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ABSTRACT
This paper presents a general curriculum quality framework that has been developed on the basis of re-
search in the Czech Republic and internationally. The cogency of this framework and its relevance to the 
Czech PE curriculum is demonstrated by reference to curriculum research. Finally its potential as a quality 
assessment tool for the review of the Czech Physical Education curriculum is discussed.
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INTRODUCTION

Since the fall of communism in the Czech Republic in 1989 significant education-
al reforms have taken place, including major reform of the Czech school curricu-
lum. The current national curricular documents (the Framework Educational Pro-
grammes – FEPs) were issued from 2005 onwards for the different levels of education.

The general Czech curriculum, in its concept and design, is perceived as problem-
atic (e.g. Dvořák, Starý, & Urbánek, 2015; Janík, 2013; Janík et al., 2018, 2019; Kuhn, 
2011, etc.). According to Šíp (2014), this is due to the inadequacies of the reform pro-
cess and the fact that the strengths and weaknesses of the original curriculum were 
not clearly established prior to the reforms. We agree with this view (c.f. Kuřina, 2014; 
Vlček, 2019) and also believe that the changes were not sufficiently discussed before-
hand, with academic experts, in schools or with teachers. This might be the reason 
behind the unsatisfactory outcomes of the curricular reform and the failure to accept 
some changes.

There is also a large body of research, which indicates that the physical education 
(PE) curriculum in the Czech Republic is not working as it should (Habrdlová, Lupač 
& Vlček, 2017; Lupač, 2016; Habrdlová & Vlček, 2015; Mužík & Vlček, 2016; Tupý, 
2018; Vlček & Mužík, 2012; Vlček, 2019). From the reform’s beginning, a health con-
cept underpinned the Czech PE designed curriculum. Despite the fact that the pro-
grammes have been shown to be problematic (Mužík & Vlček, 2016) and have been 
subject to ongoing content reviews, approved by the Ministry of Education and Sport 
(MEYS), the health oriented concept of the Czech PE curriculum has not changed 
significantly and in fact in educational practice different PE concepts still prevail (Fia- 
lová, Flemr, Marádová, & Mužík, 2014; Vlček, 2019). The research also shows that 
there is a lack of internal congruence in the PE curriculum between the health-ori-
ented learning objectives and the more balanced educational content (health/move-
ment) and that the health-oriented PE concept is not accepted by the public and is 
not being implemented by teachers (cf. Fialová et al., 2014; Vašíčková, 2016; Janík, 
Vlček, & Mužík, 2016).

In 2018 the MEYS has announced a new cycle of revision for the Czech FEPs which 
will also affect the PE designed curriculum. This project is now referred to as Revision 
of the FEP and preparation of the Education Policy Strategy of the Czech Republic until 
2030+ (Strategy 2030+)1. In January 2019 an expert group was established under the 
leadership of Prof. Arnošt Veselý. Their task is to prepare the initial document Guide-
lines for Education Policy of the Czech Republic 2030+ to define the vision, priori-
ties and objectives of education policy beyond 2030. It will describe what should be 
achieved and how these goals can be achieved. 

For the purposes of the review it is important that the quality of the existing cur-
riculum is assessed but the question is how, and what tools can be used. In 2011 an 
interdisciplinary team, which included the author, conducted an expert survey of ex-
perienced directors (head-teachers) and teachers in grammar schools2, to hear direct-

1	 For more information see http://www.nuv.cz/t/rrvp.
2	 A grammar school is a selective high school at the stage of upper secondary education 

typically beginning at age 15 or 16 years (ISCED 3).
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ly from experts in the field regarding what makes a quality designed curriculum ( Janík 
et al., 2011). These results were combined with similar studies conducted in the Czech 
Republic and abroad (Böttcher, 2006; Dvořák, 2012; Dane & Schneider, 1998; Egger 
et al., 2002; Gehrmann, Hericks, & Lüders, 2010; Gandal & Vranek, 2001; Halbheer 
& Reusser, 2008; Havel, 2016; Kurz, 2005; Squires, 2012, 1998; Stake, 1967, 1972; Thijs 
& Van den Akker, 2009; Zhu, Ennis, & Chen, 2011) and a general quality framework 
developed ( Janík et al., 2011). 

Unfortunately, this framework has not been used in discussions about the PE cur-
riculum quality in the Czech Republic. This paper presents this quality framework and 
discusses its applicability as a potential assessment tool for the planned PE curriculum 
revision in the Czech Republic.

To the Curriculum and its quality
It is important to note that the term curriculum is not defined consistently by different 
researchers. In a narrow definition, a curriculum means a teaching program. In the 
broadest sense, the curriculum means all the learning that takes place at school or in 
other institutions, both planned and unscheduled (cf. Lawton & Gordon, 1993, p. 66). 
In this text we view the ‘curriculum’ as somewhere between these extremes. 

We distinguish five forms of the curriculum (Průcha, 2002):
• 	 Concept form – vision, rationale or ‘basic philosophy’ underlying a curriculum.
• 	 Designed form – official documents (e.g. syllabi) prescribed at both the govern-

ment level (the educational framework) and at the school level, but also and asso-
ciated teaching materials, text books, etc.

• 	 Implemented form – curriculum as interpreted and used (especially by teachers).
• 	 Results form – outcomes of the actual process of teaching and learning.
• 	 Effects form – the impact of the acquired and attained learning outcomes on  

learners.
Frequently in discussion of the curriculum only the designed form is considered. 

However, in any quality assessment it is not sufficient to consider just the designed 
form of the curriculum – all five forms must be taken into account.

Janík et al. (2013, p. 20, cf. Průcha, 1996, pp. 26–27; Helmke, 2007, p. 40) distinguish 
two different meanings of the term ‘quality’ (cf. the Oxford definition of quality3).
1)	A  descriptive meaning which identifies a  desirable characteristic or attribute  

of a pedagogical phenomenon, for example the practicality of a designed curriculum.
2)	An evaluative meaning which describes a desirable standard or optimal level of 

achievement. This involves setting targets using normative approach as defined by 
Terhart, (2000, pp. 815–816) and their evaluation and measurement using an em-
pirical approach – (Terhart, 2000, p. 817) as for example used in PISA (Programme 
for International Student Assessment) and TIMSS (Trends in International Mathe-
matics and Science Study).
In this text we use the first definition. This means that quality can be viewed as 

a complex entity that can be broken down into specific attributes. Through monitor-
ing and evaluation of these attributes, the problematic aspects of a curriculum can be 
identified ( Janík et al., 2013, p. 21).

3	 www.lexico.com/en/definition/quality
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The Quality Framework
The framework presented here, developed by Janík et al. (2011), was developed to 
define the general characteristics of a quality designed curriculum. It comprises spe-
cific quality criteria grouped within four key areas4. These key areas provide an overall 
quality framework and the detailed quality criteria describe these areas more com-
prehensively.
•	 Area 1: feasibility and practicality
	 Criteria/characteristics:
	 1.1 respects reality and is manageable,
	 1.2 respects teaching/learning practice and is practical,
	 1.3 is instructive, inspirational and motivating for teachers,
	 1.4 is usable in the school environment by managers and teachers,
	 1.5 encourages communication and cooperation in school.
• Area 2: professional accuracy and congruence
	 Criteria/characteristics:
	 2.1 is consistent with similar documents such as assessments and inspection  

criteria,
	 2.2 is logical and interconnects goals and educational content,
	 2.3 accurately reflects the relevant discipline and the current state of disciplinary 

knowledge.
• Area 3: clarity and comprehensibility
	 Criteria/characteristics:
	 3.1 is thoughtfully structured and well-arranged,
	 3.2 is written so that it is accessible, understandable and accepted,
	 3.3 it is structurally interconnected,
	 3.4 it is concise but includes the essentials.
• Area 4: flexibility within overall bindingness
	 Criteria/characteristics:
	 4.1 provides a reasonable space for free decision-making,
	 4.2 is durable but provides flexibility for updating educational practice,
	 4.3 provides a desirable degree of uniformity between schools,
	 4.4 it defines what is important for pupils to acquire (the core curriculum) and is  

binding.

DISCUSSION

Area 1 requires a quality curriculum to be feasible and practical. These characteristics 
have been identified by many authors (e.g. Janik et al., 2010, 2011; Janík, Slavík, Na-
jvar, & Janíková, 2019; Stabback, 2016; Thijs & Van den Akker, 2009; and in PE Egger 
et al., 2002; Vlček & Mužík, 2012). As emphasized above, when assessing for feasibility 
and practicability it is critical that all forms of the curriculum are considered, or, as 
Thijs & Van den Akker (2009) express it, the expected and the actual. 

It is clear that the health-related goals of the Czech PE curriculum are difficult to im-
plement (Mužík &Vlček, 2016) and have not been implemented effectively. Research  

4	 The terminology has been modified in translation to better explain the framework.
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has confirmed that curriculum reform in the Czech Republic took place largely on 
paper, at the documentation level; to a much lesser extent in teachers’ mind-set, at 
the cognitive-emotional level, or in their implemented teaching (cf. Janík et al., 2018; 
Pešková, Spurná, & Knecht, 2019). Hence, many PE teachers accepted curriculum 
reform formally, in theory, but not in practice (Vlček, 2019; Janík, Vlček, & Mužík, 
2016, p. 139). Despite the health-oriented concept clearly expressed in the Framework 
Educational Programme for Basic Education (FEP BE) learning objectives, most 
teachers are not motivated by the health-oriented PE concept and prefer a focus on 
sport (Fialová et al., 2014, pp. 77–83). Furthermore, research on the results and effects 
forms of the curriculum show that the levels of physical activity and the health status 
of the Czech population are unsatisfactory (cf. Antošová & Kodl, 2014; OECD/Eu-
ropean Observatory on Health Systems and Policies, 2017; Mitáš & Frömel, 2013). It 
appears, therefore, that the PE curriculum is problematic presumably in part because 
it is not feasible and practical.

Area 2 relates to professional accuracy and congruence. Congruence (or consis-
tency, coherence, fidelity, or alignment) has been consistently emphasized as a crit-
ical quality criterion (Stake, 1967, 1972; Dane & Schneider, 1998; Egger et al., 2002; 
Thijs & Van den Akker, 2009; Zhu, Ennis, & Chen, 2011). Again, all five forms of the 
curriculum should be considered. Is the concept underpinning the curriculum con-
gruent with the goals as expressed in the designed curriculum and the subject matter? 
Do teachers actually teach the designed curriculum? There are many studies which 
show that this is not the case in the Czech Republic. For example, there is significant 
incongruence between the exclusively health-oriented learning objectives of the edu-
cational area ‘Man and Health’ and the health-movement oriented PE content. Other 
research shows that the health-oriented concept form is not accepted by the public 
(Mužík & Hošková, 2010; Mužík &Vlček 2016) and is not what is being implemented 
(implemented form) by teachers (cf. Fialová et al., 2014; Vašíčková, 2015, Janík, Vlček, 
& Mužík, 2016).

Area 3 requires a quality curriculum to be clear and comprehensible. This has 
been shown to be one of the most problematic areas of the Czech curriculum. Teach-
ers have expressed the view that the PE learning objectives in the designed form are 
too abstract and difficult to understand (Vlček, 2011; Vlček & Mužík, 2012). Another 
problem is that the FEP BE is conceptually confusing because of the lack of a clear 
relationship between the visionary key competences of overall basic education and 
the PE learning objectives and expected PE outcomes (Vlček, 2019; c.f. Knecht, 2014; 
Píšová, Kostková, & Vlček, 2011), that is, it is not thoughtfully structured.

Area 4 relates to the need for a curriculum to be binding and durable but to allow 
the flexibility to be updated as educational content and practice changes. The two level 
Czech educational programmes provide considerable opportunity for free decision 
making by schools and teachers. However, the PE designed curriculum defined in 
FEP BE is not binding and does not contain a core curriculum that describes the main 
learning objectives and educational content of individual disciplines including PE. 
Therefore, there is a lack in uniformity as far as implemented curriculum is concerned 
(as described above) and especially in the results curriculum form in terms of learning 
outcomes evaluation (cf. Fialová, 2015, p. 54).
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CONCLUSION

It is clear that the quality framework presented here is consistent with the numerous 
research studies on curriculum quality and also with research into the PE curriculum. 
It is a comprehensive tool that takes account of all the different quality criteria that 
have been identified. It provides a tool to comprehensively assess quality y of a cur-
riculum.

In the introduction we referenced a large body of research that indicates that the 
designed curriculum in the Czech Republic, including PE, is not working as it should, 
and that a national review is currently underway. As a part of the review process, stud-
ies for the revision of the curriculum for particular school subjects have been prepared, 
including a study by Tupý (2018) identifying problem areas of the PE curriculum, also 
in the designed curriculum. However, the issues of curriculum quality are extensive, 
complex, and often multifactorial (c.f. Fend, 1998, 2008; Hopmann & Riquarts, 1995; 
Hopmann & Gundem, 1998; Thijs & van den Akker, 2009) and there are issues with 
all five forms of the Czech PE curriculum which should be addressed (Vlček, 2019). 
In our view only a comprehensive quality framework such as presented here, while 
developed in relation to the curriculum generally, can provide a sufficiently robust tool 
in the upcoming PE curriculum review and redesign in the Czech Republic.

Although we believe that a rigorous and comprehensive review of the curriculum, 
based on all five forms, is an essential prerequisite to a quality redesigned PE cur-
riculum, it is important to note that comparative research (Vlček, 2019) and other 
texts critiquing the Czech PE curriculum (Habrdlová, Lupač, & Vlček, 2017; Lupač, 
2016; Habrdlová & Vlček, 2015; Mužík & Vlček, 2016; Tupý, 2018; Vlček & Mužík, 
2012) have shown that the designed PE curriculum in the Czech Republic is largely 
consistent with the curriculum of other developed countries in Europe and also USA. 
This is an important observation; it means that the Czech PE curriculum, while it may 
have some problems, is not fundamentally broken or significantly different from the 
curriculum in other countries.
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