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Abstract 15 

Purpose: Teachers are important stakeholders in supporting children’s physical literacy (PL), 16 

yet teachers’ perception of PL assessment is underexplored. Method: Utilizing a mixed-17 

methods design, 122 primary school teachers (of children aged 5-12 years) in Australia 18 

completed an online survey, followed by nine interviews. Results: Teachers who favoured 19 

assessment (58%) tended to report assessing PL in children (c2 [1, N = 110] = 7.025, p = 20 

0.008). Those who reported assessing PL (also 58%) were more confident to do so (c2 [2, N = 21 

109] = 10.540, p = 0.005). Teachers considered movement skills, engagement and 22 

enjoyment, relationships, and safety and risk as the most important elements for assessing 23 

PL. Qualitative data showed non-support for PL assessment stemmed from scepticism 24 

regarding relevance of assessment, appropriateness of assessment, and views that the 25 

curriculum and PL framework were implicitly linked. Conclusion: Professional development, 26 

resources, and suitable PL teacher assessments can upskill teachers’ knowledge, confidence; 27 

and reduce barriers in implementing PL assessments. 28 

 29 

Keywords: Physical activity; fundamental movement skills; physical educator; qualitative; 30 

quantitative  31 
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Introduction 32 

Growing empirical evidence suggests that Physical Literacy (PL) is associated with favourable 33 

health indices, including increased physical activity participation, body composition, health 34 

related quality of life, cardiorespiratory fitness, positive affect and vitality (Belanger et al., 35 

2018; Blain, Curran, & Standage, 2020; Caldwell et al., 2020; Lang et al., 2018). Though 36 

popularly conceptualized as an individual’s “motivation, confidence, physical competence, 37 

knowledge and understanding to value and take responsibility for engaging in physical 38 

activities for life” (Whitehead, 2019, p. 8), the concept has multiple definitions and 39 

conceptualizations (Shearer et al., 2018). One explanation for the varying definitions is 40 

because definitions and conceptualizations of PL need to be contextually sensitive as this 41 

could impact PL-related practices (Whitehead, 2019).  42 

Another important area of contention has been PL assessment. For instance, Chen 43 

(2020), in a commentary paper, argued that measurement is founded on an opposing 44 

epistemological perspective to PL’s philosophical tenets, and dissecting the holistic concept 45 

that is PL into smaller pieces for measurement purposes goes against the philosophical 46 

foundations of monism. Other authors have supported PL assessment, arguing that it is an 47 

effective means of tracking children’s PL development and an opportunity to improve the 48 

standards, expectations, and profile of physical education (Barnett et al., 2020; Tremblay & 49 

Lloyd, 2010). Assessment also provides an opportunity to identify the specific area of need 50 

within a PL framework to guide intervention and/or teaching to develop children’s PL 51 

(Barnett et al., 2020; Longmuir, 2013). The authors of this paper suggest that recent 52 

empirical studies providing links between PL and beneficial health and well-being outcomes 53 

(Belanger et al., 2018; Blain et al., 2020; Caldwell et al., 2020; Lang et al., 2018) have been 54 

possible through some form of PL assessment. Following Edwards et al. (2018, p. 661), the 55 
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current paper defines PL assessment as the process of “charting, monitoring, evaluating, 56 

characterizing, and/or observing physical literacy”.  57 

Much of the debate surrounding PL assessment has been by researchers with limited 58 

research exploring teachers’ (including physical educators) perceptions of PL assessment. 59 

Exploring teachers’ perspectives are necessary, especially since teachers are important 60 

potential stakeholders in promoting children’s PL (Whitehead, 2013), and PL is often 61 

recognized as the foundation and ultimate outcome of quality physical education 62 

(McLennan & Thompson, 2015). Assessment is also implicit in, and a critical component of, 63 

good pedagogical practice and accountability systems (DinanThompson & Penney, 2015). 64 

One paper that explored stakeholders’ perspectives of PL assessment reported that, 65 

although primary school teachers in the United Kingdom recognized the importance of 66 

implementing PL assessment, they lacked appropriate training, guidance, and confidence to 67 

conduct proper assessment of PL (Goss et al., 2021). More broadly speaking, existing 68 

literature has repeatedly reported varying (often limited) understandings and narrow 69 

interpretations of PL among teacher circles (Harvey & Pill 2018; Lynch & Soukup 2016; 70 

Robinson, Randall, & Barrett 2018; Stanec & Murray-Orr 2011; Stoddart & Humbert 2017; 71 

Stoddart & Humbert 2021), with terms such as “fundamental movement skills”, “physical 72 

education” and “physical literacy” being utilized interchangeably. 73 

To complicate matters further, whilst some countries (e.g., Canada, USA) have 74 

altered their physical education curricula and standards documents to explicitly incorporate 75 

PL (Landi, Blackshear, & McFadden, 2021; Stevens, Ovens, Hapeta, & Petrie, 2021), it is 76 

lacking in the curriculum of other countries (e.g., Australia). Teachers are tasked with 77 

implementing and enacting mandates stipulated in their respective curriculum documents 78 

(Brown & Whittle, 2021). As such, where PL is not explicitly stated in pertinent curriculum 79 
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documents, teacher assessment of PL and/or mandating teachers to assess PL could become 80 

a contentious topic. Presently, to the best of our knowledge, no studies have explored 81 

Australian teachers’ perceptions of PL assessment.  82 

Furthermore, the Australian Physical Literacy Framework (APLF), was developed to 83 

be contextually sensitive and is also suggested to be relevant for PL initiatives in countries 84 

worldwide (Keegan et al., 2019). Created through a wide review of curricular texts and 85 

modified Delphi method, the framework identified four (physical, psychological, social, 86 

cognitive) major interconnected domains and 30 elements essential for PL development 87 

(Keegan et al., 2019). The APLF bears some resemblance to other PL frameworks in the way 88 

that it identifies elements that have consistently featured in those other frameworks (e.g., 89 

movement skills, motivation, confidence). However, to the best of the authors’ knowledge, 90 

information is lacking on teachers’ perspectives regarding assessment of the elements 91 

contained within the APLF. Essiet et al. (2021) recently reported the paucity of valid teacher 92 

assessment tools for PL based on the elements listed within the APLF. Given the lack of 93 

explicit reference to PL within Australia’s curricula, using mixed methodology, this research 94 

aimed to examine Australian teachers’ (of children aged 5-12 years): (i) support or non-95 

support for PL assessment; (ii) current assessment of PL and the APLF elements; (iii) 96 

confidence in assessment of PL and the APLF elements; and (iv) views of the APLF elements 97 

in terms of their relevance for monitoring PL proficiency in children.  98 

 99 

Methods  100 

Research design 101 

The present study forms one component of a larger study examining teachers’ 102 

understanding and perceptions of the PL concept (Essiet et al., 2022), and utilizes the same 103 
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participants from the larger study. The data in the previous paper (Essiet et al., 2022) 104 

referred to teachers’ understanding and perception of PL, whilst this paper focuses on 105 

teachers’ perspectives on the assessment of PL. Both quantitative and qualitative 106 

viewpoints were explored to address the research questions, utilizing an explanatory 107 

sequential mixed methods study design (quantitative ¢ qualitative) (Creswell & Creswell, 108 

2017). This included an initial quantitative online survey aimed at exploring teachers’ 109 

perceptions of PL assessment, with qualitative telephone interviews used to augment 110 

results obtained from the survey.  111 

Participant recruitment 112 

Participant recruitment has previously been reported in (Essiet et al., 2022), in short, 113 

teachers were recruited through two organizations for health and physical education 114 

teachers – the Australian Council of Health Physical Education and Recreation (ACHPER) and 115 

Physical Education and Active Kids (PEAK) Phys Ed. The study was also promoted on Twitter 116 

by the research team, and at a state (Victoria) organized ACHPER conference. The study 117 

received institutional ethics approval (Deakin University, Australia and Coventry University, 118 

United Kingdom) prior to participant recruitment. Between October 2019 and May 2020, all 119 

quantitative data were obtained using an online survey platform (Qualtrics). Of the 174 120 

teachers of children aged between 5-12 years who started the survey, 122 teachers 121 

proceeded to the survey questions (70% response rate) due to early drop-out (e.g., 122 

providing only consent, or only consent and demographic data). Of these 122 responses, 123 

103 teachers provided complete results (i.e., responded to all survey questions). Of the 122 124 

teachers, 30 indicated interest in being interviewed. Interviews were conducted during the 125 

aforementioned time period. 126 

Quantitative data sources  127 
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In the absence of a validated and standardized instrument, a survey tool was devised by the 128 

authors following an exploration of PL literature (Stanec & Murray-Orr, 2011; Stoddart & 129 

Humbert, 2017; Tristani, 2014; Vašíčková & Hřibňák, 2013; Whitehead, 2010); previously 130 

reported in Essiet et al. (2022). The survey was piloted in October 2019 with three 131 

experienced health and physical education teachers to confirm its face validity. Changes 132 

suggested by the teachers to improve survey clarity, relevance, structure and readability 133 

were implemented. Survey distribution to teachers was via Qualtrics. The study was not 134 

incentivised.  135 

The online survey was designed to elicit descriptive responses for a series of stand-136 

alone items and contained four sections. Sections 1-3 were reported in an earlier 137 

publication (Essiet et al., 2022). For this paper, demographic details (including gender, age 138 

group, Australian state or Territory teaching in, years of teaching experience, educational 139 

background, and physical education training) and data on PL assessment (including 140 

support/non-support for PL assessment, current assessment of PL and the APLF elements, 141 

confidence in assessment of PL and the APLF elements, and relative ranking of the APLF 142 

elements in terms of their relevance for monitoring PL in children aged 5-12 years) are 143 

reported. Both sections contained a combination of close-ended, yes/no, and ranking-type 144 

response options.  145 

Quantitative data analysis 146 

From Qualtrics, quantitative data were exported to SPSS version 26 for analysis. Descriptive 147 

statistics were used to report demographic data and analyze teacher support/non-support 148 

of PL assessment; current assessment of PL and APLF elements; confidence in assessment of 149 

PL and APLF elements; and ranking of APLF elements in order of importance for monitoring 150 

children’s PL. Three bivariate comparisons were conducted using chi-square tests of 151 
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independence to explore relationships between teacher support/non-support of PL 152 

assessment (“Yes” versus “No/Unsure”) and teacher current assessment of PL (“Yes, 153 

Frequently/Yes, Sometimes” versus “No, Never”); teacher support/non-support of PL 154 

assessment (“Yes” versus “No/Unsure”) and teacher confidence in assessment ( “Not at all 155 

confident/Not confident/Not sure” versus “Confident/Very confident”); and teacher current 156 

assessment of PL (“Yes, frequently/Yes, sometimes” versus “No, never”) and teacher 157 

confidence in assessment ( “Not at all confident/Not confident/Not sure” versus 158 

“Confident/Very confident”). Statistical significance level was set at p < 0.05. 159 

Qualitative data sources 160 

After repeated attempts (via email) by Authors 1 and 3 to contact the 30 teachers who 161 

expressed interest in interviews, nine semi-structured telephone interviews were 162 

completed. Following written consent, Author 1 asked teachers about their perceptions of 163 

PL assessment using a semi-structured interview guide informed by a review of 164 

questionnaires and interview guides in PL literature (Stanec & Murray-Orr, 2011; Stoddart & 165 

Humbert, 2017; Tristani, 2014; Vašíčková & Hřibňák, 2013; Whitehead, 2010). The interview 166 

guide, designed to follow-up on teacher survey responses, contained questions (and 167 

prompts) that explored topics relevant to PL assessment (Supplementary File 1). To ensure 168 

that questions in the interview guide were relevant to teachers, two pilot interviews were 169 

conducted with two university lecturers with a background in physical education pedagogy. 170 

As needed, questions, prompts, and the interview structure were refined.  171 

Subsequently, interviews with teachers were audio-recorded (M = 37minutes; range 172 

28-58 minutes for the entire interview including the larger study on teachers’ PL 173 

understanding and perceptions, Essiet et al., 2022) using a handheld Olympus (Model WS-174 

853) digital voice recorder. Field notes were also maintained throughout the interview 175 
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process. Verbatim transcription was performed by the lead author using a word processing 176 

program. During transcription, participants were assigned a pseudonym to protect their 177 

identities. To establish credibility, de-identified transcriptions were returned to each 178 

participant to confirm interpretative accuracy (Smith & McGannon, 2018). After reviewing 179 

their transcripts, one participant returned their transcript with minor adjustments.  180 

Qualitative data analysis 181 

Braun and Clarke’s (2006, 2019, 2021) inductive thematic approach was employed. 182 

Interview transcripts were uploaded to NVivo 12 software (QSR International, 2016) and 183 

analyzed through the process of data familiarization (involving transcription, repeated 184 

reading of transcripts); code generation (involving code designation to the entire data); 185 

categorization (collating similar codes into categories); searching for and reviewing themes; 186 

and defining and naming themes. To test for the coding process and trustworthiness, two 187 

transcripts were initially coded by the lead author and then independently coded by 188 

Authors (EW and NL). A high degree of coding agreement was found among the three 189 

coders. Following this, the lead author completed coding for the remaining transcripts and 190 

assigned overarching themes and subthemes to the data. These themes and subthemes 191 

were later reviewed and refined by a critical friend (EW) to ensure consistency and accuracy 192 

(Smith and McGannon, 2018). Three overarching themes emerged from the entire data; the 193 

first two themes are documented elsewhere (Essiet et al., 2022), whilst the current paper 194 

focuses on the theme relating to teachers’ perceptions of PL assessment. Table 2 displays 195 

the assignment of themes, subthemes, and codes to the data.  196 

 197 

 198 

 199 
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Results 200 

Quantitative strand: results from the survey 201 

Table 1 provides details on the demographics of survey participants. Almost even numbers 202 

of participants identified as female (50%) and male (48%), and a quarter had between 10 – 203 

14 years of teaching experience. Participants predominantly taught in schools in Victoria, 204 

Australia (85.2%).  205 

>>>INSERT TABLE 1 NEAR HERE<<< 206 

Perception of PL assessment  207 

Teacher support/non-support for PL assessment was divided amongst the sample. Whilst a 208 

slightly higher proportion of teachers (58.2%) believed that children’s PL should be 209 

assessed, the remaining teachers were either against assessment (20.9%) or unsure of the 210 

need for assessment (20.9%). Despite not being explicitly recognized within the Australian 211 

Health and Physical Education curriculum, 58.2% of the teachers reportedly assessed 212 

(sometimes or frequently) PL in their classrooms. However, more than half were unsure of or 213 

not confident in PL assessment (54.1%) (see Figure 1).  214 

>>>INSERT FIGURE 1 NEAR HERE<<< 215 

Results from the chi-square test of independence revealed that teachers who 216 

favoured assessment tended to be assessing PL in children in the classes they taught (c2 [1, 217 

N = 110] = 7.025, p = 0.008). Conversely, no significant association was observed between 218 

teacher support/non-support for PL assessment and confidence in PL assessment (c2 [2, N = 219 

109] = 4.834, p = 0.089). However, teachers currently assessing PL were more confident in 220 

assessing PL (c2 [2, N = 109] = 10.540, p = 0.005). 221 

Regarding the 30 APLF elements and their relevance for monitoring children’s (age 5-222 

12 years) PL, teachers generally considered movement skills, engagement and enjoyment, 223 
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relationships, and safety and risk as the most important elements for monitoring PL within 224 

the physical, psychological, social, and cognitive domains respectively. For these same 225 

domains, speed, self-regulation (physical), society and culture, and tactics were regarded the 226 

least important APLF elements for monitoring PL (see Figure 2). In terms of their 227 

assessment, many teachers reportedly did not assess many elements of the APLF.  228 

>>>INSERT FIGURE 2 NEAR HERE<<< 229 

Movement skills, engagement and enjoyment, collaboration, and content knowledge 230 

were the most frequently assessed elements for each domain whereas reaction time, 231 

connection to place, society and culture, and perceptual awareness were the least assessed 232 

elements. The elements considered most important to assess did not always correspond 233 

with the elements that were most assessed (Figure 2). 234 

Teachers generally reported more confidence in assessing the physical and cognitive 235 

domains compared to the other two domains of PL (i.e., psychological, social). For the 236 

physical domain, the elements reaction time and muscular endurance were exceptions to 237 

this, where 22.4% and 16% (respectively) of teachers fell into the not sure/not confident 238 

category. Within the psychological domain, teachers were more confident in assessing 239 

engagement and enjoyment, confidence, and motivation. For the social and cognitive 240 

domain, teachers were the most confident in assessing the elements collaboration and 241 

content knowledge respectively (see Figure 3). 242 

>>>INSERT FIGURE 3 NEAR HERE<<< 243 
 244 

Qualitative strand: results from teacher interviews 245 

Interview participants were mostly females (n=6), specialist trained physical education 246 

teachers (n=6); and taught in schools in Victoria (n=6), Western Australia (n=1) and New 247 

South Wales (n=1) (one participant did not provide demographic data) – see Table 2. A 248 
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display of the assignment of theme, subthemes, and codes to the data is provided in Table 3. 249 

A discussion of subthemes, including supporting excerpts from teacher interviews, are 250 

presented below to further explain/build upon the survey results. The three subthemes 251 

derived from the data include: (i) support or non-support for PL assessment; (ii) current 252 

assessment practices; and (iii) barriers to PL assessment. 253 

Support or non-support for PL assessment 254 

Some teachers expressed scepticism, uncertainty and concerns regarding PL assessment. 255 

Whilst identifying their lack of knowledge and guidance regarding the implementation of 256 

appropriate assessments for PL, “…the Department of Education's got a physical literacy 257 

continuum, but I'm unsure how, I don't know how it's used to measure or assess physical 258 

literacy in kids” (Participant 9), teachers further questioned the purpose of PL assessment: 259 

…what benefit is that (PL assessment) going to be? If I give a kid a one, two, 260 
three, or four for motivation, well, what's that teaching them?... In terms of 261 
assessing it, once again, I think that's very, very difficult. And if you told me I had 262 
to give a child a grade for relationships, I'd be, I'd question it. [Participant 7] 263 

 264 
There were further suggestions that implementing PL assessments could potentially 265 

be inappropriate, especially for children with additional needs because “some children 266 

might have cerebral palsy or physical disabilities that sometimes impacts on their running” 267 

(Participant 4). Participant 7 reiterated that “…an autistic child who really struggles in 268 

pain…that's not fair to assess that kid, that autistic child for motivation, as opposed to a 269 

child who plays football every week…”. Participant 2 argued more specifically “that we 270 

shouldn't be assessing it [physical literacy]”, emphasizing that PL does not explicitly feature 271 

in the current curriculum and so teachers are not mandated to assess the construct: 272 

… there are certainly components that overlap with the content of the curriculum, 273 
that is a given. But in terms of how teachers are assessing that,… they have a 274 
remit to assess against the achievement standards within the curriculum... 275 
[Participant 2] 276 

 277 
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To this participant, many aspects of the curriculum and the PL framework were intricately 278 

linked and the general perception among teachers would be that they are assessing aspects 279 

of PL. There were suggestions that the focus ought to be on progressing children on the 280 

different components of the curriculum (e.g., development of fundamental movement skills) 281 

rather than on PL assessment. The end product of such an approach would be, “about 282 

developing skills, knowledge and understanding so that the outcome is physically literate 283 

people” (Participant 2). Whilst these views suggested a lack of support for PL assessment, 284 

similar to the survey findings, there were also interviewed teachers who were unsure of PL 285 

assessment. One participant reported that, while assessment improved accountability, it 286 

also had the potential to drive the focus away from the essence of physical education: 287 

I'm unsure if it [physical literacy] should be assessed or not because I would hate 288 
to see kids lose the value of physical education because something became 289 
assessable. But then when you make something assessable, it also holds people 290 
accountable, which is a challenge. [Participant 9] 291 

 292 

Other teachers supported PL assessment, suggesting that “…that’d be really good for the 293 

profession” (Participant 8) and advocating the need to “track it [physical literacy] over a 294 

longitudinal period of time” and that “schools would be the best kind of platform to do that 295 

because of our [teachers] connection with the students directly” (Participant 1).  296 

However, the “need to engage” teachers appropriately in conversations around PL 297 

assessment was highlighted. Further, the use and targeted audience for PL assessment data 298 

required careful consideration: 299 

I think the processes and systems used to make those judgements need to be very 300 
clearly thought out… I also think the audience of that assessment data would 301 
need to be considered. …if I wasn't very clear where my physical literacy data was 302 
going to go, I would be very hesitant to getting involved with it because I would 303 
hate for it to be misused and for it to be potentially damaging [for children’s 304 
social and emotional states]. [Participant 9] 305 
 306 

Current assessment practices 307 
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Following on from their support or non-support for PL assessment, the second subtheme 308 

explored teachers’ current assessment practices. A number of interview participants 309 

reported being partially aware of existing PL assessment tools:  310 

…I think there's one in Canada, I'm not quite sure, but I think Canada recently, 311 
well not recently, I think it was a few years ago, they had like some physical 312 
literacy assessment [Participant 8] 313 

 314 
However, unlike survey findings, no interview participant reported that they were currently 315 

implementing any form of PL assessment within their classrooms. Instead, teachers 316 

discussed strategies they used to assess children in their classroom more broadly, including 317 

use of available tools and resources (e.g., iDoceo, Canadian Agility and Movement Skill 318 

Assessment) and self-made “rubrics” (Participant 5). Furthermore, a number of participants 319 

reported that their current assessment practices were aligned with their curriculum 320 

requirements and expectations.  321 

… if I'm teaching PhysEd [Physical Education], I need to know what my unit 322 
outcome is. What's success going to look like for my students at the end of this 323 
unit? And then I've got to determine where they're at… how am I going to 324 
formatively assess them at the start because first I need to know what they can 325 
actually do... And then I kind of develop my assessment tasks around that… 326 
[Participant 7] 327 

 328 
Similarly, although noting progress in “assessing a range of different areas of the Victorian 329 

[Australian state] curriculum”, Participant 1 highlighted a gap in his assessment of certain 330 

components of PL: 331 

We have a look at the social stuff in terms of teamwork and sportsmanship... We 332 
look at the cognitive side of things and understanding why we would choose to 333 
perform a skill a certain way, and physical obviously as well. But yeah, the 334 
psychological and the understanding kids' motivation to be physically active, 335 
definitely a weakness within my school. [Participant 1] 336 

 337 
These qualitative findings are somewhat aligned to our quantitative findings on teachers’ 338 

lack of confidence in assessing the psychological domain of PL. Indeed, a number of 339 

interview participants reported that their formal assessments were overly geared towards 340 
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assessing the physical domain: “…as staff, we have chosen to have fitness testing results or 341 

fitness testing assessment tasks on the reporting structure that we provide to the kids and 342 

their families. Apart from that, I wouldn't really consider that we are assessing physical 343 

literacy.” [Participant 6] 344 

In terms of preferred characteristics of a potential future PL assessment tool, 345 

teachers expressed their desire for standardized assessment protocols that are aligned to 346 

the Health and Physical Education curriculum they are mandated to teach: 347 

Moving forward, it would be around the way that it fits into the Victorian 348 
curriculum that teachers widely have tools that they can use to measure things. 349 
And I think that's why we've always traditionally measured the physical aspect of 350 
physical literacy over the other areas. [Participant 1] 351 

 352 
There were suggestions that assessment tools needed to be “easy enough for teachers to 353 

understand” (Participant 8), valid and reliable, and ones that could accommodate formative 354 

assessments of children’s PL. Teachers further advocated the use of digital technology to 355 

improve feasibility and facilitate authentic assessment of PL: 356 

So if it's an app that you upload and then sort of quickly flicking through. You've 357 
got such limited time in a class that, I think something quick like that would be 358 
good. [Participant 5] 359 

 360 

Barriers to assessment 361 

Through these interviews, teachers were quick to identify several factors that could hinder 362 

the successful implementation of PL assessments within schools. Several teachers reported 363 

that a critical barrier to implementing PL assessment would be teacher workload and time 364 

constraints. There were suggestions that teachers “…are under time pressure to deliver a 365 

curriculum that they're often not given sufficient time to deliver. They are time-pressed to 366 

assess students” (Participant 2). Further elaborating on this point, Participant 7 noted: 367 

… I can say this categorically, even PhysEd [Physical Education] is not assessed 368 
that well because of time. You have them once a week, the 40 minutes to an 369 
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hour. So to teach and assess properly, like even just for me to just get through 370 
where the kids fundamental movement skills are at, is a lot. [Participant 7] 371 

 372 
The time and workload barrier was especially profound for classroom teachers as “…they’ve 373 

got too many other things to fit in and you've got all the IT stuff and you've got an English 374 

and Literacy and Numeracy, all those things take over” (Participant 4). Another barrier was 375 

the fact that there may be questions regarding the relevance of PL assessment. For instance, 376 

“All the principal, all the staff will go, “Why are we doing this? What are we achieving by 377 

assessing physical literacy? Isn't that what you do in PhysEd [Physical Education]?” 378 

(Participant 7). Teachers further spoke of the subjectiveness of assessing many components 379 

of the PL framework: 380 

… I can anecdotally comment on a child’s values because of the actions that they 381 
display in a PE lesson. Or I can comment on a student's motivation in a PE lesson 382 
because I can see how they behave and how they interact and so forth, and same 383 
as confidence, but that's very subjective. [Participant 9] 384 

 385 
They also noted that an attempt at assessing PL could be challenging given the 386 

comprehensiveness and complexity (e.g., different structure of observed learning outcomes 387 

levels) of the PL framework: 388 

I'm not familiar with like every single element, but…I felt like there were elements 389 
that might be difficult for me to assess, and when you've got the different stages 390 
from… pre-contemplation through to the last three. There was some of the levels 391 
that will be harder to align with teaching curriculum. [Participant 1] 392 

 393 
Some teachers also expressed concerns with assessing the physical elements of the PL 394 

framework as they felt this was heavily focused on fitness testing:… one of my concerns 395 

with some of the stuff that I've read is, there was a focus on fitness testing.” [Participant 7] 396 

Lack of PL tools was also identified as a barrier. Participant 9 commented that “I don't think 397 

we have the tools to make [assessments]”. Lastly teachers suggested that personal factors 398 

(such as age, knowledge, and expertise) could hinder the implementation of PL assessments. 399 

For instance, Participant 3 reported that, “I’ve relied a lot on my memory but then I’m 400 
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getting older and my memory is getting harder too. To me assessment is one of the hardest 401 

things”. Participant 6 further suggested: “…I don't think our teachers have got enough 402 

knowledge at the moment to really make valid and reliable judgments of physical literacy”. 403 

 404 

Discussion 405 

This mixed-methods study presents the first in-depth analysis of teachers’ perspectives 406 

regarding PL assessment. Understanding teachers’, as important stakeholders, perspectives 407 

regarding PL assessment underpins the understanding of practice designed to extend PL 408 

development amongst child and youth populations. 409 

Our findings demonstrated that more than half (58.2%) of the surveyed teachers 410 

supported PL assessment. This may be reflective of a greater acknowledgement by teachers 411 

that assessment is a critical aspect of pedagogical practice and accountability systems 412 

(DinanThompson & Penney, 2015). It could also signify that teachers appreciate the value 413 

and importance of PL in promoting health and wellbeing (Essiet et al., 2022), and 414 

consequently, consider it worthy of assessment. On further exploration, although no 415 

interviewed teacher spoke to the philosophical underpinnings of the concept hindering 416 

assessment (as argued within wider research), rather, non-support for assessment was due 417 

to questions regarding the relevance/purpose of implementing PL assessment; 418 

inappropriateness of implementing PL assessments for certain child populations (e.g., 419 

children with disability); and views that the curriculum and PL framework were already 420 

implicitly connected. Teachers who were unsure of PL assessment reasoned that while 421 

assessment could be detrimental to children, it improved teacher accountability. Along 422 

similar lines, Stevens et al. (2021) reported that the pushback within the physical education 423 

community regarding a new digital PL test (Physical Literacy Tracking Tool) was around who 424 
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the data would belong to, or why a PL tool was needed considering that New Zealand’s 425 

national curriculum document already contained achievement objectives for learning.  426 

In addressing some scepticisms held by teachers regarding PL assessment, a good 427 

starting point would be evaluating their conceptions about the purposes of assessment. For 428 

instance, Brown’s (2004) study among New Zealand primary school teachers explored 429 

teachers’ conceptions on the purposes of assessment. Findings demonstrated that teachers 430 

perceived that assessment improved their teaching and student learning and made schools 431 

more accountable. Assessments when viewed as irrelevant (e.g., unfair to students) were 432 

unlikely to be connected to improving student learning or teacher instruction (Brown, 433 

2004). It is therefore important that PL assessment is viewed by teachers as a means of 434 

obtaining evidence necessary to inform their instruction and improve student PL 435 

learning/development. Within this realm is the need to further acknowledge the potential 436 

impact of teachers’ understanding and perceptions of PL on their perceptions of assessing 437 

the construct. Though it was outside the remit of the present study to investigate whether 438 

such relationships exist, there is a possibility that teachers who possess a thorough 439 

understanding of the concept would favour/support PL assessment or vice versa, though 440 

this remains to be tested in future studies. However, considering that existing studies have 441 

consistently reported limited/narrow understandings of PL by teachers, perhaps prior to 442 

engaging teachers in conversations regarding PL assessment, much work is needed in 443 

facilitating their understanding of the concept through professional development and 444 

appropriate training and resources.  445 

None of our interviewed teachers recalled using any PL assessment, rather their 446 

assessment practices were aligned with curriculum mandates. Contrasting these findings, 447 

58.2% of the surveyed teachers reportedly assessed PL in the classes they taught. It is 448 
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possible that teachers reported that they assessed PL because of their perceptions of the 449 

links between the PL framework and the curriculum, especially since components of the 450 

APLF resulted from a review of curricular texts (Keegan et al., 2019). It is also possible that 451 

the different teacher conceptions of PL have already infiltrated practice. In fact, as earlier 452 

highlighted, teachers are often cited as using terms such as “fundamental movement skills”, 453 

“physical education”, and PL interchangeably (Essiet et al., 2022; Lynch & Soukup, 2016; 454 

Robinson, Randall, & Barrett, 2018). Teachers who equate PL as fundamental movement 455 

skills, and are assessing fundamental movement skills, could be interpreting such actions as 456 

an assessment of PL. Substantiating our speculations, Goss et al. (2021) noted that teachers 457 

in their study spoke of PL assessment and physical education assessment interchangeably. 458 

These findings further support the need to clarify for teachers all components of PL. 459 

However, there would still be the challenge of getting teachers to actually assess PL since 460 

the concept is not explicitly stated within the Australian health and physical education 461 

curriculum. Scott et al. (2020) has suggested an alignment between the APLF, Australian 462 

Health and Physical Education curriculum, and Whitehead’s foremost conceptualization of 463 

PL. They further suggested that the curriculum can support PL development and in turn, the 464 

APLF “can prospectively enrich and enhance existing HPE programmes in schools” (p. 344). 465 

Given growing empirical evidence of the benefits of PL (e.g., Belanger et al. 2018) and 466 

recent reports that Australian children’s physical activity levels have remained low since 467 

2014 (Active Health Kids Australia, 2022), there is a possibility that explicitly embedding the 468 

concept within the physical education curriculum could facilitate understanding and 469 

assessment of the construct by teachers. 470 

Many teachers lacked confidence in PL assessment but were more confident in 471 

assessing individual elements of the framework. This may be because the individual 472 
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elements already feature within the curriculum. The interviews further revealed teachers’ 473 

lack of knowledge and guidance on how to implement proper assessments for PL. Similarly, 474 

a study found primary school teachers in the United Kingdom lacked confidence in 475 

delivering physical education, let alone conduct PL assessments (Goss et al., 2021). Another 476 

study from Australia reported that pre-service teachers have a high level of confidence and 477 

theoretical understandings about teaching for PL but lack the personal PL and practical 478 

diagnostic and teaching skills needed to implement programs that facilitate embodied and 479 

active student learning experiences (Dinham & Williams, 2019). Their findings are somewhat 480 

tied to our qualitative findings regarding the barriers that could hinder PL assessment 481 

including: lack of tools; personal factors (age, knowledge, expertise); teacher workload and 482 

busyness; relevance of assessment; and subjectiveness of assessment. Some of these 483 

barriers (e.g., lack of tools, personal factors) could be responsible for the lack of teacher 484 

confidence in assessment reported in this study. Indeed, Barnett et al. (2019) has 485 

highlighted that teachers often lack guidance in selecting suitable measures for PL 486 

assessment in physical education. Professional development programs have been shown to 487 

be effective in improving teacher knowledge and operationalization of PL (Edwards et al., 488 

2019) and could assist with improving their knowledge and reduce barries in implementing 489 

PL assessments. Professional development offers opportunities for teachers to improve and 490 

maintain high-quality teaching practice (Phillips, 2008). In physical education, professional 491 

development is suggested as a means of upskilling teachers content knowledge and 492 

reducing their lack of confidence in teaching physical education (Harris et al., 2012). Durden-493 

Myers and Keegan (2019) have highlighted that to impact teachers’ knowledge, PL 494 

professional development ought to be “longitudinal in nature, avoiding one-off workshops 495 

and training events” (p.33), as these tend to be superficial and less effective (Hunzicker, 496 
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2011). According to Hunzicker (2011), “effective professional development is ongoing, a 497 

combination of contact hours, duration and coherence” (p.178). Embedded within such 498 

programs should be a consideration of teachers needs and interests; and collaborative 499 

discussions centered on PL assessment, its impact on student learning, barriers to making 500 

assessments and how these barriers might be ameliorated. Professional development can 501 

be combined with online resources and individual support tailored to teacher and school 502 

needs (Goss et al., 2021), and more importantly, the provision of suitable PL teacher 503 

assessment protocols. Conversations should also address how PL assessment data should be 504 

used (e.g., in assessment for learning or assessment of learning) and who the targeted 505 

audience for such data is (e.g., school leaders, principals, parents).  506 

 This study limitations include that for the most part, survey data was descriptive in 507 

nature. A researcher developed questionnaire was used to gather data, as there were no 508 

validated or standardized questionnaires available to meet the study need. Also, mostly 509 

teachers with physical education backgrounds participated, especially during interviews, 510 

hence, it is possible that the views presented are representative of teachers with some 511 

interest in PL and who hold specific views regarding the topic. Notwithstanding, this work 512 

lays a foundation for future studies examining teacher perception of PL assessment who 513 

work in different countries with different curricula.  514 

 515 

Conclusion 516 

PL has gained traction within many countries including Australia. However, the concept is 517 

not explicitly referenced with the Australia’s national physical education curricular text 518 

and/or those belonging to individual States and Territories. Findings suggest that, while 519 

some teachers supported PL assessment, there was also scepticism about assessment 520 
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implementation. Teachers also reported their lack of knowledge and confidence in PL 521 

assessment. Further, teachers identified barriers to making assessments, including the lack 522 

of knowledge, expertise and tools. Sustained professional development, resources, and 523 

suitable PL teacher assessments can upskill teachers’ knowledge, confidence; and reduce 524 

barriers in implementing PL assessments. However, prior to engaging teachers in 525 

conversations around PL assessment, a necessary first step would be to support their 526 

understanding of PL given literature that has repeatedly highlighted limited and narrow 527 

interpretations of the concept by teachers.  Future studies should consider recruiting and 528 

interviewing teachers who work in different countries with different curricula, especially 529 

those without a physical education background, to obtain their views on PL assessment. 530 

 531 

 532 

 533 

 534 

 535 

 536 

 537 

 538 

 539 

 540 

 541 

 542 

 543 

 544 
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Table 1. Demographic details of survey participants (maximum n = 122) 545 

Demographic N % 
Age group   
(n = 122) 

18 – 24 years 9 7.4 
25 – 34 years 44 36.1 
35 – 44 years 33 27.0 
45 – 54 years 25 20.5 
55 years and above 11 9.0 

Australian State 
or Territory (n = 
122) 

Victoria 104 85.2 
Western Australia 5 4.1 
New South Wales 5 4.1 
Australian Capital Territory 2 1.6 
Queensland 2 1.6 
South Australia 2 1.6 
Northern Territory 1 0.8 
Tasmania 1 0.8 

Educational 
background  
(n = 114) 

Bachelor’s degree (e.g., Physical Education, Primary, 
Education, Exercise Science, Applied Science in Physical 
Education) 

72 63.1 

Multiple degrees (e.g., multiple Bachelor’s degree, 
Bachelors + Honours, Bachelor’s + Graduate Diploma, 
Bachelor’s + Masters) 

39 34.2 

Doctorate degree 3 2.6 
Physical 
Education 
specialist  
(n = 122) 

Yes 98 80.3 
No 24 19.7 

Years of teaching 
experience 
 (n = 122) 

Less than one year 6 4.9 
1 – 4 years  22 18.0 
5 – 9 years  27 22.1 
10 – 14 years  30 24.6 
15 – 19 years  11 9.0 
20 – 24 years  10 8.2 
25+ years  16 13.1 

 546 
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Table 2. Demographic characteristics of interviewed teachers (n = 9) 547 

Participant no Gender Age group Australian State 
or Territory 

Educational background Physical 
Education 
specialist 

Years of teaching 
experience 

Participant 1 Male 
 

25 – 34 years 
 

Victoria 
 

Bachelor of Applied Science 
(Physical Education) 

Yes 
 

5 – 9 years 
 

Participant 2 Female 
 

45 – 54 years 
 

Victoria 
 

Bachelor of Education (Secondary), 
Bachelor of Applied Science (Human 
Movement) Honours, PhD 

Yes 
 

20 – 24 years 
 

Participant 3 
 

Female 
 

55+ years 
 

Victoria 
 

Bachelor of Teaching 
 

No 
 

25+ years 
 

Participant 4 
 

Female 
 

55+ years Victoria 
 

Diploma Teaching, Graduate 
Diploma (Special Education) 
 

No 
 

25+ years 
 

Participant 5 Female 35 – 44 years Victoria 
 

Bachelor of Applied Science 
(Physical Education) 

Yes 
 

15 – 19 years 
 

Participant 6 Male 
 

35 – 44 years 
 

Victoria 
 

Bachelor of Education (Physical 
Education), Masters Preliminary 
(Applied Science Human Movement) 

Yes 
 

20 – 24 years 
 

Participant 7 
 

Female -   - - - - 

Participant 8 
 

Male 
 

18 – 24 years 
 

Western 
Australia 
 

Bachelor of Science (Sport Science 
and Exercise and Health), Graduate 
Diploma of Education (Physical 
Education) 

Yes 
 

1 – 4 years 
 

Participant 9 Female 
 

35 – 44 years 
 

New South 
Wales 
 

Bachelor of Teaching, Bachelor of 
HPE (Hons.) 
 

Yes 
 

15 – 19 years 
 

 548 
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Table 3. List of subthemes and codes nested under main theme regarding teachers’ perception 549 

of physical literacy assessment 550 

Major theme Subtheme Codes Refs n 
participants/n 
of references 

within code 
“I’m unsure if it should 
be assessed or not”: 
perceptions of PL 
assessment 

Support or non-
support for PL 
assessment 

Uncertainty  6/11 
Caution with assessment and use of 
assessment data 

3/10 
 

Support for assessment 4/10 
Current 
assessment 
practices 

Awareness of PL assessment tools 5/8 
Assessments implemented in PE 5/20 
Characteristics of preferred PL 
assessments 

7/25 
 

Barriers to PL 
assessment 

Teacher workload and time 
constraints  

6/12 
 

 Personal factors (including age, 
knowledge, and expertise) 

4/10 
 

 Relevance of assessment 2/4 
 Subjectiveness of assessment 3/5 
 Lack of tools 2/4 

Reported codes are the conceptual labels applied to the transcribed data. “Refs n participants” are the number 551 
of teachers who referred to the code. “n of references within code” is the number references associated with 552 
each code.553 
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Supplementary Table 1: Sample interview Guide for Teachers 

Interview question Prompt 
There are tools used in assessing physical literacy in 
children. Some popular examples are the Physical 
Literacy Assessment for Youth (PLAY) tool, the 
Canadian Assessment for Physical Literacy (CAPL) and 
the Passport for Life (PFL).  

§ Are you aware of any physical literacy tool? 
§ Are you currently using any tool in assessing 

your student’s level of physical literacy?  
If yes, which one?  
If no, why not?  

 

§ Do you think that it is necessary to 
assess/measure physical literacy in children?  

 

§ Generally, in your classrooms, could you tell 
me more about how you assess physical 
literacy?  

§ Who takes responsibility for physical literacy 
assessment?  

§ How is physical literacy assessed – as a whole 
or are there certain elements within physical 
literacy that you assess in the children in 
your class?  

Example of physical 
literacy elements include 
fundamental Movement 
skills, motivation, 
confidence, coordination, 
tactics  

• [follow up question regarding responsibility 
for assessments) You mentioned that you 
take responsibility for physical literacy 
assessment in your class, when exactly do 
these assessments take place and how long 
does it take to assess the children?  

 

§ What barriers do you consider hinders 
assessing physical literacy and/or its 
elements? Please elaborate on why these are 
barriers.  

Barriers may include 
The physical literacy 
concept itself is unclear 
Lack of appropriate and 
sufficient equipment 
Lack of knowledge of 
assessment tools 
Lack of time during 
physical education 
classes 
Lack of access to facilities 
Lack of school division 
support for physical 
education  

§ How would you describe your preferred 
assessment of physical literacy? 
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