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Abstract 

It is important that Health and Physical Education (HPE) graduates from teacher education 

programs are equipped with the knowledge and skills to provide meaningful learning 

experiences to their school students. This study investigates pre-service HPE teachers' 

interpretation and translation of the Australian Curriculum: Health and Physical Education's 

(AC:HPE) five propositions. Using ‘policy as curriculum enactment’ as the theoretical 

perspective for this study, research questions were tailored to understand how pre-service 

teachers interpreted and translated the propositions and how contextual factors affected these 

enactments. Participants were six undergraduate HPE students from two Brisbane-based 

universities. Data for this study was collected by interviewing participants and analysing unit 

plans they created for a AC:HPE class. The results, presented via a thematic analysis, indicated 

that participants had superficial enactments of the propositions. The theoretical perspective was 

used to explain possible explanations for this surface-level understanding. 
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1.0 Introduction 

This study examines pre-service HPE teachers’ interpretation and translation of the Australian 

Curriculum: Health and Physical Education’s five propositions. The document is composed of 

five chapters. The introductory chapter provides an overview of the thesis. A review of 

literature relating to this thesis’ topic is then presented in Chapter 2. The third chapter 

discusses the methodology used in this study, and the findings are presented in Chapter 4. The 

last chapter discusses the findings and concludes the study. 

 

1.1 Background 

The Australian Curriculum: Health and Physical Education (AC:HPE) is a nationwide, future-

oriented curriculum for all Australian students from prep to year ten that explores a wide range 

of health and physical activity subject matter from an explicitly sociocultural perspective 

(Brown, 2013a; Dixon et al., 2021; Lynch, 2014; Lynch, 2015b; Macdonald, 2013, 2014). 

Schools began progressively implementing the AC:HPE into their curricula from 2015 

(Wrench, 2019). The implementation of the AC:HPE in schools was governed by states and 

territories (Bowles et al., 2017; Hulme Chambers et al., 2017; Lynch & Soukup, 2016) and each 

jurisdiction has implemented the AC:HPE in different ways in the intervening years (Brown & 

Whittle, 2021; Whatman et al., 2019). However, Hulme Chambers et al. (2017) and Shannon 

and Smith (2015) have questioned this process and emphasised the value of national 

consistency. As of 2020, all Queensland government schools have been required to fully 

implementing the curriculum (Queensland Government, 2020). The version of the AC:HPE 

adopted in Queensland is identical to the version developed by the Australian Curriculum, 

Assessment and Reporting Authority (ACARA). 
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Several stakeholders are responsible for implementing the AC:HPE. These include state 

and territory education bodies, teachers, and curriculum leaders. The state and territory 

education bodies, such as the Queensland Curriculum and Assessment Authority (QCAA), 

ensure that the AC:HPE is implemented in their area (Bowles et al., 2017; Lynch, 2017). 

Inconsistencies in approaches within jurisdictions are one criticism that has been made of this 

delivery model. For example, the Queensland Department of Education has drawn in the past 

on a deficit health model to wellbeing whereas the AC:HPE advocates a strengths-based 

approach  (Whatman et al., 2019). Lynch (2014) has also raised concerns about the 

consequences of competing political agendas that arise as a result of constitutional divisions of 

responsibility for education between State and Commonwealth governments. Ultimately, 

curriculum leaders’ engagement and interpretation of the propositions has been shown to be a 

key factor in a school’s enactment (Lambert & O’Connor, 2018). To this end, one strength of 

the AC:HPE is the common language it provides for stakeholders to discuss how best to provide 

all young Australians with a quality health and physical education (HPE) (Lambert, 2018). 

The AC:HPE is a low-definition curriculum document, meaning it prescribes what 

students must learn in clear, professional language. For example, the content description, 

“participate in physical activities that develop health-related and skill-related fitness 

components, and create and monitor personal fitness plans” (ACARA, 2020b) does not 

prescribe which physical activities students should participate in or which fitness components 

this participation should develop. Instead, the language of the content descriptions sets the 

conditions for teachers to exercise their professional judgment and enact the AC:HPE in ways 

that are both contextually appropriate and aligned with its intent (Brown & Whittle, 2021; 

DinanThompson, 2013; SueSee & Barker, 2019). Understanding the AC:HPE’s five 

interrelated propositions is crucial to exercising professional judgement in this way. These 

propositions represent the ‘core’ (Brown, 2013a; Macdonald, 2013) of the entire AC:HPE 
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document (ACARA, 2020a; Alfrey & Brown, 2013; Brown & Penney, 2013) and provide 

teachers with the ‘interpretative key’ unlocking its design. The propositions, which are the 

central focus of this study, are: (1) focusing on educative purposes (EP), (2) taking a strengths-

based approach (SBA), (3) valuing movement (VM), (4) developing health literacy (HL), and 

(5) taking a critical inquiry approach (CI) (ACARA, 2020a). These propositions are explained 

in Section 1.2.1 of this thesis.  

1.1.1 Studies About the Propositions 

A small, yet considerable amount of literature has been published on the AC:HPE’s 

propositions. For example, a 2013 special issue of Asia-Pacific Journal of Health, Sport and 

Physical Education included a number of articles addressing them. Alfrey and Brown (2013) 

explored the socio-historical, theoretical and future-focused perspectives of HL and their 

implications in the AC:HPE. Brown (2013a) dissected Arnold’s dimension of learning 

movement to assess its worth in the curriculum, and DinanThompson (2013) explored the 

curricular, pedagogical, and assessment-based history of EP in HPE. Leahy et al. (2013) saw 

how varying CI definitions have been enacted in texts and classrooms, and McCuaig et al. 

(2013) explained the relationship between strengths-based and salutogenic approaches.  

Of all the studies reviewed in Chapter 2, only one (see Lambert, 2018) has investigated 

how the propositions are being interpreted. In it, Lambert (2018) reported practitioners’ 

struggles with HL, EP and CI, their confidence in VM, and open-minded practitioners’ ongoing 

attempts to ensure they are implementing the propositions the best they can. A key conclusion 

from this study was a call for similar studies to occur in teacher education, to ensure that 

teachers entering schools are equipped with the curriculum knowledge and skills required to 

use the interpretive key of the propositions to enact the AC:HPE in contextually relevant, 

systemically aligned ways. Currently, there is no data on how pre-service teachers interpret the 

propositions. This study seeks to obtain such data in a contribution to addressing this research 
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gap. Therefore, the specific objective of this study is to examine pre-service HPE teachers’ 

interpretations and translations of the AC:HPE’s five propositions. This work will generate 

fresh insight into the interpretive key for using teachers’ professional judgment in ways 

consistent with the intent of the AC:HPE. 

 

1.2 Context 

1.2.1 Overview of the AC:HPE 

The Australian Curriculum has eight key learning areas (KLAs). Each KLA is composed of 

relevant disciplinary knowledge, skills and understanding. The KLAs also offer opportunities 

to develop students’ general capabilities in literacy, numeracy, information and 

communication technology capacity, critical and creative thinking skills, personal and social 

capabilities, ethical and intercultural understandings (ACARA, 2020e). Furthermore, each 

KLA is responsible for addressing three cross-curricular priorities. These priorities are to 

increase students’ awareness in Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander Histories and Cultures, 

Asia and Australia’s Engagement with Asia, and Sustainability (ACARA, 2020f).  The 

overall goal of creating, “active and informed citizens” (Barr et al., 2008, p. 8) led to HPE 

being added as a KLA in the Australian Curriculum (Leahy, 2014). Professor Doune 

Macdonald was tasked to be the lead writer for the AC:HPE.  

The global aim of the AC:HPE is to create healthy, safe, informed and active future 

citizens within the complex, sedentary and rapidly changing world of the twenty-first century. 

With new technologies, health issues and physical activities emerging, the AC:HPE is 

designed to teach students the skills to research, analyse, use and challenge health 

information, personal (e.g., resilience) and community resources, and factors influencing 

health, physical activity participation, wellbeing and safety. The development of these skills 
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contributes to building a strong sense of self and healthy relationships. Students also develop 

positive, lifelong attitudes towards being confident and creative in a range of motor skills. 

Through this, students understand how the body moves and the significance physical 

activities have in society (ACARA, 2020c). This rationale for the AC:HPE is reflected within 

the aims of the curriculum (see ACARA, 2020d) to improve student wellbeing (Whatman et 

al., 2019). 

The subject matter in the AC:HPE is organised into two strands: Personal, Social and 

Community Health (PSCH), and Movement and Physical Activity (MPA). Each stand is 

further organised into three sub-stands. For PSCH, these sub-strands are: Being Healthy, Safe 

and Active; Communicating and Interacting for Health and Wellbeing; and Contributing to 

Healthy and Active Communities. For MPA, the sub-stands are: Moving our Body; 

Understanding Movement; and Learning Through Movement. Each of these six sub-stands 

are composed of threads, or key concepts that students learn. For example, the threads for 

Being Healthy, Safe and Active are: Identities; Changes and Transitions; Help-Seeking; and 

Making Healthy and Safe choices (ACARA, 2019b). The threads are kept the same 

throughout the entirety of the AC:HPE to allow teachers to develop progressions across the 

years of schooling.  

Each thread then becomes a statement that students will learn. These statements are 

known as content descriptions. Each content description consists of a cognitive verb and 

content vocabulary. For example, the content description for the Identities thread (the first 

thread of the Being Health, Safe and Active sub-strand) for students in years nine and ten is, 

“evaluate factors that shape identities and critically analyse how individuals impact the 

identities of others” (see ACARA, 2019b). Aside from the Foundation year, students have two 

years to learn the content descriptions (e.g., years one and two) before learning a new set of 
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content descriptions (e.g., years three and four) (see ACARA, 2019b). All content 

descriptions must be taught, but not all need assessing. 

There is a strong connection between content descriptions and the twelve focus areas 

the content descriptions are taught through: Alcohol and Other Drugs; Food and Nutrition; 

Health Benefits of Physical Activity; Mental Health and Wellbeing; Relationships and 

Sexuality; Safety; Active Play and Minor Games; Challenge and Adventure Activities; 

Fundamental Movement Skills; Games and Sport; Lifelong Physical Activities; and Rhythmic 

and Expressive Activities (ACARA, 2019b). Teachers teach the content descriptions through 

these twelve focus areas. It is up to them as to what focus area they teach each of the content 

descriptions within (ACARA, 2020b). This reinforces the importance of teachers having 

access to the interpretive key required for them to exercise informed professional judgement 

in their enactment of the curriculum. 

 

1.2.2 The Five Propositions 

EP highlights that HPE should provide developmentally appropriate, ongoing and explicit 

learning in health and movement throughout the AC:HPE, in contrast to the pursuit of health 

outcomes (ACARA, 2020a; DinanThompson, 2013). The intent of privileging EP is to foster 

lifelong learning (DinanThompson, 2013; Lambert, 2018; Nash et al., 2018) and to ensure 

young people have the knowledge and skills required to successfully engage in the complex, 

contemporary world of health and movement (ACARA, 2020a; DinanThompson, 2013). An 

example of such learning is understanding how and where to obtain health information relevant 

to one’s life circumstances (Macdonald, 2013). According to the EP proposition, learning ought 

to have personal meanings to each student and be enjoyable. As a result, the EP proposition 

informs curriculum (e.g., ‘intelligent performers’), pedagogy (e.g., Sport Education), 
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assessment (via ‘knowledge building’) (DinanThompson, 2013) and interconnects other 

propositions (Lambert & Penney, 2020). 

One reason why EP was included as a proposition is that it related to Australia's 

education goals as outlined in the Melbourne Declaration (see Barr et al., 2008), specifically 

the identification of HPE as a KLA (DinanThompson, 2013; Lambert, 2018). Making learning 

the ‘heart’ of HPE is, in part, an attempt to make the subject more ‘academic’ (DinanThompson, 

2013; Lambert & Penney, 2020). Academicizing HPE in this way has emphasised depth of 

learning over breadth (DinanThompson, 2013). The inclusion of Arnold’s (1988) dimensions 

of learning movement is a good illustration of making HPE more ‘academic’ (Capel & Blair, 

2020), particularly the move away from ‘learning to move’ towards ‘moving to learn’ 

(DinanThompson, 2013). 

The SBA proposition eschews an exclusive focus on risk factors and a deficit-based view 

of health (i.e., what makes a person unhealthy). Instead, an SBA focuses “on supporting 

students to develop the knowledge, understanding and skills [students] require to make healthy, 

safe and active choices that will enhance their own and others’ health and wellbeing” (ACARA, 

2020a, para. 4). From this strengths-based perspective, health is seen as a dynamic, ongoing 

process and as being more than simply the absence of diseases. Based on the theories of 

salutogenesis, positive psychology, health promotion and an assets-based health model 

(McCuaig et al., 2013), a SBA also “affirms that all students and their communities have 

particular strengths and resources that can be nurtured to improve their own and others’ health, 

wellbeing, movement competence and participation in physical activity” (ACARA, 2020a, 

para. 4). Furthermore, it recognises the differential distribution of these resources among 

students and draws attention to the influence on this distribution on people’s decisions and 

behaviours as they relate health and movement (ACARA, 2020a). An SBA thus involves 

identifying and incorporating students' capabilities, experiences and voices in the curriculum 
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development process (Lambert, 2018; McCuaig et al., 2013). Example activities of an SBA in 

action include a task such as students “brainstorm[ing] responses to the statement ‘I am healthy 

and enjoy life because...’” (McCuaig, 2012, p. 29). This example illustrates how students can 

be encouraged to identify those resources that contribute to their health and wellbeing rather 

than simply identifying those that are likely to make them sick and unwell (Dixon et al., 2021; 

Leahy et al., 2016). The influence of personal and community resources on health learning is 

also illustrated in the work of Lambert (2018), McCuaig (2012), O’Connor and Penney (2020), 

Overton et al. (2017), Williams et al. (2020a) and Wright et al. (2018). 

As McCuaig et al. (2013) argue, an SBA has been considered 'good teaching' in health 

education for the past fifteen years. As a consequence, its inclusion as a proposition in the 

AC:HPE is unsurprising. Teaching health-promoting behaviours can help prevent health issues 

emerging (Quennerstedt, 2008), which helps to align the AC:HPE with Australia’s preventative 

health aspirations (Macdonald, 2013). Moreover, as Lambert (2018) contends, the SBA 

proposition informs the third, fourth and fifth propositions to maximise EP. For example, it 

represents a critique of a deficit health model, which relates to the CI proposition (see below). 

The third AC:HPE proposition, VM, acknowledges the centrality of movement to HPE, 

drawing explicit attention to the role of movement skills, concepts, competence and confidence 

to physical activity participation. VM thus encompasses students learning to appreciate and 

competently perform the breadth and depth of everyday movements (ACARA, 2020a; Akehurst 

et al., 2020; Brown, 2013a; Macdonald, 2012), address factors influencing physical activity 

participation (Williams et al., 2020b), and decisions to live an active lifestyle (ACARA, 2020a; 

Brown, 2013a). Since movement is central to daily living, sport is a significant social and 

cultural practice, and physical activity has numerous health benefits (ACARA, 2020a; 

Macdonald, 2012), it is again unsurprising that VM was included in the AC:HPE as a 
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proposition. VM is a key factor in the MPA strand, informs pedagogies and satisfies the human 

right to move (Brown, 2013a). 

The VM proposition has been generally understood to relate to Arnold’s (1979) three 

dimensions of learning movement (Brown, 2013a): learning in, through and about movement. 

Learning in can be described as participating in physical skills, from an insider perspective, for 

self-actualisation through embodied consciousness of the inherent values of the physical 

activity. Learning through movement has come to be used to refer to using movement as a 

medium for learning, such as when physical activities are used to develop affective outcomes 

(like confidence and teamwork). Learning about refers to rational inquiry into human 

movement studies, such as psychology, biomechanics or exercise physiology (ACARA, 2020a; 

Akehurst et al., 2020; Arnold, 1988; Brown, 2013a; Brown, 2013b; Lambert, 2018; Macdonald, 

2013; Pill & Stolz, 2017). Arnold (1988) argued that the three dimensions are interconnected. 

A well-known example of this interconnectedness is learning about and in movement 

simultaneously, thereby including embodied learning in this proposition (Brown, 2013b; 

Lambert & Penney, 2020). 

In recognition of the educational rationale for movement it provides (Brown, 2013b), 

Arnold’s three dimensions have been incorporated into the curricula of several Western 

countries. Within the literature, Arnold’s framework has been associated with the KLA’s EP 

(Lambert, 2018; Penney, 2013) primarily because of multiple understandings of movement it 

provides via the three dimensions and their interrelations (Brown, 2013a, 2013b). This is 

certainly true in the case of learning in movement promoting lifelong physical activity 

participation and learning about movement drawing knowledge from human movement studies 

(Macdonald, 2013). In general, therefore, the inclusion of the VM proposition can be seen as 

an endorsement of the argument that Arnold’s framework is "what school physical education 

ought to be" (Brown, 2013a, p. 145). It can also be interpreted as a recognition of historical 
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dominance within Australia HPE curriculum of learning in movement (Brown, 2013b; Pill & 

Stolz, 2017; Tinning et al., 2001). 

HL, the focus of the fourth proposition, can be defined as, “an individual’s ability to 

gain access to, understand and use health information and services in ways that promote and 

maintain health” (ACARA, 2020a, para. 9). The HL proposition draws on the World Health 

Organisation’s conceptualisation of HL, Nutbeam’s (2000, 2008) three dimensions of HL, 

salutogenesis and a socio-critical approach (ACARA, 2012b). The three dimensions of HL 

addressed in the AC:HPE are the functional (i.e., the ability to research and apply health-related 

information), the interactive (i.e., the ability to independently apply advanced health-related 

information) and the critical (i.e., the ability to take health promotion action by selectively 

accessing and analysing a variety of health-related information) (ACARA, 2020a). The three 

dimensions aim to increase knowledge and metacognitions (e.g., seeking and evaluating 

information), increase students’ understanding of themselves and the world, and make healthy 

decisions (Nutbeam, 2008; Peralta & Rowling, 2018). As such, the HL proposition is designed 

to embed these dimensions so that teachers can scaffold learning and cater to individual needs 

(Alfrey & Brown, 2013; Nash et al., 2018). 

A focus on HL leads students to gain information and skills to make educative decisions 

to promote health (ACARA, 2020a) and citizenship (Nash et al., 2021; Brey et al., 2008; 

Paakkari and Paakkari, 2012). The HL proposition also relates to the other propositions. For 

example, the goal of developing HL can be understood as a focus on EP (Alfrey & Brown, 

2013). Furthermore, one’s own HL and that of others can be conceptualised as personal and 

community resources from the perspective of an SBA (ACARA, 2020a; Alfrey & Brown, 2013; 

Lynch, 2015b, Nash et al., 2021).  Finally, as explained below, there are affinities between HL’s 

critical dimension and the CI proposition inasmuch as both entail students asking questions 
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about the credibility of health information and seeking to promote positive change on the basis 

of that information. 

The final proposition is the inclusion of a CI approach. The intention of this proposition 

is to engage students in researching, analysing, applying and appraising health and movement 

knowledge in order to evaluate the influence of contextual factors on people’s decision-making, 

behaviours and actions (ACARA, 2020a). A central concern of these evaluative processes is 

the promotion of equity, diversity and social justice. Thus, somewhat controversially, a CI 

approach aims to teach students to engage with uncertainties in the world via critical pedagogies 

(Dixon et al., 2021; Fitzpatrick & Allen, 2019; Malins & Kent, 2020) and to critique the 

complex, contested, neo-liberal and political discourses at play (Lambert, 2018; Leahy et al., 

2013; Wright et al., 2018). As already noted, the CI proposition articulates with the HL 

proposition via the latter’s critical dimension. It also articulates with the SBA proposition 

through its focus on promoting equitable access to health-enhancing resources and can be 

embedded in a focus on learning about fairness and equality through movement experiences. 

CI is intended to develop educational outcomes in the form of critical higher-order cognitive 

skills (Ezer et al., 2019; Lambert & Penney, 2020; Martinson & Elia, 2018).  

1.2.3 The Origins of the Propositions 

The AC:HPE’s five propositions were influenced by a range of inputs. These inputs included 

various stakeholders (e.g., Australian health) and policies, as well as international practices in 

HPE, inter/national reports and reading of the literature (Bowles et al., 2017; Macdonald, 2013). 

The 2008 Melbourne Declaration on the Education Goals for Australian Students (Barr et al., 

2008) is a good illustration of the influence of policies on the AC:HPE and its propositions 

(Lambert, 2018). Developed by politicians and academics (ACARA, 2012b; Macdonald, 2013), 

the Melbourne Declaration stated that a focus on EP ought to be the main purpose of schooling 

(Fane et al., 2019). The Melbourne Declaration also implicitly acknowledged the importance 
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of HL, CI, and an SBA, through, for instance, its emphasis on including those with disabilities 

and identifying health-promoting behaviours. The Melbourne Declaration also calls for students 

to critically inquire into healthy living, for the inclusion of a sociocultural perspective and for 

the promotion of quality, equity, and transparency in education (Barr et al., 2008).  

Following the Melbourne Declaration, the Interim National Curriculum Board approved 

the initial stage of developing an Australian-wide, foundation to year ten curriculum. ACARA 

then endorsed further development of this national curriculum (ACARA, 2012a; Macdonald, 

2013). Following the development of the AC:HPE, it was left to states and territories to ensure 

it was being implemented appropriately within the context of their jurisdiction (Bowles et al., 

2017; DinanThompson, 2013; Lynch, 2017; Penney, 2013). Teachers, curriculum leaders 

(Lambert & Penney, 2020) and the school communities more broadly have been tasked to create 

comprehensive, developmental learning via how they teach the content descriptions 

(DinanThompson, 2013) and different movements (Lambert, 2018). 

Other countries’ HPE curricula were also a significant contributory factor to the 

development of the propositions. This influence is evident in, for example, the SBA commonly 

used in a number of European countries (Macdonald, 2013; Macdonald, 2014; Nash et al., 

2018). Moreover, the HL proposition derives from features of England’s National Curriculum 

(Alfrey & Brown, 2013) and the EP and CI propositions feature in the New Zealand HPE 

curriculum (Wright et al., 2018). Lynch and Soukup (2016) posed that HL was introduced into 

the AC:HPE as the United States experienced confusion when physical literacy was introduced 

into their curriculum.  

The propositions were also informed by HPE research (Brown and Whittle, 2021; Leahy 

et al., 2013). A notable example was the support and continued research upon an SBA to HL 

(Macdonald, 2014). Another further example was the increasing worldwide prominence and 

regard from scholars for the concept of HL (Alfrey & Brown, 2013; Lynch & Soukup, 2016) 
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despite its limited media attention (Macdonald, 2013). An interest in HL is exemplified in the 

work undertaken by Nutbeam (2008), whose dimensions of HL aligns with salutogenesis and 

were adopted in the HL proposition. In a third example, the CI proposition has been informed 

by the considerable body of research in HPE that has drawn on critical theories and with the 

aim of encouraging teachers to give students opportunities to think critically, challenge 

assumptions and inequalities, and take social action (Culpan & Bruce, 2007; Dixon et al., 2021; 

Macdonald, 2013). 

1.2.4 Defining the Theoretical Perspective – Policy as Curriculum Enactment 

The theoretical perspective used in this thesis is policy as curriculum enactment (Ball et al., 

2012). Underpinning this approach is the conceptualisation of the AC:HPE as a policy. As Ball 

(1994, p. 19) explains, “Policies do not normally tell you what to do, they create circumstances 

in which the range of options available in deciding what to do are narrowed or changed, or 

particular goals or outcomes are set.” As explained above, the AC:HPE operates in a similar 

way. It does not tell teachers exactly what to do, but instead set parameters within which they 

are supposed to exercise professional judgement when developing contextually relevant 

curricula (Alfrey & Brown, 2013). Therefore, the process of enacting policy is complex, 

creative, dynamic and non-linear (Braun et al., 2010), and depends on the interplay of 

contextual factors (Braun et al., 2011). By way of illustration, Whatman et al. (2019) showed 

how school location, resources, and teacher, student, parental and community beliefs are 

contextual factors affecting translation. There is a strong history of research the AC:HPE from 

this perspective (e.g., Lambert et al., 2021; Lambert & Penney, 2020; Penney, 2013).  

This approach to policy analysis draws heavily on a diverse body of post-structuralist 

theorising. Among the influences Ball et al (2012) acknowledge are “Foucault’s work on 

discourse and governmentality, a little of Barthes’ literary theory, some actor–network theory 

(ANT), earlier writing on the ‘policy cycle’, the more substantive work of Spillane, and 

Supovitz and Weinbaum, and some critical discourse analysis” (p. 15). Such influences have a 
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long history in Ball’s work, to at least his theorising of policy as text and policy as discourse 

(Ball 1993). Ball et al.’s (2012) use of these resources to theorise policy enactments allows 

them to weave together the material, interpretative and discursive facets of policy work and 

processes. 

Arguably the most prominent and most enduring influence on Ball et al.’s (2012) 

theoretical approach is the work of Michel Foucault. Guided by Foucauldian concerns with 

power, knowledge and discourse, Ball et al. (2012) theorise how various actors involved in 

policy processes (e.g., teachers and principals) conduct themselves by prohibiting some actions 

and encouraging others, prescribing some roles and responsibilities, while ignoring others, and 

so on. At the same time, again following Foucault, Ball et al. (2012) recognise that discourses 

are not all-encompassing or all-powerful and, therefore, they are concerned with capturing the 

ways in which people act in ways that subvert, challenge, contradict, or diverge from the 

prescriptions of the relevant discursive formations. 

As a consequence of these theoretical foundations, interpretation and translation are two 

key parts of Ball et al.’s (2012) theorisation of policy enactment processes. Within this 

approach, interpretation is an initial reading or decoding aimed at making sense of the policy’s 

meaning and implications. By contrast, translation is a recoding process aimed at putting 

interpretations into action. For this study, interpretation is taken to refer to pre-service teachers 

explaining the AC:HPE’s propositions and interrelations, as well as the their perceived worth, 

and how well the pre-service teachers think they can implement each proposition. Translation 

will be examined as the participants dissect AC:HPE unit plans they created for practicum 

placements or university assignments and to reflect on their enactment of each proposition and 

the factors that influenced those enactments.  

Context is also critical to policy enactments. The AC:HPE has been enacted differently 

in varying contexts due to diverse contextual factors (Bowles et al., 2017; Lambert & 



Pre-Service Teachers, Interpretation and Translation, AC:HPE Propositions 24 

 

O’Connor, 2018; Lambert & Penney, 2020; Lynch, 2017). In the framework used in this thesis, 

policy enactment is understood as involving four contextual dimensions (Ball et al., 2012). The 

first dimension, situated context, refers to the school’s location, history, intake, and students, 

and the like. The second contextual dimension, external context, deals with influences such as 

educational authority support, relationships and competition with other schools, legal 

requirements and responsibilities, and local and national pressure and expectations placed on 

schools. Professional cultures, the third dimension, is about values, commitments, and 

experiences from staff members within the school, and policy management in the school. The 

final dimension in Ball et al’s (2012) framework is the material context, which refers to school 

buildings and infrastructure, technology available, budgets and staffing (Ball et al., 2012). This 

study will attempt to investigate the influence of these contextual dimensions on the 

participating pre-service teachers’ enactments of the AC:HPE propositions. 

 In addition to providing a framework for studying the influence of contexts on the 

enactment of policies, Ball et al. (2012) also presents a typology of positions or categories of 

actor through which school staff interpret and translate policy. This typology contains the 

following: 

• Narrators, who are typically head of departments and institutional policy 

entrepreneurs, who interpret resources, select focus on policy, and enforce meanings; 

• Entrepreneurs, who are advocates for, and create original documents to enact the 

policy within schools; 

• Outsiders, such as educational authority advisors, who work with schools to clarify 

priorities and raise standards; 

• Transactors, who can be either (1) senior staff and administrators who report whether 

a mandated policy is enacted, or (2) staff such as business managers and support staff 

who play supportive and facilitative roles in a policy enactment; 
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• Enthusiasts, who are often translators (see the next bullet point), are enthusiastic 

about, and see the relevance of, the policy and are examples to other staff members on 

how to enact the policy; 

• Translators, who plan and enact events, instructional texts and processes the policy for 

themselves and others; 

• Critics, who are union representatives who take action when policies threaten union 

members’ interest and maintain counter-discourses by remembering past actions to 

make policies less sustainable; and 

• Receivers, who are typically junior and newly qualified teachers and teaching 

assistants, who do as they are told and rely on other policy actors regarding enacting 

policy. 

Acknowledging that these actor roles, “are not necessarily attached to specific individuals, nor 

are they fixed, unified and mutually exclusive ‘types’ of teacher/adult in every case” (Ball et 

al., 2021, p. 49), this study will examine the positions taken by participants in relation to the 

process of enacting the AC:HPE’s five propositions. 

1.3 Purpose and Significance 

The purpose of this study is to examine pre-service HPE teachers’ interpretations and 

translations of the AC:HPE’s five propositions. Through this, an understanding of how pre-

service HPE teachers enact the AC:HPE and its propositions will be obtained. Such insights 

into pre-service teachers’ enactment of the propositions are fundamental to understanding the 

value and viability of the propositions. To date, several studies (e.g., Brown, 2013a; Lambert, 

2018; Leahy et al., 2013) have investigated in-service teachers’ enactments of the propositions. 

However, no studies have examined pre-service teachers’ enactments of the propositions. This 

thesis will be the first study to conduct an investigation of this type. Considering the AC:HPE 
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is being reviewed in 2021, it is critical to understand how all HPE stakeholders interpret and 

translate the propositions, especially those about to enter the profession. Moreover, as advocacy 

grows to increase the number of propositions (e.g., Brown & Whittle, 2021) the time is right to 

reflect on how this important stakeholder group makes sense of and uses the existing five. 

1.4 Research Questions 

This thesis is guided by three research questions. These questions were informed by the gaps 

in the literature identified in Chapter 2, and the theoretical framework developed by Ball et al. 

(2012). 

1. How do different pre-service HPE teachers interpret and translate the AC:HPE's five 

propositions in specific contexts given the resources available to them? 

2. How and in what ways do socio-cultural, historical and contextual factors affect the 

ways on which pre-service HPE teachers enact the AC:HPE's five propositions? 

3. How can differences between pre-service HPE teachers in the enactment of the 

AC:HPE's five propositions be explained? 

These research questions combine to address the purpose of this thesis as stated in Section 

1.3. A key aspect of each research question is that they align with the general aim of 

understanding of how pre-service HPE teachers interpret and translate the propositions. 

Furthermore, the research questions reflect that this general aim is influenced by context, 

resources, and socio-cultural and historical influences. 
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2.0 Literature review 

The purpose of this chapter is to review relevant research surrounding the AC:HPE's five 

propositions and the ways they have been enacted, particularly by pre-service HPE teachers. 

The chapter begins by explaining how sources were gathered and how information was 

extracted. The chapter then goes on to review this literature. This literature review is organised 

into three topics: (1) commentary about the AC:HPE propositions, (2) pre-service teachers, 

HPE teacher education and the propositions, and (3) in-service teachers and the AC:HPE 

propositions. This chapter ends with a conclusion to the literature review. 

  

2.1 The Search Process 

Sources were initially gathered using a sequential process. The first step involved extracting 

key words from the research questions. From these key terms, a set of search terms was 

created (see Table 1). These terms were then searched for in Griffith University’s Library 

Catalogue, Web of Science, Google Scholar and ProQuest. This process occurred in June 

2020 and repeated in April 2021 to capture sources published in the second half of 2020 and 

the beginning of 2021. The reference lists of all the initial database search results (n=48) were 

reviewed and additional relevant sources were harvested. 

Table 1 Search terms 

 

 

 

"Australian Curriculum: Health and Physical Education" AND ("propositions" 

OR "educative purposes" OR "strengths-based" OR "movement" OR "health 

literacy" OR "critical inquiry") 

"Australian Curriculum: Health and Physical Education" AND ("pre?service 

teachers" OR "initial teacher education" OR "teacher education") AND 
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Search 

terms 

("propositions" OR "educative purposes" OR "strengths-based" OR "movement" 

OR "health literacy" OR "critical inquiry") 

"Australian Curriculum: Health and Physical Education" AND ("pre?service 

teachers" OR "initial teacher education" OR "teacher education" OR "physical 

education teacher education") AND ("propositions" OR "educative purposes" 

OR "strengths-based" OR "movement" OR "health literacy" OR "critical 

inquiry") AND ("interpret$" OR "enact$") 

"Australian Curriculum: Health and Physical Education" AND "propositions" 

AND ("context" OR "resource" OR "socio-cultural" OR "historical" OR 

"contextual factor$") 

 

To determine which sources to include in the review, a two-step process was adopted. 

First, the abstracts of each article were read. Articles that were deemed relevant to this thesis 

were then read in their entirety. Only sources that referred to the propositions (individually or 

collectively) or to enactments of the AC:HPE were retained and reviewed. The contents of 

these sources were then analysed according to topic and theme. 

2.2 Commentary About the AC:HPE Propositions 

This section reviews commentary about the AC:HPE propositions in the research literature. 

This topic is important because such commentary reflects, informs and, therefore, has the 

potential to enhance HPE practices (Brown & Whittle, 2021).  

2.2.1 General Commentary About the Propositions 

High hopes have been expressed about the potential for the propositions to transform 

traditional HPE practices (e.g., Macdonald, 2013). Many general claims have been made for 
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their benefits. Wrench (2019), for example, has argued that the propositions “represent 

possibilities for developing active approaches to education for healthy citizenship” (p. 464, 

original emphasis). Since learning the content descriptions can occur in many settings, not 

only timetabled HPE lessons (DinanThompson, 2013; Rossi & Kirk, 2020), the propositions 

also have the potential to shape how the AC:HPE is enacted in other parts of the school 

(Brown & Whittle, 2021; Lambert, 2018; Lambert & O’Connor, 2018; Lambert & Penney, 

2020; Sperka et al., 2018). For example, Peralta and Rowling (2018) have argued that the use 

of a whole-school approach helps students learn the propositions in other classes where 

student health and wellbeing is promoted. Furthermore, various academics (e.g., Lambert, 

2018; Peralta & Rowling, 2018; Peralta et al., 2017; Wright et al., 2018) have highlighted 

how HL and its EP can be taught within communities to understand context and promote 

citizenship (e.g., via external providers, see Akehurst et al., 2020).  

However, on the whole, academics have been measured in their judgments of whether 

the propositions will transform HPE practices in these ways. For example, since the AC:HPE 

is the first HPE curriculum to include propositions, Lambert (2018; see also Lambert & 

Penney, 2020) have argued that their inclusion is risky as there is little evidence or experience 

to guide teachers with their planning and teaching. Second, the propositions include several 

new terms and concepts (e.g., salutogenesis) that, according to Hyndman et al. (2020) and 

Lambert and Penney (2020) may be confusing to curriculum users and result in a failure to 

enact propositions with unfamiliar content. Indeed, the wording of the propositions, in 

particular, has been acknowledged as a potential challenge. Changes in pedagogical and 

discursive practices in HPE require communication, leadership, and professional development 

(Lynch, 2017). Thus, the complexities of interpreting the propositions and aligning them to 

existing programs may lead to a continuation of traditional practices (Ezer et al., 2019; 

Hyndman et al., 2020; Lambert, 2018; Lambert & Penney, 2020). This possibility adds weight 
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to Lambert and Penney’s (2020) and Wrench’s (2019) calls for teachers to debate meanings 

and enactments of the propositions as a means of ensuring the curriculum they enact is 

aligned with the propositions and appropriate to their context. These concerns and cautions 

offer potential insights into how teachers are translating or might translate the propositions 

into planning documents and classroom practices. However, it should be noted that these 

commentaries are largely speculative and should be interpreted in conjunction with the 

research reviewed later in this chapter. 

Before reviewing commentaries on each individual proposition, it is important to note 

that a much-debated topic in the literature is whether physical literacy ought to be included 

among the propositions. Despite renewed interest in physical literacy (e.g., Brown and 

Whittle, 2021), Macdonald and Enright (2013) explained that ACARA was reluctant to 

include another ‘literacy’ in the Australian curriculum (on top of, for example, HL as a 

AC:HPE proposition, and ‘literacy’ as a general capability), thus its absence. However, 

according to Brown and Whittle (2021), particular interpretations of physical literacy align 

with aspects of the AC:HPE and particular conceptions of HPE teachers’ work. This 

alignment perhaps explains both ACARA (2012) and the New South Wales Department of 

Education (2019) stating that there are opportunities that currently exists for students to 

develop their physical literacy. Nevertheless, how this alignment should be formally 

recognised in future versions of the AC:HPE remains a point of contention. For instance, 

Macdonald and Enright (2013) have proposed that physical literacy could be a general 

capability, while Brown and Whittle (2021) proposed physical literacy as the sixth AC:HPE 

proposition. 
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2.2.2 Commentary About the EP Proposition 

The EP proposition has received much praise within the literature. First and foremost, 

Macdonald (2013) has argued that it prevents learning outcomes in HPE from being devalued 

at the expense of non-educative goals such as achieving competitive sporting success or 

improving health statistics. Prioritising learning is important, cautioned Macdonald (2013), 

because when educational goals are devalued, problematic teaching and assessment practices 

can be fostered, which may have negative consequences for the motivation and engagement 

of many students. Relatedly, DinanThompson (2013) has praised the way the EP proposition 

bonds together the other four propositions in ways that foreground learning. However, 

DinanThompson (2013) cautioned that achieving educative outcomes requires the alignment 

of curriculum, pedagogy and assessment in ways that many teachers may find challenging. 

Finally, DinanThompson (2013) also raised the question of the place of fun within the context 

of the EP proposition. Beyond these two cautions, and arguments that the AC:HPE pursues 

too many educative outcomes (i.e., the crowded curriculum suggestion, see, Bowles et al., 

2017; Hulme Chambers et al., 2017), the EP proposition has received little criticism. This 

reinforces Macdonald’s (2013) contention that an essential goal of schooling is the promotion 

of learning and that HPE should and can make a contribution to that goal. 

 

2.2.3 Commentary About the SBA Proposition 

A SBA encourages students to not think of health in a deficit way, which has been a long-

standing traditional approach to ‘solve a health problem’ (Wright et al., 2018), but 

alternatively in terms of salutogenesis (Ezer et al., 2019; Murphy et al., 2014; Whatman et al., 

2019). In the context of health promotion, the term salutogensis means focusing on 

maximising access to the personal and community resources that enhance one’s health. The 
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literature shows that the SBA proposition has generally been considered a positive inclusion 

in the AC:HPE by a wide range of stakeholders (e.g., ACARA, 2012). For instance, as 

McCuaig et al. (2013) have argued, “adopting a strengths-based approach in the HPE 

curriculum stimulates new and different opportunities regarding the knowledge, skills, 

understandings and outcomes of the learning area” (p. 114). Among the potential benefits they 

presented were a re-orientation of how health and wellbeing are conceptualised within the 

curriculum, the promotion of inquiry-based pedagogies, the development of students’ 

problem-solving skills, and the incorporation of student voice in curriculum. Similar benefits 

have also been claimed by Williams et al. (2020b) in relation to the health and wellbeing of 

Indigenous Australians and their participation in sport. 

However, McCuaig et al. (2013) also tempered their optimism about the SBA 

proposition with caution. Due to a lack of evidence regarding the implementation of a SBA in 

schools, McCuaig et al. (2013) suggested that it may have been risky to include a relatively 

new concept (i.e., salutogenesis) among the propositions. In particular, they worried about the 

possibility for “slippage” between the intentions of the curriculum writers and the enactments 

of teachers in schools. Their concern was that, among ill-equipped teachers, a SBA was 

susceptible to being “read according to a deficit-risk model through an exclusive emphasis on 

the different resources that reduce the risk of being ill in the future” (p. 120). In other words, 

they feared an inadvertent over-emphasis on the individual through a focus on the lack of 

strengths they may have, which would represent a reversion to the traditional, deficit-based 

health education the proposition was designed to change. In addition to this concern, 

McCuaig et al. (2013) also highlighted two further risks of a SBA. The first is the “the risk of 

over-emphasizing the individual aspects of health and students’ agency by considering a lack 

individual strengths or action to be the ‘problem,’” and the second is the risk of “making 

virtually every aspect of a person’s life a question of health” (p. 121). 
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2.2.4 Commentary About the VM Proposition 

There has been considerable support within the HPE community for the VM proposition. In 

particular, scholars have been enthusiastic about the inclusion of Arnold’s dimensions of 

movement in this proposition. Arnold (1988) theorised that one can learn about (i.e., the 

human movement disciplines, like functional anatomy), through (i.e., using movement as a 

pedagogical tool and to teach the affective domain of education) and in (i.e., movement 

sequences and strategies, like throwing, for self-actualisation) movement. By including the 

VM proposition in this way, Lambert and O’Connor (2018) argued that the AC:HPE adopts a 

future-oriented approach by teaching the skills students need as adults (e.g., knowledge on 

how the body moves and communication skills). It also has the potential to create fulfilling 

student experiences (Akehurst et al., 2020) by making movement individually meaningful 

(e.g., developing spiritual connections – see Lynch, 2015a). In some senses, the support 

within the literature should be unsurprisingly since HPE is often considered the quintessential 

home of movement education (Arnold, 1979) and because, as Stolz and Thorburn (2017) have 

explained, Arnold’s dimensions have been included in Queensland’s senior PE syllabus for 

decades. Thus, given their familiarity, Brown (2013a) noted that the dimensions provide a 

common language for future HPE developments. 

Nevertheless, there has also been some concern about how Arnold’s dimensions have 

been worded in the AC:HPE. Brown (2013a, 2013b), in particular, has raised two main 

concerns. First, he has highlighted differences between the language used in Arnold’s theory 

and the VM proposition as manifested in the AC:HPE’s MPA strand. Specifically, he noted 

an unexplained divergence between Arnold’s learning in dimension and the ‘moving our 

bodies’ sub-strand of the AC:HPE. Brown (2013b) argued that these differences send ‘mixed 
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messages’ to practitioners familiar with Arnold’s theory. According to Brown (2013b), these 

mixed messages play an important role in the (re)interpretation and (re)presentation of the 

dimensions in ways inconsistent with Arnold’s work, especially the learning in movement 

dimension. Brown’s concern was that this inconsistency may lead to learning experiences 

being mis-educative, unmeaningful and as not resulting in self-actualised learning. The 

second concern raised by Brown (2013a) was the lack of research into the effectiveness of 

Arnold’s theory in practice, despite Arnold’s dimensions being used in curriculum for 

decades. This lack of research is significant because, according to Stolz and Thorburn (2017), 

the inclusion of Arnold’s dimensions was to satisfy education authorities by making HPE 

more ‘academic’. For Brown (2013a), the risk here was that learning in movement, as the 

least understood and developed, and most overlooked of the three dimensions, would be 

further marginalised within the VM proposition. 

 

2.2.5 Commentary About the HL Proposition 

The HL proposition has been praised for what it could bring to the education domain. As 

such, Nash et al. (2021) stated that HL is an important component to the AC:HPE as there is a 

link between HL, health education and health behaviours and outcomes. HL has also had 

growing interest in schools (Peralta & Rowling, 2018). Gou et al. (2021) have argued that an 

increase in students’ HL is a cost-effective prevention to health inequalities, such as 

decreasing smoking rates. Other positives associated with the HL proposition in the literature 

are that it fosters the use of student-centred, action-promoting pedagogies that the previous, 

risk-based, uncritical curriculum did not provide (Alfrey & Brown, 2013; Macdonald, 2013; 

McCuaig, 2012; Nash et al., 2021; Peralta & Rowling, 2018) and encourages a whole-school 

approach to health education through its connection with the Health Promoting Schools 

Framework (Langford et al., 2015; Lynch, 2017; McCuaig, 2012; Nash et al., 2021, Nutbeam, 
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2000; Paakkari & Okan, 2019; Paakkari, 2015; Peralta et al., 2017; Whatman et al., 2019). 

The alignment between HL and other the propositions and the HL proposition’s underpinning 

theories, and the way it refers to the learning outcomes and subject matter of the AC:HPE 

have also been praised (Alfrey & Brown, 2013; Ezer et al., 2020; Peralta & Rowling, 2018). 

However, scholars have also acknowledged potential challenges posed by the HL 

proposition. Alfrey and Brown (2013) and McCuaig (2012) have highlighted the likelihood of 

a gap between curriculum intent and enactment, with the former suggesting that the focus on 

socio-critical pedagogies inherent in the HL proposition will be challenging for teachers. To 

that end, Alfrey and Brown (2013) caution that “a focus on action and [social] change …  

should not replace the core business of education” (p. 170). Additionally, as the AC:HPE is 

one of the few curriculums to refer to HL, authors have noted a lack of evidence around 

strategies aimed at increasing children’s HL (Alfrey & Brown, 2013; Nash et al., 2018). 

Relatedly, Alfrey and Brown (2013) have pointed out that although the AC:HPE suggests 

integrating the PSCH and MPA strands (see Section 1.2.1), there is minimal research on 

teacher practices to support the practicality of this suggestion. Lynch and Soukup (2016) 

suggested other challenges to the HL proposition, such as competing agendas within schools, 

the low priority given to health education, and a lack of qualified teachers, resources, and 

support. Lynch and Soukup (2016) also expressed concerns that the concept of HL may cause 

confusion because it is not self-explanatory. Although there are few studies on adolescent 

Australian HL levels and of HL in schools, Guo et al. (2021) stated that measuring and 

monitoring adolescents is essential to achieve AC:HPE goals. 
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2.2.6 Commentary About the CI Proposition 

Like the VM proposition, there is a relatively long history of critical approaches in 

Australian HPE curricula. Advocates of critical approaches have praised the CI proposition’s 

potential value for practitioners (e.g., Macdonald, 2013). Specifically, they have highlighted 

how it can support pedagogies that promote active learning, questioning of assumptions, and 

support lifelong problem-solving in varying contexts (Leahy et al., 2013; Macdonald, 2013). 

They have also explained how it can encourage reflection, negotiation, action, and other 

critical skills (Leahy et al., 2013; Macdonald, 2013). Moreover, advocates of the CI 

proposition have championed its potential to minimise the marginalisation of students and 

promote inclusiveness (Leahy & Simovska, 2017; Leahy et al., 2016; Macdonald, 2013). As 

such, the CI proposition has been a warmly welcomed inclusion in the AC:HPE within the 

HPE literature. 

Nevertheless, this advocacy has been measured. Leahy et al. (2013) have illustrated 

how, during the development of the AC:HPE, the various iterations of the curriculum 

materials used the notion of  CI in a range of different ways. They have shown how the 

AC:HPE draft documents contained various language changes, such as the change from 

‘question’ to ‘appraise’, and the introduction of interrogating ‘taken-for-granted assumptions.’ 

Leahy et al. (2013) then explained how this blend of student-centred, experimental, and 

problem-solving pedagogies, critical thinking skills, and a socio-critical approach to 

individual and community health persist in the final version. Despite CI not being a new 

concept in education (Macdonald, 2013), these varying uses of the term ‘CI’ have been 

identified as a potential translation weakness. For example, Martinson and Elia (2018) have 

warned that they may cause the proposition to lose its critical edge, and Hyndman et al. 

(2020) have argued that the proposition is unlikely to be addressed if schools maintain their 

traditional focus on the psychomotor learning objectives. Finally, Leahy et al. (2013) have 
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argued that the CI may not sit well with health promotion approaches prominent in HPE. 

Leahy et al. (2013) said that the emphasis should be on the nature of the knowledge in 

question (e.g., taken-for granted beliefs) rather than the teaching of cognitive skills.   

2.2.7 The Interconnectedness of the Propositions 

There is little debate in the literature about the interconnectedness of the propositions. 

Academics attest that the propositions provide an interrelated, mutually supported and non-

exhaustive framework that emphasises the educative and future-oriented ambitions of the 

AC:HPE. Indeed, Sperka et al. (2018) said that the interconnected propositions are integral for 

the HPE KLA to achieve its intentions. By way of illustration, Macdonald (2014) argued that 

focusing on health-promoting factors (i.e., SBA) makes the CI approach and (critical) HL 

apparent. Similarly, Ezer et al. (2019) and Fane et al. (2019) said the use of pedagogies that 

encourage students to apply critical skills to health issues in various contexts develops 

students’ HL via CI and SBA. The concept of HL also illustrates the interrelation between 

propositions well. Fane et al. (2019) and McCuaig (2012) argue that the three dimensions of 

HL scaffold student-centred learning and, when understood as personal and community 

resources, links to the SBA and EP propositions (see also Alfrey & Brown, 2013; McCuaig et 

al., 2013). Overall, the interconnectedness of the propositions has been viewed as a positive. 

 

2.3 Pre-Service HPE Teachers, HPE Teacher Education and the Propositions 

Research on how pre-service HPE teachers interpret and translate the AC:HPE propositions is 

scarce. Only two sources identified through the search described in Section 2.1 reported 

empirical research that were framed explicitly in relation to the propositions. In the first of 

these sources, Wright et al. (2018) interviewed 13 pre-service teachers who were about to 

graduate, about their experiences of health education during their practicums in order to 
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explore the prospects of these pre-service teachers being able to enact the EP and CI 

propositions. Wright et al. (2018) found that their participants drew heavily on a medico-

scientific view of health focused on risk at the individual level when explaining their 

interpretations of the purpose of health education. They also report that the pre-service 

teachers talked about translating these purposes through pedagogies perceived as engaging 

and relevant to young people, such as using technology to show advertising campaigns and or 

health statistics on the consequences of risky behaviours. Lastly, Wright et al. (2018) found 

that the participants did not value or use a socially critical approach to health education and 

that they therefore struggled to enact the CI proposition in health education contexts. 

The second relevant study was Fane et al’s (2019) investigation of how a cohort of 20 

pre-service PE teachers understood health education and their role as health educators. 

Analysing participants’ assessment task responses and reflective learning journals entries, 

Fane et al. (2019) found that these pre-service teachers had low levels of health literacy, 

limited understanding of health promotion, naïve assumptions about the social determinants 

of health, were unable to critique health promotion messages, and knew few strategies for 

teaching health education in pedagogically engaging ways. However, Fane et al. (2019) also 

found that the participants could recall health subject matter and conceptualised health 

education broadly in terms of the social, emotional, physical and cognitive dimensions of 

health. Overall, Fane et al. (2019) concluded that these pre-service teachers would struggle to 

enact health education in ways aligned with the SBA, HL and CI propositions. 

 Teacher education programs are a key site where pre-service teachers learn about the 

propositions. Indeed, Lambert and Penney (2020) have argued that teacher educators are key 

policy actors for interpreting and translating the AC:HPE, and O’Connor and Penney (2020) 

suggest that teacher educators should specifically demonstrate how to translate it. However, 

only two studies have so far explored in detail how the propositions could be embedded into 
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HPE teacher education programs. In the first of these studies, Lambert and O’Connor (2018) 

drew on Ball et al’s (2011) policy actor framework to analyse and theorise their own work 

enacting the AC:HPE within the teacher education courses they taught. A key focus of those 

enactments was the creation of a set of pedagogical resources designed to help pre-service and 

in-service teachers interpret and translate the five propositions. They found that the policy actor 

positions of entrepreneur, enthusiast, narrator, translator and transactor were critical to the 

success of their efforts, as were the roles of initiator, disruptor, motivator, connector, change 

maker and innovator. These findings illustrate how much can be involved in ensuring pre-

service teachers are properly prepared to enact innovations like the AC:HPE propositions. 

 Lambert and Penney (2020) conducted the second of these studies. In it, they used a 

dialogic research process and the same policy actor framework as Lambert and O’Connor 

(2018) to explore four teacher educators’ interpretations of the five propositions and their 

interconnections. They found that the collaborative process the teacher educators used helped 

them construct and debate individual and collective meanings of the propositions and a shared 

investment in supporting the enactment of the propositions in their pre-service program. 

Lambert and Penney (2020) argued that dialogue and debate between teacher educators like 

those they report are critical to the propositions shifting “from abstractions to school/classroom 

realities and meaningful visions of future practice” (p. 379). In so doing, Lambert and Penney 

(2020) advocated the importance of provocateur and entrepreneur policy actor positions. 

 

2.4 In-Service Teachers and the AC:HPE Propositions 

Research on how in-service teachers have interpreted and translated the AC:HPE propositions 

is also scarce. The most significant and detailed study of this topic is Lambert’s (2018) 

investigation of nine, “early-adopter,” in-service teachers’ initial interpretations of the five 

propositions. Lambert (2018) collected data about these understandings through participants’ 
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responses to activities within a workshop about the propositions. Lambert (2018) then 

analysed these data using an inductive approach. 

Given the similarity of Lambert’s (2018) study with the research presented in this 

thesis, and the shortage of comparable investigations, it is worth recounting Lambert’s (2018) 

findings and conclusion in detail. First, Lambert (2018) found that participants “saw” 

themselves and their work in the propositions and were relatively comfortable with how they 

and their colleagues were enacting them. Then, regarding each of the propositions in turn, 

Lambert (2018) found that participants: 

• Were invested in the EP proposition through their general knowledge of learning 

goals, developmental progression and innovative pedagogical approaches 

• Had an appreciation of the SBA’s underlying meanings and its connection with other 

propositions, but had trouble providing HPE-specific examples of salutogenesis 

• Had a partial and incomplete understanding of the HL proposition that showed a 

disconnect between what health is and who should teach it and how 

• Interpreted the VM proposition in terms of fun and as related to the use of tactical 

approaches to games teaching, such as Games Sense 

• Predominately interpreted the CI proposition in terms of higher-order cognitions but 

acknowledged the role of challenging and critiquing taken-for-granted assumptions.  

Lambert (2018) summarised these findings as highlighting “conceptual mis-interpretations 

and/or shallow readings of individual propositions as well as some uncertainty around the 

ways in which they may be interrelated, integrated or could inform each other” (pp. 137-138). 

As a consequence, Lambert (2018) called for future research on what the propositions looked 

like when enacted by in-service teachers in authentic HPE contexts and by HPE pre-service 

teachers in teacher education programs. Lambert (2018) argued that this “what and how” 
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research was necessary to prevent the propositions from being interpreted and translated in 

ways that reproduced traditional practices in HPE rather than producing new ones. 

Some data about in-service teachers’ interpretations and translations of the 

propositions have also been briefly presented in the commentaries summarised in Section 2.2. 

DinanThompson (2013) presented teacher and student voices captured at a Traditional 

Indigenous Games event for primary school students, as a means of provoking discussion 

about challenges to enacting the EP proposition. DinanThompson (2013) argued that these 

data showed the potential for teachers to translate the EP proposition within HPE pedagogy 

and curriculum. However, DinanThompson (2013) also argued that there was little evidence 

of a focus of assessment in these data. According to DinanThompson, this absence was 

concerning because the successful translation of the EP proposition required teachers to align 

curriculum, pedagogy and assessment. In addition to DinanThompson (2013) and McCuaig et 

al. (2013) provided an overview of a research initiative that attempted to adopt a SBA to HL 

in three Queensland secondary schools. They reported that while teachers were generally 

positive about the student-centred approach inherent in the SBA, the teachers also 

experienced difficulty shifting their role from expert to facilitator. McCuaig et al. (2013) also 

reported that as a result of this difficulty, some teachers “were considering modifications of 

the Health Literacy unit that would reassert a more pathogenic, teacher-directed orientation” 

(p. 119). 

2.5 Analysis and Conclusions 

The majority of sources identified through the search strategy outlined in Section 2.1 

were research essays commenting on and critically reviewing the five propositions before the 

current version of the AC:HPE was published. As illustrated in Sections 2.3 and 2.4, the 

minority of sources were articles presenting the findings of empirical research. However, 
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although there have been few studies about how pre-service and in-service teachers interpret 

and translate the five AC:HPE propositions, it is noticeable that many of the concerns 

expressed in the commentaries are evident in these findings. For example, Lambert’s (2018) 

findings in relation to the HL and VM propositions are consistent with the concerns raised by 

Alfrey and Brown (2013) and Brown (2013a) about the challenges of avoiding superficial or 

inaccurate interpretations and translations of these two propositions. Similarly, Wright et al’s 

(2018) findings about the difficulties pre-service teachers had interpreting the CI proposition 

reflect concerns in commentaries about the fuzzy meanings of CI embedded in the AC:HPE 

(e.g., Leahy et al., 2013). These findings are also consistent with much related research that is 

not explicitly focused on enactments of the AC:HPE propositions. Such work has reinforced 

the challenges of aligning curriculum, pedagogy and assessment (e.g., Penney et al., 2009; 

Williams et al. 2020a), understanding Arnold’s dimensions of learning (e.g., Pill & Stolz, 

2015, 2017; Stolz & Thorburn, 2017), teaching health literacy (e.g., Nash et al., 2021, Peralta 

& Rowling, 2018), adopting salutogenic approaches to teaching health (e.g., Whatman et al., 

2019) or using critical pedagogies (e.g., Dixon et al., 2021; Murphy et al., 2014) more 

broadly. Consistencies like these are problematic because they highlight the challenges 

confronting those trying to ensure the propositions live up to their potential for “pedagogic 

action” (Penney, 2013) that will transform practices in Australian HPE. 

Given these consistencies, calls for teacher professional development about 

interpreting and translating the propositions are reasonable and unsurprising (e.g., Lambert, 

2018). Furthermore, calls to focus on teacher educators as enactors of the propositions (e.g., 

Lambert & O’Connor, 2018; Lambert & Penney, 2020) are one the ways teacher education 

can help prepare pre-service teachers to understand and use the propositions in authentic ways 

(e.g., Wright et al., 2018, Fane et al., 2019) make sense. As Lambert (2018) has argued 

“flooding the marketplace with engaged ‘policy actors’ [i.e., pre-service teachers who 
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understand and can use the propositions] has the potential to dilute stale waters” (p. 138). The 

study reported in this thesis answers this call. Specifically, it will seek to investigate how pre-

service teachers interpret and translate all five propositions. In this way, it will build upon the 

empirical insights provided by Wright et al. (2018) and Fane et al. (2019), who each focused 

on interpretations of some rather than all the propositions. By examining translations, it will 

try to understand the role of context in pre-service teachers’ enactments of the propositions. 

Finally, this thesis will also connect its findings to the commentaries and speculations about 

the propositions that have been published. 

The alignment of findings and initial commentaries was not the only consistency 

evident in this review of literature. The use of Ball et al’s (2011) policy actor framework and 

their broader theoretical approach to educational policy enactment was a recurring feature of 

the research reviewed. Most of this research was done by Penney, Lambert and O’Connor 

(Lambert, 2018; Lambert & O’Connor, 2018; Lambert & Penney, 2020; Penney, 2013). The 

use of Ball et al’s (2011) framework has not been unique to studies of the AC:HPE 

propositions. It has also been used in studies of HPE curriculum in other years of schooling 

and in other education systems (e.g., Jones & Penney, 2019). Therefore, this study will also 

draw on this framework (see Chapters 1 and 3). Other theoretical approaches used in the 

literature reviewed in this study include biopedagogy (Wright et al., 2018), constructivism in 

practice (Fane et al., 2019), genealogy (Wrench, 2019) and discourse analysis 

(DinanThompson, 2013; Ezer et al., 2019; Hyndman et al., 2020; Leahy et al., 2013). 

Similarly, a number of common data collection methods are evident in the literature 

review. Notably, most of the relevant empirical research data reported has been in some way 

dialogic or conversational. Wright et al. (2018), McCuaig et al. (2013) and DinanThompson 

(2013) used interviews, and Lambert and O’Connor (2018) and Lambert and Penney (2020) 

captured participants’ understandings and interpretations through exchanges in emails, during 
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meetings, and in comments on shared texts about the propositions. Participant commentary on 

artefacts like these also featured in Lambert’s (2018) study of in-service teachers. These 

interpersonal processes of meaning-making are highly appropriate in studies that seek to gain 

insight into participants’ individual and collective interpretations of the propositions. Since 

they are central to teachers’ real-world translations of the propositions, the use of artefacts to 

help generate data is also a strength of the work reviewed in this chapter (e.g., Lambert and 

O’Connor, 2018). Thus, these two strengths will be incorporated into this study (see Chapter 

3). Nevertheless, it should be noted that few studies have combined interview data with policy 

artefacts. Doing so would have provided deeper insights by allowing participants’ 

interpretations and translations of the propositions to be examined from multiple angles, 

adding to the trustworthiness of the findings (Armour & Macdonald, 2012). 

In summary, knowledge of how pre-service teachers interpret and translate the 

AC:HPE propositions is limited. Given the relatively young age of the AC:HPE, this gap in 

knowledge is understandable. However, given the importance of the propositions to the 

enactment of the AC:HPE, this gap is also significant. This study seeks to address this gap by 

looking at interpretations and translations of all the propositions. Building on the strengths of 

existing literature, it will do so using a theoretical approach common in research on the 

propositions and using methods that involve conversation and policy artefacts that are well-

suited to investigating participants’ interpretations and translations. The following chapter 

overviews the philosophical and theoretical underpinnings of the study and describes the 

study’s design. 
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3.0 Research design 

This chapter describes the research design used to answer this study’s research questions. 

Section 3.1 discusses the theoretical perspectives underpinning the research.  The study’s 

design, that is, participants, selection criteria, sample size and data collection instruments are 

explored in Section 3.2. Section 3.3 describes and justifies using reflexive thematic analysis to 

analyse the data. Finally, Section 3.4 discusses ethical considerations related to the study.  

 

3.1 Philosophical Perspectives 

3.1.1 Ontology 

Ontology can be defined as understanding reality (i.e., what is happening) and how people see 

the world (Azzouni, 2017). Ontology is sometimes used as a synonym for metaphysics (i.e., the 

study of understanding existence) (Cambridge University Press, 2020; Jacquette, 2014). The 

purpose of studying reality is to understand the universe and ascertain 'truths' about it. 

Therefore, ontology examines the reality of 'things' (e.g., people) or 'events' (e.g., a curriculum 

reform). Studying ontology can, therefore, be a descriptive or explanatory task (Azzouni, 2017; 

Jacquette, 2014). 

There are two generic labels relating to ontology: constructivism, and objectivism. 

Constructivism proposes that individuals and groups generate meanings (Cupchik, 2001). In 

other words, individuals reflect upon prior experiences to create ‘rules’ to understand their 

experiences and these rules guide how they see the world (Runehov et al., 2013). Consequently, 

there is no universal “truth,” with experiences open to a variety of interpretations (University 

of Sheffield, 2020).  

In contrast, objectivism asserts that there is an objective “knowable” truth. According 

to this tradition, every person in possession of objective knowledge about a particular 
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phenomenon should perceive it or interpret it in the same way (Yarusso, 1992). Therefore, 

judgements on truths are considered independent of the human mind and experiences (The 

Metaphysics Research Lab, 2015).  

The ontological objective of this study was to understand how pre-service teachers’ 

interact with the propositions and specifically, to understand pre-service teachers’ perceptions 

of HPE through their interpretations and translations of the propositions. This study adopted 

‘policy as curriculum enactment’ (Ball et al., 2012) as a theoretical framework informing the 

investigation. According to this theory different contexts will result in varying translations by 

individual actors (Lynch & Soukup, 2016). Accordingly, a constructivist perspective 

underpinned this study due to its interpretive focus. Here, it was assumed that knowledge 

obtained from the pre-service teachers’ responses will had been influenced by the five 

proposition statements as well as social conditions influencing their interpretation (e.g., context 

and prior knowledge) (Thiselton, 2009).  

It was thought that pre-service teachers’ enactments of curriculum were dependent on 

the ‘rules’ and meanings pre-service teachers have created from their prior experiences 

(Runehov et al., 2013). As a result of this, different interpretations of the propositions were 

inevitable (DinanThompson, 2013). By way of illustration, a postgraduate pre-service teacher 

who has a background in epidemiology may had been conversant in HL, whereas a colleague 

with an exercise science background may had been more confident and knowledgeable about 

VM. 

The low-descriptive nature of the AC:HPE means that there will be more than one way 

to interpret the propositions (Yarusso 1992). Accordingly, it was reasonable to expect that pre-

service teachers will draw on prior experiences and personal values when communicating their 

interpretation and translation of the propositions. Consequently, curriculum users’ reflections 
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on the propositions and beliefs concerning their translation cannot be separated from each other 

(Yarusso, 1992). It can thus be suggested that the AC:HPE will be enacted by how one 

understands and responds implicitly or explicitly to the propositions (Wrench & Garrett, 2015).  

The focus of this study was to understand how pre-service HPE teachers interpret and 

translate the AC:HPE’s five propositions. During data collection, the researcher asked ‘what’ 

and ‘why’ questions throughout the interviews. This was to encourage participants to justify 

their interpretation of the propositions or their enactment intentions. Specifically, ‘why’ 

questions helped understand the contextual factors affecting participants interpretation and 

translation in accordance with ‘policy as curriculum enactment’ (Ball et al., 2012).  

3.1.2 Phenomenology 

This study investigated an experience of an event and the consciousness of participants in that 

event (Sokolowski, 2000). The term ‘event’ was used in this thesis to refer to the schooling 

context (either real or fabricated from prior experience in schools) the unit plan was created to 

target. Participants referring to their unit plans during interviews led to explanations of why 

they translated the propositions in the way they did. By referring to unit plans, the participants 

reflected on what they learnt from this event (e.g., what they would do differently). 

The notion of intentionality was assumed in this study, thus justifying the use of 

phenomenology (Sokolowski, 2000). For instance, the interviews investigated if pre-service 

teachers had a disposition towards translating a proposition in a particular way. Other examples 

included understanding the participant’s thoughts about developing a lesson or learning task 

from the unit plan, and/or disposition towards a contextual factor (e.g., a type of student). 

Intentionality follows the work of Murphy et al. (2014) in understanding teachers’ dispositions 

towards gender. 
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This study included a small sample size, but aimed to generate rich, thick descriptions 

of the phenomenon under investigation (Barnacle, 2001). A small sample size enabled the 

researcher to go into detail about participants’ interpretations and translations, as opposed to 

having a large sample size and potentially gathering less detailed responses from participants 

(Sokolowski, 2000). 

A further reason why this study adopted a phenomenological perspective with respect 

to interpreting participant’s responses was that the primary researcher needed to bracket prior 

assumptions about participants’ responses (Sokolowski, 2000) to allow for the pre-service 

teachers’ viewpoints to be revealed and reported on while reducing researcher bias (Barnacle, 

2001). The notion of suspending judgements concerning either data or specific findings is 

consistent with the approach used in other studies cited in the literature review that sought to 

investigate the knowledge of a specific social group, such as in-service teachers (e.g., SueSee 

& Barker, 2019). 

Horizontalization (i.e., not favouring particular viewpoints) and the organisation of data 

into themes was a feature of this study’s methodological approach (Barnacle, 2001). 

Throughout the interviews and during analysis, all data was treated impartially, with responses 

having equal weight in terms of their contribution to the analysis. This is because, as noted 

above, it is assumed that there was no ‘right’ way to interpret and translate the propositions 

(Lambert, 2018). To assist in minimising the impact of potential researcher bias, data was 

analysed using thematic analysis, with coding of selected transcripts checked with the 

supervisory team as discussed below. 

The final reason that phenomenology was adopted for this study was the expectation 

that imaginative variation may had been evident in the data (Barnacle, 2001). This thesis 

reported on the various perspectives pre-service teachers had on how to enact the propositions 
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in school environments. The notion of imaginative variation in research is consistent with the 

approach adopted in the study by Lambert (2018). 

3.1.3 Qualitative Research 

Qualitative researchers seek to understand the social world (Merriam & Grenier, 2019) by 

gaining data (i.e., what can be heard, read, and seen) in natural settings. Natural settings can 

include authentic activities, events, people, and places (Rossman & Rallis, 2017). As qualitative 

researchers attempt to understand the social world, their inquiry is grounded in constructivism 

and empiricism. Constructivism infers that the researchers interpret their data with reference to 

the environment in which the data was collected (Stake, 1995; Yin, 2003).  

Qualitative researchers are interested in people's behaviours, beliefs, experiences and 

interactions at a particular time and context (Merriam & Grenier, 2019; Pathak et al., 2013). To 

understand people, participants in qualitative studies are given a voice. As such, the relationship 

between the researcher and participant is less formal than in quantitative studies (Pathak et al., 

2013). Qualitative researchers also attempt to understand people's perceptions. This is because 

these researchers accept that there is no necessarily fixed or universally agreed meaning with 

respect to language, symbols, or events. As a result, participants in qualitative studies will often 

highlight different aspects of same phenomena, as they have constructed their own 

interpretations (Merriam & Grenier, 2019). For this study it was expected that participants 

would highlight different factors (Merriam & Grenier, 2019) when interpreting and translating 

the propositions. Accordingly, each participant was given a voice (Pathak et al., 2013) 

acknowledging that there was no single way to interpret nor translate the propositions 

(DinanThompson, 2013). Therefore, it was appropriate to investigate different participant’s 

interpretations, translations and identification of factors that influenced their viewpoints. These 

differences in opinions were expected and consistent with the findings of studies cited in the 

literature review (e.g., Akehurst et al., 2020; Lambert, 2018; Lynch, 2017). 
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In qualitative studies, the researcher drives how the research unfolds. In other words, 

they make choices that shape the inquiry process (Rossman & Rallis, 2017). For example, 

researchers have a choice of various non-numerical methods including observations, 

interviews, and text analysis (Pathak et al., 2013). Researchers then use their choice of analysis 

(e.g., content, narrative and, in this study’s case, thematic analysis) to create thick descriptions 

of phenomena by drawing conclusions about participants' experiences (Merriam & Grenier, 

2019; Pathak et al., 2013). 

Researchers approach qualitative studies from the interpretive perspective. 

Interpretation means inferring meaning with respect to the data collected and making 

connections to particular aspects of the research problem. An example of this approach includes 

this study’s use of thematic analysis which coded responses into themes and subthemes.  

This study investigated people’s beliefs and experiences at a specific time and within 

specific contexts (Merriam & Grenier, 2019; Pathak et al., 2013). It investigated how pre-

service teachers interpreted (beliefs) and translated (experience) the propositions. From the 

perspective of Ball et al’s (2012) policy as curriculum enactment, these interpretations and 

translations can be understood as occurring at a specific time and based upon a school context 

which participants have re-created for their unit plans. Participants’ enactments will change 

over time. This is because participants gain more knowledge of the AC:HPE and translate the 

curriculum in different contexts. The notion of contextual influence is consistent with the 

reviewed literature (e.g., Lambert, 2018; Penney, 2013).  

A further reason for adopting a qualitative perspective was that this study referred to the 

natural settings of schools as sites of implementation for their units through questioning 

(Rossman & Rallis, 2017). Pre-service teachers had the opportunity to discuss their translation 

of the propositions by referring to their unit plans from their practicum experiences or school 
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settings that they re-created for their unit plan implementation. It is acknowledged however, 

that due the disruption to practicums caused by COVID, most participants commented on the 

translation of their unit plans using fictitious school contests created as part of their university 

assignment. The reference to natural settings is consistent with studies cited in the literature 

review that used school sites as authentic contexts (e.g., Akehurst et al., 2020; Lynch, 2017). 

Aligning with Akehurst et al. (2020), thick descriptions were attained from interviews and were 

presented via a thematic analysis (Cohen et al., 2018). 

Constructivism, empiricism, and interpretive theoretical perspectives informed this 

study. These research orientations were evident in this study as the primary researcher 

interpreted the data gained from interviews to comprehend how pre-service teachers interpreted 

and translated the propositions (Merriam & Grenier, 2019). The approach adopted to 

interpreting data follows Lambert (2018), who interpreted responses from workshop activities. 

Empiricism was evident in this thesis as participants shared knowledge during interviews 

relating to their experience translating the propositions (Rossman & Rallis, 2017). The focus 

on pre-service teachers’ experiences of the propositions in this study relates to other studies that 

examined teachers’ experiences (e.g., Akehurst et al., 2020; Lynch, 2017). 

3.1.4 Methodological Perspectives 

Methodology refers to both the theoretical perspectives that frame the study and the practical 

aspects of research design (method) including data collection and data analysis. Taken together, 

consistency across these aspects of the research process enables the researcher to draw reasoned 

and meaningful findings from the study (Perri & Bellamy, 2011).  

For this qualitative study, data was interpreted as a series of representations (Clarke, 

1998). Representations depend on the context (e.g., the content and setting to be studied) and 

people (e.g., participants) involved in the study. Qualitative research therefore tends to occur 
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within natural social settings. This is so researchers can interpret the meanings the participants 

in a study attach to particular phenomena.  

This study used interviews and documents as data sources.  Interviews were used to gain 

participants’ interpretations relating to the propositions. To understand how pre-service 

teachers translate these propositions, unit plans that they have created for an AC:HPE class 

were used as an artifact to focus participants’ responses in an interview approach referred to as 

stimulated recall (Cohen et al., 2018). 

This study therefore adopted a qualitative perspective whereby the researcher analysed 

the interpretations of the propositions that participants gave during the interviews and reported 

these findings as ‘thick’ descriptions representing the relationships between interviewees’ 

perceptions and the phenomenon of curriculum planning and implementation (see Heidegger, 

2008). This study, as per the theory of policy as curriculum enactment (Ball et al., 2012), 

highlighted that these representations are dependent on the school context for which the unit 

plans were intended and interviewees knowledge and experiences. 

3.1.5 Justifying the Theoretical Perspective – Policy as Curriculum Enactment 

Based on the definition given in Chapter 1 regarding policy as curriculum enactment, there is a 

dynamic between enactment context (Lynch, 2017; Penney, 2013), policy actors (Brown & 

Whittle, 2021; Penney, 2013) and policy texts. In other words, there are many human and non-

human factors involved when policy is translated. These factors, as noted above, include the 

schooling context in which the propositions are enacted, such as student demographics and 

school resources (Dixon et al., 2021; Lambert, 2018; Sperka et al., 2018; SueSee & Barker, 

2019; Wrench, 2019). This phenomenon has been identified in studies conducted by Hulme 

Chambers et al. (2017), Preston (2013) and Smith et al. (2013), who pointed out that sexuality 

and relationship education is dependent on such factors as school policies, curriculum outlines, 
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teacher perceptions, and the school’s social and economic status. By drawing on the concepts 

of policy, enactment and context, Brown (2013b), Penney and Evans (1999) and Brown and 

Whittle (2021) used the term ‘slippage’ to explain differences between curriculum intent in 

policy text to what is enacted in the classroom.   

Schools are complex organisations (Bowles et al., 2017; McCuaig, 2012), in which 

teachers intending to implement curriculum must reflect on contextual factors relating to 

localised settings (O’Connor & Penney, 2020). Due to varying environments in which teachers 

work, it cannot be assumed that policy will be implemented the same way in every context 

(Sperka et al., 2018; SueSee & Barker, 2019). Moreover, with the introduction of new curricula, 

policy and changing school socio-demographics, practitioners may be challenged to adapt or 

change existing school practices (Lynch, 2015a). For example, Hulme Chambers et al. (2017) 

concluded that schools should collaborate with communities when planning sexuality and 

relationship education lessons, thereby potentially altering the context of curriculum planning 

and pedagogy. Thus, school context and the dynamics of power-relations all play a part in the 

enactment of the AC:HPE (Penney, 2013). As every stakeholder is potentially a policy actor of 

some sort, the question then becomes ‘whose voice is relevant’ (Brown & Whittle, 2021; 

Penney, 2013).  

However, with respect to policy implementation, there are also historical factors that 

are in play. It is known, for example, that teachers revert to traditional practices when it comes 

to policy/curriculum change (e.g., see DinanThompson, 2013; Penney, 2013). It is also known 

that to change enactment, professional development and changes with respect to teachers’ 

philosophies relating to pedagogy is needed (Alfrey & Brown, 2013). It is important to consider 

past actions relating to previous curriculum changes, school context, teacher voice and agency 

(Lambert, 2018; Lynch, 2017), as these factors provide important context regarding change. 
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However, it is unknown how pre-service teachers interpret the AC:HPE propositions and, based 

on the intermeshing of interpretation and context, how they translate those propositions. 

Given the above observations, policy as curriculum enactment was a justifiable 

framework for this thesis as the AC:HPE does not tell teachers how to implement it (see 

ACARA, 2020b). Therefore, its implementation will depend on teachers’ interpretation and 

contextual factors relating to specific school sites (Macdonald, 2012). The enactment of 

curriculum text may also differ from curriculum designers’ visions. This is due to how different 

policy actors interpret the text (Leahy et al., 2013; Penney, 2013; Rossi et al., 2009; SueSee & 

Barker, 2019). Despite this, curriculum documents, according to Penney (2010) and SueSee 

and Barker (2019) influence the enacted curriculum. Therefore, this study considered the 

curricular potential of the AC:HPE to influence how participants consider translation and 

enactment (c.f. SueSee and Barker, 2019).  

The extensive use of policy as curriculum enactment in HPE curriculum research, the 

paradigm in which this study resides, further justifies its adoption in this thesis. A key example 

of such use is Lambert’s (2018) study of the role of context in in-service teachers’ 

interpretations of the AC:HPE propositions. Other relevant examples include the work of Alfrey 

et al. (2017), O’Connor and Penney (2020), Penney (2013), Fitzpatrick and Burrows (2017), 

and Lambert and colleagues (Lambert & O’Connor, 2018; Lambert & Penney, 2020). Each of 

these researchers have explored the complex relations between knowledge, power, and context 

by drawing on Ball et al.’s (2012) post-structural theorisation of policy processes and policy 

work. As such, they provide important foundation stones for the analysis to be conducted in 

this thesis. 
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3.2 Study Design 

3.2.1 Participants Characteristics and Recruitment Context 

The study participants included five undergraduates from University 1 (pseudonym) who were 

majoring in HPE (three males and two females) and one undergraduate female participant from 

University 2 (pseudonym). Due to the COVID-19 pandemic, the original strategy for recruiting 

participants for the study had to be adapted. The original plan was to recruit participants in this 

study from University 1’s postgraduate HPE students who studied the AC:HPE in trimester 

one, 2020. By the time interviews commenced in late 2020, these participants would have 

completed a practicum in their first trimester teaching junior secondary. During the recruitment 

stage, however, no one from this cohort volunteered to participate in the study. As a result of 

this, the participant pool was increased to include various cohorts within University 1’s 

undergraduate HPE degree. This resulted in five participants being recruited. As the ideal 

sample size was considered to be at least six participants, the primary researcher recruited an 

additional participant who, at the time of the interview, had completed her final semester of her 

undergraduate HPE degree from University 2. The final group of participants for the study 

included mature-aged students who had varying life experiences (e.g., several previous 

occupations) along with those who began studying secondary HPE immediately after their 

secondary schooling.  

A key reason for choosing participants from University 1 was because of the ease of 

access to a potential participant pool. The principal supervisor for this study was the course 

convenor for the Junior Secondary and Senior Secondary HPE curriculum subjects. As a result, 

the principal supervisor was able to provide the primary researcher access to the group for 

recruitment purposes via mass email contact. The primary researcher contacted the participant 

from University 2 directly. 
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3.2.2 Selection Criteria 

This study used a convenience sampling method to source participants (Cohen et al., 2018) 

from University 1’s undergraduate HPE undergraduate degree program and one participant 

from University 2. A convenience sample, “involves choosing the nearest individuals to serve 

as respondents and continuing that process until the required sample size has been attained of 

those who happen to be available and accessible at the time” (Cohen et al., 2018, p. 218). 

Cohorts from University 1 and the participant from University 2 were chosen as they were 

studying to become secondary HPE teachers and had completed university courses that taught 

the AC:HPE.  

For the purposes of recruitment, the principal supervisor requested that the primary 

researcher send a mass email to the various cohorts from University 1 through the course 

website. This email included information on the purpose of the study and explanation of the 

potential benefits of participating, timeframes of the interviews, time commitment, inform 

consent sheet, and details for contacting the primary researcher via email to express interest in 

participating in the study. The single participant from University 2 was convenient to access 

and was approached in-person to take part in the study. 

3.2.3 Sample Size 

Due to the use of convenience sampling, there was no pre-set upper limit on the sample of 

participants. As everyone that volunteered to complete the study fit the criteria of having studied 

the AC:HPE, there was no reason to reject any potential participants from the study (Cohen et 

al., 2018). To entice participation and thank participants in their involvement in the study, an 

incentive was given. The incentive was a $50 shopping voucher. This incentive was aligned 

with Griffith University’s research ethics manual (Griffith University, 2017). 

A sample of six participants was considered optimal for this study for two reasons. First, 

a sample size of six participants was comparable with the methodological precedent set by 
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previous research on this topic (see Chapter 2). For example, Fane et al. (2019) and Murphy et 

al. (2014) each interviewed five participants, Pill and Stolz (2017) and SueSee and Barker 

(2019) each interviewed six participants, and Wrench and Garrett (2015) interviewed seven 

participants. Data saturation was claimed in all these examples. 

Second, a sample size of six participants achieved data saturation and avoided 

insufficient data collection. Data saturation is “the point at which no new themes of codes 

‘emerge’ from data” (Braun & Clarke, 2021a, p. 201). Data saturation is therefore important 

from an epistemological perspective. However, the concept of data saturation also has an ethical 

dimension. Recruiting participants beyond the point at which no new themes of codes are 

generated places disrupts the lives of more people than was necessary to meet the objectives of 

the study. According to Creswell (2007), six participants can be sufficient to generate rich, 

qualitative data, particularly when the population from which the participants are sampled is 

relatively homogeneous vis-à-vis the focus of the research. As noted in Section 3.2.1, all 

participants were undergraduate pre-service teachers who had had very similar university and 

practicum experiences at the time of the study. Furthermore, as shown in Chapters 4 and 5, a 

key set of themes and codes were generated relatively quickly, suggesting data saturation was 

achieved. 

3.2.4 Data Collection Instruments 

This thesis used one-on-one, semi-structured interviews as the main source of data collection. 

Due to COVID-19 restrictions, all interviews were conducted online via Microsoft Teams. 

Semi-structured interviews are when “researchers present the same topics to all participants, 

but do not need to ask the questions in a specific order or use the same wording in each 

interview” (Armour & Macdonald, 2012). This approach allowed the researcher to depart from 

the set questions to take up a line of inquiry that may have added significant information or 

insights. This is in line with Williams et al.’s (2020b) suggestion that semi-structured interviews 
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enable the researcher to explore the responses of participants in adequate depth in order to 

answer research questions.  

The interviews began by confirming informed consent from interviewees to participate 

in the study and for the interview to be audio recorded via computer. Next, the participants were 

asked to answer background information questions (e.g., why they chose to become a HPE 

teacher). This helped the interviewer gain rapport with each interviewee (Armour & 

Macdonald, 2012). Following this, interviewees were asked a set of questions relating to how 

they interpreted each proposition. 

The final part of the interview involved participants analysing an AC:HPE unit plan 

they created from an university course and/or a practicum. The purpose of analysing unit plans 

was to understand how pre-service teachers translated the propositions and how the 

implementation context influenced their decisions. Participants explained how and why they 

translated the propositions in the way they did. Analysing unit plans also served as an 

opportunity for reflection by the participants (e.g., what could be improved upon). Interviews 

lasted approximately forty-five minutes. A list of prepared questions that were used in the 

interviews were as follows (Table 2). 

Table 2: Interview Questions 

Structure Research questions for my thesis 

Demographic 

information 

• Age range (20-24; 25-29; 30-34, etc.) 

• Gender 

• Experience in education (and HPE). 

• Experience with the AC:HPE. 

• Qualifications 
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• Employment history 

• Reasons for studying a postgraduate degree. Why HPE? 

Explanation/analysis 

• How do pre-

service teachers 

interpret and 

translate the 

AC:HPE's five 

propositions? 

• What influences 

these 

interpretations 

and translations? 

 

• INTERPRET: 

• What is your definition of <insert proposition>? 

• What pedagogies and assessment instruments do you think 

would allow for the implementation of the five propositions? 

• In what settings and how did you learn about the five 

propositions? 

• Do you think that <insert proposition> is of worth within the 

AC:HPE? Why? If no, what alternative would you suggest and 

why? 

• Do you believe that there is interconnectedness between some 

or all the propositions? Which ones? Why? 

• How well do you think you can implement <insert 

proposition>? Why? 

• Would propositions, if any, do you feel you have strengths and 

weaknesses in understanding and applying? Why? 

• TRANSLATE: 

• Describe the context in which the unit plan was created. 

• How have you implemented <insert proposition> into your 

lesson/unit plan (drawing on specific examples)? 

• What factors influenced your implementation in each of the 

propositions? 
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• What pedagogies and assessments did you implement? Why? 

How do these relate to the five propositions? 

• Do you think that this implementation of each of the five 

propositions could be improved? How so? Why would this be 

an improvement? 

3.2.5 Data Collection Instrument Justification and Considerations 

There are good reasons for using the interview method. First, this purposeful conversation 

allowed interviewees to discuss their experiences, pedagogical practices, and philosophies 

(Overton et al., 2017) in a manner that answered the research questions. For example, to 

understand how pre-service teachers interpret the propositions, one question asked was, “in 

your own words, what does VM mean”? Another benefit for using this method was that if 

participants did not understand a question, it was rephrased. The semi-structured and one-on-

one format also allowed participants’ voices to be celebrated (Armour & Macdonald, 2012). 

Specifically, the interviews allowed “the participants share their experiences and perspectives, 

which are never wrong, hence, their voices can be heard” (Lynch, 2015b, p. 92). Lynch and 

Soukup (2016) mentioned that using the same open-ended questions, such as those in Table 2 

allowed easy comparability between participants’ responses. 

There was also merit for the primary researcher to conduct all of the interviews. The 

primary researcher was both a recent graduate from the same undergraduate pre-service teacher 

education degree as the interviewees from University 1, and had extensive knowledge of the 

AC:HPE beyond undergraduate training. As such, the primary researcher held “both an insider 

and outsider researcher position” (Akehurst et al., 2020, p. 88). 

There were also some issues related to semi-structured interviews that had to be 

managed during the interview. One example was that interviews sometimes went off-track. This 
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was a problem as data required to answer the research questions were not attained during off-

track conversations (Cohen et al., 2018). This issue was managed by the primary researcher 

directing the participant back to the issue related to the question posed and using the table of 

questions to check responses against each question.  

There were advantages in having respondents refer to their unit plans during interviews. 

For one, it allowed research questions relating to translation and context to be answered with 

direct reference to the assessment. Analysing unit plans also allowed participants to draw upon 

their own work. This meant that they could articulate their answers clearly, gave them their own 

voice, and as such, respondents may have perceived the study to be relevant to them. 

There were also implications to consider when analysing unit plans. One implication 

was that some participants had not focused on all the propositions (nor equally) and felt in some 

cases that they were ‘wrong’. To manage this erroneous assumption, the researcher reminded 

participants that there was no single way to implement the AC:HPE (DinanThompson, 2013). 

Thus, they were reassured that their responses were not incorrect (Lynch, 2017).  

Using interviews and analysing unit plans was justified as it is congruent with studies 

cited in the literature reviewed. Fane et al. (2019), for example, interviewed five pre-service 

teachers and analysed their journals. Lynch (2017) interviewed in-service teachers as well as 

analysed their work and observed them teaching. Epistemologically, such approaches allowed 

these researchers to find knowledge regarding what they were investigating, from a theoretical 

and practical perspective.  

3.3 Analysis 

3.3.1 Data Analysis Process 

Data was analysed using Braun and Clarke’s (2019, 2021b) six phases of reflexive analysis. 

Thematic analysis involves identifying categories and themes (Cohen et al., 2018). Reflexive 
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thematic analysis is theoretically flexible as it can be used in many science disciplines and with 

different frameworks. Reflexive thematic analysis is suited to investigating people’s 

perceptions, experiences, understandings, representations and meanings (Braun & Clarke, 

2021b). Braun and Clarke’s (2019, 2021b) six phases are: (1) familiarisation with the data, (2) 

coding, (3) generating initial themes, (4) reviewing themes, (5) defining and naming themes, 

and (6) writing up (Braun & Clarke, 2019, 2021b). The following discussion explains how each 

phase was used to analyse the data in this study. 

 The first phase, familiarisation with the data, involved the primary researcher reading 

the interview transcripts multiple times to become familiar with the content (Braun & Clarke, 

2019, 2021b). Each transcript (six in total; one for each participant) was initial transcribed via 

Griffith University’s speech-to-text services and saved on Griffith University’s password-

protected storage services. The primary researcher then read each transcript whilst listening to 

the audio recording of the interviews to ensure that the transcriptions were correct.  

 Once the transcripts were checked by the primary researcher against the audio recording 

of the interviews, each transcript was imported into NVivo software. Here, the second phase, 

coding, took place. Coding involved the primary researcher assigning excerpts of transcript data 

to codes which were labelled according to common themes that were evident in the data (Braun 

& Clarke, 2019, 2021b; Scharp & Sanders, 2018). At this stage, one full transcript was coded 

by both the primary researcher and the associate supervisor. The resulting codes were compared 

and discussed as a measure to ameliorate the effects of researcher bias and to improve the 

reliability of the interview data analysis (Braun & Clarke, 2019). 

NVivo is a qualitative research software that allows texts to be categorised. For instance, 

in the case of this study for coding purposes, NVivo allows researchers group concepts within 

various texts together (Armour & Macdonald, 2012). As such, it is a useful tool for project 
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management and provides flexible analysis as groupings can be renamed, deleted or combined 

as the data analysis goes through progressive stages of refinement. For these reasons, along 

with the associate supervisor of this study having expertise in NVivo, the software was used for 

this study.  

 In the third phase of analysis, the primary researcher collated the codes to generate 

initial themes (Braun & Clarke, 2019, 2021b). The primary researcher grouped the codes in 

NVivo into three broad themes. These were (1) demographic details, (2) pre-service teachers’ 

interpretation and translation of the propositions, and (3) historical, socio-cultural, and 

contextual factors.  

 In the fourth phase of analysis, the primary research, principal supervisor, and associate 

supervisor then discussed these themes to determine their fit with the codes (also referred to as 

sub-themes) (c.f. Braun & Clarke, 2019, 2021b). The primary researcher re-read the interview 

transcripts to compare the original data with the original set of themes or codes. In addition, for 

the fifth stage of analysis, all members of the research team again discussed the final set of 

themes and sub-themes to ensure that they authentically reflected the interview data and were 

appropriately aligned to address the original research questions. 

 To fulfil the sixth phase of Braun and Clarke’s reflexive thematic analysis (2019, 

2021b), the organisational structure of codes and over-arching themes were then finalised and 

labelled. It was decided by the research team to have the first theme, “pre-service teachers’ 

interpretation and translation of the proposition”, and their relevant sub-themes, presented in 

the findings chapter of this thesis (Chapter 4). Participant biographies were also included in 

Chapter 4 as, according to Jachyra (2014) and Willig & Stainton (2017), these participant details 

enrich the interpretation of the data. Chapter 5 begins by comparing interviewees’ 

interpretations and translations to the ACARA (2020a) statements. This addressed research 
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question three. To answer research questions one and two, pre-service teachers’ interpretations 

and translations were compared to the findings in the literature review (see Chapter 2) and 

Ball’s (2012) notion of contextual dimensions of policy implementation and the roles of policy 

actors (comparing these with participants’ biographies) within the curriculum as policy 

enactment framework 

3.3.2 Justification for Using Reflexive Thematic Analysis 

Reflexive thematic analysis is an appropriate analysis tool to investigate similarities and 

differences in perspectives (Braun & Clarke, 2019, 2021b; Scharp & Sanders, 2018). 

Participants’ responses had some commonalities (e.g., referring to the same theories 

underpinning a proposition) and differences (e.g., different perceived worth of a proposition) 

across the dataset. Furthermore, the thematic analysis also highlighted whether or not a 

relationship existed between pre-service teachers’ interpretations and their translations (see 

Murphy et al., 2014). Accordingly, this study provided insight regarding what causes policy 

intention and implementation, and what barriers may be perceived that interfere with intended 

enactments. Another reason for using thematic analysis was to highlight what influenced pre-

service teachers’ views concerning enactment (Nowell et al., 2017). This is explored in 

Chapter 5 when discussing contextual dimensions of policy enactment and policy actor roles, 

as per the policy as curriculum enactment framework (Ball et al., 2012). 

In summary, thematic analysis allowed the research questions to be answered clearly 

(Willig & Stainton, 2017). For instance, the research question, ‘how do different pre-service 

HPE teachers interpret and translate the AC:HPE's five propositions in specific contexts given 

the resources available to them?’ was clearly answered in Chapter 5 of this thesis when 

discussing contextual dimensions. In another case, comparing pre-service teachers’ 

interpretation and translation to the ACARA (2020a) statements addressed the research 

question, ‘how can differences between pre-service HPE teachers in the enactment of the 
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AC:HPE's five propositions be explained?’ Similarly, comparing participants’ interpretation 

and translation to the findings in the existing scholarly literature allowed the findings of this 

study, enabled by thematic analysis, to compare findings with other studies. For example, this 

study found, in accordance with the findings of Fane et al. (2019) and Wright et al. (2018) 

that pre-service HPE teachers lacked specific content and pedagogical health knowledge.  

Previous research that was cited in this study’s literature review also used thematic 

analysis, providing further justification for adopting the approach for this study. For example, 

Murphy et al. (2014) used thematic analysis to identify themes regarding female’s 

participation in PE, supporting the idea that thematic analysis provides appropriate and 

rigorous treatment of the data for this kind of study.  

Ultimately, the use of the thematic analysis to answer the research questions provided 

a convenient structure for summarising and structuring the final report (Scharp & Sanders, 

2018). As interpretations, translations and context differed between each participant, grouping 

information into themes provided a method to summarise a range of responses. The themes 

provided subheadings for structuring the findings chapter of this thesis. 

3.4 Ethics 

The first consideration with respect to ethics was to obtain ethical clearance from the host 

university to conduct the study. After ethical clearance was obtained (Griffith University 

reference number: 2020/749), recruitment took place. The recruitment process involved 

obtaining written consent from participants to take part in the study. The first email contact to 

participants included an information package detailing the purpose of the study, its logistics and 

participants’ rights and benefits related to their role as informants in the study. The information 

detailed data management and storage, access to the results, and intellectual property. As well, 

this information was explained at the start of the recorded interview. Further, at the beginning 
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of each interview, a request was made for the participant to give consent to participate in the 

study under the stated conditions (Griffith University, 2017). 

Steps were taken to ensure the confidentiality of participants. First, the transcripts were 

inspected, and the names of any persons referred to were deleted. Second, any information that 

could potentially identify a participant or any organisation was deidentified. Interviewees are 

identified in Chapter 4 and 5 by a pseudonym (Commonwealth of Australia, 2018; Griffith 

University, 2017). 

Respect for persons involved in the research was a further ethical consideration. It was 

made clear in the email and at the beginning of the interviews that participants could terminate 

their participation in the study without any questions or penalty (Commonwealth of Australia, 

2018). Another way that this ethical consideration was managed was via obtaining informed 

consent (Griffith University, 2017).  

The fourth consideration related to beneficence and risk. The professional subject matter 

and online format of interviewing ensured no physical harm to participants. As the interviews 

were targeted at gaining knowledge regarding the enactment of the propositions, confidential 

or personal information was not revealed. The only potential risk from this study was the 

participant’s time loss associated with the interview. During this time, however, informants 

underwent a reflective exercise surrounding the AC:HPE. This reflection may have enhanced 

their knowledge and teaching quality as a consequence of the study. As noted above, 

participants were also given a small incentive ($50 shopping voucher) to partially compensate 

for their time (Griffith University, 2017).  

The fifth ethical consideration related to conflict of interest. The primary researcher had 

no personal or professional connections to anyone from the target cohort (Griffith University, 

2017). On another level, however, consideration was given to conflict of interest with respect 

to the principal supervisor’s role in participant recruitment. The principal supervisor provided 
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a conflict-of-interest statement on the consent form as he had some participants enrolled in one 

of his university courses. The principal supervisor communicated to potential participants from 

that group that participation in the study would have no positive or negative consequences for 

their course outcomes. Furthermore, it was made clear in that communication that although the 

cohort’s course convenor was part of the supervisory team for the study, there was no 

connection between the coursework subject and this project. Moreover, the reported timeline 

for the study also made clear that the primary supervisor could only know who participated in 

the study once grades were finalised for all university courses at the end of the trimester. 

Although this study was not part of a university assignment, the sixth ethical 

consideration was course ethical clearance. This was an ethical consideration as the study’s 

participant pool was opened to include potential participants enrolled in undergraduate HPE 

cohorts at University 1. This ethical consideration addressed by the ethics application, including 

an umbrella clearance for all students (Griffith University, 2017). 

With respect to integrity, it was deemed that this study was motivated by a genuine 

search for knowledge (via the prescribed methodology) and drew upon relevant research 

literature and informed by previous research (e.g., Lambert’s 2018 study). It was also 

considered that the research team had adequate knowledge to conduct the study and had no 

unmanageable conflict of interest. In terms of justice, no person that met the prescribed 

selection criteria was prevented from participating in the study (Griffith University, 2017). 

Finally, recordings, transcripts, and analysis documents were stored on the university’s 

research storage services. Only the primary researcher and the supervision team had access to 

the original data (Griffith University, 2017). It was stated in the contact email that the 

researchers involved with the study will own the data. By giving informed consent at the 

beginning of the interview, the participants agreed to this condition (Commonwealth of 

Australia, 2018; Griffith University, 2017). 
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4.0 Findings 

In this chapter, the principal findings on how interviewees interpreted and translated the five 

AC:HPE propositions will be presented. This presentation of findings will relate to all three 

research questions (Section 1.4). The first and second research questions related to how context 

and resources affected translation, and how socio-cultural, historical, and contextual factors 

affected translation, respectively. Chapter 5 analyses the results of the interviews to answer the 

research questions. 

The chapter comprises seven sections. Section 4.1 provides a biography for each of the 

six informants who participated in this study. The next five sections (i.e., 4.2 – 4.6) presents 

participants’ interpretations and translations of the propositions; one section for each AC:HPE 

proposition. Relations between the propositions are explored in Section 4.7. To distinguish 

differences in interpretation and translation of the propositions, the findings will be presented 

by grouping concepts (themes) under subheadings following the thematic analysis, rather than 

describing each participant’s interpretation and translation. The key features of each subheading 

are interviewees’ interpretation, translation or both interpretation and translation of the 

proposition depending on what interviewees explicitly mentioned in the interview regarding the 

propositions.  
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There are certain limitations with the interviewees’ data, suggesting caution with respect 

to interpreting the study’s results. For example, there are certain drawbacks associated with the 

use of the unit plans. One interviewee’s unit plan was created and used during a practicum, 

while the remaining five participants’ unit plans were created as a university assignment with, 

possibly, a real or fictitious class of students in mind. University assignments were used due to 

COVID restrictions preventing these participants from going on practicum. Another drawback 

associated with the participants was that these pre-service teachers had varying degrees of 

teaching experience in secondary classrooms. This is due to the various stages interviewees 

were at in their undergraduate studies or their teaching careers at the time of the interviews, and 

COVID-19 restrictions. This issue is further elaborated in Chapter 5 which deals with 

limitations of the study. The chapter will now move on to present the biographies of each 

participant that participated in the study. 

4.1 Introducing the Participants 

To contextualise the research findings, the following is a brief biographical overview of the six 

participants that were recruited for this study. There are several reasons for this inclusion. As 

previously stated, pre-service HPE teachers construct understandings of the social world via 

experiences (Runehov et al., 2013), thereby creating varying meanings of the propositions 

(DinanThompson, 2013). Consequently, this study sought to understand participants’ 

experiences and ontologies (Jachyra, 2014). According to Jachyra (2014) and Willig and 

Stainton (2017), participant’s lives, stories and voices are excellent qualitative data because 

they help give meaning to the findings. By way of illustration, the theoretical perspective 

adopted for this thesis (policy as curriculum enactment), shows that different contexts, policy 

actors, support from other teachers and authorities, and individual’s views and previous 

experiences all affect how one interprets and translates policy (Ball et al., 2012). Each 

participant has been assigned a pseudonym to ensure anonymity. 
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All the participants were studying or had recently graduated from their undergraduate 

HPE initial teacher education programs at south-east Queensland universities when the 

interviews were conducted. All participants had completed university courses on the AC:HPE 

and the senior Health and PE syllabuses prior to the interview. The participants had also 

completed at least one practicum in a school setting. However, they might not have taught HPE 

on that practicum.  

 4.1.1 Participants from University 1 

   4.1.1.1 Amanda 

At the time of the interview, Amanda, a female in her early-20s, had recently graduated from 

her undergraduate secondary education degree, which was her only qualification. Amanda had 

a teaching contract to commence in term 1, 2021. Throughout her university study, she had 

experience teaching HPE on practicum, but not the AC:HPE. Amanda noted that she had 

experience sport extension and senior recreation. 

Amanda, Australian born, is a multi-lingual, second-generation immigrant, whose first 

language was not English. She completed her schooling in both New South Wales and 

Queensland. However, she did not study HPE beyond junior secondary. This is because her 

experiences were not positive. 

 After high school, Amanda enrolled into the undergraduate secondary education degree 

at University 1, studying to become an English and Mathematics teacher. However, after a 

trimester of study, she changed her English specialisation to HPE. During her university studies, 

Amanda had employment in tutoring, retail, afterschool care and at University 1 as a peer tutor 

and health advocate. 

 The university course that had the AC:HPE unit plan was an assessment task from 

Amanda’s first university HPE subject (as she transferred into HPE after a trimester of studying 

English). A lack of HPE knowledge meant that, although she had input throughout the creation 
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of the unit plan, she took a ‘back seat’ and let her colleagues, who had completed the HPE 

subjects proceeding this course, to lead the production of the unit plan. The unit plan was 

targeted to year eight students and focussed on healthy eating and futsal sequences and 

strategies. Amanda decided upon healthy eating, the learning tasks, and summative assessment 

in the unit plan as she saw them successfully implemented on a practicum. Likewise, the group 

saw futsal implemented within the university course that had this assessment piece. Thus, the 

group decided to incorporate that particular physical activity in their unit plan. 

 

   4.1.1.2 Bryan 

At the time of the interview, Bryan, a male in his early-20s, was finishing his penultimate 

trimester of university and was expecting to complete his final practicum and internship the 

following trimester. In his practicums up to the time of the interviews, Bryan had minimal HPE 

teaching experiences; he taught three PE lessons on his second practicum and on his third 

practicum, he ran one warm up session for a year seven cohort. 

HPE was Bryan’s favourite subject when he was a school student. In his senior years, 

Bryan advocated others to enrol in Heath Education as a senior subject because he found health 

topics interesting to learn.  At the end of year 12, Bryan ranked third in PE and first in Health 

Education in his senior cohort. 

 After high school, Bryan served in the army for three years. He had employment in a 

fast-food restaurant, a camping retail store, afterschool care and as a teacher’s aide. However, 

because of his success in HPE as a school student, the importance he placed on HPE for 

children, his love for a variety of sports and being outside, and the prospect of a varied 

workplace and teaching contexts, Bryan decided to become a HPE teacher. 
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 For his university assignment, Bryan’s unit plan focussed on sun safety and touch 

football for year nine school students. Bryan chose sun safety as a health topic due to the 

prevalence of skin cancer in Australia and which had impacted the health of his father. Touch 

football was chosen because it was a communal physical activity of interest among his 

collaborators for this assignment, along with the perceived relative ‘ease’ of teaching this 

physical activity and the large number of drills and small-sided games associated with touch 

football. Although Bryan and his colleagues thought that it would be easy to integrate sun safety 

and touch football, his group found difficulty in integrating PSCH and MPA. Thus, the group 

focussed on this integration more so than the propositions. 

 

   4.1.1.3 Hunter 

At the time of the interview, Hunter, a male in his early-30s, had recently completed his 

undergraduate degree from University 1. He had also completed two, two-week and one, 

seven-week HPE teaching contracts. Hunter said that he has been contracted at schools that 

had ‘strong’ unit plans and others that ‘lack rigor’. This is potentially, according to him, due 

to schools not updating their unit plans. However, as a contractor, Hunter could only teach 

and assess to the unit plans and assessment tasks that the school gave him. Accordingly, 

Hunter was critical of some in-service teachers’ practices. For example, he was critical of 

some in-service teachers not modifying the rules of games, causing some students (e.g., who 

lacked coordination and unable to return a volleyball serve) to superficially participate in the 

full game. Nonetheless, Hunter understood the teaching practices he observed and took them 

into his personal philosophy on topics, including health content, which he perceives to be a 

personal weakness. 

Hunter enjoyed and was interested in HPE as a school student. After completing 

school, Hunter attained a certificate III in retail, obtained a first aid qualification and level 
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zero certificates in athletics and orienteering. Hunter worked at a fast-food restaurant, a 

supermarket and was a manager at a tourist attraction. He remarked that his managerial job 

helped with him being a ‘people person.’ 

 Because he considered himself a ‘people person’, and because of his sustained interest 

in health and belief in its importance, Hunter decided to become a HPE teacher. Whilst 

studying the undergraduate degree from University 1 to become a HPE teacher, Hunter took 

up coaching roles as part of the Sporting Schools program. He said that the coaching 

experience allowed him to gain advice from in-service teachers. 

With all of his experience, Hunter was also critical of some aspects of the university 

assignment unit plan that he analysed during the interview. Hunter’s unit was targeted at year 

eight school students and focused on netball and access to sport. Hunter created his unit plan 

in-between an observation practicum and his first HPE teaching practicum. At the time of 

creating the unit plan, he believed it was of a good standard. Consequently, the unit plan 

consisted of content Hunter and his two female colleagues were taught at university, with 

Hunter writing all the ‘theory lessons’, one of the colleagues writing the ‘practical lessons’, 

and the third, to Hunter’s annoyance, combining the ‘theory’ and ‘practical’ lessons into one 

plan and, as per the university assignment, write comments explaining how the unit plan 

aligned with the AC:HPE. Specifically, Hunter was critical of whether the unit plan’s topic of 

access to sport was essential for the chosen HPE content description. Hunter stated in the 

interview to needing more experience beyond his contracts to successfully critique the unit 

plan. 

 

   4.1.1.4 Simon 

As a mature-aged, male university student in his late-20s, Simon had spent some time 

away from the education sector since completing his secondary schooling. Simon did not have 
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a lot of time implementing the AC:HPE on the placements he had completed by the time of 

the interview. Simon was in the same university cohort as Bryan. 

Simon, a New Zealander, completed his primary and secondary schooling in New 

Zealand and Australia. Simon found his passion for HPE when he was in New Zealand and 

started secondary schooling, achieving the school cup for PE. When he returned to Australia 

for years 11 and 12, Simon said that HPE was a focal point of his senior studies. Throughout 

his schooling, Simon valued healthy behaviours, such as active living and friendships. 

Reflecting on these schooling experiences, Simon said that he was taught from a deficit-based 

health model. For example, he was taught about matters that would negatively affect his 

health and to stay away from. 

 In his adulthood, Simon had managerial experience in hospitality, retail, sales, and 

tourism. However, Simon decided to extend his career in a sporting direction. His managerial 

experience and his enjoyment and success of HPE and sport led to his decision to become a 

HPE teacher. 

For his university assignment, Simon’s unit plan was targeted at year seven students, 

integrating fitness components and sport skills in basketball. Simon stated that he used the 

Teaching Games for Understanding model as the pedagogical approach adopted for the unit 

envisioning a fictitious class that included students with learning difficulties. 

 

   4.1.1.5 Ursula 

At the time of the interview, Ursula, a female in her early-20s, was working in afterschool care 

as she was about to complete her final trimester of university study. At that time, Ursula had 

completed three professional experiences practicums. In her first practicum, she only taught 

English, but taught junior HPE and observed senior classes in her second and third practicums. 
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Ursula stated in the interview that she did not feel she was getting as much HPE experience as 

she would have liked since she did not start teaching HPE in her first practicum. She also noted 

the difference between peer teaching university students and teaching high school students. 

Ursula decided to become a HPE because she found junior HPE and senior PE as a 

school student enjoyable and interesting, and as a result, developed a desire to work in the 

sporting industry after a year of studying public relations at University 1. Consequently, she 

enrolled into the undergraduate HPE program at University 1 and was in the same cohort as 

Amanda. Ursula’s interest in HPE and sport was reflected in attaining volleyball coaching and 

first aid certificates, participation and organisation of women in sport events, and employment 

in afterschool care after working at a tourist attraction. Ursula remarked that working in 

afterschool care was valuable in helping implement HPE activities and working with children. 

For her university assignment unit plan, Ursula and a colleague focused on mental health 

and wellbeing, and netball for year eight school students. Specifically with the mental health 

aspect, the unit aimed for students to develop strategies to demonstrate empathy and sensitivity 

and recognise and communicate about issues relating to mental health and wellbeing. Ursula 

and her colleague chose netball as they both played the sport as secondary school students and 

thought that it was a good sport for both males and females. 

All the participants from University 1, who had varying teaching experiences in 

secondary classrooms, referred to a unit plan each participant created as a university assignment 

for a course that occurred in the second year of their undergraduate degree. Participants were 

taught the AC:HPE propositions within this course. At the time, using university assignments 

was the better option because of COVID-19 restricting students at University 1 completing 

practicums. However, it is unknown whether the participants’ unit plans were targeted at a 

fictitious or real class. Nevertheless, it seemed that participants from University 1 assumed a 
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context that had internet access. Figure 1 provides the assessment task description and criteria 

from University 1’s corresponding course profile. This assessment task was one of three 

included within the 12-week course and was worth thirty percent of the total marks used to 

calculate students’ grades in the course. All participants from University 1 were given this 

description and criteria and created their unit plan with these parameters. 

Figure 1: University 1 Assessment Task Description and Criteria 

 

 

4.1.2 Participant from University 2 

   4.1.2.1 Aliesha 

At the time of the interview, Aliesha, a female, was in her early-20s. She had just completed 

all the courses to graduate from her undergraduate HPE degree from University 2. Aliesha 

had a HPE teaching contract to commence in term 1, 2021.  

Aliesha completed junior and senior secondary HPE studies as a school student. Her 

schooling experiences she described as characterised by the transmission of health 

information rather than active inquiry into relevant health topics. For example, her 

recollection of her schooling was converting given health information into posters and 

PowerPoints; there was no active use of the information. Aliesha loved sport. For this reason, 

along with a love for children and having a father who was a teacher, Aliesha decided to 

become a HPE teacher. 
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Aliesha has extensive experience working in sport and with children. She had taught 

surf safety to school students and the public, tutored low-achieving secondary school students, 

organised social netball at University 2, been a lifeguard, and coached netball and touch 

football. Aliesha has attained various qualifications in surf lifesaving as well as her 

Responsible Service of Alcohol accreditation and swim teaching certificates. She remarked 

that these employment experiences, and her university studies, have been beneficial to her 

interpretation and translation of the AC:HPE propositions.  

Aliesha’s experiences with the propositions derived from university study more so 

than practicums. In her university subjects, the propositions were talked about when 

examining and learning how to teach using the curriculum documents. However, this 

emphasis was not what Aliesha experienced in her practicums. In her first practicum, for 

example, Aliesha was only beginning her curriculum, pedagogy and assessment university 

subjects. Therefore, she found it difficult to manage the behaviour of her primary students. 

During practicums, Aliesha noted that she was surprised that teachers had to justify how 

outsourced programs were aligned to the curriculum requirements. Moreover with her 

practicums, Aliesha said that her schools separated ‘theory’ and ‘practical’ lessons and she 

found it difficult to get students interested in the theoretical concepts of human movement 

studies. Aliesha remarked that one of her supervisors she observed excelled at improvising 

inquiry questions, which Aliesha had to plan. Overall, though, Aliesha’s supervisors on 

practicum did not place any emphasis on the propositions. Aliesha was planning lessons, 

potentially because, according to Aliesha, her supervisors assumed that the propositions were 

intertwined in the lesson.   

The unit plan Aliesha discussed during the interview was one she created for a year 

nine class she taught in her final, twelve-week practicum that focused on drug education and 

volleyball. The unit plan was created in conjunction with supervising teachers and was used 
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by all year nine HPE teachers. When creating this unit plan, Aliesha’s available resources was 

last year’s unit overview (which Aliesha was asked to change), curriculum (e.g., school 

pedagogical model) and research (online activities, videos, and worksheets). Aliesha collated 

these online activities, videos, and worksheets to create a booklet students subsequently used 

throughout the unit. For her lessons, Aliesha sometimes had access to ICT and her students 

wanted to know how learning tasks related to assessment, which Aliesha would explain. 

Aliesha’s students for this unit plan was an all-female, high achieving class of 27 students. 

Therefore, lessons had to be thorough with lots of content. There were a few students on 

individual learning programs (e.g., dyslexia, anxiety, and behaviour management). However, 

no major differentiation was required.  

Having described each interviewee, this chapter will now move to discuss the 

participants’ enactment of the propositions. As previously stated, there is one section for each 

proposition. Moreover, the findings are presented via a thematic analysis rather than stating 

each participant’s interpretation and translation of each proposition. 

4.2 Focus on Educative Purposes (EP) 

Regarding the EP proposition, two broad themes emerged from the thematic analysis that are 

examined below under the  subheadings: (1) EP as teaching outcomes, and (2) EP as applying 

HPE to daily life.  

 

4.2.1 EP as Teaching Outcomes 

There was a sense amongst interviewees that the EP proposition guided teaching of HPE. 

When providing her view on whether the propositions were of worth, Amanda stated, “I 

always keep that in the back of my mind that we've got an educative purpose here.” Amanda 

extended on her comments noting that, “it's not for me to, I guess, put my ideas or my values 
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or anything like that. The aim here is to educate people about you, know the risks and harms 

and strategies and approaches you can take,” and, “I try not to make it [learning tasks] about 

athleticism and make it more about those educative purposes”. It seems that Amanda believed 

that she considered the EP proposition when she was planning and teaching. Inferring from 

her remarks, her focus on HPE planning was on education rather than pushing personal biases 

or focusing on physical performance standards. Likewise, a focus on education was 

highlighted by Aliesha. Commenting on her perception of the worth of the propositions in the 

AC:HPE, Aliesha stated that EP is, “going to be in every single lesson 'cause that's, like, 

directly linked to your content.” This statement suggests that Aliesha and Amanda believed 

that teaching the content descriptions pursues an EP. 

Consequently, when asked to provide their definition of the EP proposition, it was 

common for interviewees to talk about planning processes and learning outcomes. Alluding to 

the outcomes of the AC:HPE, Simon said, 

“It [EP] would be the patterns of the education process and what you’re expecting to 

get out of those processes, which lead to obviously to outcomes, and what you want 

students to achieve at the end of the, I guess, combination of the processes, so that end 

result.” 

In a similar way, another interviewee, Bryan, defined EP as connecting learning outcomes to 

planning processes and alluded to the notion of processes as, “aligning all your teaching and 

your pedagogies and work towards what you want those students to actually achieve. So, you 

always got that outcome in mind”. In general, participant’s responses indicated that the means 

of interpretating the EP proposition involved a process of backwards mapping. Backwards 

mapping works by first understanding the importance of the learning outcomes (i.e., what 

students should know and can do) by the end of a unit and using this aim to interpret the 
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meaning of EP proposition. Starting with clear learning outcomes can lead to teachers 

planning lessons (i.e., processes) that teach students skills and knowledges that align to what 

students should know and do by the end of a unit (i.e., outcome) (Morris-Eyton & Roux, 

2019). 

Two discrete points emerged from the interviews to justify the interpretation of the EP 

proposition as learning outcomes and planning processes. One of these justifications was that 

school students learn important concepts as a consequence of planning processes. In a 

conversation regarding authentic learning environments after being asked to describe what 

pedagogies and assessments he thought aligned well with the propositions, Simon stated, 

“that’s an issue too where HPE for a lot of students feels forced, and then later down 

their schooling years, they opt out of it, or they opt for rec [Recreation Studies] where 

they are not getting those valuable additional tools to further their educational 

processes later down the track.” 

Simon’s quote indicates that students learn important knowledges and skills in HPE lessons 

that are, to him, an important aspect of students’ education. Consequently, not attaining these 

knowledges and skills was deemed by Simon as a detriment to students’ overall education. 

Another reported justification for interpreting EP as learning outcomes and planning 

processes was that teachers and students had clarity about the direction in which the learning 

was going. In his answer to the question of whether he thought the propositions are of worth, 

Bryan responded,  

“Educative purposes, I think when done well and students and teachers are both on the 

same page in where they want to get to by end of the certain unit or topic, I think, is 

very positive. I think, obviously, that probably would go down different pathways if 

teachers weren’t to find a common ground with students about where students were 



Pre-Service Teachers, Interpretation and Translation, AC:HPE Propositions 81 

 

going. If students didn’t know what outcomes they were trying to achieve, I think 

that’s where it could go wrong.”  

According to Bryan, teachers and students should understand explicitly what will be achieved 

throughout the unit. Because of this understanding, according to Bryan’s statement, all 

teachers would have a consensual understanding of what (and how) the unit’s goals are 

achieved, which may allow for consistent teaching across different classes. 

When asked how well interviewees thought that they could implement the 

propositions, Bryan was the only participant to explicitly indicate that he could implement EP 

in HPE planning. For Bryan, implementing EP would begin, 

“At the start of the unit and even just actually within lessons, telling students… having 

a clear outcome or purpose for the activity and telling students why they are doing it 

and what they should achieve… And before the unit begins, sort of, telling them why 

we’re doing this and where we want to go to by the end of it.” 

It can thus be seen that Bryan’s interpretive use of using learning goals and planning 

processes for EP involves beginning units and lessons by explaining to the school students 

why they are learning the topic and completing the learning tasks. 

Amanda, when providing her definition of the EP proposition, argued that the word 

‘educate’ was important when conceptualising the EP proposition and HPE outcomes. 

According to Amanda, 

“The word ‘educate’, to me, brings about, so it’s not about excellence or, you know, 

being an athlete, or, you know, being, I guess, seeking every… Not setting a goal for 

every person to be the best in field, you know, but to progress people, so to educate 

people, to move them from one spot to another and increase, I guess, the level of 
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knowledge and awareness they have about a certain, I guess, topic we are learning 

about in a real educative sense.” 

For Amanda, the goal of the HPE key learning area was not performance-based, such as 

creating elite performers. Rather, the purpose of HPE was to increase students’ knowledge 

and critical awareness of HPE-related topics in an educative medium to further their personal 

development. 

A response from Hunter suggests that EP did not guide his teaching. When Hunter 

was asked how he implemented the EP proposition in his year eight unit plan that focussed on 

access to sport and netball, he responded, “so educative purposes, we probably… is probably 

really not in there. It’s probably not particular in lessons.” Taken together, the majority of 

participants, according to the data presented above, will use the EP to guide their teaching 

practices, whilst the EP proposition may not influence planning or practice of some 

participants. 

 

 4.2.2 EP as Applying HPE to Daily Life 

A recurrent interpretation of EP in the interviews was the attainment and application of health 

and movement knowledge in everyday life. When asked to define the EP proposition, Aliesha 

alluded to the EP proposition’s focus on educating students about health and movement,  

“Educating students on just generally being healthy. So, like what health looks like, 

how they can promote health and their families, and then also information on about 

movement and generalized physical activity. So, you know, doing your 30 minutes of 

exercise a day, making sure that you've got your nutrition right, all those different 

types of exercise.” 
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When asked the same question, another interviewee, Hunter, mentioned EP’s notion of 

applying that knowledge to contemporary life, 

“So, I think it's more about applying health and physical education or physical skills in 

kind of contemporary life… I guess not looking at it from like a 1950s perspective 

where it was about getting young boys ready to go into the military. Now it's more 

about getting people ready for whatever we face in society now, whether that's drugs 

or unhealthy lifestyles.” 

EP as applying learnt knowledge was echoed by Hunter when he described how he 

translated EP in his year eight unit plan. Hunter remarked, “again, with that physical activity 

side, being able to access support, being able to take the steps to access sport.” According to 

Hunter’s description, EP is translated by applying learnt concepts in a task where they 

completed steps to increase access to sport. 

A possible explanation for respondents’ focus on education about health and 

movement is that, according to Aliesha, the purpose of HPE is to create lifelong learners and 

physical activity participants. In a conversation about HPE-as-education verses HPE-as-

performance after defining the EP proposition, Aliesha explained, 

“One of my lecturers told me once, so it's about, like, lifelong learners and lifelong 

participants in physical activities. So, you're trying to like, give them information so 

that once they leave school, they'll still, like, be active and be healthy.” 

It can thus be seen that interviewees interpret and translate the EP proposition as providing 

students the knowledge and opportunity to apply health and movement knowledges and skills 

at any life stage. 
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In addition, inquiry learning was seen as a fundamental aspect of the EP proposition. 

Explaining how she translated EP in her year eight mental health and netball unit plan, Ursula 

stated, 

“So, that they're being able to actually practice and apply what they are learning in sort 

of a real-life context 'cause their assessment was, I think, they have to write a letter to 

the principal. So, they are using what they've learned throughout to be able to express 

that. It also provides reasons why it's important” 

Even though it is not directly stated, it is apparent that in Ursula’s unit plan, the letter to the 

principal was the vehicle that enabled the students to act on what they knew. Teachers having 

a clear idea of the end result (i.e., outcome) meant that students were able to write the letter to 

the principal as a consequence of the planned lessons (i.e., process) that gave students the 

knowledge and skills needed to write the letter. 

Interviewees’ teaching being guided by the EP proposition is evident in the case of 

Bryan and his thoughts regarding inquiry-based learning. When asked what pedagogies and 

assessments he thought aligned well with the propositions, Bryan explained with, “if they 

have an overall goal that they are trying to achieve by the teacher just giving them solution to 

find or something within their inquiry that focuses on educative purposes part.” Bryan’s 

explanation may support the notion that a focus on educating students, as well as the CI 

proposition in terms of inquiry-based learning, are relevant pedagogical practices 

underpinning the propositions in the AC:HPE. 

When participants were asked to explain how they implemented the EP proposition in 

their unit plan, interviewees referenced authentic learning environments. One individual, 

Ursula, stated, “so, that they're being able to actually practice and apply what they are 

learning in sort of a real-life context.” Ursula’s statement suggests a commitment towards and 



Pre-Service Teachers, Interpretation and Translation, AC:HPE Propositions 85 

 

attempt to educate students within a context that is applicable and relatable to students and 

their lives. 

4.3 Take a Strengths-Based Approach (SBA) 

In the case of participants’ interpretation and translation of the SBA proposition, three 

conceptual themes emerged. The three themes are presented under the following subheadings: 

(1) SBA as subject matter for good health, (2) SBA as building students’ strengths, and (3) 

SBA as a pedagogical strength.  

 4.3.1 SBA as Subject Matter for Good Health  

It was suggested that a SBA was about focusing on salutogenesis as opposed to the more 

traditional focus on factors negatively impacting on health. When asked to define what a SBA 

was, Bryan said, “focusing on, like… what makes a healthy person or something, rather than, 

like, what doesn’t make a [person] healthy”. Likewise, Simon commented, “to have that 

strengths-based approach I feel like focusing on more ‘make your life better’ and improve 

your health and wellbeing.” Bryan also argued that a SBA is contrary to his deficit-based 

learning about health as a school student.   

This definition of a SBA as focusing on salutogenesis is similar to that found in the 

interviewees’ unit plans. Commenting on how they implemented a SBA in their unit plans, 

Simon, who focused on fitness components, sport skills and basketball, stated, “we were 

talking about improving your fitness, what the benefits are of improving your fitness and 

focusing on your soccer skills.” Ursula, whose unit plan focused on mental health and netball, 

commented,  

“looking at okay, how do we actually promote or how do we… Why is this important 

now and what can we do to help people if we ever need or recognise others’ emotions 

as well and how we can support them.” 



Pre-Service Teachers, Interpretation and Translation, AC:HPE Propositions 86 

 

According to these quotes, improving fitness levels and recognising others’ emotions will 

help to promote the health of oneself and others. 

In contrast, Hunter was critical of his chosen topic to promote healthy actions. 

Commenting on how he implemented a SBA in his year eight unit plan on accessing sport and 

netball, Hunter said, 

“Strengths-based approach from the PE side would be creating the poster … And 

being able to let kids know about accessibility, I think it wasn't a great choice... Of like 

plan. Like I guess access is important, but I think you could teach something … a little 

bit more health promoting, whether that's mental health or you know… Access to 

finding help. But I guess that it's still a strengths-based approach. Teaches kid how to 

find... Sports...” 

Hunter identified that understanding aspects impacting accessibility to sport for different 

people is a concept that will promote the health of his students. Despite this positive idea, his 

suggested solution was to change the topic of accessibility to sport to one that would be more 

explicitly highlighting SBA enabling to students to focus on actions to promote health more 

generally. 

It can be concluded from Hunter’s critique and Simon and Ursula’s clear examples 

that interviewees are confident that the SBA is conceptualised as salutogenesis. When asked 

how well he thought that he could implement a SBA, Bryan stated, “I think I could definitely 

put in a strengths-based approach all the time.” For Bryan, implementing a SBA would 

involve, “keep going towards a strengths-based approach; not focusing on those negatives.” 

This result of focusing on positive actions is related to his definition of the proposition. 

In contrast to earlier finding of viewing health as focusing on salutogenesis, Hunter, 

when asked to define the SBA proposition, centred his response around a deficit health model. 
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As Hunter put it, “giving people the skills to prevent poor health rather than wait until it's too 

late and having to go to hospital or change their diet.” Hunter’s view appeared to reflect a 

pathogenic approach to preventing negative health implications. 

A focus on a deficit model towards health is comparable to that of Simon’s 

experiences as a student. Responding to the question of whether he thought he had strengths 

and/or weaknesses in terms of interpreting any of the propositions, Simon said that a SBA 

was a weakness of his because his, 

“Knowledge came from a different kind of approach, in some sense. But getting my 

mindset around that, and getting that negative connotation out of my head, and 

focusing on what’s going to improve or make significant contributions to people’s 

lives.” 

Simon’s knowledge came from a deficit-based approach to health. His target to focus on 

actions to promote health suggested that he was not viewing the prevention of poor health as 

an SBA. Rather, he aligned an SBA with positive health actions. 

However, the interpretation of an SBA as preventing poor health is not evident in 

interviewees’ translations. Simon was critical about using an SBA as preventing poor health. 

Talking about how he translated an SBA into his unit plan, Simon explained,  

“It was never really a negative attachment to that [fitness], whereas focusing on ‘if you 

don’t do this, then this is what’s going to happen’, I guess. So, just saying, ‘this is 

where you’re starting at, this is how you can improve it, how are you going to get 

there in the middle’.” 

This quote provides further support for the claim that Simon views a focus on positive health 

actions as an SBA; not taking the more restrictive focus on preventing poor health. 
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 4.3.2 SBA as Building Students’ Strengths 

A common view held by Amanda and Ursula was that the SBA entails enhancing students’ 

strengths. When asked to define the SBA proposition, Ursula stated, “you build on what we 

already know. Or, like the words in [the ACARA statement], their strengths… build upon 

their [students’] strengths.” More details regarding using students’ strengths were provided by 

Amanda in her definition,  

“So, recognising that people come with their own knowledges, their own experiences, 

their own strengths, I guess. So, when you approach teaching you shouldn’t be 

approaching it as you ‘filling an empty vessel’ but more so building on someone’s 

current state.” 

Ursula and Amanda’s definition of an SBA involved finding what strengths and knowledges 

students have. Having this knowledge of students’ prior strengths can help teachers create 

learning experiences that further enhance those strengths. 

Amanda and Ursula’s view of the SBA as attaining knowledge of students’ strengths 

and enhancing them was evident in their unit plans. Commenting on how she translated the 

SBA proposition into her unit plan focusing on year eight mental health and netball, Ursula 

explained, “strengths-based was using what the students already know about, like, wellbeing 

and emotions, and, sort of, looking at their own experiences and building upon that.” 

Answering the same question, Amanda, for her year eight healthy eating and futsal unit plan, 

responded, “most of those lesson outlines, so we're making sure that we were trying to, I 

guess, find out what people knew already, what kids knew already, and again that falls into 

that strengths-based approach.” In their accounts on how they translated the SBA proposition 

into their unit plans, Ursula and Amanda referred to understanding what strengths and 
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knowledges students already had. A further point was made by Ursula when she 

acknowledged that she used knowledge of students’ strengths in her teaching to further 

enhance these strengths.  

Another reported interpretation of the SBA proposition regarding teachers’ knowledge 

of students related to the pedagogies that best support student learning. When asked to define 

the SBA proposition, Aliesha remarked, “how they [students] learn the best. So, trying to 

form lessons and create activities that use their, like, their favourite ways of learning or their 

favourite pedagogy so that they are more engaged or they don't find it as hard.” The SBA 

proposition was, in this case, interpretated as implementing students’ favoured modes of 

learning.  

This definition of a SBA as using students’ preferred pedagogies was evident in 

interviewees’ unit plans. Commenting on how she translated the SBA proposition in her year 

nine drug education and volleyball unit plan, Aliesha explained,  

“A lot of our kids were very chatty; all girls like to talk. So, we had lots of like 

collaborative activities… So yeah, just making sure that their strengths were like 

collaborative, inquiry sort of stuff. They didn't like the chalk and talk as much, so lots 

more hands-on activities.” 

Aliesha’s observation of her students and creating lesson activities relevant to her findings 

suggests that Aliesha used pedagogies to maximise student learning and engagement.  

 

 4.3.3 SBA as a Pedagogical Strength 

There was some evidence from the interview data that suggested participants viewed 

SBA as a pedagogical strength. When asked what pedagogies and assessments he thought 

aligned well with a SBA, Bryan referenced the Teaching Games for Understanding (TGfU) 
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model. As Bryan put it, “I think that even takes that strengths-based approach, because they… 

the TGfU model is, … trying to, sort of, develop that sort of tactical awareness positively.” It 

is possible, according to Bryan, that TGfU is a pedagogy relevant to a SBA as students 

develop tactical awareness from a positive inquiry-based environment. 

Not only did participants appear confident in understanding pedagogies that aligned 

with a SBA perspective, but there were also some suggestions that interviewees strived to 

teach, and were confident with using a SBA perspective. When asked if she had strengths 

and/or weaknesses with any of the propositions, Aliesha responded, “if I look at the theory 

side like my strengths would be the strengths-based. Like, I'm always trying to find ways that 

are going to best help students learn.” Commenting on how well she thought she could 

implement the propositions, Amanda said that she was more confident in teaching the 

propositions she saw aligned with PSCH, including a SBA,  

“Like those educative purposes, strengths-based, you know, your health literacy. I 

think those ones I feel a lot more confident in and I feel like I can implement a lot 

better. For example, valuing movement I think I'm getting there.” 

According to these findings, Aliesha and Amanda appeared to be confident in their ability to 

implement the SBA proposition into their teaching. However, in response to the question of 

whether interviewees thought that the SBA proposition was of worth, it was suggested by 

Aliesha that the propositions are useful but not always relevant. As she put it,  

“I think there's positives and negatives to all of them [the propositions], and I don't 

think that you can… like, you obviously can't use them all in one week’s worth of 

content. Like, there's areas that you would use, say like strengths-based. You would 

probably try it… You would try and use that, but you may not get that all the time.” 
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It can thus be suggested that the propositions are of relevance to Aliesha, but not all 

propositions will be applicable to every learning task. 

4.4 Value Movement (VM) 

There were two themes that emerged from interviewees’ interpretations and translations of the 

VM proposition. These themes were: (1) interpreting VM through movement-based concepts, 

and (2) translating VM as physical activity participation.  

 

4.4.1 Interpreting VM Through Movement-Based Concepts 

Three broad movement-based concepts were cited in the interviews when interpreting the VM 

proposition. These concepts were: (1) lifelong physical activity and benefits of physical 

activity, (2) Arnold’s dimensions of learning movement, and (3) Teaching Games for 

Understanding (TGfU). This section divides interviewees’ interpretation of VM under these 

three subheadings: one for each movement-based concept.  

 

  4.4.1.1 Lifelong Physical Activity and Benefits of Physical Activity 

It was suggested that the VM proposition was linked with the concept of lifelong physical 

activity participation. When asked to define the VM proposition, one participant, Amanda, 

commented, 

“I think I link that closely with the idea of… lifelong physical activity. So, someone 

who values movement is someone who, I guess, walks away with the skills to be, you 

know, active for life. So, valuing movement as a healthy lifestyle, valuing movement 

as part of our society, our culture - seeing movement as significant as something that 

shapes who we are as people.” 
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And another, Bryan, stated, “appreciating, sort of, movement and physical activity within our 

everyday lives.” Amanda’s comment suggests that schools teach students everything they 

need to know about how to value movement. The knowledge that students gain about valuing 

movement from school can, according to participants, lead to them living active lifestyles in 

their post-schooling life. Because of this knowledge and active post-schooling lifestyle, 

students understand the significance movement has to individuals, societies, and cultures. 

A possible explanation to defining VM as lifelong physical activity might be that 

interviewees viewed as important teaching students the benefits of consistent physical activity 

participation. One individual, Bryan, when asked to define the VM proposition, said, “sort of, 

placing… an emphasis on, like, the benefits of movement and telling students why… it’s 

good,” and another, Simon, stated in his definition,  

“I feel that through PE, kids can have an appreciation of understanding what 

movement can do for them. And the potential and possibilities with what their bodies 

can do, because I think without exploration, the opportunity, they don’t really 

understand what we can do. And I think that’s a valuable aspect of PE, sort of 

understanding what we can be achieved by your body by movement.” 

In general, therefore, it seems that participants agreed that school students should know their 

movement capabilities and its benefits. It was said by Simon that knowledge of movement 

capabilities and its benefits derives from school PE lessons. It can therefore be assumed that if 

movement capabilities and its benefits are not taught in PE, then school students will not be 

exposed to these concepts to support a lifelong participation in PA 

Consequently, for learning movement in schools, another reported justification for 

defining VM as lifelong physical activity was that, according to Hunter, HPE should help 

students find an enjoyable, lifelong physical activity. In his definition of the VM proposition, 
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Hunter said, “getting kids active and interested and making sport fun. Expose them to lots of 

sports so that if there is one, they don't realize that they could be interested in it. Could be a 

sport for life.” Hence, a role of HPE is to help students find a physical activity that is 

enjoyable and promote lifelong participation in that physical activity. 

Another finding that can relate to justifying the interpretation of VM as lifelong 

physical activity participation is understanding cultural significance. Discussing how school 

HPE programs are oriented in getting students physical active during lessons, Amanda stated,  

“I think you can show a value for movement without even having to really think about 

it. Yeah, like, for instance even we did like an Indigenous games unit, and I remember 

we talked about, you know how these games were, you know, present indigenous 

communities in the area they were played and you know they were really good way 

and good avenue for learning about the traditions and ways of indigenous people and 

their cultures and traditions. And I think even through unit like that, you're showing 

that you value movement because you're seeing movement as a real avenue to 

understand cultures and other things.” 

This observation may support the claim that content, such as Indigenous culture, can be the 

vehicle in which students can identify the value of movement across and withing cultures.   

Two divergent discourses emerged when participants were asked how effectively they 

thought they could implement the VM proposition. Bryan said that he could implement the 

VM easily, “I think that’s just being positive and being enthusiastic within the class and, sort 

of, explaining why they are doing it and what’s the benefits of doing this and, yeah, what 

positive outcomes comes from doing something.” On the other hand, Amanda stated that, 

“…Valuing movement I think I'm getting there… That's probably where I would see plenty of 

room for development,” potentially because she favours teaching PSCH over MPA (see 
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Section 4.7.1). These findings suggests that there are interviewees who were confident in 

implementing the VM proposition and others who were not confident.  

  4.4.1.2 Arnold’s Dimensions of Learning Movement 

A minority of participants explicitly referred to Arnold’s dimensions of learning movement 

when providing their definition of the VM proposition. One participant, Aliesha, commented,  

“That's pretty much from what I remember is about the learning in, through and about 

movement. So just encouraging kids to be like active. I think they try to incorporate... 

trying to use physical activity to link towards, like, a theory lesson.” 

Although Aliesha merely identified Arnold’s concepts without specific elaboration, she 

identified that connections exist between the use of Arnold’s dimensions and encouraging 

students to learn human movement concepts through their participation in physical activity. 

Because of this notion of learning human movement through physical activity, 

according to Ursula, Arnold’s dimensions provided a more meaningful learning experience 

for students. In a conversation about HL and students being able to communicate health 

concepts, Ursula added,  

“If you look at the valuing movemen and how you can learn through movement, in 

movement… that [is] like how you can teach a concept through the movement and 

having them learn. And letting them explore for themselves. I think, yeah, allowing 

them to explore it than just providing them with all the information and then they're 

not really actually learning. Yeah, 'cause it's not sinking in there, not actually 

experiencing it.” 
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Arnold’s dimensions can lead students to explore knowledge rather than absorb passively 

what is being taught. Ursula appeared to suggest that students will retain more knowledge 

when Arnold’s dimensions are incorporated into the learning encounter.  

 Referencing the multi-dimensional educational rationale for Arnold’s theory, when 

participants were asked whether the proposition are of worth, one interviewee, Bryan, argued 

that physical activity is more than sport and achievement. As Bryan put it, “valuing 

movement, I think, is very worthy. So, knowing that students don’t have to just value 

movement as sport, sports achievements or outcomes on the field.” It is possible, therefore, 

that Bryan’s perception of the VM proposition extended beyond sports and sporting 

achievements. 

 

  4.4.1.3 Teaching Games for Understanding (TGfU) 

The third concept, referred to by Bryan to when explaining the VM proposition, was TGfU. 

When asked what pedagogies and assessment he thought aligned well with the propositions, 

Bryan explained that the TGfU model provided value to movement sequences to implement a 

movement strategy. As Bryan put it,  

“TGfU model I actually really like that. I love that in the sense I think that values 

movement. So, like students understanding why they are doing a certain movement 

and why they are doing it to achieve a particular purpose and, sort of, how those key 

questions you have to ask: what if, why, how, where do you go, …all those questions 

provide the students with some sort of value on why they are doing those 

movements.” 

It can thus be suggested that Bryan believed that when students learn within the TGfU 

approach, in particular the use of questioning, they develop an understanding on and value for 
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why they are completing certain movements to fulfil a goal. According to Bryan’s comments, 

this understanding can lead to students valuing the movements that are undertaking because 

they see the significance of the movement sequences performed. 

 

 4.4.2 Translating VM as Physical Activity Participation 

A common finding amongst interviewees was that the VM proposition was translated in unit 

plans as physical activity participation. For example, in response to the question relating to 

how he translated the VM proposition into his year eight access to sport and netball unit plan, 

Hunter said,  

“Valuing movement. Again, just within the unit of netball. Hopefully, there's some 

kids that didn't know they like this game and they can play it as well as the Indigenous 

games that we played as well, which gives value to some other kids.” 

The informants reported translating VM via participating in physical activities from 

predominately Western cultures. According to Simon, when answering the same question for 

his year seven fitness component, sport skills and basketball unit plan, physical activity 

participation teaches students, “what they can do and what the movement possibilities are.” 

While exploring movement possibilities through physical activity participation was 

implemented in unit plans, concerns from interviewees were expressed about integrating 

movement with human movement and/or health concepts. Ursula stated when asked how she 

translated VM into her year eight mental health and netball unit plan, “I don't think body 

movement was a lot in there when we looked at the mental health with more focused on that 

as it, like, a solo component and not really, um, it within, I guess, physical activity,” and 

Aliesha, for her unit plan on drug education and volleyball answered, “valuing movement 
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would just be the practical aspect, which we did volleyball. Wasn't, to be honest, related at all 

to the theory.” According to these responses, interviewees have trouble integrating Arnold’s 

dimensions of learning about and through movement. 

A possible explanation for the struggle to learn about movement is, according to 

Amanda, VM cannot be explicitly taught. In a conversation about focusing on the content 

descriptions rather than the proposition when planning for teaching, and how school HPE is 

oriented towards physical activity, Amanda added,  

“So, I'm not going to say, ‘Hey guys, you need to value movement,’ it's more, ‘Okay. 

Well, you know movement is present in this way now society is present in this way. 

You know it helps you in this way’ and through those things they value movement.” 

In general, therefore, it seems that VM is translated in a way that explains the significance of 

that physical activity to individuals and societies. Through this knowledge, according to 

Amanda, students implicitly learn to value movement. 

Not only does knowledge help students to value movement, but Hunter was also 

critical of how some in-service teachers implemented physical activity, saying that it can 

result in students not valuing movement. When asked at the end of the interview if he had 

anything he wanted to add regarding the propositions, Hunter said, 

“Teacher about a volleyball class because they said the kids should be able to just play 

the rules. They’re grade sevens who are uncoordinated as anything I think. And they 

said, ‘Nope, they need to be playing the official rules’, you know, blah blah blah. How 

are they going to learn to play volleyball if they don't play by the rules?... Crazy that 

he refused to modify this and just made them suffer and they just stood there and just 

hit aces in the serves or hit the net. I was just blown away. Well, they're not gonna 

value movement in this activity, are they?” 
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Hunter was critical of the practices of some in-service teachers. According to Hunter, 

students’ ability to value movement would be enhanced if physical activities were modified so 

that students can learn and experience all aspects of the physical activity. 

 

4.5 Develop Health Literacy (HL) 

In relation to interviewees’ interpretation and translation of the HL proposition, two themes 

emerged from the analysis. These themes, presented below as subheadings, are: (1) HL as 

comprehending health knowledge, and (2) HL as applying health knowledge 

 

 4.5.1 HL as Comprehending Health Knowledge 

One interviewee, Aliesha, argued that the HL proposition was about students understanding 

current health affairs. In response to the question asking how she defines the HL proposition, 

Aliesha answered, “promoting students to recognize what's happening in the outside 

environment. So, what is going on within health? What sort of issues and topics are current 

and what their thoughts are?” For Aliesha, HL entails understanding about functional health 

issues and investigating critical health literacy towards current and specific health topics. 

 Looking more closely at what is portrayed in current health affairs as an example, a 

common view amongst interviewees was that HL entails understanding health information. 

When asked to define the HL proposition, one individual, Amanda, stated, “to understand 

health information to help us guide our own choices when it comes to, I guess, health and 

guiding our choices and decisions.” Similarly, commenting on how well he thought he could 

implement the propositions, Bryan stated HL involved, “understanding what they’re learning 

and understanding the certain text types or words that they’re learning.” These findings 
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suggest that HL is interpreted to mean understanding health information (e.g., emotions, 

support systems and texts) which, according to Amanda, help students in their decision-

making. 

 Simon also agreed that the HL proposition entailed understanding health knowledge. 

However, he alluded to the notion of understanding correct health information. Whilst 

providing his definition of the HL proposition, Simon commented,  

“Understanding concepts and vocabulary terms and health literacy is definitely an 

important aspect of being a student of HPE. There’s a lot of negative connotations and 

a lot of misconceptions, especially with the age with social media where everyone has 

their own opinion and saying everything. I feel like it’s important to be able to decide 

on what is actually fact and what is actually valuable.” 

In general, therefore, understanding health knowledges (i.e., functional health literacy) was a 

common view of the HL proposition amongst interviewees. However, Simon also argued that 

students needed to critique incorrect health information and decide which information is 

factual (i.e., critical health literacy). 

 

 4.5.2 HL as Applying Health Knowledge 

While most interviewees viewed the HL proposition as understanding health information, a 

minority of participants referenced applying that information. When asked to define the HL 

proposition, Ursula answered, “I think just understanding and knowing how to use what you 

learned… Being able to educate others on it as well.” While Ursula also confirmed to the idea 

of HL as understanding health information, she went on to explain that students need to apply 

health information taught. 



Pre-Service Teachers, Interpretation and Translation, AC:HPE Propositions 100 

 

 A possible explanation for interpreting and translating HL as applying health 

information may be to lead a healthy lifestyle. When asked to define the HL proposition, one 

individual, Bryan said, 

“Lead kids in the right direction in later life, so that they have that knowledge and, sort 

of, understanding of how to interpret different texts, how to understand it, how to 

actually apply that information or where to actually get that information from, and use 

it in an actual positive way...” 

As an example of using information in a positive way, Hunter, in response to the same 

question, commented, “but that can also include like as you go up those tiers like being able 

to influence the health of others. Whether that's your family or your community or whatever.” 

It was suggested by Bryan that the HL proposition aims to give students the skills they need 

to live a healthy lifestyle later in life. Whilst living this healthy life, Hunter commented that 

these students can pass on health knowledge to their families and communities. Thus, these 

participants saw health knowledge from the perspective of the students improving the health 

for themselves and others. 

 Although teaching students to apply health information is considered important to 

some interviewees, comments from Hunter suggested that the activities students do to apply 

health information should make the HL proposition meaningful for students, but that was not 

always the case. Accordingly, Hunter was critical of his implementation when commenting on 

how he translated the HL proposition into his year eight access to sport and netball unit plan, 

“Like I guess the poster can help your community. Like, you can show how to get to 

this sport. But I think... We weren't…. I don't know again, like as far as health literacy 

goes, it's not really addressing health literacy. It's more addressing access, which I 

guess is part of that, but not really. We probably could have again chosen something 
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like if you have a problem, how can you seek help? Who can you go see? A doctor, 

guidance counsellor, you know? Create a brochure or something.” 

Hunter’s activity to apply health knowledge was to create a poster on how to access sport. 

However, Hunter believed that access to sport was not a major component to HL. Therefore, 

Hunter recommended alternative activities, such creating a poster explaining where people 

can go for help for health-related issues. 

 Hunter also referenced student engagement as a critique on his abilities to enact the 

HL proposition in the classroom. In response to the question of whether he thought the 

propositions are of worth, Hunter stated, “I think definitely developing health literacy is of 

heaps of worth. It’s probably more getting students interested in developing their health 

literacy. That’s probably the biggest barrier to overcome, I found anyways, especially in HPE 

theory classes.” Despite his interpretation that HL was of worth, he found difficulty in 

engaging students with the HL proposition within a HPE setting. As described, Hunter’s topic 

of access to sport was not clear in highlighting HL. As such, he may find difficulty in creating 

learning tasks and topics that are relevant and engaging to students. 

 

4.6 Include a Critical Inquiry Approach (CI) 

With respect to interviewees’ interpretation and translation of the CI proposition, three themes 

were identified. These themes are: (1) interpreting CI as a skill, (2) interpreting and 

translating CI as pedagogy, and (3) CI as a strength and weakness.  
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 4.6.1 Interpreting CI as a Skill 

One interviewee, Hunter, argued that CI is an important skill students should learn. When 

asked at the conclusion of the interview if there were any other comments he wanted to 

mention, Hunter said, “the kids at that age definitely need to know, like, inquiry approach. It's 

just such an important skill, I think to me.” According to Hunter, students studying the 

AC:HPE are at an appropriate age to use CI, which he deemed to be an important cognitive 

skill school students should learn to use.  In this section, specific instances of critical inquiry 

approaches that interviewees referenced are explored. 

 One CI skill is higher order thinking, which Amanda, Bryan and Simon referred to. 

Commenting on their definition of the CI proposition, Amanda stated, “so, it’s about that 

higher order thinking, getting young people to, kind of, think for themselves to make their 

own, kind of… to investigate things for themselves,” and another, Simon, commented,  

“Move that higher order of thinking level rather than absorbing ‘this is how you swing 

a bat’ or ‘hit a ball’. Okay, well what is it like this way? How is it going to react? Was 

there wind? That sort of thing.” 

In all cases, the informants reported the use of higher order thinking as a vehicle for students 

to actively think rather than to passively absorb knowledge. 

 Active thinking was evident in interviews from Aliesha, Amanda, Bryan, Hunter and 

Simon in the case of students finding and analysing information. When asked to define the CI 

proposition, Bryan alluded to students finding information, “finding information and stuff like 

that, so… not just looking at information, sort of, delving deeper into it. Sort of, 

understanding the why’s, the how’s, the what if’s of certain things that students are looking 

into.” As such, delving deeper can involve critically analysing information, as said by 

Aliesha, Amanda and Hunter. As Aliesha said in response to the same question,  
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“Probably just analysing health information because I … guess we get lots of sources 

from lots of different people and just teaching them how to look at it externally to 

understand whether this is a beneficial resource or a worthwhile resource for what 

you're learning about.” 

A recurrent theme in the interviews was a sense of active thinking over absorbing knowledge. 

According to Bryan, this meant finding information and ‘delving deeper’, rather than looking 

at that piece of information. An example of ‘delving deeper’ with that information is 

critiquing the information. 

 Another example of doing more than merely absorbing information is the teachers’ 

use of questioning, particularly to get students engaged in higher order, critical thinking. 

When asked to define the CI proposition, one individual, Ursula stated, “I think that's more 

you're asking those challenging questions and being able to ask those more critical questions. 

Like, the harder thinking,” and another, Amanda, commented, “It’s about critical thinking; 

getting young people to think critically.” Ursula and Amanda interpret the CI proposition as 

engaging students in higher order, critical thinking. According to Ursula, teachers’ use of 

questioning can lead to students employing higher order, critical thinking. 

 An example of higher order thinking is connecting concepts together. Commenting on 

what pedagogies and assessments he thought aligned well with the propositions, Simon said 

that inquiry-based learning gets students to, “make connections and make sense with those 

connections themselves.” Therefore, it seems that higher order thinking involves students 

thinking, and understanding their thinking for themselves. 
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 4.6.2 Interpreting and Translating CI as a Pedagogy 

Another active role students have in their education is making choices and taking 

responsibility for their learning. When asked to define the EP proposition, Simon stated, “I 

like a constructivist approach for learning. So, I’m definitely one for them doing it 

themselves, lay out the foundations for them, give them the scaffolding that they need, but 

really let them explore and learn for themselves.” Similarly, Hunter referred to students 

exploring and learning through their choice of subject matter while commenting on what 

pedagogies and assessments he thought aligned well with the propositions, “you can choose 

whichever mental health issue you want, not just giving them one that they have to 

specifically do.” Interviewees thereby interpreted the CI proposition through constructivist 

pedagogies, where students can explore their choice of subject matter for themselves 

supported by scaffolding from teachers’. 

Student-led exploration of subject matter can be seen in the case of students doing 

their own research and examining different viewpoints. When asked to explain how they 

translated the CI proposition in their unit plans, one individual, Simon, for his fitness 

components, sport skills and basketball unit, stated that, “getting the students to do a lot of 

their own research, getting them to be ‘hands-on’ essentially and, I suppose, is the best way of 

describing it, that they will be doing their own testing of their heart rate,” and another, Ursula, 

for her mental health and netball unit, commented, “critical inquiry is more that they are able 

to look at differing viewpoints.” As such, getting students to collect their own data is a form 

of students taking responsibility for their learning, which has already been mentioned as part 

of participants’ interpretation of CI. Also, viewing different points can relate to finding and 

analysing information (e.g., searching for different viewpoints), which was discussed in 

Section 4.6.1. 
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 These learning tasks stems from an inquiry-based, collaborative learning. Over half of 

the interviewees referenced at least one of these pedagogies in relation to the CI proposition. 

Commenting on what pedagogies and assessments she thought aligned well with the 

propositions, Aliesha referenced collaborative learning by explaining, “I like to use anything 

that's collaborative. So, I find students always work best when they're working in pairs or 

when they're working in groups. Get them with that bit of … critical inquiry.”  The other 

pedagogy, inquiry-based learning, was referenced by Hunter when commenting on how he 

translated the CI proposition in his access to sport and netball unit plan, “Yes, they are 

inquiring. They had to do the legwork for this. They had to choose the sport, they had to 

choose… They're defined, joining fees, ease of access, distance to travel, look up the public 

transport.” As can be seen, pedagogies implemented is a factor in enacting the CI 

propositions. It makes sense that inquiry-based learning, in particular, was referenced by 

participants as it aligns to the skills they perceive to be part of CI (e.g., finding and analysing 

information – see Section 4.6.1). 

Aliesha, Amanda and Bryan stated that CI was a personal proposition weakness. In 

response to the question regarding if there was anything she could improve upon in her unit 

plan in terms of the propositions, Amanda stated, on reflection that, “I think that whole 

critical inquiry approach is probably where I would be more inclined to, you know... 

experiment with that. I don't think that really made any appearance in this lesson in this unit 

plan.”  In addition, when asked how well he thought he could implement the propositions, 

Bryan said that the CI was a personal weakness, “I would say that the critical inquiry 

approach is my most difficult one that I could… for me, to implement.” It seems that Amanda 

and Bryan may not understood the importance of inquiry-based learning and/or CI skills, or 

have difference between their interpretation and their personal teaching skills to translate CI. 
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While Aliesha and Bryan agreed with Amanda that CI was a personal weakness in 

terms of their implementation of the propositions, Simon was the only participant to say that 

the CI proposition was a strength. Simon responded to the question regarding if he had any 

personal strengths and/or weaknesses with any of the propositions stating,  

“A strength is definitely the critical inquiry approach. I feel like, for me, [CI] is what I 

base my regular teaching on, whether being HPE or science or maths, which are my 

two other areas. I feel like that’s how I like to approach education, that’s how I learn, 

that’s how I want to impart knowledge onto others.” 

Evidently, in terms of the propositions, most participants felt that CI was a personal 

weakness, while Simon considered this proposition as a strength.  

4.7 Relations Between Propositions 

The current study found how interviewees interconnected the propositions. Rather than 

repeating these connections when presenting how participants enacted each proposition, 

findings relating to the interconnectedness of specific propositions are presented below. Data 

analysis suggested two main findings regarding participants’ views of the interconnectedness 

of the propositions: (1) relationships between HL, CI, EP and SBA, and (2) disagreement 

about whether VM is interconnected. 

 

4.7.1 Relation Between HL, CI, EP and SBA 

Holistically, Ursula said that HL interconnects with the other propositions. Responding to the 

question of whether she thought the propositions are interconnected, Ursula stated, “I think 

that the health literacy one is throughout all of them. Because if you're understanding and 

being able to apply, then I think you have that health literacy.” According to Ursula, 
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understanding and applying knowledge is related to HL and applicable to the other 

propositions. 

Specifically, it was suggested that HL links with the purpose of HPE and some of the 

other propositions. Commenting on whether she thought the propositions are of worth, 

Amanda said, 

“The aim here is to educate people about, you know, the risks and harms and strategies 

and approaches you can take when it comes to drugs and alcohol. So those two [EP 

and SBA], particularly I think, were huge for me when it comes to Health Education, 

particularly. Health literacy as well. Obviously again, … I really try to get a better 

comprehension going on there.” 

According to Amanda, the purpose of HPE is to educate students about risks and harms, and 

strategies and approaches to overcome those risk and harms. Amanda links this purpose of 

HPE to EP, SBA and HL, which she perceived as interconnected propositions. 

 For Amanda, not only does EP, SBA and HL align to the purpose of HPE, but these 

were the propositions she was most confident in teaching. When asked how well she thought 

she could implement the propositions, Amanda responded,  

“I feel a lot more confident when I teach health, so. I think the ones that I can see clear 

implementation within a health classroom. Like I said before, like those educative 

purposes, strengths-based, you know, your health literacy. I think those ones I feel a 

lot more confident in and I feel like I can implement a lot better.” 

Amanda was more confident in teaching the AC:HPE PSCH strand than MPA. Accordingly, 

she was more confident in teaching the propositions she saw as relating to PSCH; a strand that 

can teach her purpose of HPE in risks, harms, strategies, and approaches, propositions she 
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identified as EP, SBA and HL. Similarly, in response to the question of whether the 

propositions were interconnected, Aliesha, Amanda, Hunter and Simon were unanimous in 

the view that the SBA proposition clearly linked to other propositions relating to PSCH. 

 In addition, according to the participants, CI could be linked to the EP, SBA and HL 

propositions. Aliesha, Amanda, Bryan and Hunter specifically linked HL to the CI 

proposition. For example, when asked whether he thought the propositions were 

interconnected, Hunter responded, “if you look at, like, health literacy to inquiry approach, I 

think that really, like, those two really linked together. Strengths-based [approach] then 

obviously links to those.” Moreover, commenting on what pedagogies and assessments he 

thought aligned well with the propositions, Bryan linked CI to the other PSCH propositions. 

He stated:  

“I would say, one, obviously inquiry. I think an inquiry approach is really good for 

students to, sort of, find that understanding of themselves and lead themselves to 

overcoming problems, which I believe would align to the critical inquiry. Obviously, I 

think that would develop their health literacy for them finding more information. And, 

if they have an overall goal that they are trying to achieve by the teacher just giving 

them solution to find or something within their inquiry that focuses on educative 

purposes part…” 

The majority of participants interconnect the HL and CI propositions. Further, Bryan 

explicitly linked CI to the already establish connections between EP, SBA and HL. 

 

4.7.2 Disagreement about Whether VM is Interconnected 

Thus far, it has been established that participants viewed the EP, SBA, HL and CI as 

interconnected to the PSCH strand. The only proposition that has not been mentioned within 
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these relationships is VM. Conflicting discourses emerged from interviewees as to whether 

VM interconnected with the other propositions. 

 On the one hand, Simon argued that the VM proposition interconnected with the other 

propositions. When asked whether the propositions were interconnected, Simon stated, 

“If you are looking at valuing movement teaching, you know, a movement sequence, 

then you will be using vocabulary, which is building literacy and then using the 

critical inquiry approach to then, you know, further students’ understanding and 

comprehension of them, and get their interpretation with proof, or with the hinderance, 

that sort of thing.” 

According to Simon, vocabulary and learning tasks where students have to make judgements 

connected the VM proposition to HL and CI. 

 By contrast, Aliesha and Amanda argued a disconnection between VM and other 

propositions, particularly CI. Commenting on whether the propositions are interconnected, 

Aliesha said, “valuing movement is probably the least intertwined with the other four because 

it's the only real one that has movement in it.” Aliesha and Amanda agreed that CI did not 

link with VM. When asked if they thought the propositions were interconnected, one 

individual, Amanda, stated that, “Critical inquiry is probably the one that I associate least 

with valuing movement.” In general, Aliesha and Amanda interpreted the VM proposition as 

not being interrelated with the other propositions. 

 However, these two participants, as well as Hunter, upon reflection, stated that VM 

connects with a SBA. This can be illustrated briefly by Hunter’s response to the question of 

whether he thought the propositions are interconnected, “I think like value movement... Well, 

I guess that's a strengths-based approach, isn't it? If you value movement, you'll do it and 

prevent future disease.” Additionally, Amanda linked VM to SBA and EP when commenting 
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on the same question, “if you think about valuing movement, but you know, educative 

purpose also fits into valuing movement, and so does strength-based approach.” However, 

Aliesha’s response to the question indicates limitations to VM interconnecting to the other 

propositions, “like, you can use like strengths-based movement activities, but you can't really 

analyse movement unless you're doing something that's biomechanics.” Hunter and Aliesha’s 

comments suggest that the HPE content being explored (e.g., preventative health actions and 

biomechanics) provides the opportunity for VM to connect with the other propositions. 

Besides the content, however, participants did not link VM to the other propositions. 

4.8 Summary 

The purpose of this chapter was to present how participants enacted the AC:HPE 

propositions. This allowed the research question, ‘how can differences between pre-service 

HPE teachers in the enactment of the AC:HPE's five propositions be explained?’ be answered. 

Specifically, this research question was able to be answered via the thematic analysis 

undertaken. 

 The thematic analysis revealed key findings of participants’ enactments of each 

proposition. The central EP findings were that planning processes and learning outcomes 

guided most participants’ AC:HPE planning, HPE was considered education-based and not 

performance-based and applying HPE knowledge through inquiry-based, authentic 

environments relevant to students. In terms of SBA, participants focused on enacting 

salutogenesis, utilising students’ strengths and their preferred pedagogies interviewees were 

confident and generally strove to teach using a SBA, which was deemed worthwhile but not 

always relevant to the teaching context. Participants interpreted VM through the concepts of 

lifelong physical activity and the benefits of physical activity, Arnold’s dimensions of 

learning movement, and TGfU, and translated VM as participating in physical activities 

whilst explaining the significance of that physical activity to individuals and societies. HL 
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was enacted as comprehending health information, affairs and texts, and a commitment to an 

inquiry approach to HL by applying this information. The CI proposition was understood as 

teaching higher order thinking skills, that CI aligned with inquiry-based learning tasks. The 

thematic analysis showed that except for Simon, some participant viewed CI as a weakness in 

terms of their ability to translate this proposition to teaching and learning contexts. 

 The thematic analysis also revealed how interconnected the participants saw the 

propositions. According to the analysis, interviewees interconnected propositions they saw 

aligned with PSCH, that is, EP, SBA, HL and CI. VM was only connected to EP and SBA. 

 In the next chapter, these findings will be interpreted with two methods. First, the 

findings will be evaluated based on the ACARA’s (2020a) explanation of each proposition. 

Claims made in this evaluation will then analysed using the contextual dimensions and policy 

actors elements of Ball et al.’s (2012) policy enactments framework to explain possible 

explanations for the findings presented in this chapter. This analysis will have implications for 

policy makers, teacher educators, administrators, researchers and teacher mentors. 
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5.0 Discussion and Conclusion 

The aim of the study was to explore pre-service HPE teachers’ interpretation and translation of 

the AC:HPE’s five propositions and contributing factors affecting these enactments. The 

thematic analysis of the interview transcripts revealed several themes regarding participants’ 

enactment of each proposition. For EP, these themes were: (1) EP as teaching outcomes, and 

(2) EP as applying HPE to daily life. Three themes emerged from participants’ interpretation 

and translation of SBA: (1) SBA as subject matter for good health, (2) SBA as building 

students’ strengths, and (3) SBA as a pedagogical strength. The themes for VM were: (1) 

interpreting VM through movement-based concepts (i.e., lifelong physical activity participation 

and benefits, Arnold’s dimensions of learning movement, and Teaching Games for 

Understanding), and (2) translating VM as physical activity participation. The themes for HL 

were: (1) HL as comprehending health knowledge, and (2) HL as applying health knowledge. 

Lastly, three themes emerged from participants’ enactment of CI: (1) interpreting CI as a skill, 

(2) interpreting and translating CI as a pedagogy, and (3) CI as a strength and weakness. The 

thematic analysis also revealed that participants interconnected HL, CI, EP, and SBA and that 

there was discrepancy as to whether VM interconnected with the other propositions. 

This chapter begins by comparing the findings presented in Chapter 4 to the ACARA 

(2020a) explanations of each proposition. The purpose of this comparison is to evaluate 

participants’ interpretations and translations of the propositions. As the ACARA (2020a) 
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statements are the policy under investigation, it is appropriate to examine participants’ 

alignment to these statements to evaluate participants’ interpretations and translations. This 

evaluation will then be used in the following sections of this chapter. Specifically, Section 5.2 

proposes possible explanations for this evaluation using the contextual dimensions and policy 

actors elements of Ball et al.’s (2012) policy enactments framework. To date, several HPE 

studies (e.g., Lambert, 2018) have been undertaken using the policy as curriculum enactment 

theoretical perspective (Ball et al., 2012). Consequently, for this study, the interview questions 

(see table 2) and research questions (see Section 1.4) derived from the same theoretical 

perspective. Within these two sections, reference to the literature review (Chapter 2) is made 

when appropriate. The last section of this Chapter concludes the study by pointing to future 

research opportunities regarding the pre-service teachers and the propositions. It will be argued 

that this future work would be timely to current ACARA and HPE research developments. 

5.1 Comparing Participant Findings to the Proposition Explanations 

5.1.1 Focus on Educative Purposes (EP) 

While all participants referred to the explicit learning of health and movement, and practicing 

and applying that knowledge elements of the proposition explanations, participants did not 

refer to the creating nor evaluating knowledge elements. As outlined in Section 1.2.2, an 

aspect of the EP proposition is “explicit learning about health and movement” (ACARA, 

2020a, para. 3). This statement was addressed in its entirety by all participants; Aliesha, 

Amanda, and Ursula in their interpretation of EP, and Bryan, Hunter, and Simon in their 

translation. For example, in Section 4.2.2, EP as applying HPE to daily life, Aliesha 

mentioned in her interpretation about educating students on what health looked like, how to 

influence others’ health, and physical activity generally. These findings are similar to that of 

Fane et al. (2019), and Garrett and Wrench (2012). These authors found that pre-service 

teachers viewed Health Education as the explicit teaching of physical activity, the dimensions 

of health, health topics, and risky behaviours. The ACARA (2020a) statement on EP also 
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called for learning opportunities to practice, create, apply in contemporary contexts, and 

evaluate health and movement teachings. As a collective, Aliesha, Bryan, and Hunter’s 

interpretation, and Ursula’s enactment of EP referred to practice and applying knowledge in 

contemporary contexts. As recounted in Section 4.2.2, EP as applying HPE to daily life, 

Ursula translated EP by allowing students to “practice and apply what they are learning in… a 

real-life context”. However, none of the participants referred to creating nor evaluating 

knowledge, which is stated in ACARA (2020a). This omission means that participants may 

not give school students opportunities to engage with higher order thinking cognitions for EP. 

 Some of the participants, on a shallow level, referenced progression and development. 

ACARA’s (2020a) EP statement referred to the “progression and development of disciplinary 

knowledge, understanding and skills underpinning HPE” (para. 2). Aliesha and Amanda in 

their interpretation of EP, and Bryan and Simon in their interpretation and translation, as a 

collective, referenced progression and development of disciplinary knowledge and 

understanding. As mentioned, Aliesha’s interpretation in Section 4.2.2 referred to HPE 

knowledge and understandings. In Section 4.2.1 EP as teaching outcomes, Simon’s 

interpretation of EP referenced progression and development by referring to processes that 

lead to the desired outcome. It is unknown whether these processes and outcomes are 

appropriate to the AC:HPE. However, Williams et al. (2020a) found that in-service teachers’ 

psychomotor assessments in AC:HPE programs have been ill-suited to the curriculum. 

Nevertheless, participants did not make explicit reference to skills. This means that 

participants may not provide school students with skills necessary for a healthy lifestyle. 

 There were several aspects of ACARA’s (2020a) EP statement that participants did 

not mention. Specifically, they did not refer to the AC:HPE’s goals beyond its EP, the 

AC:HPE’s multidisciplinary evidence base, ongoing and developmentally appropriate 

learning of health and movement, and how students make meaning of knowledge and skills 
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(ACARA, 2020a). The last point is particularly noteworthy, as DinanThompson (2013) has 

praised how EP promotes authentic learning to apply lessons from the propositions 

throughout life. It is also worth pointing out here that when asked to explain how he translated 

the propositions, Bryan only referred to his translation of EP. This suggests several 

disconnections between curriculum intent and participants’ enactment of EP. 

5.1.2 Strengths-Based Approach (SBA) 

Most participants shallowly understood the salutogenic nature of the SBA and the use of 

strengths and resources. As explained in Section 1.2.2, the SBA has a greater focus on 

developing knowledge, understanding, and skills students need to “make healthy, safe, and 

active choices that will enhance their own and others’ health and wellbeing” (ACARA, 2020a, 

para. 4). Bryan in his interpretation of SBA, Ursula in her translation, and Hunter and Simon 

in both their interpretation and translation, referred to developing knowledge, understanding, 

and skills to make healthy, safe, and active choices for individuals. For instance, Simon’s 

translation of the SBA, as presented in Section 4.3.1 SBA as subject matter for good health, 

involved understanding the benefits of improving fitness. However, none of the participants 

referenced skills nor enhancing others’ health. This partial enactment appears to support 

McCuaig et al.’s (2013) claim that it is risky to include a relatively new concept in the 

AC:HPE that lacks research on its implementation in schools. ACARA (2020a) also states 

that students and communities have strengths and resources that can be enhanced to improve 

individual and others’ health, wellbeing, and movement competence and participation. 

Aliesha and Ursula, in their interpretation and translation, Amanda in her interpretation, and 

Hunter in his translation, referenced individuals improving upon strengths and resources. 

However, they did not mention others nor health or physical activity. For example, it was 

established in Section 4.3.2 SBA as building students’ strengths that Amanda and Ursula 

recognised that students come into a classroom with their own strengths and knowledges, and 
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that lesson ought to build on those existing assets. This notion is consistent with McCuaig’s 

(2012) idea that schools are appropriate sites for a SBA due to the range of student strengths. 

Given the above, the SBA statements addressed here are partially enacted by some of the 

participants. For example, lacking interpersonal involvement may cause school students to 

view health as an individual concept. 

 Bryan and Simon, a third of the participant pool, fully and explicitly fulfilled the 

curriculum’s intent of not focusing purely on a deficit health model. However, only one 

participant partially referred to access and contextual factors. ACARA (2020a) states that the 

SBA does not focus purely on a deficit health model. This aspect of the ACARA (2020a) 

statement was fully comprehended by Bryan in his interpretation, and Simon in his 

interpretation and translation of the SBA. By way of illustration, Bryan, as described in 

Section 4.3.1, stated that a SBA focuses on what makes a person healthy rather than what 

makes them unhealthy. It may not necessarily be a shortcoming that all participants did not 

focus on this section of ACARA’s SBA statement. This is because, as numerous authors have 

highlighted (see Ezer et al., 2019; McCuaig et al., 2013; Murphy et al., 2014; Whatman et al., 

2019; Wright et al., 2019), this statement is a clause aimed at focusing on salutogenesis. 

ACARA (2020a) also stated that students have varying levels of access and resources 

depending on contextual factors that will affect their decisions and behaviours. Hunter was 

the only participant to refer to this aspect of the statement. However, his reference was partial. 

As explained in Section 4.3.1, Hunter translated the SBA by getting students to create a poster 

about accessibility to sport. Whilst his learning task may have shown varying levels of access 

based on contextual factors, it contained no reference to resources nor decisions and 

behaviours. This omission is a problem because, according to Williams et al. (2020b), the 

AC:HPE’s SBA investigates socio-cultural contexts, power relationships, and social justice 

issues. Therefore, not all participants will pass on knowledge to school students on how to 
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access credible information and resources nor understand how their context affects their 

health behaviours and decisions. 

5.1.3 Valuing Movement (VM) 

Most participants understood many of the ACARA VM proposition statements. According to 

ACARA (2020a), VM involves explicitly developing movement skills and concepts to 

participate in physical activities competently and confidently. While Aliesha in her 

interpretation and translation of VM, Ursula in her interpretation, and Hunter and Simon in 

their translation referred to developing movement skills and concepts to participate in 

physical activities, no reference was made to competence nor confidence. For example, as 

reported in Section 4.4.2 translating VM as physical activity participation, Aliesha translated 

VM by participating in Volleyball. The ACARA (2020a) explanation of VM also calls for 

physical activity participation across the lifespan. This was fully understood in the 

interpretations of VM made by Amanda, Hunter, Simon, and Ursula. By way of illustration, 

Amanda linked VM to the concept of lifelong physical activity (see Section 4.3.1.1). Lastly, 

the VM proposition states that movement is central to everyday life. This statement was met 

in its entirety in Amanda’s, Bryan’s, Hunter’s, and Ursula’s interpretation of VM. For 

instance, Bryan, interpreted VM as appreciating movement within everyday life. Three 

quarters of the participants fully understood the intent of the ACARA statements relating to 

lifelong physical activity participation and movement being central to everyday life. While 

most participants interpreted and/or translated VM as developing movement skills and 

concepts, no reference was made to competence nor confidence. Therefore, while most 

participants understood the majority of the VM proposition, the notion of competence nor 

confidence was not enacted as intended. A lack on attaining competence, success, and 

confidence in physical activity may cause school students to discontinue physical activity in 

later life. 
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5.1.4 Develop Health Literacy (HL) 

Most participants partially understood functional HL. ACARA (2020a) states that HL 

incorporates understanding information and services. Furthermore, ACARA (2020a) defined 

functional HL as researching and applying information in response to a question. As a 

collective, Amanda, Bryan, and Hunter in their interpretation of HL, Aliesha in her 

translation, and Simon in his interpretation and translation, referred to understanding 

information and services, and applying information. However, none of the participants 

referred to researching. As reported in Section 4.5.1 HL as comprehending health knowledge, 

Ursula translated HL by teaching students coping strategies (information) and where to get 

support (services). In Section 4.5.2 HL as applying health knowledge, Bryan’s interpretation 

of HL included applying knowledge in life. These findings relate to Nash et al.’s (2021) claim 

that there is a link between HL, health education, and health behaviours and outcomes. The 

omission of research may impact the other aspects of functional HL that most participants 

partially enacted, such as accessing health information and services. Therefore, functional HL 

is not enacted as intended. 

 There were some ACARA (2020a) HL statements that some of the participants 

referred to. The ACARA (2020a) statement for HL, in part, notes that students should gain 

access and use health information and services to promote health. While Amanda and Bryan 

in their interpretation of HL, Hunter in his translation, and Ursula in both her interpretation 

and translation referred to using health information, they did not reference gaining access to 

health information and services. The previously mentioned example from Bryan illustrated 

this point clearly. Furthermore, ACARA (2020a) defines critical HL as encompassing the 

ability to, “selectively access and critically analyse health information from a variety of 

sources … to take action to promote personal health and wellbeing or that of others” (para. 

10). Furthermore, it goes on to say that HL is a personal and community asset that needs to be 
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communicated, developed, enriched, and evaluated. Hunter’s interpretation of HL fully aligns 

with ACARA’s (2020a) explanation of HL, which mentions communicating and enriching 

HL as a personal asset. For instance, Hunter referred to using higher order cognitions to 

influence others’ health.  Simon’s interpretation of HL also referenced critiquing health 

information. Overall, only a few participants partially understood the ACARA statements 

relating to gaining access to and using health information and services. Only one participant 

understood critical HL. This means that most participants will not pass on knowledge on how 

to select appropriate health information. 

It is notable that none of the participants aligned their enactment of HL to ACARA’s 

(2020a) statement regarding interactive HL. ACARA defined interactive HL as being able to 

“independently engage with a health issue and … apply new information to changing 

circumstances” (para. 10). While it was established previously when evaluating functional HL 

that participants referred to applying knowledge, interviewees did not mention independent 

engagement nor changing circumstances. This oversight, along with surface-level 

interpretations revealed in this section, aligns with Lynch and Soukup’s (2016) contention 

that HL can be confusing and is not self-explanatory. Findings on this issue also align with 

Nash et al. (2021), who have highlighted a persistent gap between curriculum intent and in-

service teachers’ translation of HL. Therefore, interactive HL is not interpreted nor translated 

as intended. As such, these participants would not implement independent tasks nor highlight 

how circumstances changes throughout the lifespan in their teaching practices. 

5.1.5 Critical Inquiry Approach (CI) 

There were ACARA (2020a) statements on CI that some of the participants partially 

addressed. As outlined in Section 1.2.2, CI involves students engaging in critical processes, 

including being able to “critically analyse and critically evaluate contextual factors that 

influence decision-making, behaviours, and action” (ACARA, 2020a, para. 12). While 
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Aliesha and Amanda in their interpretation, and Simon and Hunter in both their interpretation 

and translation alluded to critical processes, they did not explicitly reference critiquing 

contextual factors. As an example, Amanda, in Section 4.6.1 interpreting CI as a skill, 

interpreted CI as getting students to think critically. This finding is significant, as Leahy et al. 

(2013) and Macdonald (2013) praised the CI proposition for promoting critical processes, 

such as active learning, questioning assumptions, problem-solving, reflection, negotiation, 

and action. ACARA (2020a) also calls on students to, “explore inclusiveness, power 

inequalities, assumptions, diversity and social justice” (ACARA, 2020a, para. 12). Ursula, in 

her interpretation and translation of CI, was the only participant to refer to any of these 

elements of the proposition. Specifically, in Section 4.6.2 interpreting and translating CI as a 

pedagogy, Ursula referenced diversity (one of the four factors) by stating that she translated 

CI by getting students to look at different viewpoints. While Ursula’s statement reflects some 

commitment to critical reasoning, critically, this surface-level viewpoint does not fulfil the 

ACARA (2020a) statements nor academic viewpoints. For example, as Leahy et al. (2013) 

have argued, CI ought to focus on exploring these knowledges rather than teaching cognitive 

skills. Some participants partially understood the proposition explanation as it related to the 

critical inquiry process. While these ACARA statements, like others appear not to be fully 

understood by participants as they were intended by the curriculum writers, it was 

encouraging to note the reply of one participant who referenced exploring inclusiveness, 

power inequalities, assumptions, diversity, and social justice. 

 There were several missing links between participants and the CI proposition. When 

describing how she translated the propositions, Aliesha did not mention CI at all. 

Furthermore, there were some ACARA (2020a) elements of the proposition explanation that 

participants did not reference. These elements were, “values, behaviours, priorities, and 

actions related to health and physical activity reflect varying contextual factors which 
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influence the ways people live” (ACARA, 2020a, para. 13), and “meanings and interests 

individuals and social groups have in relation to health practices and physical activity 

participation are diverse and therefore require different approaches and strategies” (ACARA, 

2020a, para. 13). Not only are these statements neglected but given the partial understanding 

that only some of the participants had with a few ACARA statements regarding CI, 

participants would not allow school students to reflect on contextual factors affecting their 

health and movement opportunities. 

5.1.6 Interconnectedness of the Propositions 

Participants as well as academics have viewed the propositions as interconnected. ACARA 

(2020a) states that the AC:HPE is shaped by five interconnected propositions. As an example 

of all participants viewing the propositions as related in this way, Ursula, stated that HL was 

connected to CI, EP and SBA. Participants viewing the propositions as interconnected 

reflected the views of academics (e.g., Lambert, 2018; Macdonald, 2013; McCuaig et al., 

2013) in that they understood the intent of the curriculum in terms of how the propositions 

connect the diverse aims and content descriptions of the AC:HPE (cf. Brown & Whittle, 

2021; DinanThompson, 2013). 

 All participants said that the propositions are of worth.  However, the participants 

tended not to see each proposition having equal worth. By way of illustration, Aliesha, in 

Section 4.2.1 EP as teaching outcomes, stated that EP is in every lesson as it is directly linked 

to the content descriptions. However, in Section 4.3.3 SBA as a pedagogical strength, Aliesha 

mentioned that SBA cannot be addressed in every lesson. In contrast, when stating that HL 

connected to the other propositions, Ursula indicated that the propositions were of equal 

worth. The academic literature, aligning with the reported views of most participants, suggests 

that the propositions are not of equal worth. For example, Ezer et al. (2019), Fane et al. 

(2019), and Macdonald (2014) said that SBA, HL and CI could be implemented as a trio; 
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these academics did not mention VM. While participants and ACARA that the propositions 

are interconnected, participants do not see them as having equal importance. Therefore, in 

terms of implementation, not all propositions will be adopted as a focus for in every lesson, or 

necessarily given equal treatment. As ACARA (2020a) does not state whether the 

propositions are of equal worth, it is unknown whether this finding neglects curriculum intent. 

 There is a difference between the AC:HPE document and participants in terms of the 

importance of a healthy school environment. None of the participants explicitly referred to 

translating the propositions within or to promote a healthy school environment. This finding is 

in contrast to one of the key understandings of the propositions according to ACARA 

(2020a). Specifically, ACARA (2020a) stated that the propositions ought to be taught within a 

healthy school environment. It can thus be concluded that pre-service teachers may 

immediately focus on learning and teaching in the classroom, such as how the propositions 

are enacted. Consequently, the notion of a healthy school environment may be a subsequent 

consideration. 

5.2 Comparing Participant Findings to Contextual Dimensions and Policy Actors 

To summarise Section 5.1, participants had shallow interpretations and translations of the 

propositions. In other words, there were elements of each proposition that participants did not 

address. Furthermore, participants only reported a partial understanding of most propositions. 

This section proposes possible explanations for this evaluation by using the policy as 

curriculum enactments (Ball et al., 2012) concepts of contextual dimensions and policy actors. 

These possible explanations are groups under two themes: (1) context in which the unit plan 

was created in, and (2) what pre-service teachers know. 
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5.2.1 Context in Which the Unit Plan Was Created In 

Adopting a translator role within her situated context, Aliesha used the AC:HPE to create her 

unit plan for a year nine class she taught during her twelve-week practicum. She had guidance 

from her supervising teacher when creating her unit plan. This unit plan was used by all year 

nine HPE teachers. While creating the unit plan, Aliesha was simultaneously a receiver as she 

had to satisfy many requirements given to her. For one, Aliesha’s supervisor gave her the 

previous year’s unit plan and instructed Aliesha to change the learning tasks but to keep the 

original summative assessment item. Aliesha had to align her method of asking inquiry 

questions to the school’s pedagogical model. To align her unit plan with the practicum 

school’s HPE structure, Aliesha had to have two classroom lessons and one lesson on the 

sporting field every week. The practicum school disconnected the classroom and practical 

field-based lessons. 

The situated context of Aliesha’s practicum may have influenced her interpretation 

and translation of the propositions. Firstly, the input from her supervisor and other year nine 

teachers, such as their enactment of the propositions, may have influenced what Aliesha put in 

her unit plan. Similarly, Aliesha’s enactment of the propositions could have been influenced 

by the previous unit plan. For example, she may had kept aspects of the previous unit plan or 

included advice from her supervisor that she thought were effective strategies. As well, she 

may have altered other aspects of the unit and discarded advise that she did not feel confident 

in implementing nor thought were good ideas. Furthermore, the school’s pedagogical model 

that prompted teachers to ask questions and the school’s HPE structure may have impacted on 

how Aliesha translated the propositions. By way of illustration, a possible cause for a 

superficial translation of the propositions could be that classroom and field lessons were 

separated. As a result, the content nor the propositions may not have been able to be 
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interconnected. This interconnection is desired in the AC:HPE (ACARA, 2020a; Macdonald, 

2012). 

In a similar way, the situated context of participants from University 1 allowed them 

to be translators as they created a unit plan. However, they were also receivers as they had to 

create their unit plan under requirements given to them by their lecturer. As explained in 

Section 4.2.2, the university assessment task was for groups of students to create an AC:HPE 

unit plan that integrated one PSCH content description and one MPA content description. The 

unit plan had to also incorporate one or more of the Australia Curriculum’s cross-curricular 

priorities and general capabilities. Participants completed this assessment task at the 

beginning of their initial HPE teacher education degree.  

In the same way as Aliesha, this situated context may have influenced how 

participants from University 1 enacted the propositions. The university assessment task, 

which provided the situated context for participants, cast participants as receivers who were 

required to satisfy university assessment guidelines. Contemporaneously, these participants, 

enacting their role as pre-service teachers, acted as translators. However, in so doing, these 

participants were necessarily focused on enacting the content descriptions rather than the 

propositions. This possible explanation for shallow interpretations and translations was made 

in Section 4.4.2 translating VM as physical activity participation. Also, the group dynamic 

when translating the AC:HPE may have been another factor in participants’ translation of the 

propositions. In other words, how groups compromise different ideas on enactment may had 

influenced proposition enactments. For example, it was explained in Hunter’s biography 

(Section 4.1.1.3) that he was the only person in his group to translate the PSCH strand. As this 

assessment piece occurred early in the participants’ degree, a lack of teaching experience and 

content knowledge may have contributed to the surface-level enactment of the propositions. 
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This notion was highlighted in Amanda’s biography when stating that she took a back seat in 

making decisions as she did not know as much as her colleagues. 

Across all participants, the topics and assessment modes chosen in their unit plans 

may have caused their shallow enactment of the proposition. Using professional cultures and 

the translator actor role, it was stated in Ursula’s biography (Section 4.1.1.5) that she and her 

colleague chose netball as their physical activity because they both played the sport as school 

students. As this was a physical activity Ursula and her colleague had previous experience in, 

they may have been more confident enacting the proposition within netball. In contrast, with 

the same contextual dimension and policy actor, it was established in Section 4.5.1 HL as 

comprehending health knowledge that Hunter was critical of using access as his health topic. 

Hunter was also critical of using a poster as his assessment mode. Hunter was critical of his 

topic and assessment as he thought that they did not highlight HL to the students clearly. 

Hunter’s response may have been the result of his lack of content and/or teaching knowledge 

to choose the correct topic, assessment, or meaningful learning tasks. 

The abilities of the students for which the unit plan was designed for could have been 

another factor in participants’ surface-level enactment of the propositions. As outlined in her 

biography (Section 4.1.2.1), Aliesha explained that her situated context included students that 

were high-achieving and talkative. This contextual factor may have contributed to Aliesha’s 

translation that was rich in content in addition to including collaborative-based learning tasks. 

In contrast, Simon’s situated context was characterised by students who had a range of 

learning difficulties. As a translator, then, Simon used his teaching knowledge and values 

(professional culture) to differentiate activities so that all students could achieve learning 

outcomes.  
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Finally, the available resources participants had for their unit could have caused their 

shallow interpretation and translation of the propositions. In reference to the material context, 

Aliesha encountered ICT issues whilst implementing her unit plan. Similarly, participants 

from University 1 were translators as they created their unit plans. It seems that they did so 

under the assumption that their situated context included access to the internet. As a 

translator in her situated context, Aliesha created a booklet with the unit’s learning task (e.g., 

answering questions to videos Aliesha found). She distributed this booklet to every student in 

her class. Consequently, participants’ enactment of the propositions could have been based on 

their access to the internet and how they overcame ICT problems. Equally, interpretations and 

translations can be based on the resources participants found, which ones they chose to 

implement in their unit, and their justification for choosing those resources implemented. This 

claim is congruent with Alfrey and Brown’s (2013) argument that the resources pre-service 

teachers have available to them will influence their implementation of the curriculum. 

5.2.2 Pre-Service Teachers’ Knowledge, Experiences, Values, and Philosophies 

Another factor that may have impacted upon participants’ surface-level enactment of the 

propositions is their knowledge and personal preferences. As a translator in their respective 

situated context, Aliesha said in her biography that a lot of ideas that she implemented in her 

unit plan came from what she already knew, and Bryan and Ursula chose their respective 

topics because they were familiar with them. As a receiver in her situated context, Amanda, 

noted in her biography that the university course that required the creation of the unit plan 

was her first HPE course. Therefore, she reported letting others in her group take leading roles 

in developing the unit plan. Referring to professional cultures, Aliesha was an enthusiast for 

the SBA and a receiver to supervising teachers who did not emphasise the propositions. As a 

translator, Amanda reported that the propositions cannot be explicitly taught. Rather, as 

explained in Section 4.2.2 translating VM as physical activity participations, she argued that 
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the propositions were expressed through learning tasks (e.g., understanding cultural 

significance of physical activity to VM). Accordingly, it might be reasoned that pre-service 

teachers’ superficial enactment of the propositions could be partially attributed to whether 

their background knowledge (e.g., from university, and life and teaching experiences) and 

personal beliefs and preferences emphasised certain propositions. For the propositions that are 

not emphasised, participants will not or minimally enact them to their school students. 

 The literature supports the claim that knowledge and preferences will affect how pre- 

and in-service teachers interpret and translate policy. Fane et al. (2019) found that pre-service 

teachers pass on their superficial health education knowledge to school students during 

practicum, and that in-service teachers’ benightedness often results in health education’s 

substitution with ‘PE theory’. Pre-service teachers continue to practice traditional notions of 

HPE (e.g., focusing on fitness and risk-oriented behaviours via a medico-scientific view of 

health) due to unfamiliarity with HPE content and pedagogy (Wrench & Garrett, 2015; 

Wright et al., 2018). Arguably, because of a lack of familiarly, pre-service teachers can teach 

confidently about future health implications (e.g., the implications of binge drinking), but 

cannot make relevant connections to the current contexts of students’ lives (Wright et al., 

2018). Also referencing unfamiliarity with content in a different context Brown (2013a) stated 

that, for in-service teachers, learning in movement is the least understood, developed and 

most overlooked concept. Before the inception of the CI proposition, Leahy et al. (2013) 

found that pre-service teachers translate CI by analysing ‘usual’ texts (e.g., junk food labels) 

and coupled ‘critically’ with a cognitive verb (e.g., analyse) to investigate risky health 

behaviours. With this translation, there is no investigation into what factors affects individuals 

and groups’ health behaviours and decisions. In other words, pre-service teachers do not allow 

students to critiquing contextual and social factors, such as power inequalities in 

communities. This means that young people may not learn how context affects their health. 
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As well, pre-service teachers need to learn to teach the multiple perspectives regarding health 

risks and potential interventions for each health topic (Leahy et al., 2013). This is a reasonable 

intervention, as DinanThompson (2013) alluded to in-service teachers improving their 

teachings of the propositions by developing their pedagogy. These research findings tend to 

support the proposition that that pre-service teachers’ interpretation and translation of policy 

will be shaped by their knowledge and personal preferences. 

 Participants’ shallow enactment of the propositions could also be attributed to their 

limited teaching experiences. As stipulated in the biographies, some participants, including 

Aliesha, Amanda, Bryan, and Ursula had education-related occupations whilst completing 

their undergraduate HPE degree. This relates to their policy actor statuses (professional 

culture) that included enthusiast (i.e., promoting the teaching of health during afterschool care 

programs), translator (i.e., creating activities,) and receiver (i.e., doing what they have been 

told). Also, with their professional culture and receiver role, participants (e.g., Amanda, 

Bryan, Simon, and Ursula) explained that they had little practicum experience with HPE 

and/or the propositions at the time they created their unit plans and/or at the time they were 

interviewed for this study. Hunter, as outlined in Section 4.2.2 translating VM as physical 

activity participation, used his professional culture and enthusiasm for VM to criticise how 

in-service teachers were implementing the proposition. Consequently, participants’ shallow 

interpretations and translations could be based on replicating experiences as a school student 

and/or during practicums participants viewed to be positive, successful and/or relevant. 

Similarly, enactments could be based on altering experiences participants viewed as negative 

and/or unsuccessful. 

 Extrapolating on these points relating to prior experience and personal biases, 

participants’ experiences as a school student may also be a factor in their surface-level 

enactment of the propositions. The AC:HPE was introduced into schools in 2015 (Wrench, 
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2019). As such, none of the participants were “receivers” of the AC:HPE as school students. 

Furthermore, using Bryan and Simon’s biographies as examples, some participants 

experienced success in sport and/or HPE when they were school students. In contrast, 

Amanda did not have positive experiences as a HPE school student. Therefore, pre-service 

teachers’ enactment of the propositions could be influenced by a combination of a lack of 

experience with the propositions in practical teaching contexts and personal experiences and 

biases. As such, some participants’ enactments could be based on replicating or revisioning 

their personal experiences of successes or failures in PE during their own schooling. This 

notion is supported by DinanThompson (2013), who said that HPE as a history of continuing 

traditional practices. It is, therefore, a matter of speculation whether the participants’ own 

experiences align with their enactment of the propositions.  

 Another potential factor influencing participants’ shallow enactment of the 

propositions may be rooted in their personal preferences for their chosen profession. 

Participants wanted to become HPE teachers because of their love for sport, working with 

children, or, in Amanda’s case, her family’s less developed HL. These reasons formed part of 

their professional culture and were expressed when participants were translators and 

receivers. For example, Bryan chose to study touch football in his unit plan as his colleagues 

he created his unit plan with enjoyed the sport. Therefore, pre-service teachers’ enactment of 

the propositions can be attributed to their previous experiences, the knowledge that they have, 

and personal values regarding HPE. This is supported by Yager et al. (2017), who found that 

pre-service teachers wanted to become HPE teachers for the similar reasons as participants in 

this study: a love of exercise and nutrition, and wanting to help others be healthy. Therefore, 

they enact upon these reasons within their teaching practices and personal lives. 

 Teaching philosophies are another preference that may have contributed to 

participants’ surface-level enactment of the propositions. In her biography, it was stated that 
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Aliesha was a receiver in a situated context where the propositions were not emphasised. 

Referring to their teaching philosophy (professional culture contextual dimension), Aliesha 

and Bryan were both enthusiasts and translators of collaborative learning (see Section 4.3.2 

SBA as building students’ strengths). Likewise, Simon was an enthusiast and translator of CI 

and constructivist learning (see Section 4.6.2 interpreting and translating CI as a pedagogy). 

Referring to translators and teaching philosophy, Aliesha and Amanda valued the 

propositions (although not equally), and Hunter was critical on his choice of health topic. As a 

receiver, Amanda, had strengths with respect to propositions that she saw as aligning with 

PSCH. Therefore, pre-service teachers’ enactment of the propositions can be attributed to 

their teaching philosophies, incorporating their personal strengths and their status within 

schools (e.g., supervising teachers not emphasising the propositions, while pre-service 

teachers feel they need to), and building on those philosophical orientations by critiquing 

knowledge and experiences. This claim is justifiable as it relates to research from Wrench and 

Garrett (2015) and Yager et al. (2017) that suggests that that pre-service teachers’ philosophy 

towards teaching is to enact what is expected from them and be good role models to their 

students. 

 Replicating what pre-service teachers have seen on practicum and as a school student 

is a definite factor in their surface-level interpretation and translation of the propositions. As a 

receiver in both her situated context and as her professional philosophy, Amanda included 

learning tasks in her unit plan that she saw successfully implement at university and 

practicums (see Section 4.1.1.1). As specified in Section 4.1.1.3, Hunter used teaching ideas 

he received from in-service teachers when he was coaching. Therefore, pre-service teachers’ 

enactment could be based on their experiences, and others’ interpretations and translations 

which they then adopt and modify. As such, they are continuing traditional practices that may 

or may not align with the propositions. 
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 The claim that pre-service teachers’ surface-level enactment of the proposition can be 

attributed to replicating the behaviours of other teachers is extensively documented in the 

research literature. DinanThompson (2013) stated that HPE has a history of teachers 

continuing traditional practices despite changes in the curriculum. As a consequence of 

continuing traditional practices, Bowles et al. (2017), Dixon et al. (2021), Leahy (2014), 

McCuaig et al. (2013) and Wright et al. (2018) found that in-service teachers have struggled 

translating a SBA into practice. Lambert (2018), McCuaig (2012) and Nash et al. (2021) 

identified the same issue with HL, and Dixon et al. (2021), Leahy et al. (2013), Murphy et al. 

(2014) and Williams (2018) with CI. Pre-service teachers then replicate what in-service 

teachers struggle with. Therefore, continuing traditional practices can, in part, explain 

participants’ shallow enactments of the proposition. 

 Although not explicitly stated in the AC:HPE, scholars (e.g., Akehurst et al., 2020; 

Lambert & O’Connor, 2018; Macdonald, 2012; Stolz & Thorburn, 2017) have included 

Arnold’s dimensions of learning movement as part of the VM proposition. This study’s 

findings of pre-service teachers’ enactment of Arnold’s dimension are similar to previous 

finding on in-service teachers. As reported from Section 4.3.1.3 with respect to Arnold’s 

dimensions of learning movement, Aliesha and Ursula were able to identify the three 

dimensions and justify their use in the curriculum. However, they did not explain the 

dimensions further. This finding corroborates the findings in studies by Akehurst et al. (2020), 

Brown (2013a, 2013b), Brown and Whittle (2021), and Stolz and Thorburn (2017). These 

researchers found that in-service teachers have surface-level interpretations and translations of 

Arnold’s dimensions. Therefore, participants tended to superficially interpret and translate 

Arnold’s dimensions and, therefore, the VM proposition. This may mean that participants 

cannot provide the educational-rich curriculum that Arnold’s dimensions provide (Arnold, 

1978). 



Pre-Service Teachers, Interpretation and Translation, AC:HPE Propositions 132 

 

Another factor that may have influenced participants’ shallow interpretation and 

translation of the propositions is how long ago they last worked with the propositions. 

Participants from University 1 created their unit plans towards the middle of their degrees 

(situated context) under certain conditions (receiver). At the time of the interviews, however, 

these participants were towards or at the end of their degree. During the time between creating 

the unit plan and the interviews (approximately 6 to 12 months), participants attained more 

teaching knowledge and experiences. Therefore, this difference in time may have caused 

changes in participants’ professional knowledge and philosophical orientations; specifically, 

their beliefs, values, and thoughts of teaching, the AC:HPE, and the propositions. For 

example, participants may have forgotten details they were taught in their AC:HPE university 

course and the process of creating the unit plan. At the same time, participants may have 

developed and discarded certain ideas and teaching approaches from practicums after creating 

their unit plan. 

Lastly, university studies may be another factor in participants’ surface-level 

enactment of the propositions. As a receiver in their situated context, participants from 

University 1 used what they learnt in their AC:HPE course to create the unit plan. This 

assessment occurred midway through their university degree when they still had little 

experience and professional learning to draw on. Referring to participants being a receiver 

and their professional culture, participants, such as Hunter (Section 4.1.1.3) described 

university as their main experience with the propositions. As such, pre-service teachers’ 

enactment of the propositions may have partly depended on what they were taught and 

experienced during their university study, and how much of this information they could recall. 

Furthermore, as the unit plan was created midway through University 1’s degree, participants’ 

translations could have been based on a lack of knowledge regarding the propositions. 
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The findings presented in this study has implications to teacher education, professional 

learning and future HPE curriculum reforms and updates. The findings suggest that, generally, 

pre-service teachers have a shallow enactment of the propositions. This means that teacher 

education programs need to change so that pre-service teachers have better enactments of the 

propositions. In other words, teacher educators and supervising practicum teachers need to 

understand what their pre-service teachers understand, what they do not understand, and 

provide an intervention to help their pre-service teachers with their misunderstandings. The 

findings presented in this study, as well as from the literature review, suggests that pre- and 

in-service teachers need assistance with enacting the propositions. Professional learning 

programs need to be created to cater for this need. Professional learning programs and teacher 

education must be run in a way that will allow pre- and in-service teacher to translate what 

they have learnt in the program into their teaching. Lastly, the findings presented suggests that 

the curriculum has not been translated as intended. This means that curriculum designers need 

to organise these professional learning programs and/or gain a better understanding on what 

teachers can enact. 

5.3 Conclusion 

This study was successful in answering its three research questions. For the research question, 

‘How can differences between pre-service HPE teachers in the enactment of the AC:HPE's 

five propositions be explained?’, participants’ interpretations and translations of the 

propositions were explained via the results of thematic analysis (Chapter 4) and the evaluation 

of participants’ interpretations and translation of the propositions to the ACARA (2020a) 

statements (Section 5.1). The research questions, ‘How do different pre-service HPE teachers 

interpret and translate the AC:HPE's five propositions in specific contexts given the resources 

available to them?’ and, ‘How and in what ways do socio-cultural, historical and contextual 

factors affect the ways on which pre-service HPE teachers enact the AC:HPE's five 
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propositions?’, were answered in Section 5.2 using Ball et al.’s (2012) policy as curriculum 

framework which identified  potential reasons for participants’ surface-level interpretation 

and translation of the propositions. The most frequently cited contextual dimensions and 

policy actor roles in Section 5.2 were situated context and professional cultures, and receiver 

and translator, respectively. 

 By answering these research questions, it is apparent that practitioners (e.g., school 

teachers, curriculum designers, academics, and support agencies) (Lambert, 2018) need an 

understanding of the propositions to enact the AC:HPE. As noted, the AC:HPE is 

fundamentally informed by these propositions (ACARA, 2020a). As well, the propositions act 

as an ‘interpretive key’ (Brown & Whittle, 2021) for enacting the content descriptions, 

achievement standards, general capabilities, and cross-curriculum priorities within schools’ 

curricula, pedagogies, and assessments in contextually relevant ways. Therefore, it would 

benefit the delivery of quality experiences in AC:HPE if practitioners were able to critically 

interpret and use that interpretive key to enact the AC: HPE in ways its designers intended. 

5.3.1 Limitations of the Study 

Moving forward, more research focusing on pre-service teachers’ interpretation and translation 

of the propositions is needed to validate the results of this study. One limitation of this study 

was the relatively small sample of participants. Having a small sample size means that the 

results from this study alone cannot represent pre-service teachers’ interpretation and 

translation of the propositions (Leahy et al., 2013; Overton et al., 2017; Wrench & Garrett, 

2015). As such, the purpose of this study, as with Leahy et al. (2013), Overton et al. (2017) and 

Wrench and Garrett (2015), was to add to the accumulating body of research relating to teachers 

of HPE knowledge. Therefore, conducting studies with a larger sample size would enable more 

robust understandings of pre-service teachers’ interpretation and translation to practice the 

AC:HPE propositions.  
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Additionally, studies of pre-service HPE teachers using an observation-based 

methodologies would be useful for investigating pre-service and beginning teachers’ enactment 

of the intended curriculum based on the AC:HPE propositions and content descriptions. For the 

present study, in line with and similar studies cited in the literature review (e.g., Lambert, 2018; 

Leahy et al., 2013), data was collected via interviews and/or analysing pre-service teachers’ 

work. According to Nash et al. (2021), however, self-reported data are not as reliable as 

observations. This is because, as found in SueSee and Barker (2019), teachers’ self-report may 

not align with their teaching practices. It did seem, however, that participants referring to their 

unit plans as means of stimulating participant recall during the interviews did add validity to 

the findings of this study. This is because similarities and differences could be observed 

between thought and proposed action.  

Another direction for future work with pre-service teachers and their interpretation and 

translation of the AC:HPE propositions could focus on the complexity of context. Due to the 

many factors associated with the context of teaching HPE, it is difficult to make generalisable 

conclusions relating to teaching and learning outside of the context of enactment. In terms of 

seeing whether and to what extent context influences translation, it would be useful to examine 

whether the same pre-service teachers implemented the propositions and relevant content 

descriptions consistently within and across different contexts. ACARA (2020a) calls for the 

propositions to be taught in a healthy school environment. Consequently, an investigation into 

pre-service teachers’ perceptions on what constitutes a healthy school environment is necessary 

in the body of knowledge regarding their interpretation and translation of the propositions. For 

this study specifically, COVID-19 delayed University 1 participants’ practicums and this 

study’s data collection. Therefore, these participants analysed a unit plan that they created as 

an university assessment at the midpoint of their initial teacher education degree, assuming the 

possibility of delivery in either a real or fictitious context. As a result, data on translation from 
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these participants was unavoidably weakened by this unforeseeable event. Despite that, this 

study acted as a pilot investigation into potential sources of difference in pre-service teachers’ 

understanding and translation of the propositions. An example of an additional study could 

compare students’ translation of the propositions using a longitudinal approach.  

It must also be acknowledged that that participants’ perceptions will inevitably change 

over time. This will occur as a result of more knowledge and experience in using the AC:HPE 

in practicums and actual teaching experience. Indeed, when it comes to teaching HPE, one 

could argue these participants are still on the steepest part of their respective professional 

learning curves. As such, the results gained from this study cannot be held as a representation 

on how the participants, or pre-service teachers generally, would interpret and translate the 

propositions in the future. 

This future work would be timely. At the time of writing, ACARA is currently 

reviewing their curriculum for each KLA. For the AC:HPE propositions, the proposed revisions 

are to put greater emphasis on a healthy school environment and meeting the needs of diverse 

learners (ACARA, 2021). At the same time, considerable publications relating to the AC:HPE 

propositions have emerged. For example, Brown and Whittle (2021), among others, have 

published work on how physical literacy could fit in the AC:HPE. Conducting future work 

outlined in this section could provide new insights to the HPE research literature and, 

ultimately, HPE practice. Moreover, this work will inform future iterations of HPE curriculum 

nationally and globally. As a result, school students will receive a more meaningful and 

personally relevant HPE curriculum that is taught in a way that promotes lifelong learning in 

this multi-disciplinary field. 
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