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Abstract

This descriptive study aimed to determine the relationship betwesshing physical education with online
instruction on students’ cognitive engagement and performance in physical education and to answer the research problems
posed. It comprised the following to wit; level of online instruction, level of students’ cognitive engagement, level of students’
performance in physical education in terms of grades andigmificant relationship between the online instructioa the
students’ cognitive engagement and students’ performance in physical education.

On the other hand, descriptive method of research wasdtitizthis study. Questionnaire was formulated and given
to one hundred fifty-two (152) respondents, who were select@bgively as the Grade 7-10 students under online distance
learning at Sta. Catalina Integrated National High Schidw. researcher-made questionnaire is composed of twor{g) pa
the level of online instruction and the level of students’ cognitive engagement.

The findings revealed that the level of online instructias interpreted as high in terms of: e-learning resources,
physical environment, performance assessment, online leendepnline assignments, and very high in terms of online
monitoring. As to the level of students’ cognitive engagement, it was also interpreted as high in terms of self-regulation, tasks
orientation and collaboration. Moreover, the level of students’ performance in physical education in terms of grades for the
first and second quarters were both very satisfactory.

From the results, the researcher found out that tivere lot of students as outstanding from the numbeheof
respondents in Sta. Catalina Integrated National Higlo@ch can imply that the students still learn and gaiovikledge
even without the proper physical activities through onliiséadice learning.

The findings also indicated a significant relationship between online instruction with the students’ cognitive
engagement and no significant relationship between online instruction and the students’ performance in physical education.

Keywords: Online Instruction, Cognitive Engagement, Physical Education

1. INTRODUCTION

Prior to COVID-19, quality PE programs exhibited certain abtristics designed to promote student learning
outcomes. In March 2020, the COVID-19 pandemic forced therityapf school instruction, including physical education
(PE) to be delivered remotely. The shift in teaching paradi§jteaching-learning process due to the on-going pandemic
posed many challenges to the education sector, especiallysical education.

Apparently, Physical education centers on physical actasity is clearly distinct from general knowledge-based
subjects. Therefore, online physical education classegeespgcial preparation and operation to communicate andgeracti
the values and goal of physical education. Currently,ndinenclasses whether synchronous or asynchronous classes
occurring in around the world, there is a need to examimther online physical education classes are conveyingthesv
of physical education appropriately as this field requitesigal activities, direct instruction and monitoring.

As such, to address the needs of students in physical educlalises, education institutions implemented proactive
policies for the continuance of education despite theuodbogJoaquin, Biana and Dacela, 2020) These include conducting
classes remotely. Public secondary schools under thetDepdiof Education implemented various modes of remataileg
such as synchronous or real time online classes, asymtlw@r delayed-time classes, modular, and blended distanc
learning.

With this, teachers are now being taught the use of vali@uaing management systems (LMS) as part of their
preparation for online classes, trainings were also hekhtipped instructional leaders with skills for synchronows an
asynchronous classes such as use of platforms for vigemenications, and video recording and editing.

However, despite these efforts, several arguments soeiased with remote learning especially with online classes
or e-learning. According to Bao (2020), the sudden change inedearning caused challenges to teachers such as lack of
online teaching experience, early preparation, or supportdtumational technology teams. On the other hand, studemts a
experience various challenges as to accessibility andrggpeidagogy among others. (Dhawan, 2020).

Given the above scenario, Physical education which hers toaditionally considered as practical hands-on subject
in every learning institution has changed dramatically len delivery of instruction. Nevertheless, new paradigm sshift
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enabling the students to learn under the given circumstance Wéalth is of a paramount concern has been the ¢gghe
present education system and likewise to find means and wagsltess the problem.

1.1 Objectives of the Study

This study, entitled, Teaching Physical Education with Online Instruction on Students’ Cognitive Engagement and
Performance in Physical Education subject aims to answdpliowing research problems.
1. What is the level of online instruction in terms of:
1.1 e-learning resources;
1.2 physical environment;
1.3 online monitoring;
1.4 performance assessment;
1.5 online lecture; and
1.6 online assighments?
2. What is the level of students’ cognitive engagement in terms of:
2.1 self-regulation;
2.2 tasks orientation; and
2.3 collaboration?
3. What is the level aftudents’ performance in Physical Education in terms of grades?
4. Is there a significant relatiship between the online instruction on the students’ cognitive engagement?
5. Is there a significant relationship between the onlgtruction on the studes’ academic performance in Physical
Education?

2. METHODOLOGY
2.1 Research Design

This study used the quantitative/ descriptive survey methoeseéirch. Quantitative methods emphasize objective
measurements and the statistical, mathematical, mercal analysis of data collected through polls, questioesiaand
surveys, or by manipulating pre-existing statistical detiag computational techniques. Quantitative research focuses
gathering numerical data and generalizing it across groygeopfe or to explain a particular phenomenon (Wadsworh, 2017).
The method involved range from the survey which describedttitas quo, the correlation study which investigated the
relationship between variables, to developmental studiedwgkiek changes over time (Key, 2017).

The researcher used this method to quantify the problem by fwggnerating numerical data or data that can be
transformed into usable statistics. It is used to quantifineld variables and to generalize results from a largeplsam
population. The researcher proceeded with the descriptiveystesearch through the use and distribution of quesii@sna
to the respondents in Sta. Catalina Integrated Nation&l Safpool.

A questionnaire was a research instrument consistingsefi@s of questions and other prompts for the purpose of
gathering information from the respondents.

2.2 Population and Sampling Technique

Purposive sampling technique was used in this study wheregbendents consist of Grade 7-10 students from Sta.
Catalina Integrated National High School, Majayjay, Laguip get the desired sample, the researcher subjeciglelsted
one hundred fifty-two (152) students under online distance leaapipgpaches in PE.

2.3 Research Instrument

The research instrument used in this study was a survetjoqunesre, to gather the data and information.

The questionnaire for the strategical approach as perdepie respondents is a researcher-made questionnaire uisiag a f
(5) point scale as follows to measure the level of online instruction and the level of students’ cognitive engagement:

This study aimed to determine the relationship of onlingunosbn on the cognitive engagement and performance
of Grade 7-10 students in PE in Sta. Catalina IntegratédrahHigh SchoalThe questionnaire-checklist that aims to draw
out proper responses on the objectives of this study evestracted. This questionnaire-checklist was made by thecbsea
and were presented to, analyzed and checked by the resgren and an expert to ensure the validity of respohsexsiid
elicit.
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Point Range Remarks Verbal Interpretation 795
5 4.21-5.00 Strongly Agree Very High

4 3.41-4.20 Agree High

3 2.61-3.40 Moderately Agree Moderately High

2 1.81-2.60 Disagree Low

1 1.00-1.80 Strongly Agree Very Low

The researcher also gathered students’ grades in Physical Education for the first and second quarters. This secondary
data is another research instrument used in this study to measure the level of students’ performance in Physical Education
through a Likert five-point scale.

Point Range Remarks Verbal Interpretation
5 90-100 Outstanding Very High

4 85-89 Very Satisfactory High

3 80-84 Sastisfactory Moderately High

2 75-79 Fairly Satisfactory Low

1 74 and below Did Not Meet Expectations Very Low

2.4 Statistical Treatment

The statistical treatment of data was used to computeatinelyze and interpret the data given by the respondents.

To determine the level of online instruction in terms okarhing resources, physical environment, online
monitoring, performance assessment, online lecture, amke@dsignments, the Mean and Standard Deviation was used.

To determine the level of students’ cognitive engagement in terms of self-regulation, tasks orientation, and
collaboration, the Mean and Standard Deviation was aksd. us

To determine the level of students’ performance in physical education in terms of grades, the frequency, percentage,
mean and standard deviation were used.

To determine the significant relationship between the orifisguction onthe students’ cognitive engagement,
Pearson Product Moment Correlation Coefficient was used.

To determine the significant relationship between the online instruction on the students’ performance in Physical
Education, Pearson Product Moment Correlation Coeftisias also used.

Google Forms and Data Matrix were used in tabulating and camgpting statistics of the study. It was presented to
the statistician for checking, computation and validatibthe results.

3. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

This chapter presents the data gathered which were stdlystieated, presented, analyzed in tables and interpreted
in relation to the problems and hypotheses specified inttidy.sThe results were presented in the same sequencéheit
research questions posed for the study.

Level of Online Instruction

The level of online instruction, in this study, refers #eaning resources, physical environment, online monitoring,
performance assessment, online lecture, and online assit;ame

The following table shows the statement, mean, standafdtid& and verbal interpretation.

Mean score and Standard Deviation obtained from the pgivees by the respondents for each statement can be
remarked as Strongly Agree, Agree, Moderately Agree, Dieagind Strongly Disagree.

Moreover, from the remarks given, the verbal intetation can be determined as Very High, High, Moderately
High, Low and Very Low.

The level of students’ perception on the use of online instruction in terms of e-learning resources is analyzed and
determined.

The table 1 shows the level of online instruction in teofs-learning resources. It presents the statement,,mean
standard deviation and verbal interpretation in termeslefrning resources.
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Table 1 Level of Online Instruction in terms of E-Learning Resources 6
Statement Mean SD REMARKS Verbal

Interpretation

E-learning Resources are backed up with facts with

corresponding references to prevent compromising 4.09 0.78 Agree High
quality of education received by the students in PE.

E-learning Resources are suitable and relevant for

students studying physical education in the remote lear 4.02 0.79 Agree High
setup.

Resources are published during the new normal setup
alignment to current events and aretotate.
E-Resources are in line with the needs of the studants
the practicality poses are in the current situation, ésibec 4.01 0.89 Agree High
in physical education.

E-Resources Striketudeqts’ .interests to engage them and 4.09 0.88 Agree High
enjoy the value of studying in PE.

Over-all 4.04 0.85 High

4.00 0.91 Agree High

Table 1 illustrates the level of online instruction imterof e-learning resources.

Among the statements above, “E-learning Resources are backed up with facts with thesmonding references to
prevent compromising the quality of education received épthdents in PE While “E-Resources strike students’ interests
to engage them and enjoy the value of studying in PE” yielded the highest mean score (M=4.09, SD=0.78) and (M=4.09,
SD=0.88)respectively, and were remarked as Agree. This is followed by “E-learning Resources are suitable and relevant for
the students studying physical education in the remote leasatng’ with a mean score (M=4.02, SD=0.79) and was also
remarked as Agree.

On the other hand, the statement “Resources are published during the new normal setup with alighonemtrent
events and are up-daté’ received the lowest mean score of responses with (M=4.00, SD=0.79) yet was also remarked
Agree.

Overall, the level of online instruction in terms of erféag resources attained a mean score of 4.04 and a standard
deviation of 0.85, was “High” among the respondents.

Finding shows that the level of online instruction in teahE-learning resources are varied, it may depend on the
preferences of the respondents. There may be a difee@ntiow they look with the materials and how they vieasita
helpful resource in education.

Nikolic (2018) finds that such e-learning resources are usedsgpstantial number of students to aid learning,
increasing productivity, and improving teaching. The availabilftguxh targeted resources leads to an improved student
experience.

The next table, Table 2 shows the level of online indtrancin terms of physical environment. It presents the
statement, mean, standard deviation and verbal intetipreta

Table 2 Level of Online Instruction in terms of Physical Environment

Statement Mean SD Remarks Verbal
Interpretation

Students have a personal space at home to help them

effectively during physical education classes. 4.02 0.95 Agree High
Students can apply the knowledge they have gained

experience even without the ambiance of a phys 3.90 0.90 Agree High
classroom.

Students can create a cooperative learning environment

a positive social and educational impact even with the 4.08 0.92 Agree High
normal setup.

The students still encompass a positive culture of aoscino 401 0.96 Agree High
class through google meet, zoom, etc.

Studentg’ al.)illity to learn and show improved achievement 405 0.92 Agree High
scores in digital setup and home environment are eviden

Over-all 4.01 0.93 High
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Table 2 illustrates the level of online instruction imisrof physical environment.

Among the statements above, “Students can create a cooperative learning environment withitv@social and
educational impact even withe new normal setup” yielded the highest mean score (M=4.08, SD=0.92) and wasketh
as Agree. This is followed by “Students’ ability to learn and show improved achievement scores in digital setup and home
environment are evidehtvith a mean score (M=4.05, SD=0.92) and was also remarked as Agree.

Meanwhile, the statement “Students can apply the knowledge they have gained and expegieteavithout the
ambiance of a physical classrodmeceived the lowest mean score of responses with (M=3.90, SD=0.90) yet was also
remarked Agree.

Overall, the level of online instruction in terms of plegdienvironment attained a mean score of 4.01 and a standard
deviation 0of 0.93, and was “High”” among the respondents.

Since pandemic began, learning of the students are not thdtagoall time especially due to their learning
environment. They may find it difficult to learn becausehef sudden transition that happened on the educationahsyst
Student’s ability to adapt on a certain situation may affect on how they react with the online instruction in terms of physical
environment.

Existing studies on the influence of the physical environroariearning primarily focus on campus environment,
with a focus on formal education, but few studies paidatte to the physical environment of online education. Titbreak
of COVID-19 has added new variables and attracted more atidntithe physical environment of online education since
many students are asked to participate in online educatiame. h

The next table, Table 3 shows the level of online instyodti terms of online monitoring. It presents the statéme
mean, standard deviation and verbal interpretation.

The level of students’ perception on the use of online instruction in terms of online monitoring is analyzed and
determined.

Table 3. Level of Online Instruction in terms of Online Monitoring

Statement Mean SD Remarks Verbal
Interpretation

Stgdents tgsks performance in phys1<;al education classes is 4.18 0.91 Agree High

being monitored by teachers consistently.

There is monitoring on students’ progress in physical 4.20 0.82 Strongly Very High

education classes. Agree

Teachers assess the students' performance thru c 414 0.92 Agree High

platforms like messenger and google meet.

Students.are given direct instruction in doing performa 499 0.82 Strongly Very High

tasks during online classes. Agree

Stl_ldents outputs are monitored and assessed accordingly 4.24 0.89 Strongly Very High

using learning management system. Agree

Over-all 4.20 0.93 Very High

Table 3 illustrates the level of online instruction in terofisonline monitoring. Among the statements above,
“Students’ outputs are monitored and assessed accordingly using learning management system” Yyielded the highest mean
score (M=4.24, SD=0.83nd was remarked as Strongly Agree. This is followed by “Students are given direct instruction in
doing performance tasks during online cla¥sesh a mean score (M=4.22, SD=0.82) and was also remarked as Strongly
Agree. While the statement “Teachers assess the students' performance thru onlif@mptatike zoom and google méet
received the lowest mean score of responses with (Mz8040.92) yet was remarked Agree.

Overall, the level of online instruction in terms of aelimonitoring attained a mean score of 4.20 and a standard
deviation of 0.93, and was “Very High” among the respondents.

Finding shows that the online instruction in terms of ontmitoring is very high. It can imply that the teacher
are highly engaged on monitoring their students which can hesp bloost their interest in learning.

In the process of physical education, a person not atifies the need for physical education, but also gergerat
interests, motives, feelings, norms and rules of hureiabor with the means of monitoring (Uher et.al, 2017).

The next table, Table 4 shows the level of online instiadti terms of performance assessment.

Table 4. Level of Online Instruction in terms of Performance Assessmén

Statement Mean SD Remarks Verbal

Interpretation
Students. outputs are gradeq appropriately in synchronous 421 0.86 Strongly Very High
classes in physical education. Agree
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Students’ performance tasks are graded accordingly during I

. 4.05 0.93 Agree High 798
online classes.
Students' performance progress in physical educationnig t .
assessed regularly by teachers, even with online ingtnuct 4.08 0.92 Agree High
Studen_ts can perfor_m to the b_est of their ability in plas 401 0.96 Agree High
education under online instruction.
Students can monitor t_helr progress in physical educatidr 4.07 0.93 Agree High
can cope with remote instruction.
Over-all 4.09 0.92 High

Table 4 illustrates the level of online instruction in temh performance assessment. Among the statements, above
“Students’ outputs are graded appropriately in synchronous classes in physical education” yielded the highest mean score
(M=4.21, SD=0.86and was remarked as Strongly Agree. This is followed by “Students' performance progress in physical
education is being assessed regularly by teachers, edeonlite instructiol with a mean score (M=4.08, SD=0.92) and
was remarked as Agree. On the other hand, the statement “Students can perform to the best of their ability in pfalgducation
under online instructiGireceived the lowest mean score of responses with (M=4.01, SD=0.96) yet was also remarked Agree.

Overall, the level of online instruction in terms of penfiance assessment attained a mean score of 4.09 and a
standard deviation of 0.92, and was “High” among the respondents.

Finding shows that in terms of performance assessntentevel of online instruction is high. It maybe because
students cannot see how teachers evaluate their perfasndne to the limited time of meeting. Capacity of thenlers to
show their skills in performances also became redtiridte to the modalities they are using.

Online physical education classes, instituted nearly worldwigéng the 2020 pandemic, were a wholly new
experience for both teachers and students. The suddenoshbiiline classes left teachers unprepared and strugglihg wi
unfamiliar teaching methods, forcing them to resort to trialemndr approaches. Inadequate online teaching strategies and
low teacher and student readiness for online classes mmatlansition difficult (Do, 2020).

The next table, Table 5 shows the level of online instiadt terms of online lecture.

Table 5. Level of Online Instruction in terms of Online Lecture

Statement Mean SD Remarks Verbal
Interpretation

Students stu.dyltheoretmal. Iessqns 'and apply them di 4.09 0.85 Agree High

hands-on activities, even with online instruction.

Students can gd_a_lpt to changes in physn;al education le 407 0.84 Agree High

setups and activities under online instruction.

Students can understand the lesson with the online lectur  4.09 0.89 Agree High

St_udents improve cogpnitive knowledge in physical educa 4.00 0.91 Agree High

with the online lecture.

St_udents improve concept knowledge in physical educe 411 0.83 Agree High

with the online lecture.

Over-all 4.07 0.86 High

Table 5 illustrates the level ohline instruction in terms of online lecture. Among the statements above, “Students
improve concept knowledge in physical education with the ordictelé’ yielded the highest mean score (M=4.11, SD=0.83)
and was remarked as Agree. This is followed by “Students study theoretical lessons and apply them during{wemaictivities,
even with online instructidhand “Students can understand the lesson with the online lecture” with the mean score (M=4.09,
SD=0.85) and (M=4.09, SD=0.8&%pectively, and were also remarked as Agree. On the other hand, the statement “Students
improve cognitive knowledge in physical education with the online lecture” received the lowest mean score of responses with
(M=4.00, SD=0.91) yet was also remarked Agree.

Overall, the level of online instruction in terms of onlieeture attained a mean score of 4.07 and a standard
deviation of 0.86, and was “High” among the respondents.

Finding shows that the level of online instructions in &ahonline lecture is high. It may imply that studentsrear
in online modalities however, there is a huge differenclke@aming with faceo-face instructions. Students may experience
difficulties on independency and learning with their owncohhtan affect their perspectives with the online lecture.
addition, it is also hard to convey the meaningfuhd@ats of physical education just by using online modalities.

Difficulties in conveying the value of sports in online pbgseducation classes remained in the modified technical
practice. This value included maintaining health through physictivities, cultivating community consciousness through
physical activities with friends, and developing sports ettquéhrough sports participation. Students engaged in enlin
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physical education classes often cannot secure enoughtepeifatively take part in physical activity and also hiayegsed
access to supplies and equipment needed to follow onlinecphgsliucation classes (Park et. al, 2020).

The next table, Table 6 shows the level of online instwndti terms of online assignments.

Table 6. Level of Online Instruction in terms of Online Assignments

Statement Mean SD Remarks Verbal
Interpretation

The teacher assesses the students' performance pri

online assignment and utilization of interactive learn  4.07 0.97 Agree High

materials.

Th(_e teacher engages th(_a _student inoafine coursework 3.97 0.90 Agree High

which fosters student participation.

The instructor interacts with the learners to work towheit t

goals and incorporate new knowledge, behaviors, and ¢ 403 0.95 Agree High

that add to their range of learning experiences thru prayi ' '

constructive online assignment.

Teacher usesgroup assignments  to strengthen virt 4.09 0.87 Agree High

collaboration skills.

The m;tructors .ackn'owledge stude.n'st efforts thro 4.09 0.87 Agree High

recognition of their assignment and activities.

Over-all 4.05 0.92 High

Table 6 illustrates the level of online instruction in tewfnline assignments. Among the statements above,
“Teacher usegroup assignments to strengthen virtual collaboration skillel. “The instructors acknowledge students' efforts
through recognition of their assignment and activities.” yielded the highest mean score (M=4.09, SD=0.87)and “The
instructors acknowledge students' efforts through recognition of their assignment and activities” were remarked as Agree.

“The teacher assesses the students' performance practical online assignment and utilization of interactive learning material.

with the mean score (M=4.07, SD=0.9%) was also remarked as Agree. “The instructor interacts with the learners to work
toward their goals and incorporate new knowledge, behaviatssldlts that add to their range of learning experiences thru
providing constructive online assignment.” received (M=4.03 SD=.95) remarked as agree. On the other hand, the statement
“The teacher engages the student in an online coursework which fosters student participatieeteived the lowest mean score

of responses with (M=3.97, SD=0.90) yet was also remarkedeAgre

Overall, the level of online instruction in terms of onlinsigsments attained a mean score of 4.05 and a standard
deviation 0f 0.92, and was “High” among the respondents.

The result of the study in terms of online assignmisritéyh, it means that the teachers give assignmentaiid
help the students however, insufficient time for assessing the learners’ need is shown. It maybe because of the situation that
they currenly facing. Proper interaction with the students is really hard, teachers cannot also see the student’s behavior within
the screen of their laptop which may result to someaniseunications and non-interactive classes betweeednedrs and
the educators

In terms of physical activity assignments, Blaine (2019) sugdes offer online group learning assignments to
students and let them provide feedback during class. Thisitdimvay, in becoming as a part of the new look of 21st cgntur
physical education: virtual, individualized progression throbgtcbntent, one+one help from the teacher on the student’s
schedule, and students choosing activities for theirsfitmequirement that they can do at home or within tleewneunity
during weekends and evenings.

Level of Students’ Cognitive Engagement
The level of students’ cognitive engagement in this study, refers to self-regulation, tasks orientations, and
collaboration.

Table 7 shows the level of students’ cognitive engagement in terms of self-regulation.

Table 7. Level of Students’ Cognitive Engagement in terms of Self-Regulation

Statement Mean SD Remarks Verbal
Interpretation

Students could understand and practice physical educ
activities even if delivered instructions are through enlear 4.08 0.95 Agree High
platforms or modular instruction.
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Students were able to accomplish every task with comy e

h 3.93 0.88 Agree High 800
onesty.

Students are open to talking, expressing, and giving |

opinions, ideas, and feelings whenever activities arden  4.05 0.89 Agree High
individually or by the group.

Studen_ts were motivated to Ieafrn how and what phy: 411 0.85 Agree High
education may cater to everyone's welfare.

Students know their strengths and weaknesses in lea

with remote instruction, thus making necessary adjussn  4.04 0.95 Agree High
to learn more.

Over-all 4.04 0.90 High

Table 7 illustrates the level of students’ cognitive engagement in terms of self-regulation. Among the statements
above, “Students were motivated to learn how and what physical education may cater to everyone's welfare” yielded the
highest mean score (M=4.11, SD=0.8b) was remarked as Agree. This is followed by “Students could understand and
practice physical education activities even if deliveretirirctions are through learning platforms or modular instruction”
with the mean score (M=4.08, SD=0.95) and was also remaskagdrae.

Meanwhile, the statement “Students were able to accomplish every task with complete honesty” received the lowest
mean score of responses with (M=3.93, SD=0.88) yet waseisarked Agree.

Overall, the level of students’ cognitive engagement in terms of self-regulation attainewkan score of 4.04 and a
standard deviation of 0.90, and was “High” among the respondents.

The result of the study reveals that student maydéfieulties on regulating their own learnings. Their tiaation
may also decrease due to the lack of interaction witih peers, classmates and most especially with thethéza. Since
respondents are from Junior High School, they stildreggdance and support from the people around them.

Mandinach (2019) defined Self-Regulation as the ability torobahe's body and self, to manage one's emotions,
and to maintain focus and attention. Children are regulatexhbther person, typically a parent or a teacher. ditiside
regulator provides the rules for behavior and monitorghiidren while they learn how to apply these rules to themasel

The next table, Table 8 shows the level of students’ cognitive engagement in terms of tasks orientation.

Table 8 Level of Students’ Cognitive Engagement in terms of Tasks Orientation

Statement Mean SD Remarks Verbal
Interpretation

Students are focused on and devoted to completing spt
tasks, especially those that contribute to their acade 4.20 0.84  Strongly Agree  Very High
performance in the new normal.

Students are influenced by the perception of succee

, X . : . 4.05 0.86 Agree High
through the learning experience with remote instruction.
Students can submit and accomplish all learning tasks on 3.87 0.91 Agree High
S.tuden'ts can complete and manage the learning proces 4.02 0.93 Agree High
given time.
Students hayg the eagerness and initiative to finishaties 3.97 0.90 Agree High
assigned efficiently.
Over-all 4.02 0.89 High

Table 8 illustrates the level of students’ cognitive engagement in terms of tasks orientations. Amongttteraents
above, “Students are focused on and devoted to completing specifs; especially those that contribute to their academic
performance in the new norriafielded the highest mean score (M=4.20, SD=0.84) and was remarked as Strongly Agree.
This is followed by “Students are influenced by the perception of succeeding thtbedbarning experience with remote
instructior’ with the mean score (M=4.05, SD=0.86) and was remarked as Agree.

On theother hand, the statement “Students can submit and accomplish all learning tasks ehtéeived the lowest
mean score of responses with (M=3.87, SD=0.91) yet waseaisarked Agree.

Overall, the level of students’ cognitive engagement in terms of tasks orientation attained a mean score of 4.02 and
a standard deviation of 0.89, and was “High” among the respondents.

Learning environment of the students is a big factor dnédecation. Since they are not attending the actusseta
they tend to do other things than doing their assignnidwre are more destructions that can limit them anaging their
time and do their tasks more effectively. In additioacter cannot also see them during the asynchronous ¢hestsesulted
to a student’s lower engagement in doing their school activities.
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The present conceptualization of task orientation draws on older depictions of children’s and adults’ 5}8‘513”1‘1“%“6?nd
emotion-focused coping strategies (Lazarus, 2019), the nafurgrinsic motivation (Harter, 2018) and the distinntio
between mastery and helplessness orientations (delbereck, 2018). Our approach to task orientation also inclusiescas
of executive skills such as attention control and planr@anfers, 2017).
The next table, Table 9 sts the level of students’ cognitive engagement in terms of collaboration. It presents the

mean, standard deviation, remarks and verbal interpretation

Table 9. Level of Students’ Cognitive Engagement in terms of Collaboration

Statement Mean SD Remarks Verbal
Interpretation

Students work in collaboration with other students w

; . 4.01 0.90 Agree High
remote instruction.
Students develop and_promote §OC|aI |nteragt|on with @ 411 0.77 Agree High
learners and a supportive eLearning community.
Studepts learn t0. share .|deas, express opinions, and m 4.09 0.96 Agree High
time with remote instruction.
Learr)ers establish communication with others in a ren 3.96 0.83 Agree High
learning setup.
Students develop the initiative to work together to accomg 401 0.92 Agree High
a task.
Over-all 4.04 0.88 High

Table 9 illustrates the level of students’ cognitive engagement in terms of collaboration. Among the statements above,
“Students develop and promote social interaction with odznérs and a supportive eLearning commtinjiylded the
highest mean score (M=4.11, SD=0.@#)l was remarked as Agree. This is followed by “Students learn to share ideas,
express opinions, and manage time with remote instriictidth the mean score (M=4.09, SD=0.96) and was also remarked
as Agree. On the other hand, the statement “Learners establish communication with others in a refeataing setupreceived
the lowest mean score of responses with (M=3.96, SD=0.88)agalso remarked Agree.

Ovenll, the level of students’ cognitive engagement in terms of collaboration attained a mean score of 4.04 and a
standard deviation of 0.88, and was “High” among the respondents.

Alike with other variables, student’s level of cognitive engagement in terms of online collaboration was also affected
by the new modality which they cannot positively adapt. Timay find difficulties on conversing with other classezat
especially for those students in lower years wherein theyptlknow each other personally. Groupings may also noé#sst
because there are some students that are introveotaal, interaction is really challenging with the cutrenline modalities.

Collaborative learning is a situation in which two or enpeople learn or attempt to learn something together. Unlike
individual learning, people engaged in collaborative learnipgal&Ze on one another's resources and skills suctskiaga
one another for information, evaluating one another'sside®nitoring one another's work, etc. More specificallgne
(2018) defined collaborative learning is based on the modeinbatledge can be created within a population where members
actively interact by sharing experiences and take on asymmeais.

Level of Students’ Performance in Physical Education in terms of Grades

The level of students’ performance in Physical Education in terms of grades for the first and second quarter is
analyzed and determined.

Table 10 shows the level of students’ performance in Physical Education in terms of grades. It presents the frequency,

percentage, mean, standard deviation, and verbal interpretati

Table 10 Level of Students’ Performance in Physical Education in terms of Grades

15T QUARTER Verbal 2P QUARTER Verbal
Range Interpretation Interpretation
Frequency Percentage Frequency Percentage
V) (%) ® (%)
90-100 68 44.74 Outstanding 55 36.18 Outstanding
. Ver
85-89 41 26.97 Very Satisfactory 41 26.97 Satisfaztory
80-84 36 23.68 Satisfactory 49 32.24 Satisfactory
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. . Fairly goo
7579 7 4.61 Fairly Satisfactory 7 4.61 Satisfactory
Below 75 0 0.00 Did Not Meet 0 0.00 Did Not Meet
Expectations Expectations
Total N=152 100 % N=152 100 %
Mean= 87.76 SD=5.09 VI=VS Mean= 87.03 SD=5.18 VI=VS

Table 10 presents the level of the students’ performance in physical education.

As per the first quarter grades, out of one hundred fifity{{L52) respondents, sixty-eight (68) gained grades within
90-100 in physical education and was outstanding. This is dedday those who had performed on a very satisfactorl leve
with grades of 85-89, which makes up 26.97% of the total populationadejoti to forty-one (41) respondents. On the other
hand, only seven (7) students gained grades between 75-79 whiodmeaked to be fairly satisfactory.

As per the second quarter grades, fffiye (55) or 36.81% of the total population gained grades of 90-100 which
was outstanding. Forty-nine (49) or 32.24% of the respondamesgerformed on a satisfactory level. While sevenf(ifyeo
respondents gained grades between 75-79.

Overall, the stdents’ performance in physical education for the first quarter was “Very Satisfactory” with the mean
of 87.76 and a standard deviation of 5.09. Similarly, the performance of the students for the second quarter is also “Very
Satisfactory” with the mean of 87.03 and standard deviation of 5.18.

Despite of the online learning modality and the various findings on the level of online instructions, student’s level of
academic performance in Physical Education is still vatigfactory. From the number of the respondents, thierdot of
students that are outstanding. It can imply that the stsi#l learns and gain knowledge even without the propesiphly
activities and through online distance learning.

The findings above mentioned is supported by Kohn (2019) sugbastacreasing physical activity and physical
fitness may improve academic performance and that tinfeindhool day dedicated to recess, physical education aldss, a
physical activity in the classroom may also facilitatademic performance.

Significant Relationship betweenOnline Instruction and the Students’ Cognitive Engagement

In this study, the significant relationship of online instruction with the students’ cognitive engagement is analyzed
and determined.

Table 11 shows that the significant relationship betweenoinlitruction and the students’ cognitive engagement
shows significant relationship.

Table 11 Significant Relationship between Online Instruction with the Students’ Cognitive Engagement

Online Cognitive Computed r- Strength  Critical r- p-value Analysis
Instruction Engagement value value

E-Learnin Self-Regulation 0.694 Strong 0.134 0.000 Significant
Resourcegs Task Orientation 0.655 Strong 0.134 0.000 Significant
Collaboration 0.694 Strong 0.134 0.000 Significant
Self-Regulation 0.803 very 0.134 0.000 Significant

Strong
Physical Task Orientation 0.799 very 0.134 0.000 Significant

Environment Strong
Collaboration 0.805 very 0.134 0.000 Significant

Strong
Self-Regulation 0.806 very 0.134 0.000 Significant

Strong
Online Monitoring Task Orientation 0.794 Strong 0.134 0.000 Significant
Collaboration 0.816 very 0.134 0.000 Significant

Strong
Self-Regulation 0.824 very 0.134 0.000 Significant

Performance Strong
Assessment Task Orientation 0.746 Strong 0.134 0.000 Significant
Collaboration 0.777 Strong 0.134 0.000 Significant
Self-Regulation 0.848 SVery 0.134 0.000 Significant

. trong

Online Lecture Ver

Task Orientation 0.843 Strozg 0.134 0.000 Significant
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Collaboration 0.857 very 0.134 0.000 Significat®
Strong
Self-Regulation 0.825 S\:re;zg 0.134 0.000 Significant
O_nIme Task Orientation 0.744 Strong 0.134 0.000 Significant
Assignments Very
Collaboration 0.849 St 0.134 0.000 Significant
rong
Legend:
Range Verbal Interpretation
0.80-1.00 Very Strong
0.60-0.79 Strong
0.40-0.59 Moderate
0.20-0.39 Weak
0.00-0.19 Very Weak

Table 11 presents the significant relationship between online instruction with the students’ cognitive engagement.
Specifically, it presents the relationship between theeBrhing Resources, Physical Environment, Online Monitoring,
Performance Assessment, Online Lecture, and Online Assignmathtsthe Self-Regulation, Task Orientation, and
Collaboration of the students.

E-Learning Resources is observed to have a stronificggt relationship with the Self-Regulation (0.694), Kras
Orientation (0.655), and Collaboration (0.694) of the studdrts. is evidenced by the computed r values that are greate
than the critical value and computed p-values of 0.000 whéeleas than the significance alpha 0.05.

Similarly, Physical Environment is observed to have a sagng significant relationship with the Self-Regulation
(0.803), Task Orientation (0.799), and Collaboration (0.80%)estudents. This is also suggested by the computed r values
that are greater than the critical value and computedussaf 0.000.

Furthermore, Online Monitoring is also observed to haverg s&ong significant relationship with the Self-
Regulation (0.806) and Collaboration (0.816) and a strong significelationship with Task Orientation (0.794) of the
students. The same can be said for the results odéste

In addition, Performance Assessment is observed e havery strong significant relationship with the Self
Regulation (0.824) and a strong significant relationship Wwikk Orientation (0.746) and Collaboration (0.777) of the
students. P-values for the tests were also <0.000.

The same is true for Online Lecture as it is also obskiw have a very strong significant relationship wigh$elf-
Regulation (0.848), Task Orientation (0.843), and Collabora{i857) of the students. As with the initial tests, the
aforementioned also obtained p-values of 0.000.

Lastly, Online Assignments is observed to have verygtsignificant relationship with the Self-Regulation (0.825)
and Collaboration (0.849) and a strong significant relatignwith Task Orientation (0.744) of the students.

From the findings above, we can infer that at 0.05 level of significance, the null hypothesis “The online instruction
has no significant relationship with the students’ cognitive engagement” is rejected. Hence, it calls for the acceptance of the
alternative which incites that there is a significaatationship between the two.

Significant Relationship betweenOnline Instruction and the Students’ Performance in Physical Education

In this study, the significant relationship between onling¢riiesion andthe students’ performance in physical
education is analyzed and determined.

Table 12 shows that the signifig relationship between online instruction and the students’ performance in physical
education shows no significant relationship.

Table 12 Significant Relationship between Online Instruction and the Students’ Performance in Physical Education

Online Performance Computed r- Strength  Critical r- p-value Analysis
Instruction value value

E-Learning 18t Quarter 0.037 Very Weak 0.134 0.650 Not Significant
Resources 2" Quarter 0.005 Very Weak 0.134 0.954 Not Significant
Physical 15t Quarter 0.058 Very Weak 0.134 0.479 Not Significant
Environment 2" Quarter 0.089 Very Weak 0.134 0.277 Not Significant
Online Monitoring 15t Quarter 0.013 Very Weak 0.134 0.873 Not Significant
2" Quarter 0.066 Very Weak 0.134 0.417 Not Significant
Performance 18t Quarter 0.026 Very Weak 0.134 0.754 Not Significant
Assessment 2" Quarter 0.130 Very Weak 0.134 0.112 Not Significant
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. 15 Quarter 0.007 Very Weak  0.134 0.936 Not Signifiggnt
Online Lecture 2" Quarter 0.077 Very Weak  0.134 0.342 Not Significant
Online 15t Quarter 0.006 Strong 0.134 0.940 Not Significant
Assignments 2" Quarter 0.088 Very Weak 0.134 0.283 Not Significant
Legend:
Range Verbal Interpretation
0.80-1.00 Very Strong
0.60-0.79 Strong
0.40-0.59 Moderate
0.20-0.39 Weak
0.00-0.19 Very Weak

Table 12 presents the significant relationship between oinktieictionwith the students’ performance in physical
education. Specifically, it presents the relationship betwbenE-Learning Resources, Physical Environment, Online
Monitoring, Performance Assessment, Online Lecture, anfirdt and second quarter performance of the students.

E-Learning Resources is observed to have no sigmifiesationship with the L quarter (0.037) and"2quarter
(0.005) grades of the students. This is evidenced by the cainpuaies that are lesser than the critical valuecantputed
p-values of 0.650 and 0.954 which are greater than the signifiedpitae 0.05.

Similarly, Physical Environment is observed to have no fagmit relationship with thesiquarter (0.058) and"2
quarter (0.089) grades of the students. This is also suggestied dymputed r values that are lesser than the cntidaé
and computed p-values of 0.478 and 0.277.

Furthermore, Online Monitoring is also observed to havsignificant relationship with the’lquarter (0.013) and
2" quarter (0.066) grades of the students. The same cardidersthie results of the tests.

In addition, Performance Assessment is observedwe ho significant relationship with thé& guarter (0.026) and
2"d quarter (0.130) grades of the students. P-values for tisentese also greater than 0.05.

The same is true for Online Lecture as it is also obsety have no significant relationship with théduarter
(0.007) and ? quarter (0.077) grades of the students. As with the initsast the aforementioned also obtained p-values of
0.936 and 0.342.

Lastly, Online Assignments is observed to have no signtfiedationship with the Slquarter (0.006) and'2quarter
(0.088) grades of the students.

From the findings above, it can be inferred that at G208l lof significance, the null hypothesis stating thic
online instruction has no significant relationship with the students’ performance in physical education” is true. Hence, there
is no significant relationship between the two.

4. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

On the basis of the foregoing findings, the following casicins was drawn.
1. The hypothesis stating that “There is no significant relationship between the online instruction and the students’ cognitive
engagement” is rejected.
2. The hypothesis stating that “There is no significant relationship between the online instruction and the students’ cognitive
engagement” iS accepted.

Based on the drawn conclusions resulted to the followitgmenendations:
1. It may be recommended that the teachers need to imgmeivenline instructions to sustain the needs of the stsidient
online learning modalities. As an educatpatience is a virtue, continual development may help increase the student’s
cognitive engagement not only in Physical education ratkervéth other subjects.
2. It is suggested that teachers may find a way to show thdirgs how they monitor, evaluate and assess their waarks,
that students will not lead into misconceptions that theiksvare not being assessed properly by the teacher. OnlirEtexhi
and other related activities can help them show thdls skid talents despite of not having a féaéace class.
3. In addition, parents may be encouraged to guide their childnesing e-learning accounts. It is to monitor the websites
being browsed by their children and to help them in their ssudi Physical Education using e-learning.
4. Moreover, teacher may also encourage the studerdk twith each other, create collaborative activitiest thelp them
interact and give them time to recognize each other gitinm virtual classes.
5. Lastly, it may be recommended to help the students doativities by providing extension programs and/or special
classes for those who cannot follow the usual onlineud@on. Teacher can also let the students use hongepbgsical
activities so that they can enjoy and learn in their bsugthout any hassle.
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