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Abstract: The development of motor competencies is necessary for participation in the culture of
sport, exercise, and physical activity, which in turn supports the development of a healthy lifestyle. A
lack of physical activity in childhood and deficits in motor performance emphasize the relevance of
interventions for promoting basic motor competencies. However, there are research desiderata with
regard to such interventions. This article describes an intervention program for promoting basic motor
competencies in middle childhood (around 6 to 10 years of age). The intervention was investigated in
a longitudinal study from June 2019 to January 2020 (n = 200; 58% girls, M = 8.84 years, SD = 0.63) at
three primary schools. The intervention was conducted once a week in physical education (PE). The
comparison group participated in regular PE. The intervention showed significant effects on basic
motor competencies in object movement but not in self-movement. The results demonstrate that positive
effects on basic motor competencies can be achieved with the help of a relatively simple intervention.
Further longitudinal studies are desirable as a means of substantiating the results and developing
evidence-based concepts to support children in their development in the best possible way.
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1. Introduction

With regard to physically active behavior, children need to develop basic motor com-
petencies to lead a healthy lifestyle and participate in the culture of sport and exercise [1,2].
The promotion of basic motor competencies in middle childhood (around 6 to 10 years
of age) is becoming increasingly important for several reasons. First, the level of motor
performance in middle childhood declined almost 6% from 1965 to 2005 in Germany and
has since stagnated (e.g., [3,4]). Deficits in motor performance in middle childhood are also
evident from an international perspective. This is shown in the systematic review “Global
levels of fundamental motor skills in children” by Bolger and colleagues [5]. The review
includes 64 articles from 2004 to 2019. The results show that preschool-aged children
(3–5 years) worldwide demonstrate average levels of motor skills, while children aged
6–10 years demonstrate below-average levels [5]. Moreover, studies show that around a
quarter of children need support on whole-body coordination (self-movement: 24%, boys:
26%; girls: 21%) and on ball control (object movement: 25%, boys: 13%; girls: 39%) [6].
Furthermore, girls tend to achieve poorer performances on object movement and boys on
self-movement than their opposite-sex peers [6] (cf. [7]). Second, it is critical with regard to
the assumption that motor deficits are responsible for the lack of physical activity [2,8] that
the WHO recommendation of 60 min per day for health-related physical activity [9] is met
by just a third of three- to seventeen-year-olds (girls: 22.4%, boys: 29.4%; [10,11]). This is
important because studies guided by the conceptual model by Stodden and colleagues [12]
show that physical activity levels are related to motor competence levels and also to the
accuracy of perceived motor competence [2,13–15]. Third, the increasing shift of children’s
living environment to school is leading to an increase in sedentary behaviors [16–20].
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Programs for promoting movement, games, and sports are therefore gaining importance
in all-day schools [17,21]. In addition, the development of motor competencies, which
form the basis for participation in health-oriented physical activity across the lifespan,
requires structured programs (cf. [22]). However, there is a general lack of research on the
promotion of motor competencies in the field of sports pedagogy [23–25]. There are only
a few intervention studies in the primary school setting that aim explicitly at promoting
motor competencies. In general, the studies show positive effects on object control (ball
skills), locomotion (gymnastics), or at least one motor skill (e.g., [22,26–29]). Most of the
interventions were conducted by means of additional programs. Existing meta-analyses
reveal the inconsistency of methodological approaches across the studies in terms of in-
tervention programs and measuring instruments [26,27]. For example, the intervention
programs differed with regard to the age range of the target group (3–10 years), the length
of the intervention (6–15 weeks; 480–1140 min), the implementation (e.g., by parents, scien-
tists, teachers), and the content [27]. No relationship between length of intervention and
effect size could be ascertained [27]. Furthermore, programs commonly provide neither
the theoretical foundation nor specific information focusing instead on intervention effects
(cf. [22,27]). Thus, Logan and colleagues recommend implementing structured motor
promotion programs to support motor development in childhood and highlight the need
for future research on the feasibility of the structured promotion of motor performance [27].
In addition, the term motor competence (or competency) is usually used as a general term
for various motor performance dimensions (e.g., motor ability, motor coordination motor
proficiency, motor performance, and fundamental movement/motor skill or FMS for short)
to describe goal-directed human movement (cf. [2]). Accordingly, there are great differences
between the findings of interventions on outcome parameters, such as coordination ability
(e.g., [30]), motor performance (e.g., [31]), and FMS (e.g., [32]). Thus, the results of the
studies do not allow reliable comparisons.

The construct of basic motor competencies is used in sports pedagogy in the German-
speaking world. Basic motor competencies are understood as performance dispositions for
situation-specific demands (for definition see 2.1) [33]. Currently, this young line of research
is dedicated to diagnosis and effects in school sports. Two areas of competence have been
defined so far: object movement and self-movement. Further areas of competence are under
development [33]. However, there are questions concerning the design of interventions that
specifically addresses basic motor competencies. To our knowledge, to date there have been
no studies conducted focusing on the structured promotion of basic motor competencies
(by definition).

Against this background, we developed a theoretically derived intervention for the
promotion of basic motor competencies in middle childhood [34]. This article refers to the
presentation of an intervention study conducted in a primary school under the conditions
of a field study. Moreover, in this article we present our analysis of the present findings
with regard to the body of research on basic motor competencies and with regard to the
stability of motor development.

In the following sections, we briefly describe the concept of the intervention. Then we
present the research methodology and the results.

2. Intervention Concept

The intervention is intended as a competency-based concept which aims to create a
foundation for participation in the culture of sport and exercise. This is also the objective
of primary school sports (e.g., [35–37]). Promotion of the ability to move, knowledge
on movement, and motivation for movement play a central role in achieving this objec-
tive [38]. In the view of school compatibility (e.g., [35]), the concept takes the framework
for school sports, such as heterogeneity and limited movement time associated with school
sports, into account (cf. [39,40]). On the basis of the (sports) pedagogical understanding
of competence [38] and the associated importance of capacity for action in sports [41],
the methodological-didactic organization of the intervention concept comprises the goal
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components: (1) movement ability; (2) movement knowledge; and (3) movement motivation. On
account of limited movement times, as well as the physicality of the subject of sport, the
intervention focuses on promoting the movement ability and knowledge, although the
motivation to move also plays a role (for details, see [34]). It should be noted that the
content of the concept is available as a manual.

We begin by explaining the term basic motor competencies, because it forms the main
foundation for the intervention concept. In the following, we explain the methodological-
didactic design, the content, and the scope of the intervention.

2.1. Definition of Basic Motor Competencies

The construct of basic motor competencies can be anchored in a pedagogical and
a curricular context. It is based on the concept of competence [38] and on the question
of what a child should be able to perform at a certain grade level in order to be able to
participate in PE and in the culture of sport and exercise [42]. Two competence dimensions
were determined: self-movement and object movement. Self-movement focuses on whole-body
coordination, and object movement aims at ball control. Basic motor competencies are
defined as follows by Herrmann, Gerlach, and Seelig [43]:

“Basic motor competencies may be understood as performance dispositions that
develop from the demands of specific situations. They help students to meet
concrete demands in the culture of sport and exercise, and:

• Can be learned and retained in the long term and take into account previ-
ous experiences;

• Are explicitly context-dependent and refer to situation-specific demands in
the culture of sport and exercise;

• Are functional performance dispositions that manifest themselves in behav-
ior that is oriented toward mastery.” [44] (p. 110)

In addition, there are technical motor abilities that are relevant across all sports
(endurance, strength, coordination, speed, and agility). They may be equated with physical
performance or fitness and can be trained but not learned. The sport-specific motor skills
(e.g., throwing technique) focus on the technique and the quality with which the movement
is executed. They can be learned and are categorized into open and closed skills according
to their degree of variability [33,45].

Basic motor competencies are demonstrated in the mastery of different demands (e.g.,
throwing a ball at a target) requiring a combination of motor abilities and skills. They also
include a cognitive component (does the student know how strongly he has to throw the
ball?) and a motivational-volitional component (does the student make an effort?) [43].
Since it is the interplay of these aspects that determines how well the task is performed,
basic motor competencies are considered a partial prerequisite for participation in the
culture of sport and exercise [43,46]. Basic motor competencies are not directly observable
and are thus differentiated from basic motor qualifications, which can also be formulated
as can-do statements (e.g., “can throw,” “can catch”) (cf. Figure 1) [43] (p. 61).
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2.2. Methodological-Didactic Design of the Intervention

The methodological-didactic organization of the intervention is based on the three
goal components: (1) movement ability; (2) movement knowledge; and (3) movement motivation.
The focus of the intervention is on motor development. Problem-oriented movement tasks
and movement games thus play a key role in the implementation of the intervention.

With regard to (1) movement ability, there are two important aspects of the concept.
The first is an age-appropriate, varied implementation in which the children can practice
the movement patterns in movement games. The second is methodological principles
of coordination training via the modification of information demands (optical, acoustic,
tactile, kinesthetic, vestibular) and pressure conditions (precision, time, complexity, situa-
tion, strain from pressure) of movement patterns to create different coordinative levels of
difficulty [48]. The intervention provides for a greater focus on pressure conditions, which
is determined by promoting the movement patterns involved in movement games. The
intervention program allows for variations in the following aspects: movement goal (func-
tional change), movement feature (speed), movement structure (omission or addition of
movements), material and environmental conditions (surface/obstacles), sphere of action
(field size, individual/partner work), and environment (cooperating partners).

With the aim of imparting (2) movement knowledge, the intervention includes thematic
introductions on the significance of learning and performing the movement patterns. In
addition, the demonstration and explanation of the performance of movement patterns
serve to build up movement knowledge. This knowledge about central aspects of the
performance of movements is to be tested and expanded in the course of the unit. This is
achieved through varied movement games that offer specific variations of the movement
patterns. As a means of enabling the children to build up knowledge of their own ability,
this component includes self-reflection exercises at the end of the unit. These exercises begin
with a self-assessment in the form of a “can-do task check” [49]. The children are asked
to assess their ability using their thumb so that everyone can see it. They rate their ability
to perform the movements with a thumbs-up gesture (
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is followed by an expert panel in which the children give each other tips. By assessing their
own abilities and providing a visible expression of this assessment (using their thumbs),
the children can see and experience their learning progress and gain awareness of their
own motor competencies. In addition, the children-centered expert panel helps them to
consolidate the movement knowledge they have acquired.

To promote (3) movement motivation, the intervention aims to enable recurring experi-
ences of success. In situations where children are characterized by personal effort, the goal
is to praise the children for their effort, as this has a positive reinforcing effect on behav-
ior [50]. However, criticism should be expressed when children do not make an adequate
effort even though they meet the performance requirements [51]. According to the self-
determination theory of Deci and Ryan [52], autonomy, the feeling of self-determination, is
essential for achievement motivation (cf. [53]). Thus, the program is designed to support
the children in achieving a realistic self-perception of their motor competencies. With
regard to the integration of self-determined learning, the children are encouraged to choose
different materials to master the movement patterns and different ways of performing them,
as well as trying out new ideas. Movement motivation is also supported by movement games
in groups and teams. In addition, movement patterns and games are designed specifically
to be challenging and motivating as a means of increasing the children’s willingness to
make an effort (for details, see [34]).

2.3. Content and Scope of the Intervention

The core of the intervention is formed by elementary movement patterns that are
typically cultivated in the course of middle childhood motor development [54–57]. These
patterns can be assigned to the competency domains self-movement and object movement.
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With regard to the framework of school sports and the possibility of implementation in
PE classes, the intervention includes 16 units of 45 min (active time: 35 min) (see Table 1).

Table 1. Scope and movement patterns of the intervention.

Competency Domains Movement Patterns Units

self-movement
running & jumping 3

rolling & balancing 4

object movement throwing & catching 3

bouncing & dribbling 4

repetition running, jumping, rolling, balancing,
throwing, catching, bouncing, & dribbling 2

Each unit starts with time for free play. Afterwards, the children are welcomed and
receive an explanation and demonstration of the movement patterns addressed in the unit
(5 min). For a warm-up (5 to 8 min), a movement game on the topic of the unit is included. The
main part (15 to 20 min) contains movement tasks and games which are designed specifically
to be challenging and motivating. Here, the children have to choose the level of coordinative
difficulty regarding the performance of the movement task. Each unit ends with a cool-down,
self-reflection exercises, and the children-centered expert panel (5 to 8 min).

In the following, movement tasks and games from the main parts of the first and second
units on throwing and catching respectively (hereinafter Unit I, II) are presented in terms
of intensity, repetitions, comfort, and difficulty. It should be mentioned that no age-specific
or gender-specific differentiations are provided, but rather different coordinative levels of
difficulty. In addition, gender-stereotypical content (such as soccer or dance) is not addressed.

After the ten-minute introduction to throwing and catching, the children solve throw-
ing tasks in the main part of Unit I. The exercise consists of ten throwing tasks, which are to
be completed one after the other. The difficulty increases with each task, while the number
of repetitions decreases. Task one contains ten repetitions, task ten only one repetition.
The tasks should be performed in pairs so that the children can give each other feedback.
The children perform the throwing tasks for 15 min. In Unit II, coordinative aspects are
first addressed with the help of balance demands. The children balance sideways over the
benches one after the other and try to throw the ball from the bench to the wall and catch it
again without falling off the bench. The pressure of complexity (achieved by turning the
benches around) and the pressure of strain (achieved by placing the benches at an angle
to the wall) is gradually increased. This exercise takes place for ten min. Afterwards, the
focus is on playful practicing. For this purpose, the playing field is divided into two halves.
In the middle of the two fields there are two small boxes, each with a marker hat on it.
Outside the playing field, a bench is placed for each team to serve as a “waiting place”. The
goal is to throw off the children in the opponent’s field and thus send them to the bench.
There are two ways to get back into your own field. In the first, if the ball is successfully
intercepted by the opponent, the foremost child on the bench may return to the field. In
the second, if a teammate hits one of the hats on the box so that it falls to the ground, all
teammates on the bench are free again. The further the small boxes are placed from the
center line, the higher is the pressure of precision. This is adjusted in terms of the children’s
ability level. Ten min are scheduled for the game.

The content design of all units is summarized in a manual that allows a standardized
implementation of the intervention program.

2.4. Formative Evaluation and Feasibility of the Intervention

We evaluated the development of the intervention concept parallel to the process. This
allowed us to also consider the practical feasibility of the intervention in addition to its
theoretical and empirical aspects. In order to test the practical feasibility in a realistic way,
both the testing coaches and the tested children were specifically interviewed during the
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intervention process. A central result of the formative evaluation is that the intervention is
feasible and practical with heterogeneous groups. In addition, the children’s evaluation
of the program implementation shows that the intervention is rated just as positively as
regular PE lessons. The intervention appealed particularly to children with weak and
more average basic motor competencies, and to girls. Overall, the most striking result of
the intervention concerned the children’s subjective assessment of their learning progress.
Whereas the children of the intervention group emphasized their learning success, the
children of the control group did not acknowledge any learning progress. The objective
test results confirmed the children’s impression (see below).

The central aim of this study was to determine whether the presented intervention is
effective in improving basic motor competencies in middle childhood when compared to a
control group. Another goal was to investigate whether the results of the present study fit
into the body of research on basic motor competencies and whether children’s performance
shows stability in the development of basic motor competencies.

3. Materials and Methods
3.1. Design and Procedures

The study was conducted from June 2019 to January 2020 at three primary schools in
North Rhine-Westphalia (Germany) and included two measurement points (t1: June 2019;
t2: January 2020). In accordance with the field study design and for organizational reasons,
the intervention was conducted in PE classes. Schools had similar conditions with regard
to the number of students, school district (all schools were located in the same district),
space (in a gymnasium), teacher resource, and timetable. The study ran for a total of eight
months (not including summer and fall break).

The study was conducted according to the guidelines of the Declaration of Helsinki.
After the study was approved by the University of Paderborn Ethics Committee (date of
approval 15 May 2019), the principals of the participating schools gave their approval for
the study to be carried out. Information on participation in the study and on its procedures
was provided in letters sent by the school principals to the parents or legal guardians of the
participating children. Data were collected on children whose parents or legal guardians
submitted written declarations of consent.

The children were cluster randomized at the class level into an intervention group
(IG) and a comparison group (CG). In the first half of the 2019/2020 school year, the IG
received one standardized 45 min intervention unit each week in place of a regular PE
lesson. The CG received regular PE lessons. The units were interrupted for class field
trips and fall break. In four of the six intervention classes, it was possible to complete
100% of the intervention. In the other two intervention classes, only 13 of 16 units could
be conducted for organizational reasons on the part of the school, and these classes thus
completed only 81.3% of the intervention.

The intervention was conducted by the research group leader and two qualified PE
students over the whole intervention period of six months. The teachers were present
in the gymnasium while the intervention was being conducted but did not take part in
the intervention.

Following the completion of each unit, the intervention leaders documented the
content and course of the unit, the children’s motivation, and any special incidents in
order to ensure a standardized implementation and assess fidelity during the intervention.
The documentation indicates that a standardized implementation of the intervention
was successful.

3.2. Sample

The sample included a total of 200 children (84 boys, 116 girls; age: M = 8.84 years,
SD = 0.63, age range: 7.75–10.42 years; BMI: = 16.48, SD = 2.46) from six fourth grade
and five third grade classes from three primary schools in North Rhine-Westphalia. The
description of the sample for the IG and the CG is provided in Table 2.
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Table 2. Baseline information of intervention (IG) and comparison group (CG).

Variables IG CG

n
total 114 86

3rd grade 78 24
4th grade 36 62

Sex
boys 36.8% 49.4%
girls 63.2% 50.6%

Age years (M ± SD) 8.68 ± 0.62 9.05 ± 0.59

Height cm (M ± SD) 135.70 ± 6.62 139.97 ± 7.83

Weight kg (M ± SD) 30.55 ± 6.16 32.77 ± 6.99

BMI kg/m2 (M ± SD) 16.40 ± 2.50 16.59 ± 2.42

3.3. Measures

We measured the children’s basic motor competencies with the MOBAK 3–4 test
(in German: Motorische Basiskompetenzen; MOBAK for short) [58,59]. MOBAK 3–4 is
divided into the two competency domains self-movement and object movement. Self-movement
includes the test items balancing, rolling on a box, rope jumping, and running. Object
movement contains the test items throwing at a target, throwing and catching, bouncing,
and dribbling (cf. Figure 1).

The reliability and validity of the MOBAK 3–4 test were demonstrated in the validation
study conducted previously using confirmatory factor analyses (CFI = 0.97; RMSEA = 0.033) [60].
The results are consistent with the MOBAK 1–4 Test Manual [58].

The MOBAK 3–4 test was carried out in station operation in the school gymnasium.
Each station consisted of two test items. The measurements were carried out by twelve
testers trained in the application of the MOBAK 3–4 test. Eight of the testers were re-
sponsible for the measurement (one task per tester), the rest for the organization. The
children performed the eight tasks in a group of four to six children. At each station the
tester explained how the motor task is performed and then demonstrated it. In accordance
with the description of the instrument, each child performed two attempts (except for the
throwing and catching tasks, where they had six attempts), without previous trial attempts.
The approximate duration of the application of all MOBAK 3–4 items was 45 to 60 min,
depending on class size.

Age and sex were documented, and body weight and height were measured by the testers.

3.4. Statistical Analyses

Theory-based sample size estimation was conducted using G * Power [61]. According
to this analysis, a sample size of n = 172 was necessary for a significant moderate effect
(Power = 90%; f = 0.25) [62].

The data were processed and frequency and correlation analyses conducted with SPSS
26 [63]. The children’s body weight and height were used to calculate their body mass
index (BMI = weight [kg]/height2 [m2]).

For the descriptive analysis, differences between the IG and the CG were tested
specifically for motor competencies, sex, BMI, and age by means of the Mann-Whitney
U test. Furthermore, mean values, standard deviations, and 95% confidence intervals in
self-movement and object movement were calculated at the first and second measurement
points for the IG and the CG as well as for the girls and the boys.

To analyze gender-specific differences in the children’s level of motor competency, we
conducted t-tests.

Correlations between self-movement and object movement as well as with age, sex, (m = 1;
w = 2), and BMI were calculated with the help of Pearson’s correlation analysis, allowing
analysis of the results with regard to the body of research on basic motor competencies and
the stability of motor performance.
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For the statistical inference analysis, we conducted analyses of variance with repeated
measurements with the factors: (1) time (self-movement and object movement at t1 and t2);
(2) time × group (IG and CG); (3) time × sex; and, in order to represent differential
gender-specific effects, (4) time × group × sex.

For the MOBAK 3–4 test items, 10 values were missing at the first measurement point
and 20 were missing at the second measurement point. For sex, we were able to include
the complete data of all children. For the BMI, there were 11 missing values. Due to the
low number of missing values, we excluded the children with missing values in applying
these variables. The basis for the analysis of variance is data sets with related data for the
first and second measurement point (n = 170).

The significance level was set at p < 0.05. To determine the strength of the effect (partial
η2), we calculated the effect size (f ). The effect sizes were interpreted as small (f = 0.10),
moderate (f = 0.25), and large (f = 0.40 large) [52].

4. Results
4.1. Descriptive Statistics

Table 2 provides baseline information (t1) including age, sex, height, weight, and BMI,
by IG and CG. While there were no differences between the IG and the CG in the variables
BMI (U = 4525.00, Z = −0.41, p = 0.685) and sex (U = 4341.00, Z = −1.70, p = 0.090), the
children in the IG had a lower average age (U = 6573.50, Z = −4.13, p < 0.000).

The motor competencies in self-movement and object movement of all children as well as
of the IG and the CG, including gender-specific results, are provided in Table 3. In object
movement, the boys significantly outperformed the girls at both measurement points (t1:
t (188) = 6.10, p < 0.000; t2: t (178) = 5.31, p < 0.000). In self-movement, the girls performed
significantly better than the boys only at the first measurement point (t1: t (188) = −3.05,
p = 0.003); t2: t (178) = −1.61, p = 0.110).

Table 3. Descriptive statistics in self-movement and object movement of IG and CG plus girls and boys.

Groups
Self-

Movement
Total

Object
Movement

Total

Self-
Movement

Girls

Self-
Movement

Boys

Object
Movement

Girls

Object
Movement

Boys

t1

IG
M ± SD 3.68 ± 1.95 2.46 ± 2.21 3.95 ± 1.99 3.20 ± 1.81 1.66 ± 1.66 3.86 ± 2.35

95% CI [3.28–4.07] [2.01–2.91] [3.44–4.46] [2.58–3.82] [1.23–2.08] [3.05–4.67]

CG
M ± SD 3.92 ± 2.02 3.26 ± 2.11 4.59 ± 2.07 3.17 ± 1.69 2.51 ± 1.89 4.09 ± 2.06

95% CI [3.45–4.39] [2.77–3.75] [3.92–5.26] [2.59–3.75] [1.90–3.13] [3.38–4.79]

total
M ± SD 3.78 ± 1.98 2.81 ± 2.20 4.20 ± 2.04 3.19 ± 1.74 1.99 ± 1.80 3.97 ± 0.22

95% CI [3.48–4.08] [2.47–3.14] [3.80–4.60] [2.77–3.60] [1.96–2.35] [3.45–4.50]

t2

IG
M ± SD 4.63 ± 1.85 3.57 ± 2.11 4.74 ± 2.05 4.43 ± 1.46 2.80 ± 1.66 4.91 ± 2.16

95% CI [4.25–5.00] [3.15–4.00] [4.21–5.26] [3.93–4.93] [2.38–3.23] [4.17–5.66]

CG
M ± SD 4.77 ± 1.74 3.66 ± 1.97 5.03 ± 1.86 4.49 ± 1.58 3.13 ± 2.02 4.26 ± 1.76

95% CI [4.37–5.17] [3.21–4.12] [4.42–5.63] [3.94–5.03] [2.47–3.78] [3.65–4.86]

total
M ± SD 4.69 ± 1.80 3.61 ± 2.04 4.85 ± 1.97 4.46 ± 1.51 2.93 ± 1.81 4.59 ± 1.98

95% CI [4.42–4.96] [3.30–3.92] [4.46–5.24] [4.10–4.82] [2.57–3.29] [4.11–5.06]

∆
t2

-t
1

IG
M ± SD 0.95 ± 1.60 1.12 ± 1.60 0.79 ± 1.57 1.23 ± 1.77 1.15 ± 1.52 1.06 ± 1.77

95% CI [0.61–1.82] [0.79–1.44] [0.38–1.19] [0.62–1.84] [0.76–1.54] [0.45–1.66]

CG
M ± SD 0.85 ± 0.18 0.41 ± 0.17 0.44 ± 1.83 1.31 ± 1.64 0.62 ± 1.59 0.17 ± 1.79

95% CI [0.44–1.27] [0.01–0.80] [−0.16–1.03] [0.75–1.88] [0.10–1.13] [−0.44–0.79]

total
M ± SD 0.91 ± 1.71 0.81 ± 1.67 0.65 ± 1.68 1.27 ± 1.69 0.94 ± 1.56 0.61 ± 1.82

95% CI [0.65–1.16] [0.55–1.06] [0.32–0.98] [0.69 –1.68] [0.63–1.25] [0.18–1.05]

Note: ∆ = difference between t2 and t1 in self-movement and object movement.
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At the first measurement point there were differences between the IG and the CG
in object movement (t (188) = −2.28, p = 0.024) but not in self-movement (t (188) = −1.33,
p = 0.188) (cf. Table 3).

4.2. Analysis of Correlations between Self-Movement and Object Movement and Sex, Age, BMI

The correlation analyses reveal that the children’s performances remained stable in
the competency domains self-movement and object movement over both measurement points.
There were strong correlations between performances at the first and second measurement
point in self-movement (r = 0.60, p < 0.001) and in object movement (r = 0.69, p < 0.001). Age was
weakly correlated with object movement at both measurement points (see Table 4). The older
children thus had slightly higher motor competencies in object movement than the younger
children. There was no correlation between age and self-movement. Sex was moderately
correlated with object movement at the first measurement point (r = 0.42, p < 0.001) and at
the second measurement point (r = 0.37, p < 0.001). The boys were superior to the girls in
object movement. There were weak correlations between sex and self-movement only for the
first measurement point (r = 0.22, p < 0.001). The girls showed a higher competency level
than the boys in self-movement. BMI was weakly to moderately negatively correlated only
with self-movement at the second measurement point (r = 0.25, p < 0.001). Thus, BMI was
accompanied by a lower motor competency level in self-movement. In object movement, no
correlation with BMI was found (cf. Table 4).

Table 4. Analysis of Pearson’s correlations between self-movement and object movement and sex, age, BMI.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

(1) Sex 1

(2) Age –0.20 ** 1

(3) BMI 0.04 0.14 1

(4) Object movement t1 −0.42 ** 0.23 ** −0.10 1

(5) Self-movement t1 0.22 ** 0.05 –0.014 0.24 ** 1

(6) Object movement t2 −0.37 ** 0.17 * −0.08 0.69 ** 0.29 ** 1

(7) Self-movement t2 0.12 0.03 −0.25 ** 0.27 ** 0.60 ** 0.45 ** 1

** p < 0.01, * p < 0.05.

4.3. Analysis of Variance with Repeated Measurements
4.3.1. Factor Time

The analysis of variance with repeated measurements showed that the children signif-
icantly increased their performances in self-movement from the first to the second measure-
ment point (F (1, 166) = 50.12; p < 0.001; partial η2 = 0.23, f = 0.55). A significant effect may
also be seen in object movement (F (1, 166) = 33.45; p < 0.001; partial η2 = 0.17, f = 0.45); the
children improved their performances over time in this competency domain as well.

4.3.2. Factors Time × Group

With regard to the performances in object movement, there was a significant interaction
between time and group with a moderate effect size (F (1, 166) = 7.52; p = 0.007; partial
η2 = 0.04, f = 0.21). This is an indication of a positive effect of the intervention on basic
motor competency in object movement (see Figure 2a). In self-movement, there was no
interaction effect between time and group (F (1, 166) = 0.25; p = 0.619; partial η2 = 0.00;
f = 0.03).
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Figure 2. (a) Motor competencies of intervention and comparison group in object movement. (b) motor
competencies of boys and girls in self-movement.

4.3.3. Factors Time × Sex

There was a significant interaction between time and sex in self-movement (F (1, 166) = 6.12;
p = 0.014; partial η2 = 0.04, f = 0.19). The girls achieved a higher number of points than
the boys at both measurement points. However, the boys improved more than the girls in
self-movement (see Figure 2b). In object movement, there was no interaction effect between
time and sex (F (1, 166) = 1.07; p = 0.303; partial η2 = 0.01; f = 0.08).

4.3.4. Factors Time × Group × Sex

There were no interaction effects between time, group, and sex in self-movement
(F (1, 166) = 0.67; p = 0.413; partial η2 = 0.00; f = 0.06) or in object movement (F (1, 166) = 0.47;
p = 0.495; partial η2 = 0.00; f = 0.06). Thus, the gender-specific interaction effect in self-
movement described above appeared regardless of group membership.
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5. Discussion

The major aim of the present study was to investigate the effects of a theoretically
derived intervention for promoting basic motor competencies in middle childhood. Further
objectives were to investigate whether the results of the present study fit into the body of
research on basic motor competencies and whether children’s performance shows stability
in the development of basic motor competencies.

For study design reasons, the intervention was conducted in PE classes. However,
the intervention could also be carried out in extracurricular school sports (e.g., in all-day
schools) or in other sports settings (e.g., club sports) for two or three times a week. The
intervention took place once a week (active time: 35 min) in the class of the IG over the
course of half a school year. The CG received (regular) PE lessons, as usual. The study
focused on changes in basic motor competencies resulting from the intervention and on
gender-specific differences.

First, it should be noted that the present cross-sectional findings from MOBAK 3–4 fit
seamlessly into the body of research on basic motor competencies in relation to the specific
findings regarding sex, age, and BMI [6,60]. To our knowledge, this is the first study to
examine longitudinal findings from MOBAK 3–4 with regard to the stability of basic motor
competencies. The results show a moderate to high stability of basic motor competencies
in self-movement and object movement. This is similar to findings from a longitudinal study
with first and second graders (n = 1031, 54 % boys, M = 6.83 years, SD = 0.44) tested with
MOBAK−1 [64]).

To date, no intervention studies on the promotion of basic motor competencies in
the sense defined above are known. The body of research on the promotion of motor
performance in the primary school setting shows a broad range of intervention studies that
differ in design, characteristics, and measurements. Thus, findings of the studies do not
allow reliable comparisons.

Nevertheless, in contrast to previous research on the promotion of motor performance
in middle childhood [26,27], the present findings show no significant intervention effect in
self-movement but only a gender-specific effect. It remains a matter of speculation why the
intervention obtained no positive effect in self-movement. It is possible that the content in
self-movement was not sufficiently challenging. Although the girls showed a higher motor
competency level in self-movement in general, the boys showed greater improvements in
their motor competencies in self-movement. This could be an indication that it is possible
to cause positive changes in self-movement in boys over a shorter period of time than it is
in girls, although the boys had a lower baseline level. This could possibly be explained
by the fact that boys tend to participate in sports that require competencies in object
movement and thus object control [65]. However, the significant intervention effects in
object movement found in this study are in line with the state of research (e.g., [26,27]). For
example, Lee and colleagues showed in an intervention study (n = 31; aged = 6.65 ± 0.98)
using an 8-week FMS-based afterschool program (addressing 12 basic motor skills) that
a structured intervention (e.g., fun games and goal setting) can promote locomotor and
object control skills in addition to physical activity in the primary school setting [22].
However, in contrast to the present study, the duration and frequency (three times per
week; 60 min each time) were higher in the study by Lee and colleagues. Costello and
Warne conducted an intervention study (n = 100; aged 9 ± 1) over four weeks addressing
one FMS (single leg hop, standing broad jump, the overarm throw, and sprint run) in
30-min sport lessons two times a week [28]. The results show significant improvements in
FMS. Also in this study, the frequency of intervention was higher compared to the present
study. Furthermore, Lopes and colleagues examined the effect of a ten-month intervention
to improve motor skills of primary school children (n = 60; aged 9 ± 1) in three classes [29].
In contrast to the present study, Lopes and colleagues assigned classes to three diverse
conditions. Class 1 received an intervention in PE lessons two times/week (PE−2), class
2 received the intervention three times/week (PE−3), and class 3 did not have any PE
lessons (control group). The intervention contained a specific sport program to promote
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“skills from gymnastics, soccer, Olympic handball, basketball, and track and field” (p. 3).
Both intervention groups (PE−2,3) showed significant improvements in gymnastics and
handball. Only PE−3 improved soccer skills (d = 0.55), and only PE−2 improved basketball
skills (d = 0.46) [29]. Similar to the intervention programs of Costello and Warne as well as
Lopes and colleagues, the present intervention program ran for 45 min (active time: 35 min)
with regard to the possibility of implementation in the school context [28,29]. Compared to
those studies, however, the frequency of implementation in this study was lower.

In summary, this article describes the development and implementation of the first the-
oretically derived intervention for promoting basic motor competencies in heterogeneous
groups with the focus on movement, games, and sports. The competence-oriented concept
is based on the basic requirements for health-oriented physical activity. It includes aspects
for the promotion of movement ability, movement knowledge, and movement motivation. In this
context, the promotion of self-assessment is also central. For example, Burns and colleagues
show that physical activity and enjoyment of physical activity are strongly dependent on
motivational constructs such as perceived competence and self-efficacy [66]. In contrast
to studies that focus on motor skills and abilities, and thus on physical performance or
fitness and the quality of the movement execution, this study focused on motor competen-
cies, and thus on the situation-specific (successful) accomplishment of movement tasks.
The intervention concept was designed to maximize movement time without focusing
on monotonous training (e.g., station training). Instead, basic motor competencies were
promoted in a playful manner in age-appropriate games. For this purpose, the content was
designed to allow the children to select different levels of coordination difficulty. In view of
the studies by Lee and colleagues and Gu and colleagues [22,67], the goal-setting strategy
appears to be beneficial for further studies on the promotion of motor competencies.

6. Limitations

A possible bias in the results could be explained by the study design. This is due to the
fact that the study was carried out in the field, and thus had a predetermined framework.
First, the children in the IG had a significantly lower mean age. Second, the proportion
of girls was 12.6% higher in the IG than in the CG, although this was not significant. In
accordance with the arrangement with the primary schools, the intervention was to be
implemented once a week in place of one of the planned PE lessons. For organizational
reasons on the part of the school, however, intervention units occasionally had to be
canceled. In addition, the intervention could not always be conducted continuously every
week on account of field trips or project days. With an increase in the frequency and the
duration of the intervention, and a continuous implementation, the intervention may be
expected to lead to higher positive changes in motor competency levels. Moreover, we
would like to note that the intervention study was originally planned as a crossover study
with three measurement points over a duration of 12 months (June 2019 to June 2020).
Due to the coronavirus pandemic and the temporary school closures, however, we had to
modify the intervention by dropping the third measurement point as well as the exchange
of the intervention and comparison group.

7. Conclusions

The results of the study demonstrate that it is possible to achieve positive effects
on basic motor competencies with the help of this low-threshold and relatively short
competency-based intervention. It is remarkable that the intervention was conducted not
in addition to, but rather in the context of, PE classes. Due to the small scope of the inter-
vention (16 units of 35-min active time each) as well as the low implementation frequency
(1 ×/week), we assume that increasing the scope and frequency of the intervention would
lead to an even greater increase in basic motor competencies.

Further longitudinal studies would be desirable, not only as a means of validating
the results, but also with a view to developing evidence-based recommendations for
promoting basic motor competencies to provide children with the best possible support
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in their development. In light of recent studies on the relationship between actual and
perceived motor competencies [7,13–15,68], we also recommend including self-perception
in future studies.

Author Contributions: Conceptualization, A.S., M.K. and C.H.; methodology, A.S., M.K. and C.H.;
software, A.S.; validation, A.S.; formal analysis, A.S. and C.H.; investigation, A.S.; data curation, A.S.;
writing—original draft preparation, A.S.; writing—review and editing, M.K. and C.H.; visualization,
A.S.; supervision, M.K., C.H. and A.S.; project administration, M.K. and A.S.; funding acquisition,
M.K. All authors have read and agreed to the published version of the manuscript.

Funding: This research received no external funding. The APC was funded by Paderborn University
and Zurich University of Teacher Education.

Institutional Review Board Statement: The study was conducted according to the guidelines of the
Declaration of Helsinki, and approved by the University of Paderborn Ethics Committee (date of
approval 15 May 2019).

Informed Consent Statement: Informed consent was obtained from the parents or guardians of all
children involved in the study by written declarations.

Conflicts of Interest: The corresponding author declares that she and her co-authors have no conflict
of interest.

References
1. Hulteen, R.; Morgan, P.J.; Barnett, L.M.; Stodden, D.F.; Lubans, D. Development of Foundational Movement Skills: A Conceptual

Model for Physical Activity Across the Lifespan. Sports Med. 2018, 48, 1533–1540. [CrossRef]
2. Robinson, L.E.; Stodden, D.; Barnett, L.M.; Lopes, V.; Logan, S.W.; Rodrigues, L.P.; D’Hondt, E. Motor Competence and its Effect

on Positive Developmental Trajectories of Health. Sports Med. 2015, 45, 1273–1284. [CrossRef]
3. Worth, A.; Opper, E.; Niessner, C.; Oriwol, D.; Hanssen-Doose, A.; Woll, A. Motorische Leistungsfähigkeit von Kindern im

Grundschulalter–Ausgewählte Ergebnisse der Momo-Längsschnittstudie. In Grundschulsport. Edition Schulsport; Neumann, P.,
Balz, E., Eds.; Meyer & Meyer Verlag: Aachen, Germany; Wien, Austria, 2020; pp. 47–65.

4. Bös, K. Motorische Leistungsfähigkeit von Kindern. In Erster Deutscher Kinder- und Jugendsportbericht: Schwerpunkt: Kindheit;
Schmidt, W., Hartmann-Tews, I., Eds.; Hofmann: Schorndorf, Germany, 2003; pp. 85–107.

5. Bolger, L.E.; Bolger, L.A.; O’Neill, C.; Coughlan, E.; O’Brien, W.; Lacey, S.; Burns, C.; Bardid, F. Global levels of fundamental motor
skills in children: A systematic review. J. Sports Sci. 2021, 39, 717–753. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

6. Herrmann, C.; Sygusch, R.; Töpfer, C. Motorische Leistungsdispositionen von Schülerinnen und Schülern. In Empirie des
Schulsports, 3rd ed.; Balz, E., Krieger, C., Eds.; Meyer & Meyer: Aachen, Germany, 2020; pp. 148–173.

7. Carcamo-Oyarzun, J.; Estevan, I.; Herrmann, C. Association between Actual and Perceived Motor Competence in School Children.
Int. J. Environ. Res. Public Health 2020, 17, 3408. [CrossRef]

8. Lubans, D.R.; Morgan, P.J.; Cliff, D.P.; Barnett, L.M.; Okely, A.D. Fundamental Movement Skills in Children and Adolescents.
Sports Med. 2010, 40, 1019–1035. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

9. World Health Organization. WHO Guidelines on Physical Activity and Sedentary Behaviour. Available online: https://www.
who.int/publications/i/item/9789240015128 (accessed on 25 November 2020).

10. Finger, J.D.; Varnaccia, G.; Borrmann, A.; Lange, C.; Mensing, G.B.M. Körperliche Aktivität von Kindern und Jugendlichen in
Deutschland-Querschnittergebnisse aus KiGGS Welle 2 und Trends. J. Health Monit. 2018, 3, 24–31.

11. Tremblay, M.S.; Gray, C.; Akinroye, K.K.; Harrington, D.M.; Katzmarzyk, P.; Lambert, E.; Liukkonen, J.; Maddison, R.; Ocansey,
R.T.; Onywera, V.O.; et al. Physical Activity of Children: A Global Matrix of Grades Comparing 15 Countries. J. Phys. Act. Health
2014, 11, S113–S125. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

12. Stodden, D.; Goodway, J.D.; Langendorfer, S.J.; Roberton, M.A.; Rudisill, M.E.; Garcia, C.; Garcia, L.E. A Developmental
Perspective on the Role of Motor Skill Competence in Physical Activity: An Emergent Relationship. Quest 2008, 60, 290–306.
[CrossRef]

13. De Meester, A.; Barnett, L.M.; Brian, A.; Bowe, S.J.; Jiménez-Díaz, J.; Van Duyse, F.; Irwin, J.M.; Stodden, D.F.; D’Hondt, E.; Lenoir,
M.; et al. The Relationship Between Actual and Perceived Motor Competence in Children, Adolescents and Young Adults: A
Systematic Review and Meta-analysis. Sports Med. 2020, 50, 2001–2049. [CrossRef]

14. Zhang, T.; Lee, J.; Chu, T.L.; Chen, C.; Gu, X. Accessing Physical Activity and Health Disparities among Underserved Hispanic
Children: The Role of Actual and Perceived Motor Competence. Int. J. Environ. Res. Public Health 2020, 17, 3013. [CrossRef]

15. Utesch, T.; Dreiskämper, D.; Naul, R.; Geukes, K. Understanding physical (in-) activity, overweight, and obesity in childhood:
Effects of congruence between physical self-concept and motor competence. Sci. Rep. 2018, 8, 1–10. [CrossRef]

16. Bassett, D.R.; John, D.; Conger, S.A.; Fitzhugh, E.C.; Coe, D.P. Trends in Physical Activity and Sedentary Behaviors of United
States Youth. J. Phys. Act. Health 2015, 12, 1102–1111. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

http://doi.org/10.1007/s40279-018-0892-6
http://doi.org/10.1007/s40279-015-0351-6
http://doi.org/10.1080/02640414.2020.1841405
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/33377417
http://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph17103408
http://doi.org/10.2165/11536850-000000000-00000
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/21058749
https://www.who.int/publications/i/item/9789240015128
https://www.who.int/publications/i/item/9789240015128
http://doi.org/10.1123/jpah.2014-0177
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/25426906
http://doi.org/10.1080/00336297.2008.10483582
http://doi.org/10.1007/s40279-020-01336-2
http://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph17093013
http://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-018-24139-y
http://doi.org/10.1123/jpah.2014-0050
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/25347913


Int. J. Environ. Res. Public Health 2021, 18, 7343 14 of 15

17. Neuber, N.; Züchner, I. Sport in der Ganztagsschule–Chancen und Grenzen für das Aufwachsen von Kindern und Jugendlichen.
Disk. Kindh. Und Jugendforsch. Discourse J. Child. Adolesc. Res. 2017, 12, 403–416. [CrossRef]

18. Neuber, N. Schulsport 2.0-Entwicklungschancen zwischen Kernlehrplänen und Ganztagsangeboten. In Sport Für Alle-Idee und
Wirklichkeit; Jütting, D., Krüger, M., Eds.; Waxmann: Münster, Germany, 2016; pp. 266–280.

19. Neuber, N. Sport in der Ganztagsschule. Ausgewählte Befunde und Perspektiven. Sportunterricht 2016, 65, 42–48.
20. Rauschenbach, T. Umbrüche im Bildungswesen. In Dritter Deutscher Kinder- und Jugendsportbericht; Schmidt, W., Neuber, N., Eds.;

Hofmann: Schorndorf, Germany, 2015; pp. 50–77.
21. Hummel, A.; Borchert, T. Bewegung im mittleren Kindesalter aus schul- und sportpädagogischer Sicht. Bausteine des Sports für

eine qualitative Ganztagsbildung. In Berlin Hat Talent. Neue Ansätze der Talent- und Bewegungsförderung; Zinner, J., Poller, T., Eds.;
Senatsverwaltung Für Bildung, Jugend und Wissenschaft: Berlin, Germany, 2016; pp. 47–58.

22. Lee, J.; Zhang, T.; Chu, T.L.; Gu, X.; Zhu, P. Effects of a Fundamental Motor Skill-Based Afterschool Program on Children’s
Physical and Cognitive Health Outcomes. Int. J. Environ. Res. Public Health 2020, 17, 733. [CrossRef]

23. Töpfer, C.; Bähr, I.; König, S.; Reuker, S.; Sygusch, R. Interventionsstudien im Sportunterricht. In Empirie des Schulsports. Edition
Schulsport, 3rd ed.; Balz, E., Krieger, C., Eds.; Meyer & Meyer: Aachen, Germany, 2020; pp. 82–113.

24. Eddy, L.H.; Wood, M.L.; Shire, K.A.; Bingham, D.D.; Bonnick, E.; Creaser, A.; Mon-Williams, M.; Hill, L.J. A systematic review of
randomized and case-controlled trials investigating the effectiveness of school-based motor skill interventions in 3- to 12-year-old
children. Child Care Health Dev. 2019, 45, 773–790. [CrossRef]

25. Lander, N.; Eather, N.; Morgan, P.J.; Salmon, J.; Barnett, L.M. Characteristics of Teacher Training in School-Based Physical
Education Interventions to Improve Fundamental Movement Skills and/or Physical Activity: A Systematic Review. Sports Med.
2017, 47, 135–161. [CrossRef]

26. Morgan, P.J.; Barnett, L.M.; Cliff, D.P.; Okely, A.; Scott, H.A.; Cohen, K.E.; Lubans, D. Fundamental Movement Skill Interventions
in Youth: A Systematic Review and Meta-analysis. Pediatrics 2013, 132, e1361–e1383. [CrossRef]

27. Logan, S.W.; Robinson, L.E.; Wilson, A.E.; Lucas, W.A. Getting the fundamentals of movement: A meta-analysis of the effectiveness
of motor skill interventions in children. Child. Care Health Dev. 2011, 38, 305–315. [CrossRef]

28. Costello, K.; Warne, J. A four-week fundamental motor skill intervention improves motor skills in eight to 10-year-old Irish
primary school children. Cogent Soc. Sci. 2020, 6, 6. [CrossRef]

29. Lopes, V.P.; Stodden, D.F.; Rodrigues, L.P. Effectiveness of physical education to promote motor competence in primary school
children. Phys. Educ. Sport Pedagog. 2017, 22, 589–602. [CrossRef]

30. Kiphard, E.; Schilling, F. Körperkoordinationstest Für Kinder (KTK), 2nd ed.; Hogrefe: Göttingen, Germany, 2007.
31. Bös, K.; Schlenker, L.; Büsch, D.; Lämmle, L.; Müller, H.; Oberger, J.; Seidel, I.; Tittlbach, S. Deutscher Motorik-Test 6-18; Czwalina:

Hamburg, Germany, 2009.
32. Ulrich, D. Test of Gross Motor Development-3, 3rd ed.; Pro-Ed Publishers: Austin, TX, USA, 2016.
33. Herrmann, C.; Seelig, H. Motorische Basiskompetenzen. In Grundschulsport. Edition Schulsport; Neumann, P., Balz, E., Eds.; Meyer

& Meyer Verlag: Aachen, Germany; Wien, Austria, 2020; pp. 17–30.
34. Strotmeyer, A.; Herrmann, C.; Kehne, M. Förderung Motorischer Basiskompetenzen im Mittleren Kindesalterein Theoriegeleitetes

Rahmenkonzept. In Preparation.
35. Rahmenvorgaben für den Schulsport in Nordrhein-Westfalen. Ministerium für Schule und Weiterbildung NRW (MSW

NRW). 2014. Available online: https://www.schulentwicklung.nrw.de/lehrplaene/upload/klp_SI/HS/sp/Rahmenvorgaben_
Schulsport_Endfassung.pdf (accessed on 28 April 2020).

36. The Ontario Curriculum, Grades 1–8: Health and Physical Education, 2019-Revised. Available online: https://seiuhealthcare.ca/
wp-content/uploads/2020/03/2019-health-physical-education-grades-1to8.pdf (accessed on 12 May 2021).

37. Physical Education-2020 Colorado Academic Standards. Available online: https://www.cde.state.co.us/cophysicaleducation/20
20cas-pe-p12 (accessed on 11 May 2021).

38. Weinert, F.E. Vergleichende Leistungsmessung in Schulen-eine umstrittene Selbstverständlichkeit. In Leistungsmessungen in
Schulen. Beltz Pädagogik, 3rd ed.; Weinert, F., Ed.; Beltz Verlagsgruppe: Weinheim und Basel, Germany, 2014; pp. 19–31.

39. Neuber, N. Kinder als Zielgruppe im Sport; Springer Science and Business Media LLC: Berlin, Germany, 2020; pp. 31–50.
40. Kühnis, J.; Eckert, N.; Mandel, D.; Imholz, P.; Egli, S.; Steffan, M.; Arquint, L.; Schürpf, B. Zeitnutzung und Anstrengung im

Sportunterricht: Befunde einer Querschnittsstudie auf der Primarstufe im Kanton Schwyz. Swiss Sports Exerc. Med. 2017, 65,
54–59.

41. Gogoll, A. Handlungsfähigkeit im Sport-Transversal und reflexiv. In Bewegungskulturen im Wandel. Der Sport der Medialen
Moderne-Gesellschaftstheoretische Verortungen; Schürmann, V., Mittag, J., Eds.; Transcript: Bielefeld, Germany, 2016; pp. 323–336.

42. Herrmann, C.; Gerlach, E.; Seelig, H. Development and Validation of a Test Instrument for the Assessment of Basic Motor
Competencies in Primary School. Meas. Phys. Educ. Exerc. Sci. 2015, 19, 80–90. [CrossRef]

43. Herrmann, C.; Gerlach, E.; Seelig, H. Motorische Basiskompetenzen in der Grundschule: Begründung, Erfassung und empirische
Überprüfung eines Messinstruments. Sportwissenschaft 2016, 46, 60–73. [CrossRef]

44. Herrmann, C.; Seelig, H. Basic motor competencies of fifth graders. Ger. J. Exerc. Sport Res. 2017, 47, 110–121. [CrossRef]
45. Wollny, R. Bewegungswissenschaft. Ein Lehrbuch in 12 Lektionen. In Sportwissenschaft Studieren, 4th ed.; Meyer & Meyer Verlag:

Aachen, Germany, 2017.

http://doi.org/10.3224/diskurs.v12i4.02
http://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph17030733
http://doi.org/10.1111/cch.12712
http://doi.org/10.1007/s40279-016-0561-6
http://doi.org/10.1542/peds.2013-1167
http://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2214.2011.01307.x
http://doi.org/10.1080/23311886.2020.1724065
http://doi.org/10.1080/17408989.2017.1341474
https://www.schulentwicklung.nrw.de/lehrplaene/upload/klp_SI/HS/sp/Rahmenvorgaben_Schulsport_Endfassung.pdf
https://www.schulentwicklung.nrw.de/lehrplaene/upload/klp_SI/HS/sp/Rahmenvorgaben_Schulsport_Endfassung.pdf
https://seiuhealthcare.ca/wp-content/uploads/2020/03/2019-health-physical-education-grades-1to8.pdf
https://seiuhealthcare.ca/wp-content/uploads/2020/03/2019-health-physical-education-grades-1to8.pdf
https://www.cde.state.co.us/cophysicaleducation/2020cas-pe-p12
https://www.cde.state.co.us/cophysicaleducation/2020cas-pe-p12
http://doi.org/10.1080/1091367X.2014.998821
http://doi.org/10.1007/s12662-015-0378-8
http://doi.org/10.1007/s12662-016-0430-3


Int. J. Environ. Res. Public Health 2021, 18, 7343 15 of 15

46. Gogoll, A. Sport- und Bewegungskulturelle Kompetenz-ein Modellentwurf für das Fach Sport. In Kompetenzorientiert Sport
Unterrichten; Roth, A., Balz, E., Eds.; Shaker: Aachen, Germany, 2012; pp. 39–52.

47. Herrmann, C. Erfassung von motorischen Basiskompetenzen in der dritten Grundschulklasse. Sportunterricht 2015, 64, 72–76.
48. Neumaier, A. Koordinatives Anforderungsprofil und Koordinationstraining. In Grundlagen, Analyse, Methodik. Training der

Bewegungskoordination, 3rd ed.; Sportverl. Strauß: Köln, Germany, 2006.
49. Neumann, P. Aufgabenentwicklung im kompetenzorientierten Sportunterricht der Grundschule. Sportunterricht. Sportunterricht

2014, 63, 175–180.
50. Alfermann, D.; Stoll, O. Sportpsychologie. Ein Lehrbuch in 12 Lektionen. In Sportwissenschaft Studieren, 5th ed.; Meyer & Meyer

Verlag: Aachen, Germany, 2017.
51. Lau, A.; Blazek, I. Was Kinder bewegt—Wie kann Bewegungs- und Spielfreude im Sportunterricht gefördert werden? In Kinder-

perspektiven im Unterrich; Rumpf, D., Winter, S., Eds.; Springer Fachmedien Wiesbaden: Wiesbaden, Germany, 2019; pp. 147–158.
52. Deci, E.; Ryan, R.M. Die Selbstbestimmungstheorie der Motivation und ihre Bedeutung für die Pädagogik. Z. für Pädagogik 1993,

39, 223–238.
53. Wulf, G.; Lewthwaite, R. Optimizing performance through intrinsic motivation and attention for learning: The OPTIMAL theory

of motor learning. Psychon. Bull. Rev. 2016, 23, 1382–1414. [CrossRef]
54. Burton, A.; Miller, D. Movement Skill Assessment; Human Kinetics: Champaign, IL, USA, 1998.
55. Dordel, S. Bewegungsförderung in der Schule. In Handbuch des Sportförderunterrichts, 5th ed.; Verl. Modernes Lernen: Dortmund,

Germany, 2007.
56. Gabbard, C. Lifelong Motor Development, 7th ed.; Wolters Kluwer: Philadelphia, PA, USA, 2018.
57. Haywood, K.; Getchell, N. Life Span Motor Development, 6th ed.; Human Kinetics: Champaign, IL, USA, 2014.
58. Herrmann, C. MOBAK 1-4. In Test zur Erfassung Motorischer Basiskompetenzen für die Klassen 1-4; Hogrefe: Göttingen, Ger-

many, 2018.
59. Herrmann, C.; Seelig, H. Structure and Profiles of Basic Motor Competencies in the Third Grade—Validation of the Test Instrument

MOBAK-3. Percept. Mot. Ski. 2016, 124, 5–20. [CrossRef]
60. Strotmeyer, A.; Kehne, M.; Herrmann, C. Motorische Basiskompetenzen. Ger. J. Exerc. Sport Res. 2020, 50, 82–91. [CrossRef]
61. Faul, F. G*Power Version 3.1.9.4; Universität Kiel: Kiel, Germany, 2019.
62. Cohen, J. Statistical Power Analysis for the Behavioral Sciences, 2nd ed.; Lawrence Erlbaum: Hillsdale, MI, USA, 1988.
63. IBM Corp. SPSS 26; IBM Corp: Armonk, NY, USA, 2019.
64. Herrmann, C.; Heim, C.; Seelig, H. Diagnose und Entwicklung motorischer Basiskompetenzen. Z. für Entwickl. und Pädagogische

Psychol. 2017, 49, 173–185. [CrossRef]
65. Gramespacher, E.; Herrmann, C.; Ennigkeit, F.; Heim, C.; Seelig, H. Fachbeirat:Geschlechtsspezifische Sportsozialisation als

Prädiktor motorischer Basiskompetenzen–Ein Mediationsmodell. Motorik 2020, 43, 69–77. [CrossRef]
66. Burns, R.D.; Fu, Y.; Podlog, L.W. School-based physical activity interventions and physical activity enjoyment: A meta-analysis.

Prev. Med. 2017, 103, 84–90. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
67. Gu, X.; Chen, Y.-L.; Jackson, A.W.; Zhang, T. Impact of a pedometer-based goal-setting intervention on children’s motivation,

motor competence, and physical activity in physical education. Phys. Educ. Sport Pedagog. 2017, 23, 1–12. [CrossRef]
68. Herrmann, C.; Seelig, H. “I can dribble!” On the relationship between children’s motor competencies and corresponding

self-perceptions. Ger. J. Exerc. Sport Res. 2017, 47, 324–334. [CrossRef]

http://doi.org/10.3758/s13423-015-0999-9
http://doi.org/10.1177/0031512516679060
http://doi.org/10.1007/s12662-019-00596-z
http://doi.org/10.1026/0049-8637/a000180
http://doi.org/10.2378/mot2020.art13d
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.ypmed.2017.08.011
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/28823682
http://doi.org/10.1080/17408989.2017.1341475
http://doi.org/10.1007/s12662-017-0468-x

	Introduction 
	Intervention Concept 
	Definition of Basic Motor Competencies 
	Methodological-Didactic Design of the Intervention 
	Content and Scope of the Intervention 
	Formative Evaluation and Feasibility of the Intervention 

	Materials and Methods 
	Design and Procedures 
	Sample 
	Measures 
	Statistical Analyses 

	Results 
	Descriptive Statistics 
	Analysis of Correlations between Self-Movement and Object Movement and Sex, Age, BMI 
	Analysis of Variance with Repeated Measurements 
	Factor Time 
	Factors Time  Group 
	Factors Time  Sex 
	Factors Time  Group  Sex 


	Discussion 
	Limitations 
	Conclusions 
	References

