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As a profession, teaching is prone to status coreand, within teaching,
physical educationists are particularly given tanpering status issues... we also
know that there is a subject hierarchy but therkttie comparative data on this.

What one suspects is that physical education igeusally lower rather than
higher in the pecking order of school subjects.

(Hoyle, 1986, cited in Sparkes and Templin, 199124)

Status has long been an issue for Physical EduncgRig) as it has struggled for recognition in
relation to other school subjects. PE’s questittatatus relates primarily to perceptions of what
counts as legitimate knowledge worthy of a placthéschool curriculum. Perceived as
“practical” and “non-cognitive” and hence inferitwr other school subjects, PE has consistently
been denigrated by some policy makers, academi@mshérs and parents (Kirk & Tinning, 1990).

During the past couple of decades there have begr shifts in what is taught in schools in the
name of Physical Education. Its scientific baiedinks with biological and medical sciences,
its invocation in the context of discourses of @aging obesity and lifestyle related illnesses,
have all contributed to the reshaping of the subjétschool curricula, these shifts are manifest
in its linking with other studies such that we nbave ‘Health and Physical Education’ or where
we live, in New South Wales, Australia, ‘PersonavBlopment, Health and Physical Education’
as school subjects. In its various contemporadyraare complex subject guises, Physical
Education is now an examinable subject (Green, R@0e highest levels in many countries
around the world, including Australia and the UK.

Despite these changes in the construction of PEtasol subject and its shift from marginal
status toward greater acceptance as having antedgéirole in schooling, questions remain about
its place in school. The subject is still ass@dawith play rather than work (Apple, 1979) and
PE teachers are sometimes maligned, if only jokinay some of their colleagues, and by the
popular media, as not ‘real’ teachers. Beginn@aghers report the relatively low status as a
significant influence on their early experiencemyth, 1995) and levels of dissatisfaction
(Macdonald, 1995). Moreover, a recent internafisraldwide survey of the state and status of
physical education in schools reported issueegdllstatus and actual implementation, restricted
or decreasing curriculum time allocation, subj¢atus and attitudes of headteachers, other
teachers and parents, inadequacies in financiagrimband human resources and teacher
preparation, curriculum trends, as well as sceptichbout the subject’s future as major
conditions confronting physical education (Marsl&iardman, 2000).

While at risk of contributing further to physicalcationists’ preoccupation with status, in this
paper we address the issue by providing empiriddeace of the quality and substance of PE
teaching relative to other school subjects. Idaiag, we craft our arguments about the relative
worth of physical education in the manner of thertoom, rather than the pulpit (Ladwig,
1996). Specifically, we explore differences amdikdrities between Physical Education and
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other subjects as well as variations within Phydiwhication in terms of conceptions of
curriculum, treatment of knowledge, and approatbgedagogy and assessment. Drawing on a
large body of quantitative and qualitative datdleoted in secondary (Grades 7-10) classes, our
analyses identify potential misconceptions and mdsustandings of physical education, offering
both cause for celebration and reason to paugbdse aligned with the subject and some
potentially surprising insights for those who prefeview the subject from without (or on high).

Research design

The cross-sectional analyses presented in thig pap&rawn from a large-scale longitudinal
study of the relationships among teacher profeasiearning, the quality of pedagogy, and the
quality of outcomes for more than 2000 studentheg progressed through four years of
schooling (2004-2007). The study, titled ‘Systeimiplications of Pedagogy and Achievement in
NSW Public School$'(SIPA) included the collection of extensive daithim the school subjects
of English, Maths, Science, Human Society and ttgitenment (HSIE, or as it in known in other
contexts, Social Studies) and Physical Developntégdjth and Physical Education (PDHPE, the
current NSW version of Physical Education). Erglidaths and HSIE data were collected
across Primary (Elementary) and Secondary gradéds @&tience and PDHPE data were
collected primarily in secondary schools.

Data collected for the entire study take the fofragsessment tasks (n = 523 tasks), the
associated class sets of student work producelddsgttasks (n = 21521 pieces of work),
classroom observations (n = 661), and interviewh t&iachers (n = 612). Assessment tasks and
classroom observations were coded using instrungesigned to measure the quality of
pedagogy. For this purpose, we used the NSW Quiediaiching instruments (NSW DET, 2003;
2005) which judge levels of Intellectual Qualityu&lity Learning Environment and Significance
(with six elements in each of these dimensions {s&ble 1 and Appendix 1) using a 5 point
scale (see, as an example, the coding scales & Reowledge and Explicit Quality Criteria in
Appendix 2). The NSW Quality Teaching model dranshe significant work of Newmann and
Associates (1996) on Authentic Pedagogy, as wella®arlier work on Productive Pedagogy
(Education Queensland, 2001) which made use of eleeents of classroom and assessment
practice that have been linked through empirice¢aech to improved learning outcomes for
students across the spectrum of social backgrougtisient work was coded using a modified
form of the Authentic Achievement instrument (semwMhann & Associates, 1996) for levels of
Problematic Knowledge, Analysis, Depth of Underdtag and Elaborated Communication using
a 4 point scale (example provided in Appendix B)¢es this body of research shows a strong
correlation between Authentic Achievement and aahigent on conventional standardised tests.
Interviews were coded in relation to key reseansbstions of the study, with reference to the
subject affiliation and schooling level (Primary®adary) of the teachers. With all of these data
we have controlled for school-level variables saslihe socio-economic status of the student
population and the proportion of indigenous stusi@tteach school. In comparisons between
subjects, analysis of variance was used to detertairels of significance and effect sizes were
estimated using Cohen’s d and omega squa®d (

! See other SIPA papers for details of researclydesid research questions. These include: Amosa,
Ladwig, Griffiths and Gore (2007); Griffiths, Gorand Ladwig (2006), Gore, Ladwig, Griffiths and
Amosa (2007); Ladwig, Smith, Gore, Amosa and GFiffi(2007).
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Table 1 The Dimensions and Elements of the Qualitfeaching Model

Intellectual quality Q“a"?y learning Significance
environment

Deep knowledge Explicit quality criteria Background knowledge
Deep understanding Engagement* Cultural knowledge
Problematic knowledge High expectations Knowledge integration
Higher-order thinking Social support* Inclusivity*
Metalanguage Students’ self-regulation* | Connectedness
Substantive communicatig| Student direction Narrative

Note: *Marked elements do not pertain to the codihgssessment practice.

The system context in which this research was ottedLis worth noting. The largest state of
Australia, New South Wales, governs its 2200 pudattwools (providing for 760,000 students)

with a single state authority, the NSW DepartmédiiEducation and Training (NSW DET). The
NSW DET commissioned the development of a modekafagogy that could underpin a State-
wide initiative to improve the quality of teachiimgpublic schools throughout NSW. The

“Quality Teaching” model is being implemented toyiag degrees in schools (Gore and Ladwig,
2006) while those schools participating in thiddgtat least expressed interest in being part of the
study. Furthermore, the fact that two subject fiesilsigned up in each school meant there was
some enthusiasm among the teachers in those &cahid not just among school leaders. The
instruments used for data collection were knowratm often used by, the teachers whose classes
we observed and assessment tasks we analysede WdiNSW DET has not mandated
implementation of Quality Teaching, the supportvated to teachers both centrally and at the
school level has highlighted Quality Teaching aigarous attempt at system-wide pedagogical
reform across all school subject areas.

In our focus on PDHPE in this paper, data were driiem the five secondary schools in the
study that had identified PDHPE as an area of f¢etisools were asked to nominate two subject
areas). These data pertain to students who wefears 7-10 during the years 2004 to 2007.
Observational (or classroom practice) data ardablaifor 42 PE lessons while task or
assessment data relate to 73 PE tasks. We alsmdrmterviews with 36 PDHPE teachers. The
preliminary questions addressed in our analysishisrpaper were:

* What kinds of tasks were set by teachers in PDHPE?

* What kinds of teaching were observed in PDHPE ?

« What quality was measured in observations and fask8DHPE and how does the

quality compare with the total sample?

We address these questions before returning tad=yasions of the status of PDHPE.

Assessment tasks in PDHPE

The assessment tasks coded for Quality Teachingjlfeubjects in this study were submitted by
teachers as tasks that produced the best workelystindents during a particular time period,
typically around three to five months. Naturatgachers’ judgements and subject specific
differences in the nature of tasks used by teachgracted on the work submitted and limit
generalisations that can be drawn about the ovguality of assessment tasks in particular
subjects. On the basis of the work submitted, vewewne can report that a majority of the
PDHPE tasks were summative in design and subdtantaope, designed to require students to
engage with whole units of work they had been shglyather than smaller topics or problems.
Tasks varied in content and requirements of stisdeuit consistently involved issues of personal
and social significance and engaged students ks thsat required deep understanding through
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consulting a range of sources and drawing their contlusions. This characterisation of the
tasks is consistent with the perspective on learthiat Kirk and O’Flaherty (2003) argue must
accompany approaches to authentic assessment lof time schools we studied, there had been
a concerted effort, under the direction of a newdH€eacher for PDHPE, to rewrite and refine
assessment tasks:
We've been rewriting things furiously and creatargl rewriting assessment tasks and
making sure that the assessment work that we ang ¢and the class work we are
doing) is more contemporary, modernized, relevambday’s society. We have updated
all of the knowledge we are giving the kids anddheent affairs... current statistics and
making sure that we assess them based on moravqumtary frameworks and
incorporating a bit more literacy research and lenobsolving stuff into their assessment
tasks... All of our assessment tasks have beenghassand other members of the
faculty to cross check things. (825011)
This account of the work done by PE teachers omjtiadity of assessment tasks is well supported
by the tasks themselves that rated particularliglizion this school (on Quality Teaching
measures).

The following list of task topics is indicative thife kind of work required of students in PDHPE
in our sample:

¢ Making a difference — letter to council etc

* Relationships and me — Scenario analysis

« Life long habits — Article for a youth magazine

» Behaviours and consequences of health — assignment

e The changing world of me — assignment

« The nature of adolescence — presentation

« Safe living campaign — contextual analysis of effeness

» Backyard football — design a game

Teachers we interviewed spoke of the time and gribiag both they and their students needed to
put in to the assessment side of the subject PDIRRIE one teacher’s perspective
English teachers ... would not believe all | did laslidays was mark. Five part
assignments and when we get a few classes in each yif you don’t take a fair bit
home each week then you fall behind, which woutibpbly be a joke to PE teachers a
long time ago. (825003)
This comment acknowledges the common percepti®Ecds non-academic not only among
teachers of other subjects but also among PE teaohperhaps not so long ago. These accounts
of energy going into assessment in PE are indieativthe changing nature of the subject. In the
following section we move beyond perceptions tdyais of the quality of PE tasks in
comparison with tasks in other subjects.

Assessment quality in PE relative to other subjects

In the analysis of the assessment tasks acrofégeatiubjects, PE was superior (as measured by
the Quality Teaching instrument). That is, whearaiing the performance of each subject, by
dimension of Quality Teaching, higher scores wetmfl for the Quality Learning Environment
(QLE) and Significance (SIG) dimensions than in ahthe other subjects while PE scored equal
highest for the Intellectual Quality (IQ) of itssessment tasks (see Table 2).
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Table 2 Assessment Task by subject, QT dimension &®T total (2004-2007)
QT dimension

IQ QLE SIG QT total
n mean| sd | mean| sd | mean| sd mean| Sd
English | 229 | 18.34| 3.777 7.88 2.1 11.38 240 37|61 §.49
Maths | 60 | 15.17| 4.61] 6.08) 220 795 288 290 7,74
HSIE 52 | 15.37| 3.61] 6.69] 196 10.08 246 3213 4635
PDHPE | 73 | 18.33| 3.61 9.11] 1.78 13.66 2.62 41/]10 6.83
Science| 64 | 19.47| 353 858 268 1046 2.66 38169 7.64

Figure 1 illustrates the mean scores by elemetiteomodel and demonstrates that higher scores
were obtained in PE than in any of the other subjter the following elements of the model:
Problematic knowledge (PK), Explicit Quality CriEQC), Student Direction (SD),
Background Knowledge (BK), Knowledge Integratior)(kand Connectedness (C).
Furthermore, among the five subjects PE scoredhseleighest for the elements Deep
Knowledge (DK), Deep Understanding (DU), Higher @ra@rhinking (HOT), Substantive
Communication (SC), High Expectations (HE), andt@al knowledge (CK). That is, the only
elements where PE tasks were not of the highestamd highest quality among the 5 subjects
were Metalanguage and Narrative. Both line graptiscolumn graphs are used to illustrate
these findings, with the column graph being mogtrapriate for the representation of these data
but the line graph easier to read in terms of sulad#ferences.
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QT by element comparing KLA (Secondary tasks)
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Figure 1. Assessment Task by subject and QT element

Additional analyses were conducted using Cohemisdiomega squared? to explore effect
sizes and the strength of association betweenblasi§Table 3). Cohen’s d enables
determinations as to whether statistically sigaificdifferences are differences of practical
concern. A Cohen’s d of 0.2 is considered smail,n@oderate, and 0.8 large (Cohen, 1977).
Note that most of the Cohen’s d reported in Taldee3at least moderate (cells shaded pale

green) if not large (cells highlighted in brightgn), with some very large effect sizes obtained.

Omega squared») is used to provide a measure of the strengthefissociation between
independent and dependent variables. When intergref 0.01 is a small association, 0.06 is a
medium association, and 0.14 or larger is a lasge@ation (Kirk, R.E., 2006). Note that most
o’results show medium (cells shaded pale blue) telassociations (cells shaded bright bluge).
Table 3 depicts the results of these statisticibt@nd reports those elements of the model for
which the difference between PDHPE and anotheestbgld up to effect size scrutiny. For
example, PDHPE scored higher than HSIE on Deep katye (p<0.001, d= 0.54%= 0.06). In
those few instances where another subject scotesf tigan PDHPE the results for that subject
are depicted on the table in italics. For examPtaéence scored higher than PDHPE on Deep
Knowledge (p<0.001, d = 0.70 and =0.10). Where PDHPE scored better than anothgest,b
that subject is included in the table using regfdat. Subjects where the difference between
means was not statistically significant are naeds

Table 3. Assessment Task by subject with a signifiot difference between means

Sig Cohen’s 2
Elements KLA n mean sd se (2-tailed) d (0]
PDHPE 73 3.81| 0.74| 0.09
Deep Knowledge HSIE 52 3.38| 0.84| 0.12 0.00 0.54 0.06
Science 64| 4.31] 0.71 0.0y 0.00 0.70 0.10
Deep Understanding PDHPE 73 3.60| 0.85| 0.10
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Science 64 3.97] 0.94 0.1 0.02 0.41 0.03
HSIE 52 2.92 0.84| 0.12 0.00 0.13
Math 60 2.90 0.93 0.12f 0.00 0.13
PDHPE 73 3.22 0.85 0.10
Higher Order HSIE 52 2.69 0.85 0.120 0.00 0.62 0.08
Thinking Math 60 2.55 0.93 0.12f 0.00 0.75 0.12
Science 64 3.72 0.84 0.1 0.00 0.58 0.07
Problematic PDHPE 73 241 1.27 0.15
Knowledge Math 60 1.40| 0.74) 0.10 0.00
PDHPE 73 3.78 0.69 0.08
Substantive HSIE 52 2.96 0.84 0.12 0.00
Communication Math 60 2.90 1.19 0.15 0.00
Science 64 411 0.72 0.0f 0.01 0.47 0.04
PDHPE 73 | 18.33| 3.61 | 0.42
Intellectual Quality HSIE 52 | 15.37| 3.61 | 0.50 0.00 0.13
Math 60 | 15.17| 4.61 | 0.60 0.00 0.76 0.12
Explicit Quality PDHPE 73 3.21 0.88 0.10
e HSIE 52 | 242 1.04] 0.14 0.00 --
Math 60 1.95 1.23 0.16/ 0.00
PDHPE 73 3.19 0.86 0.10
High Expectations HSIE 52 2.60 0.82 0.1 0.00 0.71 0.10
Math 60 2.75 0.84| 0.11] 0.00 0.52 0.06
Science 64 3.73 1.01 0.1 0.00 0.58 0.07
PDHPE 73 2.71 0.96 0.11
Student Direction HSIE 52 1.67 0.86 0.12f 0.00
Math 60 1.38 0.94| 0.12 0.00
Science 64 1.84 0.96 0.1 0.00
Quality Learning PDHPE 73 | 9.11 | 1.78 | 0.21
Environment HSIE 52 | 6.69 | 1.96 | 0.27 0.00
Math 60 | 6.08 | 2.20 | 0.28 0.00
Background PDHPE 73 3.27 1.35 0.16
Knowledge HSIE 52 1.92 1.06 0.15 0.00
Math 60 2.28 1.04] 0.13 0.00
PDHPE 73 1.67 0.82 0.10
Cultural Knowledge HSIE 52 2.15 1.04] 0.14 0.01 0.52 0.06
Math 60 1.15 0.66 0.09 0.00 0.72 0.10
PDHPE 73 2.33 0.69 0.08
Knowledge English 229| 1.45 0.79 0.04 0.00
Integration HSIE 52 1.37 0.56 0.08 0.00
Math 60 1.33 0.73 0.09 0.00
Science 64 2.03 0.82 0.1 0.02
PDHPE 73 4.01 0.54| 0.06
English 229| 2.09 1.11 0.0 0.00
Connectedness HSIE 52 1.88 0.68 0.09 0.00
Math 60 1.68 0.89 0.120 0.00
Science 64 3.00 1.11 0.1 0.00
PDHPE 73 2.37 1.26 0.15
Narrative English 229 357 1.40 0.04 0.00
Math 60 1.50 0.79 0.100 0.00
Science 64 1.45 0.82 0.1 0.00
Significance PDHPE 73 | 13.66| 2.62 | 0.31
English 229 | 11.38| 2.40 | 0.16 0.00
HSIE 52 | 10.08| 2.46 | 0.34 0.00

\l
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Math 60 | 7.95 | 2.88 | 0.37 0.00 2.08 0.52
Science 64 | 10.64| 2.66 | 0.33 0.00 1.14 0.24
PDHPE 73 | 41.10] 6.83] 0.80
Quality Teaching English 229| 3761 649 043 0.00 0.52 0.05
HSIE 52 | 32.13] 6.35| 0.8§ 0.00 1.36 0.30
Math 60 | 29.20] 7.74 1.0 0.00 1.63 0.40

These further analyses confirm the superiority DHPE tasks in terms of Intellectual Quality

and Quality Learning Environment relative to Mastmel HSIE and in terms of Significance
relative to all other subject areas. Note thatelveas not a single instance where another subject
was superior to PDHPE at the dimension level. Qverggregated Quality Teaching scores
found PDHPE was superior to Maths and HSIE (laffgcesize) and English (moderate effect
size), and no instance where another subject waesisu.

Interpretation

Views that Physical Education is not intellectualhallenging or academically rigorous or of

high quality are summarily dispelled by these rssuThere are several possible explanations for
the results that will be explored more fully in safjuent analyses. One explanation is that the
intellectually demanding tasks set by these teacier indicative of qualities and capacities of
the teachers themselves who, in Australia, unlikeesother countries, often enter universities
with entrance scores higher than students in Hafnsareas. For instance, at the University of
Newcastle, entrance scores for the PE teachingdd@achelor of Teaching/Bachelor of Health
and Physical Education) between 2004 and 2006 igher than for Bachelor of Engineering
(Electrical) or Bachelor of Engineering (Chemicatid up to x points higher than for secondary
teaching awards in .... other subject areas.

A second explanation relates to the nature of theyHabus for Years 7-10 which is organised
around key concepts and deep understanding, tiersvhiaving made use of the Quality
Teaching model in its development, and thus cloalfyed with the principles of Quality
Teaching (Board of Studies NSW, 2006). In NSWcheas adhere fairly closely to syllabus
documents tending to view them as more prescriptisa indicative of what they might do, at
least in terms of content to be taughhus,the PE syllabus itself might be more closely al@jne
than syllabuses in other subjects with the primspf Quality Teaching.

A third and related explanation for the high qualésks in PDHPE relates to the subject matter
being assessed. In particular, high levels ofiB@@mce are not surprising given the relation of
topics covered in the tasks to students’ livestzante the close alignment of these tasks with this
dimension of the QT model. This explanation wéltested through a more detailed content
analysis of the tasks in a subsequent paper.

A final explanation we are exploring relates to ticher or more comprehensive nature of the
assessment tasks given in PE which tended to lecptmased, designed to be completed over
several lessons or weeks, and which required stsidemccess information from various sources
in order to complete the tasks rather then relwbat was “in their heads”.

It is worth emphasising that it was not only in 8ignificance dimension that the PE tasks scored
well — some critics might be quick to dismiss tigsult as one to be expected. The Quality
Learning Environment, as measured by the extewhtoh tasks conveyed high expectations for
students to engage in challenging work, providquieix criteria for what would count as good
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work, and gave students significant influence @mmne aspects of their work, was also higher in
PE than in Maths and HSIE as was the Intellectuslliy relative to these two subjects.

In examining individual tasks, we also saw quadityoss the various dimensions. That is, in an
analysis of the five highest scoring PE tasks &mhedimension, there was considerable overlap;
one task scored in the top five for all three disiens, another was in the top 5 for Intellectual
Quality and Quiality Learning Environment, and adhask was in the top 5 for both Quality
Learning Environment and Significance. This oveikindicative of the comprehensiveness and
potential utility of the QT model for the designdarefinement of assessment tasks. But what of
classroom practice?

Classroom practice in PDHPE

While the relative quality of assessment tasks tigh be all that surprising to any readers
familiar with what Green (2000) calls the ‘acadesdtion’ of the subject, we anticipated
different findings in the quality of PE lessonsatele to other subjects. The practical lessons
observed centred on teams games, including crickbéyball, softball, touch football, netball
and the slightly less traditional Walla Rugby (adified version of Rugby Union), and

dodgeball. The non team-game practical lessonsbserved were lessons in gymnastics, table
tennis, fitness testing, and coordination (concelgdivith a speed ball match). The theory lessons
observed centred on water safety, smoking, drugrissetaking behaviour versus safe living,
sexually transmitted infections, and hygiene. lteaditional content included lessons on health
issues in Third World countries, health products services, and community and school roles in
physical activity.

Most noteworthy was the fact that the lessons veenied were dominated by fairly traditional
approaches to teaching physical education andhasiseparate subjects largely organised
around traditional content. This observation stand®ntrast to new PE discourse and syllabus
representations of the subject. We draw attentidhese data to illustrate that some of the
rhetoric associated with curriculum reform in PDHR&S not manifest in the lessons we
observed, (which is not to say it is not happemmiySW or elsewhere). While we found clear
evidence of teaching that related to the four sisasf the PDHPE 7-10 Syllabus — self and
relationships, movement skill and performance vimial and community health, and lifelong
physical activity — some of the stated “implicasdior teaching and learning in PDHPE” (p.15)
were much less apparent. For instance, we saw ditfidence of the following syllabus
imperatives:

PDHPE issues are best dealt with in the conteatafmprehensive approach to the
learning area. The integration of related outcoamekscontent reinforces the
interrelationship that exists between health angighl activity issues and discourages
the teaching of these concepts in isolation.

The combination of integrated programs and studentred learning approaches ensures
that PDHPE issues are addressed in contexts treathggm meaning and purpose. It
empowers students to acquire deeper understarfthhgupports more effective
development of skills. (Board of Studies NSW, 2008)

In our interviews with teachers, there were refeesrto integrating aspects of the subject — “what
happens is we do fitness testing in practical arttieéory at the same time so we try and integrate
what they're learning in practical as well as wttety’'re learning in theory” (794008) — or using
student centred approaches in their teaching heubverwhelming evidence gained from hours

of observing lessons was much more conventionakapdrate. Hence, our evidence is
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consistent with Tinning's (1996) observation froonmthan a decade ago: “having a national
curriculum statement which provides a frameworktfa connection between health and physical
education is one thing, changing teachers’ praciemother” (p.9).

Our interviews with PDHPE teachers help to explaliat we observed. One teacher, who
originally trained in other subjects but was asketkach PE in a private school, and was
subsequently granted permission to teach PDHPEeisthate system, stated “I've been a gym
instructor for 10 years so all of the theory sifiehe PE courses I'd already covered in that
[work] and | played a heap of sports as a youngajwyfairly high level so that takes up the
practical side” (825011). While we would not sugfgiiat his experience or views were typical
of PDHPE teachers, such views certainly contribotine reproduction of approaches to the
subject as being primarily about fitness and spArtother teacher, in talking about the balance
in time allocated to theory and practical classehé junior secondary years commented:
“You're just aiming not to put them off early” (82%5). While open to multiple interpretations,
this statement, to some extent, reproduces a Vid®E@s moving negatively toward the worst of
other (academic) subjects and indicates both teacttestudent preferences for practical rather
than theoretical representations of PE.

Another teacher said:
| believe that subjects were initially developeaider to recognise needs in our society
and where kids are moving to and | think of théitranal subjects such as Maths,
Science, English as areas providing academic rigodrdevelopment of those specific
skills that will allow them to learn and educatel & self learners. With the PDHPE, |
don't think that was the idea of it in the firsstance and | think that our focus area has
been spread to such a large degree that now weing bequired to look into those fields.
Whereas| think we should be doing more practicdlalso think there should also be
more practical hands-on subjects where we're pigltadilressing the theoretical aspects
in other subjects as well” (825010, emphasis added)

These views help explain the apparent disparitwéen the official curriculum and the

curriculum in use and even the disparity betweanters’ talk about the subject and what we

observed.

It is important to add that the treatment of PE e observed as being separate from health or

personal development, as being primarily abouttspand as a ‘practical subject’ does not mean

it necessarily involved traditional or outdated @golgy. Indeed, as one teacher boldly claimed
seeing ... a teacher from another KLA ... who has #meesteaching methodology you
know, ‘open up your text books, do question twairfdive, part a through to e’, that's
fairly static and | don't think that my faculty amavill say it now, | don't think that any
PDHPE faculty in New South Wales will be teachihgttway, but | could see that maybe
other faculty areas could well be.

In the next section we consider the extent to whighteacher’s claims for the quality of

pedagogy in PE hold up to comparison with the atidjects in our study.

Classroom practice quality in PE relative to othersubjects

Unlike the assessment tasks, where scores werestaonily high across the three dimensions of
Quality Teaching, scores for classroom practiceBwere among the lowest of the subjects for
Intellectual Quality, were the highest of all sudhgein Quality Learning Environment, and third
highest among the set of subjects for Significgsee Table 4). Figure 2 depicts the differences
among elements and show Engagement and StudetftReggilation to be the only elements
where PDHPE scored highest of all subjects.
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Table 4. Classroom observation by subject, QT dimesion and QT total (2004-2007)

Observations QT dimension
1Q QLE SIG QT total
n mean| sd | mean| sd | mean| sd | mean| sd
English | 143 | 16.01| 4.3§ 15.70 4.08 1493 3.p6 46|64 1(.57
Maths 48 1452 3.42] 13.77 4.0 11.65 293 39(94 8]88
HSIE 34 13.18| 4.300 1488 3.6 1344 3.1 41/50 1Q.08
PDHPE | 42 14.05| 3.35 16.69 395 13.12 3.42 43(86 848
Science | 37 14.41| 4.57] 1578 433 12.32 3.01 4251 1Q.72
QT by element comparing KLA (Secondary classroom observations)
5.0
4.5
4.0 »
o —&— Maths
g 8.0 % ) A Foos HSIE
e A\ /0 N WA
2.0 \ / \ ‘
s i Y A N
1.0 ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘
()\$\Q'& c}é&\ 0@9’6& @&(\Q Q@,@Q’ {\\o&o é\@\’b &@zﬁ‘ 0{‘;\\0«\" %\\,QQé o S 6\@(;\\0 og\q’b& §®b& eq&\\o‘\ ¥ c)\&* @&\e,c? @(\-@e
Q/@Q\é\ QQ@)Q} '\\(:é\ ébé & o@&\\' &\'Iz} (é& qé\g% %o‘.‘@ é\,@ @e& Qﬁ‘g‘g \\@‘9 bqq;\& * ooé\zo N
2 & 2 @ & N P2 © » @
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QT element
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QT by element comparing KLA (Secondary classroom observations)
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Figure 2. Classroom observations by subject and Q&lement

Effect sizes are reported in Table 5 and show faliffearences between PDHPE and other
subjects than were found for assessment tasks ofiipelimension for which differences
between subjects are of note is the Quality Legrainvironment dimension whereby PDHPE
scored better than Maths and HSIE. Note thabpmramgks, there is no dimension for which
another subject scored better, using these tasts,RDHPE.

Table 5. Classroom Observation by subject with a ghificant difference between means

Sig Cohen’s 2
Elements KLA n | mean| sd se (2-tailed) d ®
: PDHPE 42 2.81 0.77 0.12
Deep Understanding——ge 34 | 2.38| 085 0.5 003 | 052 | -0.01
Problematic PDHPE 42 | 1.45| 0.67| 0.10
Knowledge English 143 1.95| 0.95 0.08 0.00] 0.61 0.05
PDHPE 42 1.55 0.77 0.12
Metalanguage English 143| 2.73 1.19 0.1( 0.00 1.17 0.16
HSIE 34| 194| 0.89 0.15 0.05 0.47| 0.09
Math 48 2.10 0.86 0.12 0.00 0.68 0.04
Explicit Quality PDHPE 42 2.00 1.08 0.17
Criteria HSIE 34| 132] 0.53] 0.09 0.00 0.79 0.16
Math 48 1.23 0.56 0.08 0.00 0.90 0.12
PDHPE 42 | 262| 1.06] 0.16
High Expectations HSIE 34 1.91 0.90| 0.15 0.00 0.72 0.03
Math 48 2.21 0.92 0.13 0.05 0.41 0.10
Social Support PDHPE 42 3.62 0.94 0.11}
Maths 48| 3.13] 1.16] 017 003 | 047 -0.01
Students Self PDHPE 42 3.74 0.94 0.14
Regulation English 143| 3.38 1.03 0.09 0.04 0.36 0.02
Maths 48 | 3.02| 1.12) 0.14 0.00 0.69 0.00
Engagement PDHPE 42 3.26 0.91 0.14
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Sig Cohen’s 2
Elements KLA n mean sd se (2-tailed) d [0
Maths 48 2.77 1.06 0.1 0.02 0.50 0.00
Quality Learning PDHPE 42 | 16.69| 3.95 | 0.61
Environment HSIE 34 | 14.88| 3.62 | 0.62 0.04 0.48 0.11
Math 48 | 13.77| 4.02 | 0.58 0.00 0.73 0.04
Background PDHPE 42 2.90 1.05 0.16
Knowledge Maths 48| 2.23] 0.86 012 0.00 | 0.70 0.01
Cultural Knowledge PD_HPE 42 1.21 0.52 0.08
Science 37 1.00 0.0d 0.0 0.01 | 0.58 0.06

Possible explanations for these findings includ#)-the lower Intellectual Quality of practical
lessons versus theory lessons; (2) Significanceesdbat are affected by the differences between
practical and theory lessons; (3) students’ caiittign pleasure in PE and hence high engagement,
self- regulation, social support and so on, eglgdn a society where sport is so popular; and
(4) the organisational and teaching skills of P&ckers that might account for the high scores in
Quality Learning Environment. We do not have muitkal evidence for Explanation 4, although
one of the teachers interviewed referred to waysghith PE teachers (in his school at least) work
together that might impact on the quality of teaghpractice:
The nature of the PE staff is that we are veryrmoftam teaching classes. So whereas
when | taught Maths full time for a year, no otteacher walked into my Maths room,
not the principal, not the deputy, not another tieacit would’'ve been considered rude,
or if I'd walked into an experienced Maths teache&lass and said “can | just come and
watch your class for 10 minutes?”, they'd say, “®hgnd they'd say, “no.” Butin PE
every PE teacher would be spending at least 3essbns a year with every other PE
teacher and with teachers that are on the sameagéahe same classes. It might be up
to 10 to 15 lessons, so all of us know how alhef ¢thers teach and we all get ideas from
each other. ... we get awesome opportunities to teaoh and say, “l would have done
that differently”, or “| like the way you do that§o we’re already doing that sort of stuff.
(825011)

Explanations 1 and 2 for the classroom practiceesc@nd for which we have extensive data,
address the differences between practical andyhessons. In the next section of this paper, we
consider these differences with reference to thali@ureaching scores for practical and theory
lessons and the interview data gathered from teadéhehe study.

Theory versus practical lessons
‘Classroom practice’ as a category for this stigdgamplicated in PDHPE by the apparent
variation between lessons taught in classroomshast taught in places like the gym or on the
oval. This distinction is commonly referred totegachers, students, and academics as the
distinction between ‘practical’ lessons and ‘thedegsons. Of the 42 PDHPE lessons for which
we have observational data (18 theory lessons 4nlaztical lessons) using the QT coding
instrument, the four highest scoring lessons whkmdassroom or ‘theory’ lessons. Topics for
those lessons included:
» two separate lessons introducing a new unit onirtgrchallenges into opportunities and
focusing on diet;
e eating and perceptions of health;
* a health lesson on exercise and diet; and
« ahygiene lesson in a girls’ school based on aafnitork titled ‘managing
menstruation.’
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The next three highest scoring lessons were attiped lessons in which the focus was: learning
skills in cricket; an introduction to the game ofleyball; and, learning the rules and playing a
modified version of Rugby Union. The eighth highsesbring lesson was again theory and
focussed on health products and services. Hencgirianalysis of the top 20% of lessons, there
was a mix of theory and practical classes. Sinyijanl the bottom 20%, there was a mix of theory
and practical classes with exactly half of the eigtvest scoring tasks being theory lessons and
the other half practical. This simple analysis ®gig that theory and practical classes might not
be as different, in terms of the quality of teaghamd intellectual demands of the work, as might
be anticipated.

However, in comparing these 42 theory and prackisaons using ANOVA, some statistically
significant differences were found between the sgson types (see Figure 3). Before reporting
these results, comparisons that yielded no stalbtisignificant differences are worth

higlighting. In particular, despite common perdéeps of practical lessons as not as intellectually
demanding as theory lessons, our analyses shovatigtisally significant differences between
practical and theory lessons for any of the elemehtntellectual Quality or for the dimension
overall (see Table 6). Problematic Knowledge, ligbrder Thinking, and Substantive
Communication were slightly lower in practical less than they were in theory lessons, but not
significantly so. Hence, in this analysis, eveaqtical classes appear to be addressing important
concepts and contributing to the development opdeelerstanding, thus providing further
evidence of PE’s worthiness among subjects.

QT by element comparing PDHPE lesson type (Secondary classroom observations)

5.0
4.5 1
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N ALINY N LN e e
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QT by element comparing PDHPE lesson type (Secondary classroom observations)
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Figure 3. Theory v Practical lessons in PDHPE by QElement

In terms of the Quality Learning Environment dimiens while scores for most elements were
slightly higher in practical lessons than in thelagsons, with the exception of Student Direction,
the only statistically significant difference was the element Explicit Quality Criteria. Hence,
although practical lessons are sometimes seenyEcateachers to be particularly demanding in
terms of managing student behaviour, and whiletaging field is commonly seen to be a site of
bullying or exclusionary behaviour among studewts found no significant differences — indeed,
slightly higher mean scores were obtained for Stu8elf-Regulation, Engagement, Social
Support, and High Expectations in practical less®hgs may in part be related to institutional
and regulatory restrictions on the subject whictami¢ is allocated limited time during the
students’ week. As one of the teachers in ouryspud it, “with the lack of time that we have
available, we expect self-discipline from the studeand we do remind them regularly that we
only see you once a week for practical and onceekvior theory, so let's push on” (794016).
The major, statistically significant, differencetéeen practical and theory lessons in the Quality
Learning Environment dimension was for Explicit QyeCriteria (df 1.0, F = 16.86, p < 0.06

= 0.26), with much higher scores found in practieabond These omega squared score3 (
indicate that, for instance, in this case, 26%hefdifference in Explicit Quality Criteria scores
can be accounted for by the difference betweenrytesad practical lessons.

Even greater differences between practical andylessons were found in the Significance
dimension. Background Knowledgef (.0, F = 7.32, p < 0.0%7 = 0.12), Knowledge
Integration (f 1.0, F = 16.96, p < 0.06? = 0.26), Connectednessf(L.0, F = 20.65, p< 0.00)
= 0.30), Narrativedf 1.0, F = 35.18, p < 0.0@?= 0.43), and Significance overaflf(1.0, F =

2 Indeed the EQC mean score for practical PDHPE thesg@s also higher than the mean for any otheestlyj our
study, as were the means for every other elemehifimension except Student Direction.
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23.93, p < 0.00p?= 0.34) were all higher in theory lessons thanracfical lessoris Tests of
effect size are reported in Table 6, with the higgmring lesson type depicted in bold. In all
cases except Quality Learning Environment ovetladise effect sizes measures indicate large
differences/associations.

Table 6. Theory v Practical lessons in PDHPE

Elements Lesson type n | mean| sd se (2-t§1|i?e d) Cok:jen's F (0]
Explicit quality theory 18| 1.28| 0.46 0.1
criteria practical 24| 254 | 1.10 0.2% 0.00 | 1.50 20.82 0.32
Quiality Learning theory 18| 15.00 4.14 0.9
Environment practical 24| 17.96| 3.3 0.6 0.02 ‘ 0.78 6.54 0.12
Background theory 18| 3.39 | 1.29 0.3(¢
knowledge practical 24| 254] 0.6 013 0.01 | 0.83 7.72 0.14
Knowledge theory 18| 1.83 | 0.62 0.11
integration practical 24| 121] 051 01¢ 000 | 230 | 1291 | 0.22
Connectedness theory 18| 2.67 | 1.19 0.28
practical 24| 150 | 0.59 0.14 0.00 ‘ 1.24 17.50 0.28
. theory 18| 2.67 | 1.14 0.2]
Narrative :
practical 24| 113] 045 004 0.00 [478 | 36.73 | 0.46
Significance theory 18| 15.44| 3.55 0.8
practical 24| 11.38] 204 04] o0.00 | 141 | 2212 | 0.33

These differences in Quality Teaching scores betweactical and theory lessons are
summarisedin Table 7.

Table 7. Summary of differences between Practicalnal Theory lessons

Practical lessons | Theory lessons
I ntellectual Quality No statistically significant differences
Quality Learning Higher EQC** and
Environment overall QLE*
Significance Higher BK**, KI**, C**,
N** and overall SIG**

*= p<0.05 *= p<0.01

Given the large number of significant differenaeshie Significance dimension, possible
explanations for the lower Significance scoresracpical lessons are explored below:

Background Knowledgmight be less frequently drawn upon in practieakbns given the

typically wide range of experience among studemtsaich practical activity in terms of levels of
previous engagement and performance. That issedasan have the whole range of backgrounds
from complete novices to representative playensthé interests of giving all students a chance to
succeed, teachers might be careful to introdudeities and concepts as if encountering students

Note also that Connectedness and Narrative inipghbessons were also lower than the mean scoremnfy other
subject, while Background Knowledge and Knowledgedration were higher in theory lessons than thege in any
other subject.
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who are new to the knowledge being presented. higtescores on Explicit Quality Criteria
attest to teachers’ explicitness in practical less@s they attempt to help all students understand
what is required to perform well. In theory lessoon the other hand, especially given the
immediate relevance of many topics to studentg'djvt is not surprising to find teachers making
more direct links to students’ prior experiences.

The lower scores for practical lessonskorowledge Integratiomare not surprising, given that
theory lessons in PDHPE provide plenty of oppottesito connect with learning in such

subjects as HSIE, Science, Maths and/or Engliskch $pportunities would seem less common,
though not inconceivable, as teachers instructestisdn the skills of volleyball or strategies in
game play, particularly when, as already demoresirahe approach to such lessons was quite
traditionally and narrowly focused on learning geskitls. One inexperienced teacher in our
study conveyed a strong sense of the limits tayiatgon for PDHPE anyway. In his view ‘I

can't be teaching literacy and numeracy, which tivapt us to teach the kids. | mean our subject
is not maths; our subject is not English; our scthje Physical Education” (794101).

Given thatConnectedneds a measure of the extent to which justificatiordessons are made
explicit in relation to something outside of thasdroom, it is also not surprising to find these
lower scores in practical lessons. Again, givet the theory lessons we observed addressed
such topics as personal safety, the effects of sBrgpknd the effects of puberty on the female
body, connectedness to students’ own lives anddiety were often clear. As one teacher put it
“I think relevancy is a big issue in PDHPE becatigeissues that we talk about and the kids,
what they want to know about, is highly relevantitem and we try to base our work around ...
things that are relevant to them” (825015). In maasges, connectedness in practical lessons
would be much harder to establish, especiallyifigithe traditional skills-based approach to
teaching games that we observed. Indeed, the leeaees for the Connectedness of practical
lessons attest to the dominance of traditional @gugites to teaching practical lessons in PE
despite decades of reform and debate (e.g., sehifigaGames for Understanding, Games
Sense, etc). Of the 36 interviews conducted wihdachers, only one teacher mentioned these
alternative approaches:

And there was a — | forget the name of it nowwdt a way of building up a games unit
from the bottom up and having the kids initiate thies and build the rules up slowly.
There’s a name for it and | can’t think of it. drct think of the guy who did it. We went
to Sydney for the training and | think there weyarfuniversity lecturers . yep, Game
Sense it was called. (734078)
This rare reference in our interview data doessnggest a deep understanding of this approach
to teaching games, but instead highlights the danda of traditional skills-based approaches to
games teaching.

The lower scores iNarrative for practical lessons are also not surprising mivet stories are
frequently used to illustrate points in theory essof the type mentioned above. While stories
are not absent from practical lessons, it seentsrttgeneral there is less talk and more doing.
The slightly lower score for the Substantive Cominaition element provides some indication
that this might be the case.

On the status and quality of PDPHE
The specificity of analysis in this study, madegible by the Quality Teaching model and

associated research instruments, has enabled aenofribsights to be drawn about the nature
and quality of teaching in PDHPE, at least in tf@Mpublic schools that were part of this study.
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Some of the findings here are worth celebratingragraiatus-conscious physical educators. That
is, despite PE’s relatively marginal status amaiwsl subjects, our measures of the intellectual
demands, learning conditions, and significancefé3sons and tasks indicate that PE teachers
can hold their heads high among colleagues frormarathbject areas. The positive findings
include the high quality of PE tasks in compariggth task scores in ‘core’ curriculum areas.
These scores are indicative of the shift from PRrastical activity to PE as both theory and
practical. One teacher in our study describedrttugsement in the subject this way: “The
emphasis has changed in that now we are more aedd@s far as intellectual stimulus goes.
What was once considered an active area, out #mef@lay a game, a lot of it, is now the
theoretical background towards it” (825038). Télatively high scores of both theory and
practical lessons can also be interpreted as &ymsign, and evidence which responds to critics
like Ted Sizer (2004) who once asserted that “maystducation is neither” (p. 134). Our data
indicate that it is both.

On the other hand, despite PDHPE'’s relative supgriover other subjects in some elements and
dimensions of Quality Teaching, we would cautioaingt smugness or any overblown sense of
the relative worth of the subject or the teachinthiw it. In short, the scores we found in PDHPE
could be much higher than they were. That is, deedimensions where PDHPE has scored
highest among subjects in our study, in many iganhese scores are not very high in terms of
the full range of available scores using the Qudlgaching instruments. That is, the best tasks
scored 44-54 from a possible range of 14 to 70tlaadbest lessons scored 53-68 from a possible
range of 18 to 90. Given that the instruments agghed to maximise variability, ‘perfect’

scores are not anticipated. Nonetheless theserdiitate that there is room for improvement in
the quality of PE lessons and assessment tasksdabaion the nature of lessons and tasks also
give weight to recent arguments about Physical &tilut's intransigent character (Penney, 1998)
despite disciplinary and contextual shifts in atuhim and approaches to knowledge.

While the Quality Teaching model has been refetoad this paper primarily in relation to the
research methodology, the model also has signifiogplications for professional development.
Indeed, the potential impact of Quality Teachingdohancing teaching in PDHPE was captured
in one teacher’s declaration that Quality Teaclisng

making a huge difference in terms of what kids altyuvalk away with. No longer are
we just delivering, | think we're now making thenpart of what we are doing and |
think that's really quite significant. | think wae... and whether it's historically part of
what people’s perception of our subject was, b#iags and balls, here’s a ball, go and
play with it”, and | think now that we are askingl& to think about what they can do and
what they can contribute to these things — thein bealth, their own physical activity,
then | think that's been far more significantly egaised by kids and therefore the
profession as well. (825049)

The data presented in this paper are unlikely t@ lramajor impact on the perceived status of PE.
Shifting enduring perceptions, dominant in schaald society, will take more than evidence of
the relative quality of Physical Education practidewever, we trust that our analyses deflate
some of the challenges against Physical Educati@nlegitimate and worthwhile school subject
while simultaneously inflating both the confiderarad the aspirations of physical educators to
continue refining curriculum and improving pedagagyhysical Education.
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Appendix 1: The Quality Teaching model, codinglescpestions for classroom practice

imensions

D

Elements

Coding scale question

Intellectual Quality

Deep knowledge

To what extent is the knowledge being addressed focused on a small number of key concepts and
the relationships between and among concepts?

Deep understanding

To what extent do students demonstrate a profound and meaningtul understanding of central ideas
and the relationships between and among those central ideas?

Problematic
knowledge

To what extent are students encouraged to address multiple perspectives and/or solutions? To
what extent are students able to recognise knowledge as constructed and therefore open to
question?

Higher-order

To what extent are students regularly engaged in thinking that requires them to organise,

Quality learning Environment

thinking reorganise, apply, analyse, synthesise and evaluate knowledge and information?

Metalanguage To what extent do lessons explicitly name and analyse knowledge as a specialist language? To
what extent do lessons provide frequent commentary on language use and the various contexts of
ditfering language uses?

Substantive To what extent are students regularly engaged in sustained conversations (in oral, written or

communication artistic forms) about the ideas and concepts they are encountering?

Explicit quality To what extent are students provided with explicit criteria for the quality of work they are to

criteria produce? To what extent are those criteria a regular reference point for the development and
assessment of student work?

*Engagement To what extent are most students, most of the time, seriously engaged in the lesson? To what

extent do students display sustained interest and attention?

High expectations

To what extent are high expectations of all students communicated? To what extent is conceptual
risk taking encouraged and rewarded?

*Social support

To what extent is there strong positive support for learning and mutual respect among teachers
and students and others assisting students’ learning? To what extent is the classroom free of
negative personal comment or put-downs?

*Students” self-
regulation

To what extent do students demonstrate autonomy and initiative so that minimal attention to the
disciplining and regulation of student behaviour is required?

Student direction

To what extent do students exercise some direction over the selection of activities related to their
learning and the means and manner by which these activities will be done?

ignificance

S

Background
knowledge

To what extent do lessons regularly and explicitly build from students’ background knowledge, in
terms of prior school knowledge, as well as other aspects of their personal lives?

Cultural knowledge

To what extent do lessons regularly incorporate the cultural knowledge of diverse social
groupings?

Knowledge To what extent do lessons regularly demonstrate links between and within subjects and key

integration learning areas?

*Inclusivity To what extent do lessons include and publicly value the participation of all students across the
social and cultural backgrounds represented in the classroom?

Connectedness To what extent do lesson activities rely on the application of school knowledge in real-life
contexts or problems? To what extent do lesson activities provide opportunities for students to
share their work with audiences beyond the classroom and school?

Narrative To what extent do lessons employ narrative to enrich student understanding?

*  The elements of Engagement, Student’s self regulation, Social support, and Inclusivity are not measurable in
the coding of written assessment tasks.
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Appendix 2: Excerpt from the instrument ‘A classropractice guide’.
Coding scales for Deep knowledge and Explicit Qu&iiteria.

INTELLECTUAL QUALITY

1.1 Deep knowledge

Description

Knowledge is deep when it concerns the central ideas or concepts of a topic, subject
or KLA and when the knowledge is judged to be crucial to the topic, subject or
KLA. Deep knowledge is evident when either the teacher or the students provide
information, reasoning or arguments that address the centrality or complexity of a
key concept or idea, or when relatively complex relations are established to other
central concepts.

Knowledge is shallow or superficial when it does not concern significant concepts or
key ideas of a topic, subject or KLA, or when concepts or ideas are fragmented and
disconnected from a central focus. Knowledge is also shallow when important ideas
are treated superficially by the teacher or students, or when there is no clear focus on
an important idea or concept. This superficiality can arise from trying to cover large
quantities of fragmented information that results in the content covered remaining
unconnected to central ideas or concepts.

Coding scale

12

To what extent is the knowledge being addressed focused on
a small number of key concepts and the relationships between
and among concepts?

Deep knowledge

Almost all of the content knowledge of the lesson is shallow because it
does not deal with significant concepts or ideas.

Some key concepts and ideas are mentioned or covered by the teacher
or students, but only at a superficial level.

Knowledge is treated unevenly during instruction. A significant idea
may be addressed as part of the lesson, but in general the focus on key
concepts and ideas is not sustained throughout the lesson.

@ Most of the content knowledge of the lesson is deep. Sustained focus
on central concepts or ideas is occasionally interrupted by superficial or
unrelated ideas or concepts.

@ Knowledge is deep because focus is sustained on key ideas or concepts
throughout the lesson.

Quality teaching in NSW public schools
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QuALITY LEARNING ENVIRONMENT

2.1 Explicit quality criteria

Description

High explicit quality criteria is identified by frequent, detailed and specific statements
about the quality of work required of students. Explicit quality criteria become
reference points when the teacher and/or students use the criteria to develop and

check their own work or the work of others.

Low explicit quality criteria is identified by an absence of written or spoken reference
to the quality of work expected of students. Reference to technical or procedural
requirements only (such as the number of examples, length of an essay or the

duration of a presentation) is not evidence of explicit quality criteria.

Coding scale

To what extent are students provided with explicit criteria for
the quality of work they are to produce? To what extent are
those criteria a regular reference point for the development and
assessment of student work?

Explicit quality criteria

No explicit statements regarding the quality of work are made. Only
technical and procedural criteria are made explicit.

Only general statements are made regarding the desired quality of the
work.

Detailed criteria regarding the quality of work are made explicit during
the lesson, but there is no evidence that students are using the criteria
to examine the quality of their work.

Detailed criteria regarding the quality of work are made explicit or
reinforced during the lesson and there is evidence of some students,
some of the time, examining the quality of their work in relation to these
criteria.

Detailed criteria regarding the quality of work are made explicit or
reinforced throughout the lesson and there is consistent evidence of
students examining the quality of their work in relation to these criteria.

26
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Appendix 3: Excerpt from the Student Work Coding/8s.

ITEM 1. PROBLEMATIC KNOWLEDGE

Description

Presenting Problematic knowledge involves an understanding of knowledge not as a
fixed body of information, but as being constructed. Beyond interpretations of and
varying perspectives in PDHPE, knowledge about health, personal development and
physical education itself is subject to political, social, cultural influences and
implications. That is, knowledge is based on collectively unconscious (i.e., cultural)
assumptions and the value placed on knowledge has been developed through
interactions between people (i.e., social) and power relations (i.e., political).
Problematic knowledge is evident in student performances in PDHPE when students,
for example: provide more than one solution to a problem in adolescent health;
analyse conventional understandings of health in relation to the political, social,
cultural and/or ethical contexts in which they were generated; substantively criticise
and challenge the assumptions that have guided current debates in PDHPE; or,
create new (for them) health, personal development or physical education programs.

Knowledge as given sees the subject content within the student performance
represented as facts or as a body of truth. The transmission of the information may
vary, but is based on the concept of knowledge as being static and not open to
interpretation. The student performance attempts to represent a “correct” response,
rather than substantiating alternative conclusions. Knowledge as given is evident in
student performances in PDHPE when students, for example, reproduce predictable
perspectives on PDHPE or report alternative perspectives without analysing the
knowledge on which these findings are constructed.

NOTE: For the purposes of scoring this item, the focus is on the content of the
student performance, and a judgement as to the proportion of the presented
knowledge that is problematic.

TO WHAT DEGREE IS KNOWLEDGE PRESENTED AS PROBLEMATIC?

) Student performance treats no knowledge as problematic. All knowledge is
presented in an uncritical fashion as not open to interpretation.

@) Student performance treats minimal amounts of knowledge as problematic, by
acknowledging changing or alternative perspectives within PDHPE. Ultimately,
findings and conclusions are linked or reduced to a body of facts.

©) Student performance treats PDHPE knowledge as open to social influence to
some extent. Student performance demonstrates an understanding of the
construction of PDHPE knowledge by demonstrating the bases of alternative
positions in PDHPE debates.

©) Student performance treats PDHPE knowledge as problematic and open to
social, political and historical influence. Student performance criticises PDHPE
knowledge, demonstrating the interrelation between processes, technologies,
and knowledge claims in PDHPE within historical and ethical contexts.




