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i OE. BT IRELRAR FRILE R KRR, v Newell 45 29 kAR (constraints model) 4 323 & &k |
AFFILE R R E TN ZIRED, A AR TR FED T HILERDELEGHh, Tk Db
RS W R KA LA FHILE (n=109) A FF 3 %, AIE Ky A5 AL BL B 5 B 20 (n=54) Fo 3T B4R (n=55) , %
BILERAL IS AR R R, N RBAINLEALYILE EFTHHFES, REFTLTERE—A
P, A& TGMD-2 2t 2 X )L ATM K, SR DA P RADLEGH S E b Fodh Rz fl R0 R XY 2 FKT
TGMD-2 89 %4, 2)Z 8 AR RN EH T, £ 469/ 0 GMQ B # & T B 28 (P<<0.001), *F B 4169 GMQ £ 5= I
WG E A B £ (P=0.087) . 3)HEA A H P TFRA R FH @ (P=0.703) ; 5 52069 )5 M 45 S H A% A dh k2 B HAR AT
2 ¥ B35 T B8 & M x4y (P<0.001) . 2538 : AT P RAT 40 L e R R ShAF B R AR G , S k32 ) Ak &R
KRFART R EERR; A8 A e ARSI EHF E 3 4L %A 2O AL RAT F AT )L F R AR EH AR a9 L .

KR FALE AR Y R TR
FE S :GR07.1 TEKARIRAD : A

TELE R (L4 3~8%), JLETT IR Z i > 15 — R 5
B e B R s R e (A28 (B BR 120 IR AR ) |
PR 2 A R 8l 1 3 BB (fundamental motor skill, FMS)”
(Gabbard, 2011) , — fi {0 45 5% 30 £ fE A1 4 14 45 i 7 fiE .
WFFE R, JL B R I0) 02 BE A 3l A 4 18 i 1) S B ] , 324
Yy 5 48 LK Bl A B AR xR i L A9 0k I 4 BE (Mahon
et al., 1996; Okely et al., 2001) | il By JL 2 /A 4 il JE Ji:
(D’ Hondt et al., 2009, 2011) fig .00 FR{E FE , B AT B A
Fil (Morano et al., 2014) , J& KT W % 1032 3h 4+ 8 /0
P&, N8 R S R e AR s 7 B T SE Al (Clark et
al., 2002 ; Seefeldt, 1980) .

AN B K J e 38 ik WL A, SR RE 1Y
R REFENE T EZERMEENNE R, Hrp,
Newell (1986) 42 i 119 “ 29 HUAL A ” (constraints model ) J& A
KRS Z AT B B 28 2 — . Newell
(1986) 1Ay, A~ M B VE 45 g 1 & J & > 1K 29 3 (individual
constraints ) . /T 4% 4 %R (task constraints ) 135 35 2 %0 (envi-
ronmental constraints ) 3 A5 1E A M 45 2R . AN ALY WAL 45 4>
PR A B (E5 R ) FLG FLR R (T fe) s A 55 0 4R Bl Y
H 858 B VEAT: 55 B AR 4 0 IR 0], L % 5 i 2 A e il

[R5 b 5 IR BT 29 SO AT LA FE ) R OR B, 4 465 52 e s 4
FEM AL S SO R BT . AR X BLAY < LY B IR AR Bk SCIY <
G O SO TR ol - A i (o R v

MR 2y oA 1S5 2 PR A S R g Th ()Ll
Z B £ J5 0 20 1A 52 (CUn K WA D A BE ST AR K
G B AE B 55 ) sh R R W IS XU 5 Tt a4
AR R EEM L . Goodway 45 (2003b) % B, 2 5]
JE T RO FBE 14 2 115 JL B 78 7% Bl B R R A 1A 4 o g
KR M E RS TRITIA N, X s L A K E A
DX e = AR 3 Sh AR K J I R BE SR X IR EE B4
P WT 5 R 2 FORIAT: 55 29 AR HAE L i — 20 R 2L
HAMENER. ARZMWERXREDEN. 8 —
7 THT 249 9K 308 T B2 R 22 T G AR I AR A, DA i A
TR 138 B AT 0 & 2 AR (Newell, 1986) o WA & #4119
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CIRBERIE) 2021 4F (55 41 %) 45 2 3]

RSF (45 20 80) 5 L3 BN & &2 (MR Z9 30 DE i B
ARSI HF SRR e 2% > ok L 2 5 B IR T 2l 1 2%
HRAE O (R H) 3k 2> 52 15 KUK (Konezak, 1991) .
MURE HE H AT B S FE s % R L W B 1E K
AR AL LA R 2 YW ) AH O R S AETT AR I B, 2
PR 56 R s R A RAVE U T Sl VR 2 5 AN %
AT X A R 24 3 7= AR R ZI L 4 R A (Haywood et al.,
2019) , 3% [a] B R B0 1 & J8 3 ‘B4 52 2R (developmental
appropriate practice ) (14 F 22 J5U | ( Bellows et al., 2013) .

S IR ] 2 3 X L AR B VR e B LS R U
11 TR CRTHN A, 2015 435 4T, 2017) , (E A5 3 %2
BT LB H AR BN A PR . TR E AR L EE B A A
R JRRBL s AN WA, HH AT fE L 2% B BT R R A Bl A
HRB A 0 B ARIE M C RA 00 . S TR A IME R R AE
i 1k L B oo it FE 10 B AR L R FR I A R A G
b2 i 12 B e B R T A (T I 4E L 201759 K
55,2019) , AN F R E L BAK & HUE IS, (2 HE R A )
YR RetE 4l LA L P I R RS AE T . AR B A
W20 R R AN 1l XA i L BE AR Bl A R R G O, T LA
Newell (14 2 HEAS AU g BB AK Y , o 270 )L 28 i & S ik
B Y B 1A 2y, T 50 R 10 8 A 4 A B T IO Bl X
JUEE A R SRR

1 H\RMKE5HE
1.1 BFRAR

DL 2R 48 e 37 T 58 A R L 7 & L e 27 i L3 R B 5
Mg SLEHT 25 0 R E R W RS A
SRS EARDS STV P NI g R I DIN
(24 P BEFN 2 A KR BEh (4~6 % O 32 ) BEMLZE B 14~ K
BERT LA BE I AL, AR 2 AN PE R IR . SEER X4
P HERR AR AL - 1) RAR B IR S R B 45 2) 47
TE B VR 5% 5 58 T i B 5 3) JE A ™ T JUE 2% 50T R SR
WLOAEH S 5REESHOARBERS R, PR
W, A 109 44 L8 58 i T 4 B (M,,,=61.35+8.78, 53
454 N H St Aok 54 N (M,,=59.44+7.87, 5 /%
30 N, % HEZ 55 N (M,,=63.224+9.28, 55424 N ).
12 A ARFHVEH sk eyl

K F 95 1 45— MOk R 3 1 & R I (TGMD-2) (UL-
rich, 2000 ) ff i £ T H. . TGMD-2 s £ 4% 5% 50y £ kAl
YRl e A IR . BB BB R R A - B
WD Bk AL kST e kA DA K A 6 AN IE )
PR ) R A 4 - T4 o R T R A Bk Bk )
B ETF RN T FEER, 6 Wit . ik b1 58— 2
2] 7 TGMD-2 M3 T, W AH S I 3 A3, JF 7 20 44
ZAR L P HEAT T PR W, A B e R
7 H KBTI MR, 21K 220 1R )G #3172 48 11 200
52

o ZIRXHE NERF G PR UEN AT 143, & W 043, 2%
A BORINAS B2 SRR RE 13 43 o 4 6 TSN EAS 43
A AR 2 T T A A3, AR A D T 0 AT D 4 0 A
G 0 Ry B E 43 B M K 3l A 7 %X (gross motor quotient ,
GMQ), MR AR PEAT s AR, I 1 144 DX 5% s AR ik
A2 00 5 I TB] A XU St o 2 48 2 BN S8 N DL X
MR AT VPO . 8 S AT WOT O, 3740 2% 18] — Bk
IREN95% JE TF IR IE S UPF O o O BRAIETE A 25 (5 B, e 1 44
WFFE N BLX 30% Y REA HEAT T PP M, HHAW P12 9F f 75
24N L — O E 4 LA 5] 90% .
1.3 AAMERAERSF ZRT S 55k
131 EARFGHEZREHFAR

W5 A0 B 20 PR T B ko g A G RVIR B 20 Fsh
VER G L RS 19— B 5 XA LE R F A0 R
T BB A R B LB M SRR S EH R . BRAR L 16 TR,
FL45 12 DS VEERE 080 D I D D Bk
P50 Bk B REee kR Bk CBEER L B TR TR
RER BER . A RIRE S8 1 ~2 WS R AE £ B R,
BETUR 4 min, H b A 45 A BE R AR BT B (29 5 min) |
3~4 ARG E R RE B E G S (2930 min) (B R(4
2 min) , Jf Sy 1% 2l 22 6] 2ok 3 B I ]
132 FEARFHERLERE R

D2 OB ROl BEOE B Al 32 F A AT 55 43 BTk (eco-
logical task analysis, ETA ) X i 8l ¥5 5% #1 2l 15 4T 55 $E 47 9
WA B A R R R L SR AR T AR SR R
R B — D E R A A SRS S AT R
Davis %5 (1991) £ 11, 72 2h & & 42 B8 (U1 Newell i 24 3
HEAY | Gibson 14 152 BE 45 ) 78 Sl A 4 A T FUF1 DAk Jr 1 Y
BN A 30 e, RS AR 55 A G
B 2~3 N EER MR R . U, $ AT 2R AT B AR A 3R
5 AT 55 290, I % FL R 55 R 5 ) S AR AT 55 B XE 2 BEEE
e JE MR 2 A 0 2 1 R R KT D AT 55 M BE Y R Ak
JL

A b T B 58 3 4 S ) 158 B A 254 5500 A 1) L AL B
SRS D N AR sl o R € e K (R EP TR S
ALY I AT AT AT 55 29 R B H AR 1 #8 2l EE A
THPIE BY o X T IR UM B T ok Ul , 898 H A A 1R 258
By, TP JiE 20 W 1 5 X b R R R, AR T s
T DA 55 X R 3 O, B 2 W RRAG o B 2 B A S R A
5 XTS5 BT £ B HEAT IR, DRAIE TG 2 B 05 B 5
T 10 5 P S Xk L B A B AR B LA 1 &) LA
VR R R R 3 15 Sl IR AR DA gl L 2 5 Bl i R
W P4 o T, AR 4 L & T oK V- S Mk FE A8 Ak .
s % LB g P I B8 AN R 4.5 m, R B I R ik
BEAE3.0~45 mBORIE T . WAk, 5% JLE RGN RE
TS i) i 4 B TR0 A5 SRR BT TR] DA MG ol A R R AR B
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b8 Bl R i PR AT 55
133 FERFHEREHFET *

1o T AR B UE WE R R RIS T L ER HAE
B3 9 25 R 0 E 1 T 35 L 3 Sh A 58 1 1 & e A AR Ak
FE Tk b A Y R A 0 B R R B 4
¥, BUL, 7R YRR GBS AR R L R R RS 'k
[ A IR 1 20 T BOR AR 2E &) LA B AR (1 & i 2 A B
FEHRHCF T LA BB

A, O is H AR 55 i i (progression of tasks)
(Seefeldt, 1980) i J5 2 , 1k 4l JL L fa] B (0 S 4E T 4, 18
o S8 R P M L L BB BT R TR XE Y B
TR B 3K B VE 43 il Sy — RV 55 - 1) 2% ) kB
RS CAEDR SR ) 5 2) R Il &5 SR DB AT 3, 3 SR 4 IR
KBNS B AR 5 3) PR SR PR AT R A AR R AR
SR R — AR IC A AR BN S T B s 4) D AT HE
AR S B Bk — 2, R B M BB L AL,
4038 S b B N s ] 9 O 0K Bl 1 B e g DG B
G AFCE B . BEAT B IS AEAT 55 A, OO L 2 4R
HERL5E 5l B (PR 2 AR50 ) (Brian et al., 2017) , #4778 38
L B VE AR R IR, I 7E 2 ) ol B b RS 0 R L 4
— Y4275 17 (Landin, 1994) . [F A, BOW X 47 5 A 1 R
PRLG T R Y (Avila et al., 2012) B9 4 1F 1 19 2 45k
(Silverman et al., 1992), %> i 2 W AF 7 LEFFH 45 B
W e b &= Nl — 42 4% M (Silverman et al.,
2015) . WEETP LA L H FRFEARFE R EE M
FL 2% 4, AR M A B 58 J) 3% $F 4E 55 19 M (Robinson,
2011) . R #H 7R A G T & SRS TR 2
ESUNERCTIVE §=R0M VIS
134 #¥ £ Lk

PR F G W ] AN DRSS TR — A N, DLBEh B, R
FH TGMD-2 (Ulrich, 2000) X it A 52 i # #E 47 ik, PR
TSI UG T, ARG O SE g L 2 HE 2 W R Bl R R
PR, B B L3 AR IR B DL R L AR
SEYRJE S 2H L B BT R S 8 S B S 2 Y AR
SIESRE G Bl o T B 02 I [R) 52 90 2 °F- 2y s 8l oy
89.25%. XIMAALJLEE H S 540 LIS ALY 5 KIS 20 .
1.4 5 Feh N3RROE

AE T TR 52 7 SR FH S5 30 10 S FE A A R R AR M R N
TRUE R EE T B — . B (fidelity ) /2 5 BF 58 4 1%
PR 18 52 40 A0 PR AT 92 90 (U A2 (O Donnell, 2008) . A<
WF5E R IR R 2 R 4 K22 2 35 G 5 1 02 1 R A0 52 3 A
4 4% (Brian et al., 2017) , JF AR 48 3 [E 4y JL Il 52 B A% 10 F
TPl i . DUREE, th— 7 28 55 55 U110 &) JL 30 o) 4% s it
BEAT LS, I AR AR A5 2 32 1) P 28 X 52 R B0 1Y) 3R I AT
155 2RI 16 37 PR 1Y - X 20058 B2 O 72% (58% ~
81%) , K F| 1 245 N FRUE 1 Z K (>50%) (O’ Donnell,

2008) .

AT N B SCEG , 4SS I IR 4R AT B R & R iR
it A B2 RO 0 % 43 AL 00, FEA I N BY B 4 A
54 B B BIF 9 B 4l L 200 DA R 52 3 % 1 6 23 2 4% B0 R
o AT sl 2D 2 L PR 3R X R 5T 4 R AR R R . e,
SEOG 20 AN B2 LB AL T o8 R R R BEGL, BEAR T 5L
2 119 S 6 Ak B AKONE B R X IR Y AT BE R A R R
A S 2 RO R4 = TR A TS
1.5 #sit

JEChR B s A SPSS 24.0,, I i A7 B 2k 7 AR S5t 1 B9
A5 1 BN A AT o TN B O ] 5 I O (B A s L Rk B
1 £3.30 f5 bR 22 AR . BT S EUR G IES A
PR, X5V B 0RO AT R R g T

SR FHBRLREAS ¢ K 00 b 48 32 10 0 B AR Bl 1 B R 2k
55 TGMD-2 # #E[A] &  AA 7 35 25 57 . R 2(41 %) X2
I3 e ] ) TR B 18 T 28 43 A S 56 552 6 21 R 201 L 3
V14 e A K BALITURE A A A B AE SE B0 A R R A I 2
5o DVALRI (200 2L 0 B Fnk 5 (55 %) Sy Al A A
T I A 1] RN S ) S L AR i BEAT 2 4 = IR R
BV 25007 AR R I A SR H AR 2 v L A g
R R % 4 ) A R TR A L L B SR T TR 1Y
. E L aBIE N 0.05,

A

T

2 H#HR
2.1 AL MK ILE S TGMD-2 A 69 Ho£x

TGMD-2 # F 1Y 8% DL T 8= RARUMESS LA 40 AL AR
W50 % GMQ 4 FPIE R 2, Hoh i BARMESIE R
10, #5422 2 3 (Ulrich, 2000) . SAREAR ¢ 4G 56 45 1 o,
HF 5T e AT L2 (4 B 2 3 86 (M=9.50, SD=1.79 ) FE £ b ifis
o3 4% T TGMD-2 # 3l 4 g Bt R 8L (P<<0.01) ; ¥ 1K
i il £ B (M=8.28 , SD=1.72) £ £k thn fh 35 1% T Wy M s o 2
fig 5 (P<<0.001) . AR 4K TGMD-2 T w2 41 59 77 20 or
BB, S 2 AT HE 20 L #E TGMD-2 & TR M EF
R MK T4 50 T 00 (27 ~ 46" F 437 ) , /R X e
JUEE 1 B AS Sl A K R AR T R i L2 A - K F . T AR HE
R BB BE (43 ~46" [ 437 , Wy VR ¥ i B BE Y & e IR 42 i
ZE I (27~34" G50 ) . S — L4 % 5 A
6 % 3 MAERY BLH GMQ HE LA T 45 50 1 40 1y L 471
BEAE IR I 1T (3R 1), R WIBE & JL B AR I 1Y KA Sl 1 4L
Rl A JE I J I ) A 2 4
22 AARFHEHAEHF G T RAR
221 HAGEFRAF TR EERE

TGMD-2 # K 3 1 7 B0 X L 38 3% 7R S A 3 1 %
1 fc A Al 7 (Ulrich, 2000) , A 38 53 6 4 5 3= 45 i 448
AR S . B, LGMQ S BRI AR & EAT 20 590 XX R ] 1
TR A BT T5 22 73 Hr LAVE Al B A 20 1 4 158 2802 1 T 7 o 1
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SO 5 WO 41505 M ) 7E GMQ A B AL
HAERILF,, 0 =24.111, P<0.001, 5,=0.184 ] i SLAL I 53
Br &t S0, 5236 2H (M=94.167, SD=7.265) FI X IR 20 (M=
92.473, SD=9.555) ) GMQ fF B4k W A W & % = (P=
0.300) . FFESLHE5 AT, SE5G 20 (M=105.444 , SD=10.507) 11
GMQ 3 55 T 4 IR 41 (M=94.709, SD=9.933; P<<0.001) .
SE Y 2H 5 I GMQ Wi 2 T HT I GMQ (P<<0.001) , X
TR 2H ) GMQ 76 2027 S0 1T i A il 3% 22 7 (P=0.087) .

£1 AFR4A~6%JLETGMD-2 BTMEHE T E 50N EHH ALK
PAIVIN-
Table 1 Percentage and Count of TGMD-2 Pretest Scores of the
Participants (Aged 4 to 6) Fall Below 50" Percentile 1n=106

b/ E BHAE%(n)  MRIEREAE % (n) TR/ % ()

4 38(20) 60(31) 60(31)
5 41(19) 83(38) 80(37)
6 81(13) 100(16) 100(16)
Bk 49(52) 80(89) 79(84)

S 36 R 28007 ik O 5 S R 1 A ik 1 R R/ AR AR )
AR, 156 1) A R o) PR AR 19 5 e 8K (Chow, 1988) o £
AR ST G 1 S AR S AR HE AR R AE R, 18% #h 21 ) AR i e
(] 19 38 HL AR FH R, 34% FR DU Sl ol i) £ 8, 13% 1) H 2
SO AR R B RS . AR Warner (2013 ) $2 H A AR o, AR
5 19 S 30 R0 b 5, 1 D 52 R B R R W A 4
e LB R A S R R
222 MHERGEREHE T HNE W

RA BT 220 M 4 SR S o, 2 00 5 4 500 0 00 3. s
TE# 3 H AR (P=0.570) A1 44K 42 1 4% BE (P=0.703) 147
35 28 HAR T, 3 W I X A ) 4 B me T IR R
E A TR R R PN TR 25IE s 3 Al R (N T2
[F\ 105=32.192, P<0.001, 5,=0.235]. fif %300 13 /> ¥ %
W1, 20k 8 Ji i) BE AR S VE B 1 2l , 92 30 21 19 I I A% 3 4
AB13 4> (M=11.78, SD=2.30) & & /&5 F %F HE 20 149 J ) ot 45t
(M=9.62, SD=2.01,P<<0.001) , ifif X I 41 52 86 1if )5 G . &
25 (P=0.881) . F3—J7 I, 20 5 5 I3k pof i) o 4 1 4
$ e b AL AF R 5 T AR I LF, 0 =4.724, P<0.05, 7=
0.0437], SZB4H (M=10.04, SD=1.92) i 5 I 4 4 2 i 4 ik
543 1 2 o T X B0 5 DN A5 43 (M=8.62, SD=1.82; P<<
0.001) o AT BREH (14 J5 M )l &t (M=8.62, SD=1.82) # Hif
A 45 WA B 4 (M=7.93, SD=1.84; P<<0.001) ,{H 5z
50 2L 11 B2 T i B AT R T X BR A
223 BIMAEARMER R E N R

S22 LT Y 6 T RS Sl £ BB XA A R AR S A E 4D (3R
2), FLak A i B e v 0 BT (1 1) o Hed o7 s Bk 48 v
R e K, AR 4 Wickstrom (1983 ) #5245 i 465, R 434 L
W 25 TR T R = 3R T SR AR Bk ER Sh 1 L 0373 4 A
54

BB 5 5 B OUURED 1) T 6 BR 4 20 1, DRI 2 i B B o %
S BRI SR BEAT 25 2, LR RE 0 5% W AR X sh MR AR K
5 25 Bk B AV 1 R R B/ o TRT SR 5 Bk Y Sh AR R (B
R AT D — R B, 5 — R ) A 2 & A2
A AETE RN ZY S 2 A B B AR Y Bh VR R SR A I B
/N B L 2 S B s X DL 3k B — a2 i B RN EE 2§ (Gabbard,
2011) . ikl £ fe I, BB Bk sl 4 Ab 5256 20 i oAt
ST AR H e AT T o (6 2) , k20 e B s T o0t B A
(FE12) o T U B Bk 3l MR Hh B 0, 2 i L 34
Mi 42 4R 1% I S 44 (Payne et al., 2017) . 4 EH AE R A 2%
Af, 2 S R W ATRE , &y th RS I s E iR 45
Wy VA s i R o 2D R R R AR A . T AR
A, oF B2 7 T 3 R T K v [ R A A A | R o

PR ZH A 4 1 L BB S T 1 25t i e 1) F2 R R
= xR S Erda
40 0.8
35 :
047, 198
3.0 1.61 1.74 047
25
Yy 0.85
20780 0.42 —0.13
L5 ~0.60
= 1.0 ]
b\_ 0.5 -
0.0 I g In
=05 . . . .
Tlo) mE WEY REet B stz MRS

I A
E1 SSIAMRAB KRN EN G RKERREERL
Figure 1. Mean Gain Scores for Locomotor Skills for Control

Group and Experimental Group

LRS! SR

35

" | g92:00

25+ :
o 20 8 T 0.71
% s 036%% 044 049
127000
> 1.0 —033
g 0.41
05

0.0 ﬁi 1 —

05 F ks ek R P B EH TIAR
-1.0- kI B AL

B2 SEIeAFn X B AR R e AT R g K E T b
Figure 2. Mean Gain Scores for Object Control Skills for Control

Group and Experimental Group

3 itig
3.0 AR AR L

30 B o3 B B, IS R B AR R LB Y B AR B R
JEACTAR TR L2 . E AL 31 & R 09 AR C BT 5T 1
TN, TF A 23 28 5% Hb v 31K (low socioeconomic status) Y %%
JiE TR B L B AR & R S By AU 34 0 (Clark et al.,
2002 ; Haywood et al., 2019) . 7E 3% F — W £F XTI A K
JE )L (DLSEAE PO PR A B MRS o 32) B F 5, 85.7% ~
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100% 11 JL 2 KA 2 A 40 g & e v J5 T A i A\ (Goodway
etal., 2003) . MIRBELHORFA AN LI (GEHE 225
FUP RS ) SE R R Z BNV Z T Z M2y, 3t o5
A PR B e 2 52 RF LB 2 B AT Bl 1) 0 S it A IR
5, FUANIE Bl AP AE — 8 T 2 R A ORI GEBE AN g L
RS 2 5 5K T S AT R BERE B IR 5 RE B b o]
WS L 2 5 5 A S N B ER S, AT R 1L
T SAE B BE MY &R Fis A (Ferreira et al., 2017) o CHE)
ZHHE KT ILEWN K A E E 5 0 (Najman et
al., 1992) . F0E AT L2 AC B: K R SCAR 7K - i 44
fiXe #BKVALT S BEMELMRIT A B HEF K NETF
Z: 5 By PR35 3 30k SR AR A T CIRmpk 55, 2017) .
WAL, BOH KRS 3 BOR BE WA 2 5% IR, % AL
B 10 B B 77 2F T A S R, R R T L B0 1 £ BRE R
J& (Jackson et al., 2000) . Chow %% (2001 ) X} 5% i sl 1 %
JR I SCAL PR BE IR R R TT T W SY A B3R L 4 4l 4 Bk
YR RE D BT EF B IX LE . XN S

®2 LRATINRALTMERFNIER

HERKIEF B 3 (ke 2k sk Kt ek ) B R H
JLEEZEWRE WSS, MEMILER DS 51X — 2881
WHEIH . Bk, A MR A B 55 i L L ) A 4
il £ AE K V- AR T H A sh £ RE R B4 o kA, 4l JL I
I Bl 25 ] 337 KN 4 LI IR & PR AR T 4 L3 1 &
JE i 2 O B B A9 4E H (Giagazoglou et al., 2008) . i i
54 )L REE BN GRS JLBOW B 28 ik B, 4L %
AECA L ITHART B, &8 175 (30 min) FAF PR 4
ALy 200 SHE R o T A A &y L e 2800 A A s 2 D AR
LM ZNE Z | 2 S 8 E 0Lk Bl X Leg) )L
MR R ABES HEREBCF WA THE R ERE F
AW LR FEABXS LI B B A & R 7R AN R 240
PRI AR S o DA A 249 SR T R R K v I KB AR
ILEHAAAER T AR RER CEFRAR Bk KT IR%E
[ 0] 551 (Ozkan et al., 2012 ; Pelletier et al., 2003 ), X%/~
TR L i — 20 5 I8 AT 55 24 SRR A R 2, BELAS
JLE R BIE R TR

BRI REBRTEDEILRAEHLLER

Table 2 Comparing Pretest-Posttest Mean Item Scores and Subtest Standard Scores by Group n=109
SR *F FE4 WAk T E oM
AR AR R B 1F A J& AT J& M (7] X ] 3% B 1))
M SD M SD M SD M SD F P Eta’
AR 30, 7.00 1.23 7.72 0.66 7.36 1.00 7.60 0.87 4.47 0.037 0.040
LRCN2 5.59 1.71 7.20 1.23 5.44 2.04 6.32 1.69 2.52 0.115 0.023
3P sk 4.48 2.38 6.22 2.03 5.22 2.33 5.69 2.37 7.52 0.007 0.066
3% Bk 3.04 1.18 3.45 1.28 3.49 1.27 2.89 1.10 11.53 0.001 0.097
SR Pk 3.06 1.74 5.03 2.06 3.47 1.77 3.95 1.95 12.55 0.001 0.105
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Study on Teaching Intervention of Children’s Basic Motor SKills Development

from the Perspective of the Constraints Model
—A Case Study of Preschool Children in a Rural Kindergarten in Weifang City,
Shandong Province

LI Ran!-2,LIU Zhan™, LI Xiaojing’,QU Ping’
1. Shanghai University of Sport, Shanghai 200438, China; 2. Springfield College, Springfield, MA 01109-3739, USA;
3. Shandong Institute of Sport Science, Jinan 250102, China; 4. Sun Yat-Sen University, Guangzhou 510275, China

Abstract: Objective: To explore the development status of fundamental motor skill (FMS) of preschool children in rural area of
China, and to examine the effect of an eight-week physical activity program on FMS of children based on Newell’ s Constraints
Model. Methods: Taking the preschool children (n=109) in a rural kindergarten in Weifang of Shandong Province as the research
object, they are randomly assigned to either the experimental group (n=54) or the control group (#n=55). Children in the experimental
group participate in the motor skill development course for 8 weeks, while the control group participate in the normal teaching
activities in the kindergarten. All the participants are tested on the TGMD-2 before and one week after the program. Results: 1) The
baseline Locomotor Subtest and the Object Control Subtest scores of the rural children in this study are significantly lower than the
TGMD-2 norms. 2) After an eight-week FMS development program, the GMQ of the experimental group are significantly higher
than that of the control group (P<<0.001). The control group show no significant increase in GMQ from pretest to posttest (P=
0.087). 3) Gender has no significant influence on the pedagogical intervention practice (P=0.703). The Locomotor and Object
Control scores of the experimental group at posttest are significantly higher than the control group (P<<0.001). Conclusions: The
rural children are developmentally delayed in the FMS, especially in object control skills. The eight-week FMS program is effective
in improving FMS of the rural preschool children.

Keywords: preschool children, fundamental motor skill; constraints model; practical pedagogy
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