “and 1nd1v1dua]1zat1on of programs within physical education
probab]y resulted from teachers' attempts to more consistent]y a?ign their
programs w1th the amerging trends in general education ‘than to mode] the
English program. Thus in the 1950s ‘while physical.education methodology changed
somewhat along with educational philosophy, movement educatiOn was only one

| programmatic inf]%ence and'was'most1y ?ncorporated into the teachino of dance
" rather than games. _ o o | “
* Movement education in the 19605 gained momentum often due to exchaﬁqes
between Amer1can and English teachers resu1t1ng in a better understand1ng of
~ the program in Eng]ano,- Among the Eng]ish trave]ers ‘was Ruth Morison, the
leader-in educational gymnastics in her country. The second Ang]o-Amer1can

ai’ Workshop held in 1966 focused on .movement education as 1ndiv1dua15 from the

Un1ted States. attended and visited Eng]ish schoo]s 24

SeveraT programs were Taunched in the United States in the 1960s to
promote the use of movement education. Laban's categorization of movement and

~ the British form of mnvement educationhinf1uenced each of these projects as uell

as’increasing‘number of schools, tethook writings, and research. A divergence
in movement education and its interpretation was evident in this decade.?5 While
some he]d'the viewpoint that movement'exploration'was a unit based on both.content‘
and methodoloqy, others in the 1960s proposed that movement education was synonymous
w1tﬁ phys1ca| education and thus shou]d be accepted as the methodo]ogy

Conferences and major curricu]um proJects h1gh1ighted the 1970s as. movement -
educat1on for some became an 1ntegrat1ng process in the deve]opment of human
movement potential. The term movement exp]oration was -used less often to
describe~programs in the 1970s which stressed orob]em solving and quided discovery.

é//the same t1me 1ncreasing app]ication of movement education principles were made

11 ;
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to the teaching of sports and games,2§' Much of the literature of the 1970s

did not advocate the acquisition of skill within an environment consistent with

: movement‘education principles but instead criticized it or at least questioned

its premises. .

Just as textbooks ref]ected trends and deve]opments in elementary schoo]
physical education, such as the emergence of movement education, so did .
conferences and convention programs: The National Conference ot Physicai Edocation
in Elementary Schools held in 1951 Was“the first to look specifically at programs
for chiidren’whiie two years later the National Conference on -Program Planning
in Games and Sports for Boys and Girls ot Elementary School Age Children also
examined curricuiar activities. The AAHPER Fitness Conference in 1956 was followed
by the 1959 Nationa] Conference on Fitness for E]ementary Age Children as this
facet of the school program received a major boost Movement education was the
focus of the 1956 and 1966 Anq]o-American Workshops on E]ementary School
Physical Education ‘as prev1ous]y discussed Personalizing Learning Environments
in Physical Education for E]ementary School Chiidren, sponsored by the E]ementary

Physical Education Council of NASPE in 1976 provided a Teadership workshop to

‘vexpiore the concepts under]ying persona]ized 1earn1ng and ‘their imp]ications for

' -e]ementary schoo] physica] education programs , fw»w~—~~uuf.,c,‘

) Whi]e the 1967 Conference for Co]]ege Teachers Preparing ElementaryClass-
room Teachers to Teach;Physica] Education offered strategies to enhaﬁceythese
teachers' preparation and credentials, in 1968 the Conference for Teachers and .
Supervisors of Eiementary School Physicai Education sought tg" meet thecneeds

of these‘specia]ists Kent State University's conference/on “Curriculum
Deci51on - Making in Elementary Physical Education, co< sponsored by COPEC in
1980, was'directed toward elementary physica]~education teachers as was its
“"Curriculum P]anning: A Collaborative Etfort" i:/}PBZ. Georgia State University

has{a]so~he1d annual conferences on "Contemporar E]ementanyvand_Middle Schoo]

N -
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Physical Education" Wherein physical education spec1a1ists, coordinators, and
professional preparation personnel, along with classroom teachers interacted
ph11050ph1ca11y andshared practical concerns.

In 1972 the Elementary School Physical Education Commissien and the
Task Force on Chi]dren's'Dance co-sponsored the National Conference on Professional
Preparation of the Elementary‘Specialist The purposes of the conference were
to examine peliefs about children and their needs for movement, aesthetics, and
rhythmical experiences; to develop 1nsights about deve]opmenta] programs for
children; to clarify the ro]e of dance in comprehensive physical education
programs; tovexamine proféssional preparation guidelines; and to make recommendations
for action.?2’ According to Larry Locke's summation of this conference, it
failed to focus onvprofessiona1 preparation but instead the presentations dealt
more with curricular matters and making elementary school‘physical education the
central thrust of the profession. Locke emphasized that teacher training as a |
- process needed to be studied, that research should be conducted and its results
translated into pos1t1ve outcomes, and that the emergence of a new breed of"
teacher educator was essential.28

The Second National Conference on Preparing the Physical Education Specialist
for Children held in 1984 focused on the 1ssues in profess1ona1 preparat1on of
elementary school phys1ca1 education specialists, on he]prng_ teacher educators
make rational curriculum decisions, and on examining program models.29. This COPEC-
sponsored event first verified that a difference existed between‘teaching physical
education in schools and teach1ng adults to become. physica] educators -Secondly,

it affirmed that in the 1980s there emerged a nucleus of teacher educat1ors in the
colleges who sought to ensure that progress toward 1mproved teacher educat1on 1n
“phys1ca] educat1on will continue. 0. -

Lawrence Locke in summarizing this conference compared it to the 1972
conference by stressing how the szv+lier one had diScussed‘the~subject matter
of movement while the second_conference examined the scientific art of pedagogy-

two distinct content areas. He analyzed that elementary physical education had
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undergone trémendous ourrioular réform and sophisticatioh rosu1ting in drdmatic
f'changes 1n the past decade. For example, more preparation was available for
e]ementary spec1a11sts, more research on teaching had influenced professional |
preparation programs, curricu]a were}nore'diversified‘and rootedoin genero] skills.
for p]oyfu] ond expressive movement, more°pedaoogioal diversity existed, and more
teachers benefitted from the use of systemafic obSerQation‘and feedback. On the
’_other hand, research on teaoher education was ootably omitted from the tonference’o‘”
agenda.3] | |

In addjtjon to.coqférénceo, ARHPERD conventions have included a wealth of
elementary physicol education'progtams. Ih 1954 the Elementary Physical Education. ~
Section sponsored dts first pre- -convention workshop, wh1ch examined what physical
educat1on cou]d mean to chi]dren 32 Both the number and the d1vers1ty of convent1on
._programs reflected the status of e]emontary school physical educat1on.33 High-
lighted in Figore 4 are oelocted topics fromvconvention orograms between 1956-1984
(only years aVaiTab]o). The few sessions in the early 1960s may have indicated
a‘]aok of'focus for elementary school programs, whereas-]até? 1n_thot‘decade
- movement became a popular program fopic.  Througoout thesé years, innovative and
popular curricu]a‘femained the foremoSt themes; such as the annual oroqrams on
Basic Stuff 1n ‘the 19805. Notably, the number and variety of sessions concern1ng
elementary school phys1ca1 education now compr1se a major component of the overa]]
'conveﬂt1on program. Thjs trend in the‘growth io popu]arity of e]ementary programs o
was also evideht‘in 1981-82 when AAHPERD members who checked elementary as a
primary intéfest area (9329) far ourpassed those who 1ndioated secondary schools
(6834) and co]]éges (442 ).3i

Chiidren in most e]ewentary prograhs in the 1950s focuSeq‘on the=ma§tenyh
of ski]isoin games, relays, dances, and other activities in Jarge.groups under the

supervision of_ETassroom_teacherS. They frequently faced e]imination,in'their

ot

games, inactivity, and an absence of thinking, creativity, -and affi]iation.35




e | | B3
Sinoe the mid-1960s curricula have focused more on ]earning»through efficient ;
ﬁﬁbl movement, an 1nd1v1duolized approach, and maxima]_activity.35 The new physical
) education of the719805 recognizes the dignity of each child, Qa]ues'human movement - ‘
as the medium'of_learning, and is success oriented. - |
In order to effectively 1mp1ement this program fbr'ali children, continued
1mprovement41n professional preparation of e1ementary'physica] education teachers
is needed as are in-service c]iniqs and workshops for ‘school physica] educators,
for college facu]ty, and for c]assroom teachers, Research on teach1ng ‘elementary
physical education needs to continue to uti]ize knowleges from perceptua]-moton
deve]opment, personalized 1earn1ng and curricu]um deve]opment in order'to offer”“
the best programs for ch1]dren 37 Now that movement has been identified as the
basis of physical educat1on, spec1a11sts in this field merit the f1nanc1a1 .and

ph1]osoph1ca1 support of 1eg1s]ators, administrators, and parents so that every

child can reach their potential.




2

{ - . |
i

» ' F1gure 1*
ﬁi@ | Physica] Education in Urban E]ementary Schools, 1955-56
Instruction p%&vided by ’ Grades 1-3  Grades 4-6 -
Classroon teacher only .- . . 261 16%
b5 Classroom teacher with help of specia]ist C62% 54%
c) Specialist in physical educat1on 12% 29%
In- serviceph}s1ca] educat1on for c]assroom teachers . Grades 1-6- i‘ N
a) C]assroomlteacher situation 5%
b) C]assroom teacher with help of specia11st 87% .
.Spec1alist 1nsphysica1 education (5,225) s Male fgmélg
" a) By gender | 57% 42%
b) Teach ch1?dren in the day by-day classes '72%» 72% |
Dai]y 1nstruct10na1“program Grades 1-3 Grades 4-6
’ ‘At 1east 30 minutes per day l23% 28%
Gymnas1um or| playroom avai]ab]é - 54%
@ AH-ncuthe. play areas brov‘lded - 48%v
//
. |
Q&D. *"High]ights from the Study of the Status/ of Phys1ca1 Education for Children

of Elementary School Age in City Schools Systems," dJournal of Health - Physical

Educat1on-Recreat1on " XXXI- (February, 1960), 21.
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- ' " Figure 2*

® ~ Survey Results 1968-1979
Questions f Number of States ' ,-Rééh]ts
: - Responding - : _
1968 i}979 . 1968 1979
. 1. Number of elem. schools? 40 41 - . 61,834 . 47,533
2. Elem. school PE required? 47 43 5% 70%2
3. Average number min. /week?. NA 40 . " NA ]04b
4. Methods required for. 46 . 43 a1y 359
. = classroom certification? o , :
5. Methods required for - 42 42 83%  83%
- PE certification? .
6. Schools with fulltime 36 24 - 28% 1%
specialist? - ' _
7. Schools with parttime 25 12 “ 6% 10%
specialist? =~ . : : - :
@ 8. PE taught by classroom 47 43 . 83% - 62%
teacher? . . ' o ‘ '
9. Employment for elem. PE N 43 . NA  25% Good"
- . specialists? , . 75% Fair
10. Compétenty based S NA 43 . NA - 28%
eertificatibn?

a Peréentdgés,bésed upon number responding affirmatively. -
b Seven states recommend amount of time rather than mandate.

| *Sheila Caskey, "Status of Elementary School Physical Education - 1968-79,"
ABHPERD Update, (May, 1980), 5.
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Figure 3*

egb o Percentage Breakdown By Grqde:ADays of Physiﬁai Educafiqn
, . Per Week Bases on NCYFS
DaysiWeek Sth Grade _6th Grade
Not in physical education | 2.3 . 30
1 Day per.Week C 223 . 9.9
', 2 Days per Week : - 26.1 3.1
 2 Days One Week/ S 5.4 4.2
= .., 3 Days the Next . , '
3 Days per Week 121 13.3
4 Days per Week 8.4 8.3
5 Days per. Week : 18.7 27.4.
| 6 1.8

Other o 4,

qﬁb, = *James G. Ross, et éi., "What Are Kids Doing in School Phyéical Education?,”
Journal of Physical Education, Recreation and Dance, LVI (January, 1985), 74.

,
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Figure 4*

@ S AAHPERD CONVENTION PROGRAMS ABOUT ’
ELEMENTARY PHYSICAL EDUCATION -
CYEAR NUMBER S SELECTED PROGRAM TOPICS
1956' : o 6 Physica].Fitness, Mental, Emotional, and Physica] ’

~ Needs; Facts about E]ementary Programs'
1958 . - 6 ‘ 'Preadolescent Child in Modern Society; Our Responsi-
: : bilities; Physical Fitness; Program Adaptatiéns;
A Typical Lesson; Suggested Act1v1t1es

1960 5 Homemade Equipment; Fundamenta] Rhythms, Posture

and Body Mechanics, Fitness-
.- 1961 . | 1 ' ‘.De/elopvng Deeper Awareness ’ ;
1962 1 Developmental Activities
1963‘ . 3 , -Movement Exp]orat1on in Dance; Pres1dent s Phys1ca1
, N Fitness Program .
B "1964 1 - What Do We Think. We Know about E]ementary School
) - .'Physical Education ,
‘@ED 1965 : 3 Fundamental Movement Skill. Approaches, Creative
Dance _ ,
1966 6 Learning to Move--Mov1ng to Learn; Fo]k and Modern

Square Dance; Implementation of Titles I, IT, III,

Elementary and Secondary Act of 1965; Exp]orat1on

A Method of Teaching Movement; Cond1t1on1ng Rounds:
Tinikling, Tumnikling, and Advanced Tumbling

1967 2 L Perceptua} Motor Tra1n1ng, Lead Up Games' to
> - . Seasona] Sports

1968 ‘ 5 - Teaching Basic Movement Basic Movement Lessons;
' Creat1ve Dance

. "\
vy \

:1969' 3 . Educat1ona1 Gymnastics in Great Br1ta1n The .
App11cation of Movement Educat1on to Instruct1on
in Sport Skills .

. 1970 5 - A Look at the'PresChoo] Chi]d Movement Educat1on

o An Approach to Teach1ng Games - )
]97f 2' ‘ ' Perceptua] Motor Deve]opment “Analyzing of Movement
: in Movement Education [ .
“ QHB 1972 o 2 . Learn1ng through.Movement;'Deve1opmenta1 Activities
1973 3 o ‘ - Creative ‘Approach; Primary Rhy;hms and Creativity




1974

1975

1976

1977

1978

1979

1980

1981

1982

1983

1984
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Dance and Sport Activity; Let's Keep the 'Physical’
in Elementary Physical Education: Individua]ized
Movement Educat1on ’

Specialized. Sports Sk11ls, Rope Jump1ng, Parachute .
Act1v1t1es, Competition for Children

Movement Experience; Teaching: Games, Competency
Based Assessment Programs

“Future Directions of.Elementary Phys1ca1 Education;

Traditional or Educational Gymnast1cs Playscapes;
Teacher Preparation ' '

Preschool Play . Proqram for Moderate]y Menta]]y
Retarded Children; Learning Centers; Developing -
Skillfull Game Players; Movement and Science;
Movement and Reading; Movement and Math; Hovement.
and Language Arts; ‘Back to Basics' Movement

Minimizing Sex Role Stereotyping

.Movement Education; Perspective on Physical Education

for the Hand1capped Fitness; Movement Games;
Mainstreaming; _ -
Creative Dance; A Focus on Chi]dren Caring, Sharing,
Daring; A-Key to Teaching Motor Sk111 Movement

Education; Schoo] Olympics

Health F1tness, Objectives for the ]990 S--
Relationship to School Programs; Physical Activity/
Weight Management; Incorporating Fitness Gymnastics,
Games and Sports, Dance; Problems in Trying to Make
Progress in Children's Phys1ca1 Education; Educational
Gymnast1cs Movement- Education :

Mora] Development and the Sport Experience; Motor.
Development; Managing Stress; Curriculum Model for

. Elementary Physical Educat1on Creative Teaching; ,
~ Children and Play; Family and Play; Adults and Play;
Teachers and Play; Administrators and Play; Essentials

of a Quality Elementary School Physical Education
Program; Avoiding the Budget Guillotine; Basic Stuff

Program Development; Teach1ng Preparation; Observ1ng,
Assessing, and Refining: A Key to Critical Teaching;
Innovative Equ1pment Motor Dev]eopment Identifying
Cr1t1c?1 Problems in Professional Preparat1on Motor
Contro

‘*Convention programs, American Alliance for Hea]th Phys1ca1 Education,

Recreation and Dance, Archives, Reston, V1rg1n1a

20.




Physical Education - Recreation, XXXI (February, 1960), 19.

Endnotes

]E1sa Schneider, Physica] Education in Urban Secondary Schools (Washington,'

D,C.: United States Government Pr1ntan 0ff1ce 1959).

2Sheila Caskey,'“Status of E]ementary Schoo] Physica] Education - 1968 79 "
AAHPERD Update, May, .1980, p. 5. '

3"The National Children and Youth F1tness Study," Journal of Physica]
Education, Recreation and Dance; LVI (January, 1985), 44-90. .

4"Bas1c Assumptions Agreed Upon by Participants in the AAHPER National

Conference on Fitness of Children of Elementary School Age," Journal of Health - |

5"Progress Report from the President's Counc11 on Physical F1tness,“

- Journal. of Health, Physical Education and Recreation, XXXIV (October, 1963),

6EHzabeth L. Sehon, Physica] Education Methods for E]ementary Schoo]s

- (2nd ed.; Phi]ade]phia.,'w B. Saunders Company“19§3)

7Dorothy LaSalle, Guidance of Children through Physical Education (2nd
ed.; New York: The Rona]d Press, 1957)

8EHzabeth Halsey and Lorena Porter, Phys1ca1 Education for Children - A
Deve]opmenta] Program (New York: ‘The Dryden Press, Inc., 19587* '

9G]adys Andrews, Jeannette Saurborn and Elsa Schneider, Physica] ‘Education

- for Today's Boys and Girls (Boston:’ A]]yn -and Bacon, Inc., 1960}.

10401115 F. Fait, Physical Education for the E]ementa;y School Child

' (Phi]ade]phia W.B. Saunders, 1964).

]]Dan1e1 D. Arnheim and Robert A. Pestolesi, Develgping Motor Behavior 13
Children - A Balanced Approach to E]ementary Physica] _Education (St Louis:

C.V. Mosby Company, 1973).

]zEve1yn L. Schurr, Movement Egper1ences for Ch11dren A Humanistic

" Approach to Elementary Schoo] Physical Education (2nd ed. Eng]ewood Cliffs,

New Jersey: Prentice-Hall, Inc., 1975).

]3E1sie Carter Burton, The New Physica] Education for E]ementary Schoo]
Children (Boston: Houghton Miffin Company, 1977)..

T4yubert A. Hoffman, Jane Young, and Stephen E. K]esuis, Meaningful
Movement for Children - A Developmental Theme Approach to Physical Educat1on
(Boston: Allyn and Bacon, Inc., 1981).

-]SBette J. Logsdon,.et al., Phxsica] Education for Children: "A Focus

~'on_the Teaching Process (2nd ed.; Philadelphia: Lea and Febiger, ‘T§84)

16yictor P. Dauer and Robert P. Pangra21 Dynamic Physical Education
for Elementary School Children (7th ed.; Minneapolis Burgess Publishing
Company“1983)‘ . . o

r

- 21



]7"Essent1als'of a Quality Elementary School Physical Education Program, "

- Journal of Health, Physical Education and Recreation XLII (April, 1971), 43.

18Essentials of a Quality Elementary School Physica]-Educatﬁon Program

(Reston, Virginia: American Alliance for Health, Physical Education, Recreation

~and Dance, 1981).

]gLogsdon, A Focus, p. 13.

ZoRobefE S. Fleming, "Movement - An Essential in a Good School Day," in = :
Physical Education for Children's Healthful Living (Washington, D.C.: Association
for Childhood Education International, 1968), p. 15, =~ . '

'ggMarie_Riley,,"A History of the Influence of English Movement Education
on ' Physical Education in American Elementary Schools - The Fifties" (paper
presented at the 95th convention of the American Alliance for Health, Physical
Education, Recreation and Dance, Detroit, Michigan, April 11, 1980).

(Mimeographed. )

221p44.

231pid. | |
' 2-“i?'ette Jean Logsdon, "A'History of the Influence of English Movement

Education on Physical Education in American Elementary Schools - The Sixties"
{paper presented at the 95th convention of the American Alliance for Health,
Physical Education, Recreation and Dance, Detroit, Michigan, April 11, 1980).

(Mimeographed. )
- 25pp44,

| 26Ka_te'R; Barrett, "A Histony of the Influence of English Movement Education
on Physical Education in American Elementary Schools - The Seventies" (paper

presented at the 95th convention of the American Alliance.for Health, Physical

Education, Recreation and Dance, Detroit, Michigan, April 11, 1980).
{(Mimeographed. ) ' g o - '

27Preparing the E1ementary Specia]ist . . . A Report of the Proceedings -
of the National Conference on Professijonal Preparation of the Elementary Specialist
(Washington, D.C.: American Association for Health, Physical Education and

‘Recreation, 1973), pp. 5-6.

. 2BL.F, Locke, "Teacher Education: One Minute to Midnight," in Preparing the
Elementary Specialist . . . A Report of the Proceedings of the National Conference
on Professional Preparation of the Elementary Specialist (Washington, D.C.:. .
A?erican Association for Health, Physical Education and Recreation, 1973), pp.
87-103. ' ' '

: _29“Secoﬁd National Conferehce'on Preparing the PhysicaT Education §pec1a1ist
for Children," Council on Physical Education for Children, Orlando, Florida,
October 20-23, 1984. (Printed brochure.) ' =

30Hubért'A. Hoffman, "Orlando '84: A Significant Teacher - Education | -
-Confirence," Journal of Physical Education, Recreation and Dance, LVI (January,
1985), 16, o , 4 N

22

-




“ 3]Law'v'en.ce F. Locke, "From the Ozarks to Orlando: Now That We Understand .
the Question, What's the Answer?," in Physical Education Professional Preparation:

Insight and Foresights - Proceedings from the Second National Conference on
Preparing the Physical Education Specialist for Children (Washington, D.C.:
American Alliance for Health, PhyE?EaT*Education,*Recreation and Dance, 1985).

' 3?E1sa'Schne1d;r, "Workshop in Elementary School PhySical Education," -
-Journal 9£/H§é1th - Physical Education - Recreation, XXV (September, 1954), 32.

»’/ ' :
33Convention programs, American Alliance for Health, Physical Education,
Recreatior and Dance, Archives, Reston, Virginia. : A

34Margie R. Hanson,'ﬁRéport on E]ementary Programs," Stéte Presidents
-Elect Conference, Reston, Virginia, Jung, 1983, p. 1. (Mimeographed.)

3%, William Blake, "What Every Child Needs from Physical Education,” in
Physical Education for Children's Healthful Living {Washington, D.C.: Association
for Childhood Education International, 1968), pp. 10-11.

36Margie R. Hanson, "Elementary School Physica] Education: The Base of the
- Profession, A Challenge for the 70s" (speech given at the Iowa Association for

- Health, Physical Education and Recreation Convention, Des Moines, Iowa, April

30, 1971), 1in Echoes of Influence for Elementary School Physical Education
(Washington, D.C.: American Association for Health, Physical. Education and
Recreation, 1977). - : 8

37Margie‘R; Hanson, "Physical Education for Children - A Positive Look,"

' é!p Journal of Physical Education, Recreation and Dance, LIV (September, 1983), 54.




