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After learning and researching different models of teaching physical education over the 

last couple of months, I have come to terms with two models that I feel will help me in my future 

as an educator, the Tactical Games for Understanding Model (TGfU) and the Direct Instruction 

Model (DIM). The TGfU model focuses on tactics of game categories including: net and wall, 

striking and fielding, target, and invasion (Griffin, Mitchell, & Olson, 2013). This model 

includes a “game-questions-practice-game progression” (Griffin, Mitchell, & Olson, 2013) this 

allows students to be enjoying the play while developing understandings for themselves through 

questioning and then practicing skills and/ or tactics that will benefit further understanding of the 

game. As learned in my Development of Sports and Games (KHS 233) course, games through a 

tactical lens will make skills and tactics transferable to more than one specific sport. This model 

allows students to discover how to succeed in the game through inquiry questions from the 

teacher that make them think of how to better their chances at succeeding.  

The DIM “is a lesson format of: introductory activity, a skill/ drill practice phase focused 

on developing and improving technique or aspects of technique, followed by a game” (Smith et 

al, 2014). In this model skills are the main focus and are taught before the rules, aims, and tactics 

of the game. Sometimes these aspects are even left out of instruction before game play, as I have 

experienced in school. In this model teachers are telling students how to perform skills and often 

only explaining tactics, rather than having students think and work out problems on their own.  

There are a lot of positives to using a TGfU Model. With an approach like this students 

use the questioning of their teachers to “stimulate thinking and interaction to guide” them in 

finding ways of tactical problems and understanding why “certain skills are needed to elevate 

game performance” (Harvey et al, 2015). The idea, that through questioning, children will find 

their own creative solutions and movements to succeed in the game or sport. This model 

provides more focus on understanding the objectives of the game and how to play, which is often 



more engaging for participants than only being concerned with the ability to perform skills with 

proficiency. That being said, the TGfU Model sometimes can lack in the development and 

progression of skills due to too much focus on tactics. When used with a balance of skill and 

tactic practice, the model can be very effective.   

There are also a few things to consider when using a DIM. Some critiques suggest that 

the DIM creates “inflexible techniques and poor decision making skills” (Smith et al, 2014) this 

is due to a large amount of time only being spent on perfecting skills and little time on the tactics 

and strategies of the game or sport. Another critique of this model expands on the above thought, 

stating that “techniques are practiced in isolated, decontextualized conditions during which 

practice is unlikely to generalize to game conditions” (Harvey et al, 2015) which also leads to 

poor decision making skills. Other critiques research suggests there is a larger lack of physical 

activity in this model due to “full sided games and too much instructional time” (Harvey et al, 

2015), compared to the TGfU model which has small sided games allowing for more student 

participation, meaning more physical activity time for students (Harvey et al, 2015). A positive 

aspect of the DIM is that it does lead to “technical proficiency” (Smith et al, 2014) where 

students can perform many skills at a utilization level. While there seem to be mostly critiques to 

the DIM, there is a positive. 

I do not believe that one model, TGfU or DIM should be used constantly within a grade. I 

do believe that some consistency in which model is used more would be beneficial to the 

students learning. However, I think that it really depends on your students and what level they 

are at, how they are performing skills, their understandings of the games, and their tactical levels. 

All these play a role in how you should approach your lessons. If majority of students have a 

deficit in a skill that is required to play a game, then it may be beneficial to use a DIM approach 

for a class or two until they can perform the skill adequately enough to participate in the game. 



Personally, in the primary levels of elementary (grades K-1) children should just be 

engaged in fun activities that develop locomotor skills and explore skills with manipulatives 

while learning about body and space. From there I think that elementary level students would 

benefit from using both models, TGfU and DIM. As stated earlier I believe that lessons should 

be made according to your students’ needs to succeed. So, I believe that using both models, 

maybe alternating every second or third class the model used, could be beneficial to the 

development of skills and basic understanding of game categories. In the middle level I think that 

a TGfU model would be most beneficial because they should understand and be able to use most 

skills throughout these grades, therefore they should be focusing on understanding tactics more 

and how they can be transferable through sports. In the secondary level I believe that students 

could still benefit from learning in a TGfU model with more complex tactics and strategies being 

implemented. As a university student learning and participating in TGfU lessons, I personally, 

enjoy them and I believe that secondary level students would too, and even expand their learning 

of the games and sports. That being said, the DIM or any other model could be implemented 

when needed throughout the year as well to further or better skills. 

Teachers may resist using the TGfU Model for two reason: one, they have a “sporting 

perspective” and want to “emphasize the development of practical skills, a love of the sport for 

all and providing opportunities to further develop the elite child” (Jayantilal & O’Leary, 2016). 

As a future educator, or a colleague, I could support this resistant teacher by sharing resources, 

such as the Teaching Sport Concepts and Skills textbook by Griffin, Mitchell, and Oslin, and 

even possibly having them sit in on one of my phys. Ed classes using TGfU. I could also explain 

to her/ him that by teaching with TGfU children will better understand the game, how to play and 

will want to be engaged, and that there is still room for skill drills in practice time if necessary. 

Not all children will be elite athletes, but it is important that they enjoy physical activity. The 



second reason a teacher may resist using the TGfU Model could be due to influences of other 

teachers or mentors who have been teaching longer, their acculturation and reinforcement during 

teaching practices to use a more DIM (Jayantilal & O’Leary, 2016). This will be a struggle, even 

for me, because I always like to respect my elders’ advice and try to please them by using their 

advice. Yet, I think it is important to stick to what you know and have learned and to implement 

what you know will be best for your students. And I think that will be a key reminder for myself 

and/or other colleagues facing the same situation. 

 I would not only rely on the use of the DIM approach to teaching physical education 

because I think it leaves too many kids out and takes the joy out of the game when the students 

do not fully understand. I believe that the DIM focuses too heavily on the technique of skills, and 

when children cannot perfect specific skills it can really hinder their want to play. The DIM often 

throws children into sports without a lot of understanding about the objectives of the game and 

what strategies and tactics they need to succeed. The approach also often is played in full size 

courts or fields with full player games. Many children are often sitting out when games are being 

played with the typical number of players for the particular sport. For small, young students a 

full size field or court can be discouraging and too challenging. Small sided games and fields/ 

courts, like in the TGfU Model, are more beneficial to allowing all students time to engage in 

physical activity. That being said, I do believe that skill drills can be a good way to practice, as 

proper movement repetition is important for the muscles and memory of the child to develop 

their skills. During practice time in TGfU I may use a drill focused practice portion depending on 

age, abilities, and skill. 

 Personally, I am very excited to use the TGfU approach in my future physical education 

classes. I think that this approach provides so much learning opportunity for all children. The 

idea that they will be developing problem solving skills through “hands-on” learning is great. 



Some of my most memorable learnings have come from being thrown into something and then 

by asking questions and solving questions, just like the idea of the game- questions- practice- 

game method that TGfU allows students to engage in. For me, this approach as a teacher and/ or 

as a coach means that children may be faced with fewer physical literacy deficits and that they 

will better understand the games and sports they are playing and be able to make sharp decisions 

during play. I believe this approach will help children to better enjoy the games they are playing 

and want to be more engaged in physical activity. 
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