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Abstract

In the wake of COVID-19, online physical education (OLPE) has become essential to the
sustainability of school physical education programs. The purpose of this article is to consider
factors that may be influential in efforts to deliver OLPE to students. The comprehensive school
physical activity program (CSPAP) model is used to frame a multicomponent conceptualization
of OLPE and its goals and outcomes. Central to this framing is the intersectionality of school
physical education, the family, and the community. This article provides a platform for physical
education teacher educators and researchers to advance OLPE in its support of both the
educational and public health benefits of high-quality physical education programs.

Key Words: CSPAP, family and community engagement, online physical education,

physical education standards, physical activity, public health
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Physical Education in the COVID Era: Considerations for Online Program Delivery Using
the Comprehensive School Physical Activity Program Framework

The rapid and inexorable worldwide spread of SARS-CoV-2 — the coronavirus which
causes the disease known as COVID-19 — presents physical education professionals with new
and unforeseen challenges related to program delivery. Campus closures due to the pandemic
created an urgent need, in P-12 schools and institutions of higher education, to consider available
alternatives to in-person programming. Most notably, online physical education (OLPE), which
previously stood in the periphery of the field’s vision (Daum & Woods, 2015), is now a subject
of central focus. OLPE has the ability to offer the swift response needed in the context of
COVID-19. OLPE is not only a potential solution to a problem, but also part of a growing
presence in education, marked by the increasing viability of virtual alternatives to brick and
mortar classrooms and in-person instruction. Distance education and online learning have been
gaining momentum in recent years (Digital Learning Collaborative, 2020; Evergreen Education
Group, 2016; Kooiman, 2017), and technologies such as virtual reality and artificial intelligence
offer new possibilities for education. The present pandemic has merely punctuated the need to
explore integrating such innovations into 21 century teaching and learning.

At face value, OLPE conveys oxymoronic qualities (Buschner, 2006; Kooiman et al.,
2017; Mohnson, 2012) and at first regard, may generate skepticism. Certainly, OLPE is not
without issues, perhaps the most prominent of which is that it lacks evidence-based best practices
(Kooiman et al., 2017). With the advent of the Internet and its implications for education, Locke
(1997) warned physical educators to avoid fechnological determinism, which he defined as the
“mental state in which one feels compelled to invest money, time, and emotional energy in a
gadget on the basis of predictions about the benefits it will bring — in the absence of any
empirical evidence that it reliably will do so” (p. 272). Similarly, Buschner (2006), cautioned
that without good, evidence-based teaching practices, “OLPE is still only a box that includes
sophisticated sound, lights, images, and words that purport to help students learn about and be
physically active—but it is not physical education in its present form” (p. 5). The Society of
Health and Physical Educators (SHAPE) America (2018) asserts that physical education that is
delivered online should share the same purpose and intended outcomes as traditional, in-person

physical education. Daum (2020) further contends that OLPE bears the same responsibilities as
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PHYSICAL EDUCATION IN THE COVID ERA 4

traditional programs with respect to delivering equitable, developmentally appropriate, and
equally accessible learning experiences.

While honorable, the high aspirations for OLPE should be viewed in light of what
traditional, in-person physical education programs have been able to accomplish. It must be
recognized that traditional programs struggle to meet the above-mentioned expectations for
physical education. In the US, the majority of students attending in-person physical education are
likely not achieving the national content standards for K-12 learners (Hastie, 2017).
Additionally, although SHAPE America (2015) recommends that students engage in vigorous or
moderate physical activity during at least 50 percent of physical education class time, this
benchmark often eludes physical education programs that use conventional, face-to-face
instruction (Hollis et al., 2016; Hollis et al., 2017). Finally, traditional physical education has
faced challenges related to equity and access, such as language barriers, funding limitations, and
inadequate physical spaces for participation (Lawson, 2018). An important question at this
critical juncture in the evolution of the profession is whether OLPE can be optimized in ways
that leverage the efficacy and impact of in-person physical education programs for diverse
communities and settings. Notably, a body of evidence already exists to suggest that, when
supported with appropriate pedagogical practices, digital technologies such as social media,
blogs, video analysis, and video games, can be effectively integrated into physical education to
enhance students’ learning (Bodsworth & Goodyear, 2017; Casey et al., 2017). Moreover,
findings from a recent study found that high school students enrolled in online health and
physical education had more favorable perceptions of their learning experience (e.g., teacher
feedback and responsiveness, understanding and interest related to the content, perceived health
gains) compared to students enrolled in in-person programs (Williams et al., 2020).

CSPAP Framework

OLPE learning environments, both traditionally and in the current climate, expand
beyond the walls of the school gym and are most likely to be circumscribed within home- and
community-based settings (Society of Health and Physical Educators [SHAPE] America, 2018).
A relevant framework for conceptualizing, researching, and applying best practices in expanding
physical education to multiple school- and community-based settings is the comprehensive
school physical activity program (CSPAP) model (Figure 1; Centers for Disease Control and
Prevention [CDC], 2019). The CSPAP model is the CDC’s (2019) national framework for
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physical education and physical activity of school-aged youth in the United States. According to
SHAPE America (2015), the purpose of a CSPAP is for school systems to identify and use
available assets, through a coordinated and synergistic approach, to achieve three goals: (a)
provide quality physical education for all students, (b) increase all students’ practice
opportunities for skills learned in physical education, and (c) help all children and adolescents
achieve the nationally recommended 60 minutes of physical activity each day for optimal health
(U.S. Department of Health and Human Services [USDHSS], 2018). Thus, within an equity and
inclusion lens, the intent of a CSPAP is to ensure both the physical education and physical
activity needs of every student are addressed.

[Insert Figure 1 about here]

CSPAPs have gained significant traction across the globe in research and professional
recommendations related to youth physical activity promotion (Carson & Webster, 2020). Yet,
the evidence base for CSPAPs is still young, and existing CSPAP research is mostly devoted to
investigating the effectiveness of individual CSPAP components in increasing youth physical
activity engagement (goal C above). Even though physical education is conceptualized as the
cornerstone of a CSPAP (CDC, 2019; SHAPE America 2015), little CSPAP research has
investigated how a CSPAP or its various components can be used to help physical education
meet national recommendations (goal A above) or promote expanded physical education
learning opportunities (goal B above). Furthermore, the family and community engagement
component of the model remains one of the least studied in terms of addressing any of the
aforementioned goals of a CSPAP (Chen & Gu, 2018). This is surprising, given that the noted
importance of families and communities in affecting the education of the youth traces back more
than a century ago to the work of John Dewey (1916), who first made clear the impact of human
association, in the form of family and society, on the education, socialization, and development
of children.

Research on the use of online instruction in physical education is in its nascent stages
despite consistent calls for comprehensive study (Daum & Buschner, 2014; 2018; Killian et al.,
2019). As aresult, current understanding related to the ability of OLPE to promote physical
education and physical activity through family and community engagement is limited. In the
present article, the authors link OLPE to the conceptual basis for CSPAP-driven efforts that

directly support a school’s physical education program and its intended learning outcomes.
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Specifically, a schematic is introduced to elucidate the interconnectedness between the school,
the digital divide, physical education, the family, the community, and the student to highlight
factors that might warrant consideration in OLPE research and practice. This article is intended
to guide the efforts of physical education teacher educators and researchers to optimally prepare
a wide range of end-users (e.g., preservice teachers, P-12 school professionals, parents,
community leaders) for the new reality in which OLPE is a necessary tool for physical education
program effectiveness.
Using OLPE to Support the Goals of a CSPAP

Based on the idea that OLPE can meaningfully contribute to both the physical education-
and public health-aligned goals of a CSPAP, it is important to clearly illustrate how OLPE might
be used to support these goals. In particular, teacher educators and researchers can benefit from
conceptualizations of OLPE as an integrated part of the CSPAP framework. Such
conceptualizations can help teacher educators organize professional preparation experiences for
preservice and inservice teachers and guide researchers’ lines of inquiry and intervention
programming. The schematic in Figure 2 was designed with these purposes in mind, based on
literature spanning (a) issues of equity and inclusion in online learning (e.g., Basham et al., 2015;
Centeio, 2017; Huerta et al., 2015), (b) OLPE (e.g., Harris & Metzler, 2019; Killian et al., 2019;
Mosier & Lynn, 2012), (¢) family and community engagement to support physical education and
physical activity for school-aged youth (e.g., Brown et al., 2016; Cipriani et al., 2012; Egan &
Miller, 2019), and (d) recommendations related to family and community partnerships (e.g.,
Allar et al., 2017; Epstein, 2010; Kruger et al., 2012). The schematic is divided into four parts:
the CSPAP conceptual framework, the digital divide, the OLPE support system, and the CSPAP
outcomes framework. Within each part, factors that may be influential in efforts to support the
goals of a CSPAP through OLPE are listed. Each part of the schematic is discussed in detail
within the following sections of this article.

[Insert Figure 2 about here]

The CSPAP Conceptual Framework

A previously stated, the goals of a CSPAP are to (a) provide quality physical education
for all students, (b) increase all student’s physical education skills through additional practice
opportunities, and (c) help all students accumulate at least 60 minutes of physical activity each

day (SHAPE America, 2015). Two CSPAP components — physical education and family and
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community engagement — are highlighted in the schematic to suggest that each of these
components has an essential role to play in delivering OLPE that extends and reinforces
students’ physical education learning and physical activity engagement. Given that OLPE is
contextualized within the family and community settings, family and community engagement is
an important lever for physical education programs to succeed in reaching their educational
goals. Likewise, bringing physical education to students’ homes and communities can provide an
outlet for physical activity participation. Webster et al. (2020) underscore the idea that the
different CSPAP components should work synergistically in mutually reinforcing ways such that
physical activity opportunities across a CSPAP enhance students’ physical education learning,
while physical education learning concurrently enhances students’ physical activity participation.
This proposition embraces the possibility that meaningful connections can be established
between physical education, the broader school environment, and what Kirk (1999) refers to as
“physical culture”, which he defines as “a range of practices concerned with the maintenance,
representation and regulation of the body centred on three highly codified, institutionalized
forms of physical activity — sport, physical recreation and exercise” (p. 65). The link between
physical education learning and wider physical activity participation may not always be clear to
students or made explicit by teachers (Parker et al., 2017). Therefore, highlighting the potential
for CSPAPs to synergistically bolster students’ physical activity levels and physical education
learning is important to informing the way OLPE is designed and implemented as part of broader
CSPAP initiatives.

In Figure 2, the factors identified for consideration within the CSPAP conceptual
framework are those related to the school in general, as other factors specific to physical
education, the family, and the community are identified within the OLPE support system, which
focuses on these CSPAP components. School-based factors that could be influential in the extent
to which a CSPAP, or any of its components, are successfully implemented include a supportive
administration, a supportive staff, an actively engaged CSPAP committee, an actively engaged
CSPAP champion, and strong ties with the family and the community. Carson et al. (2014)
proposed a conceptual model for CSPAP research and practice in which they considered school
administrators, a CSPAP committee, and a CSPAP champion to be leaders in the implementation
of CSPAPs. Although limited research exists on the influence of these potential change agents in

CSPAP adoption or sustainability, Webster et al. (2020) discussed three themes in the
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recommendations for school administrators’ involvement in school-based health promotion
programs. These included collaboration (e.g., involvement in planning and programming),
advocacy (e.g., policy involvement), and support (e.g., professional development and technical
assistance). Additionally, researchers (authors, in press) found that intrapersonal variables, such
as expected outcomes of a CSPAP, directly predicted school principals’ self-reported CSPAP
involvement, while interpersonal (e.g., parent and teacher support for CSPAPs) and
environmental variables (e.g., overall school, community, and policy support for CSPAPs)
indirectly predicted such involvement. These findings highlight not only the importance of
administrative support in promoting a CSPAP, but also the importance of strong working
relationships among school professionals and also between the school, families, and the local
community in bringing a CSPAP to fruition.
The Digital Divide

Positioned between the CSPAP conceptual framework and the OLPE support system
within the schematic is the digital divide, particularly the Internet, through which OLPE is made
possible. The digital divide represents the idea that the division of technologies, and
consequently the extent to which OLPE can be accessed, plays a mediating role in the success of
OLPE. Although numerous kinds of technology used in physical education, such as heart rate
and activity monitors, are important to consider with respect to the digital divide, access to high
speed Internet is essential to the successful delivery of OLPE. However, such access is not a
given for all students (Centeio, 2017). Issues of Internet access can be understood in terms of
socio-cultural, geographic, and technical aspects of the digital divide. Students from low-income
families likely have fewer resources (e.g., sufficient Internet connectivity for extended online
learning) to support their success learning online when compared to students of high-income
families (Fishbane & Tomer, 2020; Gemin et. al., 2018), and low-income students do not appear
to be accessing online programs at the same rates as their more financially-secure peers (Huerta
et al., 2015). When school campuses closed due to COVID-19, 35 percent of low-income US
households with school-aged children did not have a high-speed Internet connection at home
compared to 15 percent of all US households with school-aged children (Pew Research Center,
2020). In rural areas, students may experience issues of access due to lack of Internet access and
the inconsistency of broadband speed during peak usage times (Riddlesden & Singleton, 2014).

Also, from a technical perspective, disparities may exist between the types of devices, platforms,
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and software that are used in students’ homes. Differences in devices used may be based on a
family’s income status. For instance, individuals from low-income households are more likely to
access the Internet from a smartphone than from a computer (Smith, 2015), and this could impact
the extent to which students are able to use all features of an online learning platform.

Overall, there is little research on equity issues related to online learning and it is
challenging to fully consider the many variables that could be associated with Internet access and
use (Rose, 2014; Rose & Blowmeyer, 2007). However, Rose (2014) and Rose and Blowmeyer
(2007) highlight issues that should be given attention, including inequitable access to reliable,
high-speed internet connections, support for special needs students and students with disabilities,
and awareness of difference in treatment/discrimination based on gender, race/ethnicity and
cultural differences. All students require equitable access to content and instruction regardless of
gender, race/ethnicity and cultural background, devices and high-speed connections, disabilities
accommodations. A recent study suggests that barriers to equity and accessibility exist in OLPE
(Killian et al., 2020). At a minimum, OLPE must account for what families can afford with
respect to the costs of existing Internet options, what access restrictions exist due to the
geographic locations of students’ homes, and how students are most likely to access the Internet
(i.e., via different devices, platforms, and software options).

The OLPE Support System

When students can access OLPE, they gain physical education and physical activity
experiences through the OLPE support system. This system is conceptualized in the schematic as
a coalition of school physical education, the family, and the community. Factors that warrant
consideration within the OLPE support system include physical education factors, family factors,
and community factors.

Physical education factors. Notwithstanding a few exceptions, such as the Online
Physical Education Network (OPEN) (openphysed.org), high-quality OLPE resources are scarce
(Daum & Buschner, 2014). For OLPE to align with and support standards-based physical
education and daily physical activity for students, it must capitalize on existing quality controls
and affordances that make the traditional, in-person school environment attractive for physical
education and physical activity programming, particularly as conceptualized using the CSPAP
framework. Specifically, the advantages of public education are that it reaches virtually all

children and adolescents, fosters an unparalleled environment for providing physical activity
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opportunities for all youth, and benefits from professional educators at relatively little financial
cost to families. Thus, OLPE has the best chance to succeed in meeting the educational and
public health-aligned goals of physical education when delivered through school systems, which
provide the infrastructure for designing, developing, and delivering OLPE resources that meet
the needs of every student.

While capitalizing on the advantages of school systems, OLPE will also likely need to
work through many of the same challenges encountered in efforts to provide quality in-person
physical education and physical activity promotion through CSPAPs (Webster et al., 2015).
These challenges include a lack of inservice and preservice training devoted to developing
teachers’ competencies in OLPE design/delivery; a lack of research evidence to inform best
practices in inservice and preservice teacher preparation related to OLPE; a lack of external
accountability for providing quality OLPE through either policy or professional standards; and
the possible reluctance of physical educators to embrace OLPE. Physical education professionals
must become advocates for OLPE through increased attention to the topic in teacher education
and research, as well as increased engagement with national organizations (e.g., SHAPE
America), to build momentum and establish consensus frameworks for quality OLPE (Daum,
2020; Killian et al., 2019; Mosier & Lynn, 2012). Despite how physical educators might have
felt about OLPE in the past, COVID has created a need for the field to actively pursue OLPE-
related research and scholarship, and for the profession to embrace OLPE as an essential
component of professional learning, standards and accountability.

Physical educators must also play leading roles in providing the education and support
families need to be effective in assisting with OLPE. Based on a review of 66 records,
Henderson and Berla (1994) noted that enhancing the ways families and community could
support student achievement involved first informing families of the content standards and then
encourage parents to sit on the school standards teams; typically, where implementation and
assessment conversations take place. In addition to educating parents about the subject matter
standards, teachers should also keep parents apprised of local physical activity opportunities and
help parents monitor family physical activity participation (Cipriani et al., 2012; Egan & Miller,
2019; McWilliams et al., 2020). The promotion of physical activity among family members has
also been found to be a strong predictor of students’ physical activity levels (Glowacki et al.,

2016). Further guidance for teachers can be found from the CDC (2012), which suggests (a)
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creating opportunities for parents to share important aspects of their health needs related to
culture, (b) translating health information into different languages, (c) helping parents set
expectations for appropriate healthy behavior, (d) monitoring and modeling healthy behavior, (e)
praising and rewarding desirable behaviors, and (f) understanding child development.

It is crucial for physical educators to acknowledge and appreciate the situational barriers
that often prevent parents’ engagement. Brown et al. (2016) identify numerous contextual factors
that should be taken into consideration, such as family constraints (e.g., lack of time, scheduling
difficulties), cultural relevance (e.g., the extent to which the curriculum aligns with
family/community contexts), and the family psycho-social environment (e.g., child-parent
relationships). Physical education teachers can align their support for parent involvement
according to specific situational barriers (Brown et al., 2016). For example, this might involve
assisting with goal-setting and provide positive reinforcement for families who face time-related
challenges to engage in OLPE, or including activities designed for child-parent co-participation
in cases where family relationship building is identified as a key facilitator to youth physical
activity. In the COVID era, as OLPE has entered the mainstream for physical education teachers,
it has become increasingly clear that an awareness of home-based situational factors and
contextual barriers that need to be addressed for programming to succeed for every student is
often lacking.

Family factors. One of the major changes brought on by COVID-19 is the environment
where students receive their education. Children and adolescents have spent more time at home
due to school campuses closing, stay-at-home orders, and quarantining. This change may be
negatively influencing youth physical activity (Velde et al., 2020; Xiang et al., 2020). For
example, researchers in the Netherlands found that since the onset of the pandemic, the number
of children who were physically active at least 60 minutes per day decreased from 64% to 20%
(Velde et al., 2020). Accordingly, pronounced attention to families as a key asset in supporting
OLPE may be warranted in the COVID era. Families play an important role in influencing
physical activity habits and providing opportunities for physical activity in youth (Erwin et al.,
2013; Rhodes et al., 2020). In particular, there has been much research on the engagement of
parents in their children’s lifestyle habits, including physical activity (Lindsay et al., 2006).
Although some questions need further investigation, such as whether a parent’s gender or a

child’s age are significant factors in the effectiveness of a parent’s efforts to promote physical
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activity (e.g., Anderson et al, 2009; Davison et al., 2013; Kimiecik & Horn, 1998; Moore et al.,
1991; Perusse et al., 1988; Sallis et al., 1988), and how parents might best support OLPE
learning outcomes, it is clear that parents are integral to the success of efforts to promote
physical education learning and increase youth physical activity at home and in the community
(Lane et al., manuscript under review).

The absence of adult supervision during students’ physical activity participation has been
noted as a limitation of OLPE (Harris & Metzler, 2019; Mosier & Lynn, 2012). Parents who
maintained consistent communication with the OLPE instructor and provided support by
monitoring students’ physical activity to ensure accountability were identified as keys to success
in an OLPE course (Kane, 2004). Research also suggests that parenting practices such as
modeling physically active behavior (Hutchens & Lee, 2018), prompting children to be
physically active, and engaging in physical activity with children can increase children’s
physical activity levels (Lindsay et al., 2018; Ransdell et al., 2013) and similarly may serve to
promote child physical activity in an OLPE context.

Other factors that may influence the extent to which OLPE can support the goals of a
CSPAP are parent logistical support for children’s OLPE and daily physical activity engagement,
and parent volunteering and advocacy for OLPE. Examples of logistical support include
scheduling time to assist students with OLPE assignments, providing transportation to physical
activity facilities, and purchasing physical activity equipment when needed. With respect to
volunteering and advocacy, parents might consider serving as ambassadors for students’ OLPE
learning and physical activity participation. Some ways to do this could be to serve as volunteer
mentors, coaches, or tutors, or to share personal experiences and insights related to promoting
children’s OLPE learning and physical activity with school staff and community members
(CDC, 2012). Overall, the abrupt transition to home-based learning for students during the
COVID-19 pandemic has undoubtedly disrupted the lives of families in numerous ways and
placed new burdens on parents and guardians. It would be unrealistic to expect families to
engage in the above-mentioned strategies (i.e., participate with children in physical activity,
supervise children’s physical education learning and physical activity, provide logistical support,
volunteer to support physical education, and advocate for physical education) without careful
planning related to the investment of time and other resources (e.g., money needed to cover the

costs of logistical support). Research is needed to better understand how families are coping
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during COVID-19, whether parents/guardians who have never participated in distance learning
are able to support their children’s at-home physical education, and what support strategies
parents/guardians enact with the most success.

Community factors. Community engagement involves integrating and identifying
resources and services in the community to strengthen parent and school resources and programs
(Epstein, 2010). Partnerships with community members allow schools to maximize their
resources (e.g., funding, facility usage; Institute of Medicine [[OM], 2013). Community
partnerships may include parks and recreation departments, health departments, or agencies
(Erwin et al., 2013). Like the family, community engagement in OLPE and physical activity
promotion for youth comes in multiple forms. These include space, programs, policies, and
funding that support youth physical activity. Community spaces for physical activity encompass
both the natural (e.g., green space, lakes, mountains) and the built environment (e.g., safe routes
for active travel, parks, playgrounds, community centers, neighborhood streets). Community
programs (e.g., after school programs, summer camps) can be hosted in a wide range of settings,
such as school campuses, parks and recreation centers, faith-based organizations, and homes.
Public policy and funding for youth physical activity are often intertwined, as policies can shape
funding priorities.

Efforts to provide high-quality OLPE must include consideration for disparities among
communities in relation to available, accessible, affordable, and contextually relevant activity
spaces, programs, and policies/funding. Collaboration with local agencies and organizations is
particularly important to ensuring that health promotion activities offered are community
relevant (Kruger et al., 2012). Hypothetically, creating a partnership with local bicycling
promotion groups and offering bike education classes for families and the community may be an
excellent partnership in a bike friendly community, but not as strong where safe biking
opportunities are less abundant. The ability of the community to engage in youth physical
activity promotion is highly dependent on the family context and how involved families are in
the community (Finkelstein, 2017). Unfortunately, community facility or activity designers often
fail to solicit parent input or feedback (Finkelstein, 2017). For many communities, the following
are inhibitors to successfully engaging youth in physical activity: (a) lack of affordable options,

(b) traffic safety, (c) exposure to illicit activity in public spaces, (d) limited access to high-quality
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facilities, (e) transportation concerns, (f) lack of program availability, and (g) lack of information
about programs offered (Finkelstein, 2017).

The presence of any of the above-mentioned barriers may cause community spaces and
programs to be underutilized by students and their families within the setting of OLPE. For
instance, restricted access to school facilities for physical activity engagement and OLPE
instructors’ inability to assure the safety of community facilities and equipment were noted
challenges to OLPE students’ physical activity engagement within the community (Mosier &
Lynn, 2012). Inaccessible community facilities and equipment were also significant barriers to
learning within another OLPE program, in which only 68.9% of OLPE students surveyed agreed
facilities were available for their physical activity engagement every week (Harris & Metzler,
2019). Identifying which barriers exist, as well as mapping the assets that a community offers,
are important steps that should be taken to inform community planning and implementation of
initiatives to support youth physical activity (Allar et al., 2017).

The CSPAP Outcomes Framework

Through the OLPE support system, it can be surmised that students will demonstrate
targeted physical activity behaviors within the CSPAP outcomes framework, which consists of
the physical education content standards and the youth physical activity guidelines. The student
must be considered an active member and communicator in the activities, investments, decisions,
and connections that schools, families, and communities promote for the student’s success
(Epstein, 2010). Student-related factors that warrant attention include the student’s physical
education and physical activity abilities (e.g., physical, mental, social-emotional); interests and
motivation; and OLPE technical skills and abilities. Where disparities may be most pronounced
is in the extent to which students with disabilities will be able to use OLPE for achieving
physical education standards and meeting physical activity guidelines. There are nearly 7 million
students within disabilities in the United States (Pew Research Center, 2020). This group makes
up nearly 14% of national public-school enrollment and has increased by 11% between the years
2000 and 2018 (Hussar et. al, 2020).

Students with disabilities encounter challenges as they seek to engage with online
curricula, irrespective of whether the mode of delivery is supplemental, blended, or full-time
(Basham et.al., 2015). As reported by various outlets (Camera, 2020) the COVID-19 pandemic
has accentuated this challenge for students with disabilities. A poll of 2400 parents in New York
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and California from March 25 to April 1 noted that 27 and 24 percent of parents respectively felt
that schools were providing adequate online instructional material for their students (Education
Trust-West, 2020). While online opportunities can provide significant opportunities for many
people with disabilities, Kent (2015) notes that disability is activated differently in these formats.
Impairments related to vision, cognition, hearing and manual dexterity, for example, could be
significantly disabling depending on how the use of print, video and audio is used online.

These perspectives underscore the necessity for a more equity-based approach to
constructing online education for learners with disabilities. Literature has yet to fully
conceptualize this, choosing instead to highlight interventions that consider the notion of
universal design as a “retrofit” to existing courses (McManus et al., 2017; Kinash et al., 2004).
Ellis and Kent (2011) advocate for disability access built into online design processes at the
outset to avoid pitfalls and short-term changes that are made because of political pressures. In
developing online learning modalities, Kent (2015) also suggests that designers reflect on the
social model of disability. This model moves the narrative away from a person with a disability
being seen as “having something wrong” and needing to be “fixed” to an examination of how
modern life is constructed in a way to exclude or restrict people with disabilities (Oliver, 1990).

Implications for Practice

Physical education teacher education (PETE) faculty are positioned to play leading roles
in strengthening OLPE and supporting CSPAP goals by addressing many of the factors identified
in Figure 2. Establishing partnerships between university programs and local schools is a long-
standing tradition in the work of PETE faculty, both in terms of fostering authentic field
experiences and internship placements for teacher candidates and conducting school-based
research. In the COVID era and beyond, this work must continue with an increased focus on
generating buy-in and advocacy from school administrators and other school staff for quality
physical education and CSPAPs. Principals’ involvement will likely be essential to maximizing
the reach of physical education and daily physical activity promotion through the family and
community engagement component of a CSPAP, given the principal’s prominence and
connectedness within school communities. At the elementary school level, the involvement of
classroom teachers may be equally important. These teachers, with whom children spend the
majority of each school day, tend to develop the closest ties with families and harness the

deepest insights into students’ lives. Virtual teaching has opened new windows into students’
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home lives, and physical education teachers can improve their OLPE teaching effectiveness from
gathering as much information as possible from other teachers about students’ situations at
home. PETE faculty should strive to give teacher candidates opportunities to communicate with
school administrators about physical education programming and CSPAPs, learn the distinct
professional roles of different administrators (e.g., principal, assistant principal, district officials),
and collaborate with both preservice and inservice classroom teachers to meet CSPAP goals.

Technology integration in preservice preparation must now incorporate learning
experiences that focus on using various videoconferencing platforms (e.g., Microsoft Teams,
Blackboard Collaborate, Zoom, Webex), digital device options (e.g., different kinds of desktops,
laptops, tablets, smartphones), and a wide range of applications and software adopted by school
districts. Proficiency with these tools is fundamental to OLPE delivery and has become
imperative since the onset of the COVID-19 pandemic. Furthermore, teacher candidates should
gain experience using these tools to teach and learn within urban, suburban, and rural settings to
develop a “real world” appreciation of the digital divide and create lesson plans that reflect a
first-hand understanding of technological constraints placed on distance education. Beyond
becoming proficient with various digital tools for OLPE, preservice physical education teachers
also need experiences using different methods of virtual program delivery, including
synchronous instruction, asynchronous instruction, and hybrid models of instruction that blend
online learning with in-person learning. A well-prepared 21% century physical education teacher
must feel comfortable teaching within any of these instructional approaches, in addition to being
able to teach under traditional, five days a week, in-person conditions.

Professional development workshops, parent seminars, and open house / back-to-school
nights (in person or virtual) present additional platforms for addressing key factors associated
with successful OLPE delivery. PETE faculty and teacher candidates can speak at these events to
raise awareness of the importance of physical education and physical activity to whole child
health and development and provide school staff and parents with strategies to support OLPE, as
well as be involved with a CSPAP more broadly. Such strategies can be based on the work of
faculty and candidates to conduct needs assessments and perform asset mapping to identify the
most pressing needs of students and families (e.g., increased access to the Internet, more
culturally relevant programming) and the existing resources available within school communities

(e.g., local funding opportunities, outdoor spaces for practicing psychomotor skills and being
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physically active) to support student learning, family and community engagement, physical
education programming, and physical activity.

Increased research in the area of OLPE will be foundational to informing measures taken
to increase understanding related to, and accountability for, the use of best practices in OLPE in
both preservice teacher education and K-12 physical education. Sargent and Casey (2019)
recommended taking an appreciative inquiry approach to conducting research on the use of
digital technologies in physical education. Appreciative inquiry is a strength-based approach that
focuses on the positive aspects of technology integration rather than focusing on deficits and
limitations. Citing Cooperrider and Whitney (2001), Sargent and Casey describe a cyclical
approach to appreciative inquiry research, which encompasses four steps: discover, dream,
design, and destiny. Discovery entails identifying what makes the technology appealing. The
second step, dreaming, involves imagining what the technology could look like in the future.
During the design step, the features needed to realize the dream are fleshed out. Finally, destiny
brings the process back full circle with a focus on further transformation of the technology via
the creation of new objectives for change. This research approach can serve as a valuable guide
for PETE faculty seeking to coalesce and advance the best qualities of current OLPE
technologies and practices in order to produce next-generation resources for the profession.

Conclusion

The COVID-19 pandemic has accelerated the need for effective integration of novel
approaches to physical education in the presence of widescale school closures and limited
opportunities for in-person P-12 instruction. In this article the authors have presented OLPE as a
viable alternate mechanism for equitable physical activity promotion among youth in our current
climate, drawing from the synergy of the CSPAP framework. To help teacher educators and
researchers conceptualize the integration of OLPE with CSPAPs, it is purported that standards-
based physical education programs can serve to promote physical activity for all youth in school,
community, and home settings with the support of OLPE tools. Similarly, the goals and
expectations for high quality physical education instruction and delivery should apply to the
development of successful OLPE platforms that strive to make physical activity programming
equitable, developmentally appropriate, and equally accessible, accounting for unique factors of
effective OLPE access and delivery at the student, family, school, and community levels. In this

sense, OLPE, through capitalizing on the inherent interconnectedness between the school, digital
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technologies, physical education, the family, the community, and the student can serve to support
CSPAP goals. Building from the schematic presented in this article, a natural next step is to
develop learning experiences in PETE that focus on OLPE competency-building, needs
assessment, and resource optimization in the family and community contexts. Concurrently,
research should examine the potential for preparing P-12 school professionals (e.g., physical
education teachers, teacher educators) in successful practices for OLPE delivery, and assess

students’ learning, physical activity, and related health outcomes.
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Figure 1. Comprehensive school physical activity program (CSPAP) framework (CDC, 2019).
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CSPAP OUTCOMES FRAMEWORK
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791  Figure 2. Schematic depicting the goals and projected outcomes of a comprehensive school

792  physical activity program (CSPAP) when it is supported using online physical education (OLPE)
793  that addresses key factors specific to the school, the digital divide, physical education, the

794  family, the community, and the student. (PE = physical education; PA = physical activity; SES =
795  socioeconomic status)
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