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Purpose

Since the release of Health and Physical Education in the New Zealand Curriculum (Ministry of Education, 1999) considerable effort by the Ministry of Education, teachers, teacher educators and other government agencies have been made to address the demands this document makes.  Despite these efforts however, recent events and some ingrained ‘Kiwi attitudes’ may well have confused teachers about what the curriculum is trying to achieve.  The result of this being impediments to successful implementation in schools.

This paper sets out to discuss Health and Physical Education in the New Zealand Curriculum (Ministry of Education, 1999) with a particular emphasis on the role physical education has within it. In particular it will:

· provide a brief  socio-historical background of the development of physical education in New Zealand and the State’s role in it;

· conceptualise physical education and its meaning in the New Zealand Curriculum;

· discuss and attempt to clarify thinking around physical education, physical activity and sport as they relate to the curriculum; 

· discuss barriers that may impede Curriculum learning in schools;

· discuss elements of New Zealand/Aotearoa culture that might influence the learnt curriculum.

Brief Socio-historical Background

The initial placement of physical education in the school curriculum in this country from 1877 onwards can be attributed to the need for physical training and fitness in readiness for possible military action to protect British Empire (Stothart, 1974; McGeorge, 1992). By 1912 this emphasis in the primary school had faded, however military training remained universal in secondary schools until the 1960s.  Educational justification for this approach stressed that training of this nature: 

….would improve young men’s physiques, teach them orderly habits, and give them a conception of the place of obedience in a well ordered life (Lyttelton Times, 27 May 1911, cited in McGeorge, 1992 p 48).

Thus, the historical development of physical education in New Zealand was inextricably linked to the colonisation process, the political agendas and alliances and the need to have a disciplined and effective workforce and army (Culpan, 2004 p.226). In a similar manner, more contemporary developments within New Zealand physical education have been influenced by the vital role it plays in the maintenance of Western capitalism.  As Foucault, (1990) suggests, capitalism has recognised the importance of physical activity and body control.  Physical education and sport are used to achieve controlled and disciplined bodies in preparation for a work force in order to supply the labour markets of capitalism. As Cameron, (1993) argues, such interrelationships can be summarised in the following way:

The very nature of physical education and sport reveals the relations of power being played out in the body … in keeping with a capitalist mode of production, sport bodies are disciplined through work: ‘work out’, ‘speed work’ etc… The body is thus subordinate to the purpose of physical education and sport.  On the other hand, physical education and sport builds healthy bodies, it is also used to foster control over the mind. (p.177)

Interesting enough, Foucault, (1990) goes on to argue that:

The manner in which capitalism has refined itself has a parallel in how the body has been refined, especially in terms of how it is internally and externally controlled and disciplined. In the initial stages of capitalism body control took the form of mass military style exercise, but as capitalism has evolved into a corporate form, so too has physical education and sport, with an emphasis moving from external control of the body (and person) to individual accountability for health and fitness development.  (Cited in Culpan, 2004 p. 227).

As many scholars, Cameron, (1993), Foucault, (1990), Hargreaves, (1996) and Kirk, (1997) have argued, the role that physical education has played in controlling and disciplining the body has ensured that it has survived in contemporary schooling simply because of the perceived benefits to capitalism. The role and corresponding survival has generated the discourse of ‘healthism’. Healthism is where the individual is held accountable for their personal health, and that physical activity, an unproblematic good for all, is an efficient and central way of achieving this.  Physical education is consequently seen as a construct which promotes the factors of health through a culture of fitness and exercise regimes.  Health and Physical Education in the New Zealand Curriculum (Ministry of Education, 1999) directly challenges this view and since the release of this document, there has been a significant tension that has seen the culture of fitness and exercise regimes challenge and resist the new thinking contained within that Curriculum Statement. This has become increasingly obvious with the recent physical activity initiatives in schools. This initiative apparently attempts to solve the physical inactivity amongst our young people and in so doing address the obesity epidemic. In a Ministerial release statement the Minister of Education, the Honourable Trevor Mallard stated

I have been concerned to see physical activity levels among young Kiwi kids on the slide, and obesity on the rise. It is critical we start taking action to get our children back on the right track. 

We all know - and research is showing us - how important physical activity is for a child's health and wellbeing. (Mallard 2004) 
 

Furthermore this initiative is encapsulated and contextualised by the National Education Goals, Ministry of Education (2005) which states that:

Education is the core of our nation’s effort to achieve economic and social progress…

Even after 100 years of development the imperatives of the State continue to guide, influence and even direct the nature of the school curriculum and physical education is no exception.  While the State might set out its imperatives through initiatives in addition to the Curriculum, the State must be mindful of the fact that such initiatives must demonstrate clarity of thinking, sophisticated understandings, consistency of purpose and connectedness to the teaching profession.  To not do so has the potential to create confusion, muddled thinking and impediments to best practice. 

Conceptualising Physical Education in New Zealand

The Ministry of Education in their Health and Physical Education in the New Zealand Curriculum (Ministry of Education 1999) set out with the intention of developing a new teaching/learning paradigm for physical education. While this was a huge epistemological challenge the challenge was regulated by Ministry of Education accountability measures and the consultation process.  Essentially the Curriculum  attempts to 

· define learning outcomes for physical education which encouraged a holistic approach based on a socio-ecological perspective;

· encourage greater integration and balance between the social and physical sciences;

· contextualise physical education with a set of attitudes and values that signified the importance of movement as a valued human practice; 

· address critical learning dimensions that had been largely lacking in previous curricula and physical education practice;

· engender awareness and debate around the discourse of healthism;

· centralise and acknowledge that the individual, in his /her search for personal meaning, once educated in health and physical education, would be able to make positive contributions to the enhancement of society; 

· integrate an acknowledgement of both national and international cultural orientations and practices.

Of course in attempting to achieve the above, the developers of the Curriculum were cognisant of what McKay, (1991) argued.  He argued that any new physical education teaching paradigm, any challenge to debunk existing physical education beliefs and practices and any attempt to situate physical education in a socio-political context would be met with significant discomfort and even hostility.  Central to any possible discomfort and hostility is how physical education is conceptualised.  In providing a new paradigm for physical education, Health and Physical Education in the New Zealand Curriculum essentially sees physical education as a learning area that:

· Promotes the learning of new skills (not just physical skills) associated with  the in, through and about physical activity;

· Enhances, extends, informs and critiques the deliberate use of play, exercise, sport and other forms of physical activity within and individual and societal context;

· Emphasises the inter-relatedness of the physical, social, mental and emotional, and spiritual nature of well-being.   (Culpan, 1998 p.6). 

In conceptualising physical education in this way there are a number of important constructs that need further explanation.  First, the notion of learning in, through and about physical activity or movement is a framework that emanates from the work of Arnold, (1979)
.  In his work, Arnold argues that that the notion of human embodied consciousness and one’s mode of living in the world and making sense of that, the ‘lived body’ becomes centrally important. It is through the lived body that meaning is made and one can recognise their own existence and to explore their personal essence.  It is movement that is arguably the most poignantly and rich manner in which this can be achieved. To Arnold, movement consists of three major meanings: 

· Primordial meanings which are central to and underpin our daily existence. For example primordial movement meaning refers to movements that bring satisfaction, joy, creativity, spontaneity, love, and fun. Movement of this nature can be unpremeditated, voluntary and largely unconstrained, or can be skilled.  The meanings generated from this type of movement can  provide the basis for a person’s essence and contributes significantly to one’s existence.  Arnold, (1979) argues that primordial movement meaning can contribute to the most authentic and revealed evidence of one’s uninhibited self. 

· Contextual meanings are movements which are purposefully related to particular movement constructions or frameworks. Movement structures e.g. sport, games, structured dance and Te Reo Kori provide contexts in which the individual has to operate following particular modes of behaviour, rules and goals.  The contextual meaning for movement provides the individual with an ‘induction process’ into a particular form of movement. 

· Existential meanings are essentially those movements that manifestly assist in and relate to an individual’s identity and existence in the world.  Existential movement meanings define the person. They are a significant part of their identity.  Meanings are unique and meaningfulness is made when the person integrates the passion, authenticity and sensuous nature and possibilities that movement can bring to their personal identity. Such integration gives rise to a person’s perceptions of: freedom, autonomy, self fulfilment, self expression joy, challenge, excitement, dominance, perfection, accomplishment, unity and self actualisation.

In arguing that movement is a most influential, rich and powerful vehicle for achieving a sense of meaning, it is important to stipulate that there are other avenues by which one may achieve full development. This is recognised in education for the need to have a balanced approach where multiple realms of meaning assist in human development. The converse to this is of course, is to have one central rationality that has often seen more importance given to the mind over the body. The result of this is to have a dualistic perception of what it means to be human. That is, the mind is separated from the body, and education and particularly schooling is organised accordingly.

The second construct in the conceptualisation of physical education that needs deconstructing is concerned with the reference to the word ‘critique’.  Embedded into the curriculum’s philosophy is the strong thread of a socio-critical stance that promotes a critical pedagogy (Culpan, 1998). The curriculum provides clear opportunities for teachers and students to promote critical thinking, challenging and questioning assumptions around the movement culture and its relationship to the individual and society.  The curriculum encourages a critical pedagogy that has been lacking in previous physical education practices.  Hegemonic practices focusing on health related fitness, body image, body shape, the scientific base to performance in sport, masculine interpretations of the body and performance have been implicit content areas that have been previously promoted in physical education in an unchallenged and privileging manner. Essentially the need for such a socio-critical pedagogy to be embedded into physical education signals that physical education is neither removed or isolated from one’s existence or from the broader social, political, economic and cultural contexts of people’s lives.  Indeed the pedagogy positions physical education so that it has the potential to promote more meaning  around physical activity, the importance of deliberate exercise, how people use, shape and view their bodies, and how sport influences and reproduces power relations and privileges dominant groups in society.  As Apple, (2003) argued, it is the development of critical pedagogies that will challenge the conservative modernisation of society. It is through critical pedagogy in physical education that attempts to mandate school practices that claim to promote mass health and fitness as an unproblematic practice for schools can be challenged.

The third conceptual construct of physical education is focussed around the notion of inter-relating the physical, social, mental and emotional, and spiritual nature of well-being as embodied in Durie’s (1994, p.70) whare tapa wha model of hauora.  As argued earlier, the curriculum attempts to acknowledge that individuals sense of meaning and actions are intertwined with one’s existence, and the broader social, political, economic and cultural contexts of people’s lives.  Previous physical education curricula and subsequent practice, has, by and large, tended to focus on putting students through rigorous physical fitness regimes in an attempt to: improve personal health, discipline bodies and to develop a range of physical skills associated with sporting contexts. This was a very ‘physical focus’ and what was essentially lacking were opportunities for students to process their experiences in order to make personal and social meaning from them and apply their learning in specific contexts (McBain, (2003).  

A socio-ecological perspective (Jewitt, 1994) adopted by the curriculum, is an attempt, along with the concept of hauora, to provide a holism that has previously been lacking.  A socio-ecological perspective addresses a fundamental need for a curriculum statement which is futuristic, embedded in social critique and one that acknowledges and promotes the inter-relatedness of the epistemological base of physical education, and connects to people’s lives.  This inter-relatedness is best summed up in the self, others society phrase (Ministry of Education, 1999). This assists teachers and students to move beyond individualism and the individualistic notions of self. 

This then has been the original intent of Health and Physical Education in the New Zealand Curriculum as it relates to physical education.  Since the development of the Curriculum new initiatives around reviewing the total school curriculum: New Zealand Curriculum/Marautanga project have been promoted by the Ministry of Education.  Part of the project required each curriculum area to provide what is termed an ‘essence statement’ which clearly identifies the heart of what the subject is about and what it tries to achieve. The following statement, submitted to the Ministry of Education for their consideration, is one that provides a useful insight into physical education’s essence and one that essentially captures the intent of the curriculum.

Physical education makes a unique and important contribution to the balanced development of people and communities by providing learning programmes focussed on movement. By learning in, through, and about movement, students gain an understanding that movement is central to human expression, meaningfulness, pleasure, and can enhance lifestyles.  They learn to: understand, appreciate and move their own bodies, relate positively with others and demonstrate constructive attitudes and values while engaging in play, structured exercise, expressive movement, recreation and formal games in diverse environments.  

Physical education encourages student engagement in movement experiences that promotes and supports the development of physical skills, social skills, the acceptance of challenge, teamwork, optimism, acceptance of diversity and decision making. It fosters critical thinking and action, and the ability to understand the role and significance that physical activities have on individuals and society. 

In summary this statement conceptualises physical education as:

· making a unique contribution to balanced development and living;

· movement being essential for and integral to, what it means to be human;

· learning focussed on movement and students need to be engaged in it;

· a medium for developing skills across diverse areas of endeavour;

· fostering a pedagogy based around critical thought and action;

· encouraging students to understand movement and make meaning from it to enhance individual and collective  lifestyles.

Clearly the above discussions about physical education, locates its centrality in a movement context.  Arnold, (1979) in his landmark publication entitled Meaning in Movement, Sport and Physical Education believed that:

Words and phrases such as play, recreation, games, sport and physical education may all mean different things to different people but movement in my view is the only reasonable and sufficiently uncomplicated label that can be used to conceptually embrace this inter-related family of terms and activities.  (p.xii)

Notwithstanding this statement a recent initiative by the Ministry of Education in collaboration with Sport and Recreation New Zealand (SPARC), entitled the Physical Activity Pilot and SPARC’s  Talent Identification Task Force, has seemingly created confusion between the use of terminology, its meaning and implementation responsibilities.  The manner in which such terms as: physical education, physical activity, sport, physical education specialists, physical activity education specialists have been bandied about has resulted in what seems to be significant ‘muddled thinking’ around the whole movement area.

Physical Education, Physical Activity and Sport

Sport and Recreation New Zealand (SPARC) in their draft document Towards an Active New Zealand : Developing a National Policy Framework for Physical Activity and Sport acknowledge the overlapping nature of such terms and acknowledge that: 

physical activity and sport are umbrella terms used to describe the continuum from fundamental movement to high performance sport in a variety of contexts and settings (SPARC June 2004 pt. 18.)   

In the same document they provide a specific definition of physical activity as:

Movement that people need on a daily basis to sustain a healthy life. (SPARC June 2004 pt. 18 (2))

In another SPARC draft document, Towards an Active New Zealand: Research Strategy for Sport, Recreation and Physical Activity 2005-2010. SPARC provide an alternative definition on physical activity

Any human movement produced by skeletal muscles that results in an expenditure of energy...(p 33)

Caspersen, (1989), some time ago defined physical activity in the same way as used by SPARC in their research strategy document. While agreeing with Caspersen, (1989), McKenzie and Kahan, (2004) went on to argue that physical activity should be seen as a process as opposed to an outcome.  Their argument is essentially supported by Fox, Cooper and McKenna, (2004) who saw physical activity as a complex set of behaviours that occur in diverse settings for a range of different purposes and intentions.  They also argued that it was

Naïve to see physical activity as a single entity, especially when one is investigating potential solutions to inactivity. (p342)

In contrast to this though SPARC in their draft 2004 document:

considers that physical activity is an outcome as well as a core component of sport (pt 88)

In a sense Fox et al, (2004) argument is consistent with Physical Education New Zealand’s position.  They suggest that the term physical activity

can be viewed as an umbrella terms for all opportunities that exist to participate in movement activity. There is a growing trend to view physical activity as an entity in itself, something that can be ‘boxed up’, clearly defined and described as something quite different to physical education… Physical Education New Zealand, (PENZ) views physical activity as an essential context for learning that occurs in becoming physically educated We should all view physical activity as a context, not as an entity in itself … (www.penz.co.nz)

In examining Ministry of Education documents the Ministry (MOE) have made recent amendments to the National Education Goals (NEGS) and National Administrative Guidelines (NAGS).  In the NEGS, (2005) clause 5 has been changed to include physical activity. It now reads:

A broad education through a balanced curriculum covering essential learning areas. Priority should be given to the development of high levels of competence (knowledge and skills) in literacy and numeracy, science and technology and physical activity (Ministry of Education 2005).  

Given the variety of definitions and explanations about physical activity and whether physical activity is an outcome or a process, the NEG provides for an interesting analysis.  The statement is a specific goal for the education system of New Zealand.  A goal implies that physical activity is therefore an outcome.  However it can be argued that the goal and subsequent outcome is high levels of competence (knowledge and skills) and the context is physical activity.  But then this raises the interesting point that the goal is a high level of competence in physical activity i.e. an outcome.  Taking this analysis into account, it seems uncertain whether the MOE is clear, on whether they view, physical activity as an outcome or a process.  I suspect from the NEG that it is seen as an outcome.  The waters are further muddied when the National Administration Guideline relating to physical activity is analysed. The NAG 1 (i) (c) requires the development and implementation of programmes that:

Give priority to regular quality physical activity that develops movement skills for all students …. (Ministry of Education, 2005).

Here the outcome is movement skills and this will be achieved through a process of regular physical activity.

On further analysis of SPARC’s documentation it becomes clear that their conceptualisation of physical activity essentially relates to three broad areas of interest: health, economic development and social connectedness.  From a health perspective the conceptualisation is limited to the economic burden of disease.  From an economic development perspective SPARC are essentially concerned with the economic impact of sporting events and the impact of sport and physical activity on sporting and recreational industries. SPARC’s social connectedness area of interest is focussed around the establishment of networks, in particular social capital outcomes such as positive behaviour, community spirit, self discipline and teamwork. While these areas of concern strengthen the importance of physical activity and its use as a policy development tool for wider society, it is disappointing to see that there is very little attention devoted to articulating the educative function of physical activity – and this must be a criticism and concern.  It is a concern given SPARC’s involvement in the recent physical activity initiative in schools. Joint initiatives such as this, need to have an educative focus if physical activity provision is now a specific goal of the education system. As argued above, while such initiatives strengthens the argument for physical activity importance across the lifespan the challenge is for the Ministry and SPARC to continue working together to ensure such initiatives in schools achieve a coherent education purpose.    

To help clarify the confusion and muddled thinking that may exist, it is important to turn to the Health and Physical Education in the New Zealand Curriculum to determine exactly what the curriculum is saying about the relationship between physical education and physical activity. The Curriculum locates itself in a position that uses physical activity as a distinct process for learning with multiple meanings.  Earlier in this article, movement meanings were conceptualised in three broad areas: primordial, contextual and existential. All three of these broad movement meanings utilise the curriculum’s learning dimensions - in, through and about physical activity.   The curriculum identifies Physical Activity as a Key Area of Learning which essentially provides opportunities to address learning needs of New` Zealand students in physical education by using the learning dimensions of physical activity.  In general terms the opportunities to learn by using the dimensions of physical activity are focussed around: 

1. movement skills for physical competence, enjoyment, self worth and active  lifestyle;

2. personal and inter-personal skill development;

3. knowledge and understanding of scientific and technological influences on physical activity;

4. knowledge and understanding of cultural practices associated with physical activity;

5. knowledge and understanding of the significance of social influences on physical activity;

6. personal values, attitudes, behaviours and actions in physical activity settings.

Taking the Curriculum’s philosophical position then, physical activity within the framework of physical education has a clear educative function.  First and foremost it is a medium used by physical education to assist in becoming physically educated. Through physical activity, physical education encourages active use of one’s body; through physical activity, physical education encourages the promotion of active lifestyles; through physical activity, physical education encourages skill development across a range of areas; through physical activity, physical education encourages knowledge development around scientific, technological, cultural and social understandings of movement; and through physical activity, physical education encourages the development of positive attitudes and values.  All of which provide a holistic and balanced educative function around the movement culture. Clearly the use of the dimensions of learning for physical activity are important in achieving the goals of physical education.  

Physical activity on the other hand can be just energy expenditure through skeletal muscle movement. However once it becomes part of the school curriculum and scheduled in timetabled time, then physical activity’s function must be educative and its contribution is encapsulated within physical education.  As argued earlier, the meaning from such experiences can be classified according to Arnold’s, (1979) three major meanings for movement – primordial, contextual and existential.  Taking this explanation into account, the curriculum therefore conceptualises physical activity both as an entity which provides its own meaning and has its own outcome and one that is also a medium for learning. 

Of course this raises the question of where and how sport fits into this position.  

Sport is essentially a contextualised meaning of physical activity (see earlier discussion on contextual meaning p.4).  As for physical activity, the curriculum has very clear statements about sport.  It conceptualises sport within the framework of Sport Studies which is a Key Area of Learning and in a similar manner to its treatment of physical activity, the curriculum stresses the educative value of it.  Sport Studies requires more than just participation in sport.  It is more than sports performance. Sport Studies requires the holistic study of sport from a range of perspectives that highlight the points listed above. The major point to make here is that if schools offer organised school sport programmes in addition to the mandatory scheduled timetabled physical education, then like physical activity within physical education, it needs to be conceptualised and practised as having an educative function totally consistent with the philosophy of the physical education curriculum. As Grant and Pope (2000) discuss, students, as part of their learning in physical education, should learn to be critical, competent and literate consumers of sport and the sport culture.  Indeed it is certainly possible to achieve some of the objectives of physical education through sports programmes (Smithells, 1974) and to ignore this argument and not promote sport and its meaning within physical education is essentially to bury one’s head in the sand (Stothart, 2000).  What the Curriculum, Grant and Pope (2000), Stothart, (2000) and Smithells, (1974) are essentially saying is that sport has significant educative value and if one looks at the spectrum of sport and moves beyond mere sport performance, then the study of sport has particular relevance for physical education.

While sport has particular relevance in physical education through the Curriculum’s Key Area of Learning entitled Sport Studies, there are opportunities for schools to strengthen community links through such programmes. However such links need to be carefully considered with particular attention being given to student need, curriculum requirement, consistency of message and the educative process.  Such considerations need to be anchored with trained teachers with the community link providing the necessary support.  Anchoring or locating responsibility with the teacher is critical for student learning and for the professional integrity of physical education.

Barriers to Curriculum Learning
Clearly, Health and Physical Education in the New` Zealand Curriculum (Ministry of Education, 1999) presents a significant epistemological and pedagogical challenge.  The challenge is embedded in the socio-critical conceptualisation of physical education and is now figuratively at the feet of the Ministry of Education, teacher educators and teachers in the field.  Together these groups must forge ahead with significant support mechanism so that students in schools reap the benefit of contemporary physical education programmes that are learning needs based.  As Culpan, (2000), and Ennis (1997) argue, barriers to forging ahead, and what differentiates quality contemporary programmes from programmes characterised by ‘yesteryear thinking’ are essentially focussed on the debate around the challenge the socio critical view presents. That is that physical activity, deliberate exercise, fitness and sport are not necessarily accepted as inherently and un-problematically good.  To some 

the seeming denial to physical education students of their right to learn skilful movement and participate in regular exercise is to attack the very foundations of physical education (Culpan, 2000 p.26).

Interestingly enough the curriculum with its socio-critical view does not deny the right for learning skilful movement nor the importance of physical activity. Rather it encourages students to process their movement experiences, become reflective and critical consumers of physical activity and to make personal and social meaning from it.  This is essentially the educative function of physical education.  To deny this function and to confine physical education to traditional out-dated forms is to commit physical education to:

endless physical measures, activities devoted to performance and the shaping, working and controlling of the body which tends to marginalise many. (Culpan, 2000. p26-27).

Trost, (2004) suggests that the traditional approach to physical education is based on unsubstantiated assumptions about learning, skill development and involvement in active lifestyles particularly in the young.  

Currently, there is no definitive evidence from prospective longitudinal or experimental studies to support the concept that fundamental movement skills and motor proficiency and physical activity participation are positively and causally related constructs in children and adolescents (Trost , 2004. p.329)

In his same article Trost, (2004) indicates that contemporary type pedagogies which are more emancipatory in nature are required if physical education is to achieve the outcomes discussed above.  These pedagogies emphasise the acquisition and development of self determining and regulatory behaviours, the management of time, critical reflection, meaning making, and strategies for enjoyment and self and collective improvement.  Wallhead and Buckworth, (2004) support this by arguing that

content may give youth the physical and behavioural skills; however without an appropriate pedagogy that fosters enjoyment, the motivation to continue to participate may be lost. (p298). 

In arguing this though one is reminded of what Ross and Burrows (2003) warn physical education about is that care must be taken not to adopt pedagogies and expect to achieve the ‘everthingism’ by being overly ambitious. 

The work by Trost, (2004) and indeed Wallhead and Buckworth, (2004) raises a critical point about the effectiveness of traditional type programmes and how they might be rectified.  Clearly learning in physical education is influenced by teacher knowledge around content and pedagogical practice.  The learned curriculum in New Zealand is, it is suggested here, influenced by the adequacy of New Zealand’s teacher education programmes. Teacher preparation in physical education must become an important consideration in determining the effectiveness of curriculum learning.  As argued earlier, much of the problem of physical education in New Zealand originates from the continued use of programmes that un-problematically focus on health related fitness, motor development, body image, body shape, the scientific base to performances in sport and masculine interpretations of the body and performance – yesteryear thinking, but thinking that may well be fostered by teacher education programmes.  It has been discussed earlier, that this approach is not consistent with the new thinking that the curriculum promotes.  In saying this however, the practising teacher is not the only one to be held accountable.  Clearly teacher education programmes need careful scrutiny to determine whether they have moved with the ‘new thinking’ and are providing young teachers with the necessary skills, knowledge and attitudes to implement new requirements.  It is doubtful whether they have moved significantly enough to address the contemporary demands and requirements of the physical education curriculum.  Teacher educators could well examine their programmes by asking questions which could include:

· to what extent do pre-service programmes examine philosophical positions in physical education?

· to what extent has teacher education changed to accommodate learning around pedagogies that are emancipatory in nature?

· to what extent are pre-service teachers held accountable for understanding pedagogical theories  that are consistent with and applicable to the curriculum?

· to what extent do teacher education programmes foster balanced development of physical education content particularly in terms of the bio-logical sciences and the socio-cultural aspects of movement?

· what do our pre-service students know about the epidemiology of physical activity and its relationship to the obesity debate?

· what do our pre-service students know about growth and maturation and the consequences of physical inactivity?

· what do our pre-service students know about the relationship between physical education and sport performance?

· what do our pre-service students know about becoming critical consumers of the movement culture and understanding the educative and social functions and significance of sport, of physical activity  and physicals education?

· have our pre-service students got a thorough understanding of the relationship between physical education and health education and how these two subjects might relate to State health objectives?

· what do pre-service students know about initiatives around active schools?

These are but a sample of probing questions that teacher educators need to ask of their programmes.  Further to these however, there is an assumption made here that teacher educators know strategies and procedures for advocacy within their own institutions. This in itself would make for interesting debate.

For physical education in New Zealand then, barriers to successful curriculum implementation and learning within can essentially be attributed to:

· out dated thinking around physical education and its possibilities;

· a lack of the philosophical understanding of the curriculum;

· poor understanding about the educative function of physical education and its possible meanings; 

· a lack of defined thinking that is informed by widely accepted evidence, based on theoretical and conceptual understandings and models; 

· the confused messages that exist around the role of physical activity; 

· understanding the pedagogical possibilities that exist beyond the traditional; 

· the’ know how’ to successful implement appropriate pedagogies; 

· specific content including the promotion of balanced development beyond scientific functionalism;

· inadequate teacher preparation and

· muddled thinking by central agencies. 

To rectify this situation, clear long term, educational coherent and research informed strategies need to be developed and adhered to.  These strategies need to be developed within a collaborative framework between relevant Ministries, particularly the Ministry of Education, teachers and teacher education providers and interested agencies eg SPARC.  

Physical Education and Kiwi Culture

Given the need for collaborative long term strategies to be developed from informed understandings of physical education, physical activity and sport, then two central elements of ‘Kiwi culture’ need to be addressed.  Firstly, and this is arguably a legacy of past State agendas, is the relationship between school physical education and sports performance.  

It is a short step from schools using physical education to identify star performers for their own purposes, to governments viewing schools as the forges of Olympic reserve. (Kirk and Gorley, 2000. p.120).

The curriculum specifies a strong relationship between physical education and sport, (not just sports performance, see discussion around Sport Studies earlier) and over recent times significant progress has been made in teachers understanding this relationship. Despite this however,  there is a distinct danger that this relationship can be misinterpreted in its conceptualisation.  That is, there is a danger that physical education in schools can be seen as the foundation stone of sport performance for the community
 and country.  This misinterpreted conceptualisation is manifest through the ways of thinking about physical education as a vehicle for identifying and focussing on talented movers while largely ignoring the less gifted individuals.  Examples of this type of thinking are how traditional physical education programmes are dominated by sports skills and related fitness and performance issues.  As Kirk and Gorley, (2000) argue, this conceptualisation or way of thinking about physical education and sport is exemplified in the Triangle illustration below.
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Triangle Model of the Relationship between Physical Education and Sport Performance – adapted from Tinning et al, (1993). p88

This particular conceptualisation suggests that the wider the support at the base or foundation level the greater the chances of having individuals succeed at the elite levels of sport.  Physical education, because it is mandated by the State, is considered by many to be in a key position to provide that foundation.  The recent SPARC Talent Identification Task Force was arguably driven in the initial stages by this conceptualisation. However as Kirk and Gorley, (2000) point out, thinking that physical education is the foundation stone for sports performance is fundamentally flawed for the following reasons:

there is no guarantee that a broad base at school level will produce high achievers at national or international level;

if children are taught poorly at the foundational level then poor performers will result at the higher level;

by its very shape the triangle of development is exclusive as fewer students can participate at the higher levels thus creating the drop-out syndrome.

Adapted from Kirk and Gorley, (2000) p. 123.

Further to Kirk and Gorley’s, position, and contextualising this for New Zealand, the model makes a number of un-substantiated and or contestable assumptions.  These include that:

· the prime purpose of physical education is to fuel the State’s desire for sporting excellence; 

· the prime motivation for students doing physical education and or sport is to be an elite performer and 

· the role modelling affect of those at the apex of the triangle inspire and motive others to emulate them and to draw and motivate more into active lifestyles. Hogan and Norton, (2000) point out that there is no evidence for this trickle down or alternatively ‘suck up’ assumption .  

Given Health and Physical Education in the New Zealand Curriculum (Ministry of Education 1999) conceptualisation of physical education and the new thinking embodied in it, the assumptions made above, are fundamentally inadequate and potentially present a significant barrier to understanding what physical education is, what it tries to achieve and its relationship with sport performance. Instead, a better diagrammatic model for representing the foundation stone for physical education and its relationship with sport is the diagram below.
[image: image2.emf].

Educative Functions of PE & Sport

Alternative Pathways

Social & Cultural

Psychological

Personal & Group Achievement Economic & Political

Health


Note: the use of the term sport in the diagram is made in reference to sport and its educative sense and is not restricted to sport performance.  Sport in this sense is physical activity contextualised for a specific purpose.
In this diagram alternative pathways to achieving and excelling according to particular learning needs are provided.  The representation assumes that physical education and sport do have educative functions and these functions are multi-variable, inclusive and foster the concept of excelling through pathways according to individual and collective meaning making and learning need. The model portrays sport as contextualised physical activity and this contextualisation is for specific purposes.

The model is not locked into a mono-dimensional function of physical performance which by design is conceptualised in the Triangle Model.  While this multi-variable model provides a solution to the largely dominant ‘trickle down’ or ‘suck up’ perspective, in practice it may have little influence until many of the issues discussed earlier in this paper are addressed.  However one thing is very clear.  The development of thinking around what is being suggested here, while in its infancy, nevertheless overcomes un-substantiated assumptions, muddled thinking and the lack of consistency between policy documents and what is mandated in schools.  By overtly recognising and strategically articulating the multiple functional pathways that this model promotes, policy developers who are attempting to provide direction for the whole movement culture here in New Zealand, would better reflect the educative and social value of physical education and sport and in so doing provide a broader base upon which individuals and groups could obtain personal and collective meaning. This of course would be a significant strategy in assisting New Zealand to become a more active nation.

The second element of ‘Kiwi culture’ that may be a barrier for the learned curriculum focuses on the relationship of physical education and public health.   Culpan (1996/97) asked the question whether the MOE was trying to redefine physical education in terms of health, by grouping Health Education and Physical Education in one curriculum statement, or whether it was simply a convenient way to group complimentary subjects.  Stothart, (2004) believes that physical education within the whole school curriculum is not secure and is in danger of embedding itself so deeply into health education that fundamental elements of 

 robust kinaesthetic pleasure or gross muscular movement will be lost. (p.11)

Recent developments in the literature eg (McKenzie and Kahan, (2004); Trost, (2004); Fox, Cooper and McKenna, (2004); Tappe and Burgeson, (2004); Evans, et al, (2004); and O’Sullivan (2004)) focus on the role that physical education has in the promotion of public health objectives.  Much of their writings are based on the physical inactivity epidemic throughout Western countries and the corresponding health risks that occur as a result. The scholars listed above, agree, to varying extents, that physical education has a key role to play in the public health agenda, particularly in the promotion of physical activity.  Key issues to emerge out of the literature, focus on the need for physical activity to be enjoyable, educative and characterised by appropriate pedagogies.  Indeed Trost, (2004) and Fox et al (2004) stress the importance not only of promoting activity but also addressing the psychological factors or determinants, of adherence to it e.g. self determining, self regulatory and goal setting strategies.  

Evans et al, (2004) on the other hand provides an insightful perspective in stressing the importance of critically evaluating the obesity and inactivity data carefully and educating youth not only in physical activity, but also about physical activity and how to become critical consumers of it.  In particular Evans et al (2004) argue the need for time to be spent in physical education lessons to ensure that youth are knowledgeable about the way health has been constructed, manipulated and shaped by corporate and business interests. While Evans et al’s (2004) argument is entirely consistent with the socio-critical perspective of the New Zealand curriculum, some of the issues and warnings that they highlight about physical education and the roles in achieving State health objectives are clearly applicable to New Zealand.  In particular, reference specifically to the discourse of healthism around physical activity and the obesity debate is highlighted here.  Evans and Davies (2004) describe the ‘body perfection codes’ (p207) which characterise the body as:

1. imperfect (whether through circumstance of one’s social class or poverty or self neglect.);

2. unfinished and to be ameliorated through physical therapy (circuit training, fitness through sport, and a better diet;

3. threatened (by risk of modernity or lifestyle of overeating and inactivity). 

(Evans et al. 2004. p.373.)

By conceptualising the body as something that needs rectifying, Evans et al (2004) argue that the result is an emergent ‘ill health pedagogy’ which ignores the complexity of the problem and leaves the students with a feeling of powerless uncontrollable alienation from their bodies. This, in the New Zealand context, is totally counter-productive to Health and Physical Education in the New Zealand Curriculum intent.  The curriculum is about supporting young people to develop as human beings, to be empowered to make decisions about health enhancing lifestyles.  It is conceptualised in a positive manner and not in a guilt ridden, anxiety laden and punitively regulated pedagogy.  While we in New Zealand might be dismissive of such ‘ill health pedagogy’ our comfort may well be misplaced given some of the discourse that exists over the reasons for the provision of more physical activity in schools. For example

Rising childhood obesity rates are behind government push to ensure primary school children get at least one hour of physical activity a week.  (Christchurch Press Oct. 6, 2004. p.A8)

This statement alone highlights the ‘body perfection codes’ that Evans and Davies (2004) talk about.  It highlights the imperfect, unfinished and threatened bodies of our students.  In effect the statement has the potential to develop a physical education culture of negativity that feeds our fat phobic and fat obsessed society.  Indeed, Gard and Wright, (2005) point out that the relationship between physical education and enduring body weight control is an assumption that, to date has not been established. They further discuss that childhood obesity is a far more complex issue than simply addressing it through functional, pragmatic and mechanical means such as evidenced by the mandated physical activity in schools initiative.  Instead this problem, and Gard and Wright, (2005) challenge whether it is a problem, is essentially a complex issue that involves all aspects of hauora.

Emerging from this discussion is the need to question to what extent physical education contributes to helping the State meet its objectives around health.  Evans et al (2004) argue that the development of critical consumers who are competent and confident with their own bodies is an important outcome for physical education.  Physical education is about education and not merely an active enterprise to make our students active and thin.  This argument is central to students learning and achieving in physical education. The active and thin argument is potentially a major barrier to this success as it ‘sucks us back’ to yesteryear thinking and locks us into the State intervention that was the central thrust of the thinking of an age that has passed.  Furthermore it totally ignores some of the fundamental underlying concepts of the curriculum, particularly the health promotion concept and a socio-ecological perspective.

To address the State requirement for health, as promulgated by the discourse discussed, presents a potentially significant tension in physical education.  Already the curriculum demands of teachers a sophisticated pedagogical knowledge base; schools demand of teachers significant quality assurance procedures and now the question is posed whether the State is demanding that physical education teachers address the State’s ‘health embarrassment’ in a manner that is seemingly at variance with the curriculum?  There is a clear danger here in creating an un-realistic and uncertain expectation of physical education.  At the moment physical educators are grappling with philosophical debates and pedagogical possibilities. At this time, this is enough. Considerable progress is being made in these areas. The progress I talk about is characterised by teachers attempting  to grapple with a balanced approach so as to ensure that the new paradigm of physical education is adopted and that the physical, social, mental and emotional and spiritual needs of the students are addressed. To  further muddy the waters with more demands and expectations is to simply create confusion. It is in the opinion of this writer, that physical education today needs a little more certainty so that it can develop pedagogically along the lines of the curriculum philosophy.  Further uncertainty has the real potential of alienating teachers, the curriculum and of course marginalising student learning.  While O’Sullivan, (2004) argues that

Physical education professionals ought to struggle more with questions of ends and means and try to find a balance somewhere between the health expectations, the joy, and the educational value of physical activity (physical education). (p403.)

at this point in time in New Zealand’s physical education development, this thinking needs to be promoted within a supportive and consistent culture. By having more certainty and consistency, much of the good work generated from State initiatives would alleviate some of the confusion that exists. 
Conclusion 

Physical Education in New Zealand is at an interesting time in its history.  State influence and guidance continues to play a significant part in its development. Health and Physical Education in the New Zealand Curriculum is a State document that outlines to educators the expectations around learning in Health Education and Physical Education for students in schools.  This article has conceptualised physical education as: 

· making a unique contribution to balanced development and living;

· movement being essential for and integral to, what it means to be human;

· learning focussed on movement and students need to be engaged in it;

· a medium for developing skills across diverse areas of endeavour;

· fostering a pedagogy based around critical thought and action;

· encouraging students to understand movement and make meaning from it to enhance individual and collective  lifestyles.

While the Curriculum has been conceptualised in this manner, the State has driven initiatives that have the potential to create uncertain and muddled thinking around physical activity and sport and their relationship to physical education.  This article has attempted to discuss the Curriculum’s position on physical activity and sport and to provide greater clarity to the use of such terms, especially in regards to education and physical education contexts.  In particular, the discussion has emphasised:

· that both physical activity and sport have educative value and through physical education this value has relevance for schooling and needs to be capitalised on;

· that sport is a contextualised form of physical activity and if offered in schools as co-curricula it needs to have an educative value; 

· that physical activity can be viewed from different perspectives.  It can be an entity in its own right, it can be used as an outcome and as a medium or process for achieving learning within physical education.

In making the above three points though it is important to be very clear that physical education can, by using both physical activity and sport, utilise rich, potent and powerful consciousness raising avenues by which individuals and groups can make sense of the world.  This meaning making is achieved through what is called embodied consciousness through the lived body.  However in trying to achieve this, barriers to curriculum learning have been identified.  These are:

· thinking that is either essentially outdated, or ill-informed;

· messages emanating from current State initiatives may cause confusion;

· lack of pedagogical know how, and if the curriculum is to fulfil its potential then pedagogies that are more emancipatory in nature are required;;

· inadequate teacher training and teacher support. To improve, teacher educators need to reflect on present programmes and apply searching critical questions. Such questions have been suggested earlier on in this article. 

Further to these barriers are two aspects of ‘Kiwi culture’ that promulgate fundamentally flawed assumptions about:

· the relationship between physical education and sports performance and

· the relationship between physical activity and obesity.

Both these assumptions were discussed as possible impediments to curriculum understanding and even acceptance. Given this situation it was concluded that:

· fresh thinking by policy developers around some taken for granted assumptions about the relationship between physical education and sport performance  needs to be encouraged. This article argues that new thinking needs to begin by moving beyond a mono dimensional model of physical education and sport and develop a multi-variable position that recognises the various and alternative pathways for learning that physical education and sport can provide;

· significant thought needs to be given to how physical education’s role in meeting nationally prescribed State health objectives when the discourse promoting such a role has the potential for student alienation, curriculum tension and teacher confusion. Indeed this article points out that to un-problematically place the obesity problem onto physical education by  encouraging more physical activity for primary children is not only irresponsible it may well be totally counter-productive to physical education in general and student learning in particular. 

While the MOE and other related agencies have given support to improving curriculum implementation, and significant and admirable progress has been made by teachers in the field, more thought, fresh thinking and more informed judgments around physical education are needed if the physical education puzzle is to become considerably less muddled and the curriculum is to achieve its potential.
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� The learning dimensions of in, through and about movement have been well documented in previous writings. For full explanations on this framework see Arnold (1979), Culpan (2000) and or Health and Physical Education in the New` Zealand Curriculum, (Ministry of Education. 1999).


� Statement developed by Ian Culpan and refined by consultation with teacher educators and a PENZ representative. This was sent to the Ministry of Education for their consideration.


� Indeed Schools may even see this foundation stone as a means of promoting their own school in today’s competitive environment.
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