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Within an ethnographic, case-study framework, this
research uses observations, interviews and life-history
reflections to investigate aspects of the 'life' of a
physical education department in a secondary school. The
central focus is upon the four physical education
teachers, charting how they develop their personal
understandings of the nature and purpose of physical
education. These understandings are located in the
broader context of the school and the conflicting
perspectives of senior teachers, parents, governors and

pupils.

Analysis of the data points to the complexity of the
process by which teachers develop their personal
'scripts' for education and physical education. It is
suggested that a principle of 'sufficient respect' for
individuals' scripts may be a useful starting point for
teachers, theorists and researchers as they seek to
influence views or implement effective change. This can
be viewed as an extension of the notion of the
'‘reflective practitioner'.

At a subject specific level, the research points to
the invidious position in which some physical education
teachers may be placed as their philosophies on the high
status of theoretical knowledge ultimately trivialise
much of their day-to-day, essentially practical
activity. A plea is made for further consideration of
the value of practical knowledge in education and
physical education.

Finally, in analysing the fieldwork process, it is
suggested that this form of research can be compared to
the genre of the 'soap opera': an attempt is made to
maximise the appeal of the research, particularly for
teachers, by presenting interesting and accessible
accounts of the key characters from Citylimits High

School.
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INTRODUCTION

‘Order as well as disorder is relative to
viewpoint: to come to an orderly understanding of
men (sic) and societies requires a set of
viewpoints that are simple enough to make
understanding possible, yet comprehensive enough to
permit us to include in our views the range and
depth of human variety. The struggle for such
viewpoints is the first and continuing struggle of
social science.’ (C. Wright Mills, 1959, p.133)

Wright Mills’ belief, that social science is ‘properly
about...human variety’ (p.132), can be identified as a
guiding principle for this research. In seeking to
understand more about the ‘life’ of a physical education
department, the study uses ethnographic techniques to focus
upon four physical education teachers in a secondary school
(named in this research as Citylimits High School) as they
undertake the day-to-day activities of teaching. The
central purpose of the research is to gain greater insight
into the different ways in which the teachers understand
themselves, each other, their roles, the nature and purpose
of physical education, and the constraints and
possibilities of the school context in which they operate.
Within this broad research framework, competing ideologies
on knowledge and, more specifically, on knowledge in
physical education are identified, from the fieldwork, as
key features impacting upon the ‘life’ of the department.
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In attempting to represent something of ‘the range and
depth of human variety’ in the context of this research
problem, C. Wright Mills’ concept of the ‘sociological
imagination’ has been useful for its identification of the
imperative to ‘grasp history and biography and the
relations between the two in society’ (p6). Following
Wright Mills, Evans and Davies (1988) suggest:

‘This interest in the interplay of self, biography and

social structure lies at the heart of the sociological
enterprise. But, as yet, it has been little directed to

the study of teachers and teaching.’ (p.10)

Embedded in such a statement, is the daunting complexity of
the ‘interplay of self, biography and social structure’.
Any one of these three elements would be difficult enough
to represent and so the claims made for success in this
study are properly modest. Accepting this limitation
however, a key task of this research is to gain a greater
understanding of the actions of physical education teachers
as they both undertake and create their jobs at Citylimits
High School. Thus, there is an emphasis upon the notion of
‘agency’, yet a respect for the broader imperative of

‘interplay’, as described above.

Within the context of the focus upon agency, the notion of
‘difference’ (Giroux, 1991) is central. The research
attempts, therefore, to eschew a position of certainty; the
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researcher’s vision of what is ‘right’ for teachers, in
favour of a mode of enquiry which seeks to understand how
teachers come to consider themselves, their ideologies, and
each other to be ‘right’ or ‘wrong’. Thus, it is, for
example, that I find much of value in Giroux’s (1991) work
on the concept of ‘border pedagogy’, and Gitlin’s (1990)
concept of ‘educative research’ (both of which are employed
at points in this research), yet find it difficult to match
the conviction that underpins their work - that vision of a
‘better’ world for schools, teachers and pupils. (See,

also, Soltis 1990.)

Reference to an example from Giroux’s (1991) work is

illustrative. He describes the task of ‘border pedagogy’

as:

‘Border pedagogy necessitates combining the modernist
emphasis on the capacity of individuals to use critical
reason to address the issue of public life with a
post-modernist concern with how we might experience
agency in a world constituted in differences
unsupported by transcendent phenomena or metaphysical
guarantees’ (p.b511)

At the same time:

‘The discourse of border pedagogy also links the notions
of schooling and education to a more substantive
political struggle for a radical democratic society’

(p.510)
and:

‘educators can bring the concepts of culture, voice and
difference together to create a borderland where
multiple subjectivities and identities exist as part of
a pedagogical practice that provides the potential to
expand the politics of democratic community and
solidarity.’ (p.516)
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Giroux would appear, therefore, to ‘know’ the positive
outcomes of the adoption of ‘border pedagogy’ in schools.
And yet, as Ellsworth (1989) points out later in this
thesis, any attempt to celebrate ‘difference’ in social
life is likely to result in much more unpredictable
outcomes (see chapter 3). So, put simply, my research leads
me to suspect that any notion of a ‘better’ world would be
different for each individual; an inevitable result,
perhaps, of a focus on ‘difference’. Thus, it is, that I
have found work such as that by Giroux to be both

illuminating and restricting.

In the context of physical education, the suggestion of
‘difference’ from this research arises in the context of
competing ideologies on knowledge in education and in
physical education. In turn, these derive from an amalgum
of teachers’ personal life experiences, which then interact

in the broader structures of the department and the school.

As Bell (1986) points out:

‘P.E. departments are an interesting example of the
inter-relationship between a subject or discipline,
albeit one which is essentially activity based, and the

school structure.’ (p.99)

However, in the conclusion to his research, Bell (1986)

argues:



‘It may be that it would be more accurate to view them
[physical education departments] as semi-autonomous
units within larger, relatively anarchic organisations
which had no clear understanding of goals...or
members, ...but that is another story’ (p.-114)

In one sense, this research can be viewed as an attempt to
tell that ‘other story’. George and Kirk (1988) conclude
(unsurprisingly perhaps) from their research in Australia,

that teachers ‘believe in the values they hold’. As a

result:

‘any attempt to incorporate teachers into the effort to
use education as a socially transformative device must
recognise that many teachers, are, in the first place,
the most likely front-line defenders of orthodoxies’

(p.154)

Notwithstanding the criticisms made earlier of Giroux,
which could equally be applied to George and Kirk, this
research accepts that teachers are, just that; ‘the
front-line defenders of orthodoxies’ and seeks to
understand more about the ways in which teachers at
Citylimits High School develop and sustain their own

beliefs and can challenge those of significant others.

Organisation of the thesis

The research from Citylimits High School is presented in
seven chapters. The first chapter, the methodology, is a
lengthy description and analysis of the fieldwork process.

This is organised in three sections to reflect three
6



‘layers’ of the research activity: a diary of events -
including detail from the earliest stages of the research
in order to demonstrate how the research problem was
identified and progressively refined; an analysis of
specific fieldwork methods - interviews, life history,
observation and questionnaires; and, thirdly, an
examination of ethnography as a research paradigm -
reflecting upon such issues as validity and

generalisability in the context of this study.

From the fieldwork at Citylimits High, conflicting and
competing ideologies on knowledge in education and physical
education were noted and this conflict was identified as
having an impact upon the ‘life’ of the physical education
department in numerous different ways. In chapters two and
three, therefore, a literature-based analysis of knowledge
is presented to highlight broader debates on some of the
issues which arose. Chapter two focusses on an analysis of
knowledge from a philosophical perspective, in response to
findings about, for example, confusion in terminology used
at Citylimits High and the prevalence of a duallist belief
in the separation of mind and body. Chapter three examines
knowledge from a sociological perspective to address issues
such as the organisation of knowledge in schools, what
counts as ‘worthwhile’ knowlege and the shared
understanding, amongst many respondents, that physical
education was centrally concerned with health and fitness.
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In both chapters, aspects of the National Curriculum for
Physical Education are analysed (see explanatory note at
the end of this Introduction) although this was not a
significant issue at the time of the fieldwork. 1In the
final section of chapter three, a ‘dual focus analysis’ of
physical education theory is illustrated, drawing upon both
philosophical and sociological perspectives. Thus, an
attempt is made to utilise each discipline, where
appropriate, in response to the complexity which was found
in the fieldwork. Clearly, such an approach has
limitations, but it was found to be less limiting than the
attempt to remain within one discipline. Furthermore, the

data from the fieldwork rendered a ‘mono’ approach almost

impossible.

In chapters 4, 5 and 6, the data from the fieldwork is
presented. Chapter 4 includes contextual information on
Citylimits High School and data from initial interviews
with the four physical education teachers, interviews with
the Senior Management Team and the pupils, questionnaires
from parents, teachers and governors, and observations. It
is from this (largely descriptive) data that the
conflicting perspectives on knowledge and on physical
education are identified and later analytical discussions
are drawn. In chapters 5 and 6, the focus is upon the four
physical education teachers in greater detail. Thus,
information from life-history interviews points to the ways
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in which the teachers develop their understandings of
physical education and their roles as teachers. ‘Doing the
Job’ at Citylimits High (chapter 6) is viewed as the
culmination of experiences defining teachers’ knowledge to
that point, and it brings the discussion back to a

consideration of ‘agency’ and ‘structure’ in the context of

this research.

Finally, in chapter 7, the preceding chapters are drawn
together in the framework of the ‘drama’ of physical
education at Citylimits High. Thus, the interaction of
individuals and their ‘scripts’ for education and physical
education - the ‘life’ of the physical education department
- is viewed as more dynamic and unpredictable than the

original ecological metaphor could accommodate.

Note
The Education Reform Act of 1988 made provision for a

legally binding National Curriculum in primary and
secondary schools in England and Wales. Section 4(2) of the
act places a duty on the Secretary of State to establish
the National Curriculum by specifying by order appropriate
attainment targets, programmes of study and assessment
arrangements for each of the foundation documents.
‘Physical Education in the National Curriculum’ was
published in April 1992 including the attainment target and
programmes of study for the four key stages of a pupil’s
compulsory schooling.



CHAPTER ONE

METHODOLOGY

Phillips and Pugh (1990) suggest that the methodology
section of a thesis may be the most logical starting point
for the writing up process. After all, ‘you know what you
did, and how you did it..’' (p.62). However, my experience
has been rather different. Only now, having spent over two
years in the intimate company of my fieldnotes, interview
transcripts, on-going research diary and relevant
authoritative sources, do I feel confident that I ‘know’
what I did and can write the section in the depth it
warrents. Furthermore, as I wrote earlier sections of the
thesis, the significance of methodological decisions made
at different stages of the research became much clearer.
Hence; this is written in the later stages of the

writing-up process.

The chapter is organised into three sections to reflect
what I identify as the three layers of methodological
activity. In section one, I present the chronological
details of the research process: in effect a diary of
stages and events. This includes information on initial

thoughts on the research topic, refinements, registration
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for the PH.D, choosing a school, gaining access and details
on the conduct of the fieldwork. The writing-up process is
summarised, and supervisory tutorials and a seminar are
presented in the context of the developing research
process. The central aim of this section is to give a
methodical account of the timetable of events which inform
this thesis. In general, the discussion of broader issues
arising is postponed until later sections of the chapter,
in the interests of clarity in the description of a lengthy

and complex sequence of events.

In section two, specific research methods are analysed in
the context of the fieldwork at Citylimits High School.
Within the broad framework of ethnography, the techniques
of interviewing, life history, observation and, to a lesser

extent, questionnaire, were employed and are critically

examined.

The third ‘layer’ of the research process is the
identification of more general issues which arise as a
result of reflection upon ‘ethnography’ as the selected
research paradigm. Thus, following Hammersley (1992),
Delamont (1992), Atkinson (1990), Gitlin (1990) and Eisner
& Peshkin (1990), this section addresses key issues such as
validity, researcher/researched relationships, research and
practice, the development of theory and generalisability.

Importantly, the academic debate on ethnography has

11



broadened and intensified since the fieldwork at Citylimits
High was undertaken; thus the central purpose of this
section is a re-examination of the principles upon which

the research was originally designed.

It is guite clear that this chapter could be presented in
other ways. However, the selected format represents an
attempt to clarify the complex elements of the research
process. At times, the distinctions between sections are
somewhat arbitrary, and discussions are curtailed in one
section, only to be continued in another. However, the
intention is that the chapter be read as a whole, and that
the sections serve only as a convenient way of organising

thoughts into ‘layers’ of specificity.
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SECTION ONE: THE DIARY OF EVENTS

Much of the information for this section is drawn from a
research diary which was started at the very beginning of
the Ph.D. process. The diary was used to record factual
details and events - such as tutorials, key names and
addresses, references and some notes from books and papers
in the early stages. More interestingly, perhaps, it was
used as a collection point for ideas, as a catalogue of
developing thoughts and emerging theories, and as a record
of my ‘feelings’ through the progress of the research (much
as advocated by Delamont, 1992). In many ways, it took on

the gualities of a ‘friend’; there to be talked to (at!) in

times of need.

1. Identifying the research problem

The first entry in the diary is April 1987. Having decided
to embark upon a Ph.D, and having identified the broad area
of physical education as the focus, I spent the period
between April and July seeking to clarify the research
problem. In many ways this was something of a circular
exercise. I identified the concept of ‘ecology’ at an early
stage, but felt unable to clarify a problem and so moved
away into other potential research areas. Finally, after
consulting texts such as Nash (1973), Ball (1981), Burgess

(1983, 1984, 1985) Salmon and Claire (1984), and Cohen and
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Manion (1981, 1985), I began to refine my original notion
of ‘ecology’ in the context of qualitative research. I had
encountered little research of this nature in physical
education and felt that my research problem was just this;
a need to know more about physical education as it operates
at a day to day level, in a school. Thus, I took the
dictionary definition of ‘ecology’:

‘study of organisms in relation to one another and their
surroundings’ (Pocket Oxford Dictionary, 1984)

and the related concepts of survival, adaptation and
relationships to organise my thoughts. From this point, I
was able to begin to target my reading and to construct a
research design around a set of emerging but tentative
guestions: How does the physical education department
operate within the school? How do physical education
teachers adapt to changing circumstances? How do pupils
come to understand physical education? How can physical
education teachers be seen to achieve, given the multiple
understandings of the nature and purpose of physical
education? There was still much confusion, but I felt I had
a way forward. Importantly, these could only be viewed as
tentative questions. I was clear that, in the course of the
fieldwork, any of these, or any other questions/issues
could be identified as having more or less significance;
particularly as I was most interested in pursuing issues

which were important to the physical education staff. Thus,

14



it is, that questions related to the nature and purpose of
physical education came to be viewed as central and that in
chapter 7, I move beyond the ecological metaphor in the

final analysis of the fieldwork.

Further reading on the proposed methodology was the next
stage in the process. The collection of articles in Burgess
(1984) was particularly helpful, specifically the papers by
Delamont, Hammersley, Ball, and King. For example, Ball
pointed to the dilemma which I already faced - I needed to
read about ethnographic methods, yet I needed to ‘do’ them
at the same time. Hammersley alerted me to a problem which
I was to encounter throughout the research - but which was
manageable because it had already been identified:

‘One of the key problems in ethnographic analysis is

finding an overall theme, model or argument which

organises the data in a coherent and forceful way’
(in Burgess 1984 p.60)

Both King and Ball stressed the importance (and pointed to
the difficulty) of preserving anonymity for the respondents
in the research. Issues such as these must be faced before
entry into the field - it may be too late once the
fieldwork has begun. Finally, from Burgess (1984) I noted
the advice that researchers should keep a detailed diary

(p.267) and I felt reassured that I was proceeding in an

approved manner.
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Similar methodological insights were gained from in-depth
study of the papers in Burgess (1985a) and Burgess (1985b).
I also looked into the possibility of employing Personal
Construct Theory in my research. Taking this, in
conjunction with earlier reading, I felt ready to attempt

to formulate a preliminary paper and to seek a supervisor.

It is, perhaps, significant, that I had not yet discussed
my thoughts with anyone who might be a potential supervisor
- or with anyone at all. I seemed to feel that I must Know
everything about the proposed research, in depth, before I
could expose myself to others. Fear of appearing ‘stupid’
was at the root of this reluctance. However, it was
becoming clear that I needed external in-put. I circulated
a preliminary ‘thoughts’ paper to several individuals
asking for comment. I made it clear that this was not to be
viewed as a research proposal, but merely the baéis for
initial discussion. The response, in several cases, was to
‘attack’ the paper as if it were a full blown research
proposal, so I eliminated those individuals from my list.
Some helpful comments were made by others, but there was
very little enthusiasm evident for the gqualitative research
I was proposing. At this stage, luck played its part, and a
colleague from another institution recommended that I
approach his supervisor. Without a personal introduction I
would not have taken this course of action simply because

the supervisor was well known, had published widely, and I
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would not have had the required confidence.

Having received some encouragement for my embryonic ideas
from the recommended supervisor, and some further
references from several of those who had read the
‘thoughts’ paper, I embarked upon the process of compiling
a research proposal for registration. Essential reading
included: Hammersley and Atkinson (1983), Simon H (1980),
Ball (1987) and, in the area of physical education, the
collection of papers by Evans (1986). In addition, I sought
information on the requirements of various institutions for
Ph.D research, and for a registration document. The first

tutorial with my supervisor took place in November 1987.

The period from November 1987 to March 1988 was spent in
preparing the registration document for Southampton
University. An extensive range of reading was undertaken
during that period. Of particular note was Ball and Goodman
(1985), Hammersley (1986), Shipman (1973), Barton and
Walker (1981), Hargreaves and Woods (1984) and Woods
(1979). Registration for a Ph.D was accepted in March 1988.

(Document presented in Appendix A)

2.'Starting the PH.D'

The title above is a quote from my diary, and that is how
it felt at the time. There appeared to be a huge leap to be

made from preparing for registration, and then beginning
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the ‘real’ work. Clearly, however, the work was already
well underway. A frightening range of reading was
recommended at a tutorial in May 1988 and immersion in
this, further texts which evolved from this reading, and
the process of selecting and gaining access to a school,

took much of the next eight months.

At this stage, I appeared to need to read everything, and
all in scrupulous depth. Thus, I made very extensive notes
on each text in my research diary. (The ability to scan
texts for appropriate information came much later in the
project when I had some idea of what I was seeking!) Of
particular significance were:

-Hammersley (1986). The paper by Lutz raised some
guestions about the nature of ethnography and cautioned
against description without theory building. This was
echoed in the specific case of physical education in an
important paper by Sparkes (1986). A. Hargreaves pointed to
the macro-micro debate and suggested ‘linked micro studies’
as a potential solution. In addition, papers by Delamont
and Hamilton, Sharp and Walker were invaluable in
introducing an inexperienced researcher to the current
debates in methodology.

-Ball’s (1987) proposal for research in schools at the
‘meso level’ seemed to resonate with my thoughts and
concerns as I prepared for the fieldwork.

-Ball and Goodson (1985) provided much insight into a

18



research focus on teachers, and this undoubtedly shaped
some of the later fieldwork. From the papers by Sikes and
Beynon, the notion of ‘life-history’ research became of
increasing interest. Cole’s reference to the significance
of teacher training prompted thought on the:experience of
physical education teachers, and resulted in this forming

an avenue of enquiry in my teacher interviews.

In addition, I felt a need to re-examine some basic general
texts in sociology, before tackling some of the
contemporary work on critical theory (and later,
postmodernism). Writers from a critical stance were evident
in all the potential spheres of the research and were
becoming increasingly numerous in physical education; for
example, Evans (1986), Sparkes (1987) and, from Australia,

George and Kirk (1988).

In the next phase of reading, Ozga (1988), Westoby (1988)
and Connell (1985) were helpful. Connell can be recognised
as a leading influence on the style of my work. In the
methodology, Carr and Kemmis (1986) was of major interest.
I was beginning to feel more than ready to ‘experiment’
with some fieldwork. Meanwhile, the process of selecting

the research school was underway.

3. The Research School: Selection, Access and Acceptance

Excerpts from the research diary tell the early stages of
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the story most effectively:

6 June 1988: consulted lists of school in the area -
within striking distance but not so close to the
Institute that anonymity for the school would be at
risk. Made several attempts to contact the advisor for
the selected area.

7 June: beginning to realise (possibly for the first
time) that a search for a ‘typical comp’ is fruitless.
All schools seem to be ‘special’ in one way or another -
so how can they remotely be construed as ‘typical’.

23 June: meeting set-up with Physical Education Advisor
for Weds 29 June at 2.00 pm. NB. No point in getting
hung up on this issue (the selection of a school)- see
Simon (1980) and a critique by Atkinson and Delamont in
Hammersley (1986). Most schools, by definition, would be
perfectly O.K. Mitchell (1983) reinforces the point -
‘There is absolutely no advantage in going to a great
deal of trouble to find a ‘typical’ case: concern with
this issue reflects a confusion of enumerative and
analytic modes of induction’. (p.204.)

29 June: very productive meeting - many potential
schools - advisor very helpful and, in effect, he will
pick the school. My criteria: it should be a school
which falls somewhere in the mid-range in terms of
general indicators such as status, popularity,
examination results, sporting profile, etc. Only the
most exceptional at either end of the scale
(*good’/‘bad’) should be eliminated. (Hammersley's
(1992) point about ethnographers choosing settings which
are ‘not atypical’ is guite apt in this instance. J.W.
Scofield (1990) further points to the importance of
selecting schools with typicality as a consideration,
without attempting to take it to extremes.)

The advisor emphasised that the head and the physical
education department must feel comfortable with visitors
and that he would like to avoid those schools with
significant difficulties - such as having several new
members in the physical education department. He also
stressed that I, as a researcher, should be prepared to
share feedback with the physical education department
wherever useful, and that I should consider ‘helping
out’ if I had subject specific expertise to contribute.
He suggested that he should approach the Heads of likely
schools and then discuss the final choice with me. I am
indebted to him. :

15 Oct: NB. note gap from last entry!!! Things move
slowly. Contacted advisor today as he had not contacted

20



me. Was surprised to find that the school was chosen and
set-up. Fortunate that I phoned! The school was
expecting contact from me.

16 Oct: Letter sent to school to reguest visit to see
head and head of Physical Education.

21 Oct: Meeting agreed for Weds 2 Nov. They seem keen to
be involved - but I don’t think they understand the
extent of their commitment yet.

2 Nov: FIRST VISIT. Preparation - need to make clear the

following:

-Time commitment. 3 familiarisation days before
Christmas, further day visits in January/February, a
short block of 2-3 weeks in March, and a longer block
for much of the summer term.

~Access commitment. Open access to all facets of school
life

-My commitment to preserve the anonymity of the school
and individuals

~A resume of the research methods to be used

-Explain my position as a researcher - not looking for
dramatic action or attempting to judge. Rather I will be
a sort of ‘odd-bod’ seeking to understand more about
physical education and physical education teachers at
the day to day level of work.

I am feeling very apprehensive about the meeting. Must
exude a serious and professional manner, to set the tone
for all further visits. (This, of course, is an
interesting perception given the points raised in

section three of this chapter about
researcher/researched relationships.)

From this point, information is drawn from fieldnotes.

2 Nov contd. At the school, met Head of Department, then
Head Teacher. Had a broad ranging discussion with the Head
of department - Jane. Initially, we talked about students
on teaching practice - safe ground - the school was rarely
used by my Institution and wanted more students. Clearly, I
was seen as a useful contact.

The discussion about the research centred on the
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justification for using just one school. This fascinated
Jane and was to be one of the main discussion points with

the whole department.

The Head was, from my first impressions, ‘expansive,
interested, busy’. He seemed enthusiastic and saw access as
no problem - although he seemed to become more cautious as
I listed all the possible points of access. He had no
difficulty with the fact that I would be ‘around’ for more
than two terms. He suddenly remembered that he ought to

inform the newly constituted Governing Body.

Actions from the first visit: provide a paper giving
details of the research, in the form of a short summary
paper, for the Head, the Physical Education Department and
the staff noticeboard. (Appendix B) On the basis of this
information, Physical Education staff would decide whether

they wished to meet me, to hear more.

Feelings from the visit: ‘I tried to be chatty and sociable
without being too accommodating in the matter of teaching
in-put to the department. Did I succeed? I have the feeling

they want me as a spare set of hands. Help! How do I keep

these fieldnotes?’

5 Nov. Papers sent to the School. (See appendix B)
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18 Nov. Telephone Conversation with Jane. 3 members of the

Physical Education Department were agreed that they would

like to hear more about the research. The fourth member,
Pete, was set firmly against it. He sent back the
information to Jane with the following message: ‘Not
involved. Too much to do.’ Jane was fairly sure that he

hadn’t read the paper. All other staff seemed happy,

although one deputy head was keen to know ‘what’s in it for

us’. A fair point, and one that I must consider in more
detail. (See, also, discussion in section 3 of this

chapter.)

Jane then volunteered, what proved to be, invaluable

background information on Pete. The extract from fieldnotes

reads as follows:

*Pete is a womaniser, chauvinist, is awkward, difficult
to motivate but can get very motivated. Don’t push him,

he’ll make a big issue out of it. He has many outside
interests - makes lots of money - has an old people’s
home (did I hear correctly?). He is not happy with a

female H.0.D. Jane suggests ‘feminine charm’ might work
best in my case - and making it a non-issue. She kept

pointing out that I should never pass this on. Good

reminder of this point - I must not trade confidences,

even when the allure of rich data is beckoning.*
(18 Nov 1988)

Even at this early stage in the fieldwork process, I was
aware just how dependant I was upon the goodwill and the

co-operation of the physical education (and other) staff.

was pleased, therefore, that Jane was sufficiently

interested in the research to offer support in this way.
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Her comments on Pete are particularly interesting in the
light of data presented in chapters 4 and 5. (Detailed
information on the school and physical education staff is
presented in chapter 4.) Clearly, my status as a female
researcher would be significant to Pete and I needed to be

aware of this as I attempted to build a positive research

relationship.

Dec 14. Meeting the department. I had prepared to provide
information on the nature of the research and,
specifically, what they might hope to gain from my presence
in the school. I gave some examples of what I was
able/willing to offer For example, I felt I could offer to
act as source of up-to-date information/material; I was
willing to become involved in an element of the G.C.S.E.
theory programme which they were having difficulty
covering; I would, hopefully, provide the department with
some interesting feedback about Physical Education in their
school, particularly the (anonymous) views of pupils,
parents and colleagues. In general, I thought it best to
attempt to specify my involvement in teaching as early as
possible. I also intended to make it clear that I could, of

course, be used as ‘back-up’ in an emergency.
In the event, the meeting went quite well. I was introduced

to the infamous Pete in the staffroom prior to the meeting,

and he appeared friendly and very curious. Taking Jane's
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advice, I did nothing to encourage his involvement. I was
polite and warm, but suggested that it was no problem if,
after hearing more, he wished to remain outside the
research. (Of course, this was not strictly true!) During
the meeting, Pete made it clear that he had read the
document, and he proceeded to ask searching qguestions. In
general, none of the teachers were completely clear about
my intentions and some questions were repeated several
times: ‘What’s it for? Are you trying to change P.E.?

Surely one school is & bit narrow?’

The issue of using several schools seemed to centre on a
‘safety in numbers’ philosophy as, quite understandably,
the teachers felt somewhat ‘exposed’ in such a small group.
However, it soon became clear that both women (Jane and
Diane) and Pete were broadly supportive, with the proviso
from Pete: ‘As long as you’re willing to help out’. The
other male in the department (Arnold) was more sceptical,
although not resistant. Upon reflection, it may have been
unfortunate that the rapport with Pete had developed so
well. It is quite possible that this had the effect of
alienating Arnold. (See, also, comments in chapter 5 on

Pete’s life-history reflections and his views on ‘strong’

women. )

I felt exhausted at the end of the meeting. In the early

stages, the atmosphere was qguite ‘sticky’ and I was
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concerned that the proposal would be rejected. However, as
soon as I talked about myself and gave an honest insight
into my fears about undertaking this task, the whole
flavour of the meeting changed and the teachers became much

more enthusiastic. I even noted some pride in their status

as ‘the chosen ones’.

20 Dec. A phone call from Jane confirms that I have been
accepted into the school and the department. I suggest
that I attend the next ‘Baker Day'’ on 4 Jan 1989 as this
will give me an opportunity to meet staff outside of the
pressure of a normal teaching day. The Head agrees to
introduce me to all staff at the initial staff meeting. The
short paper explaining the research is to remain on the

staff noticeboard until the fieldwork is complete.

4. Undertaking the fieldwork

The programme of fieldwork proceeded much as planned,
although I had completely over-estimated the length of time
I could profitably spend in the school in one block. Like
countless researchers before me, I found I needed to
intersperse days in the field with time to complete notes
and organise them. It was quite impossible, for example, to
complete notes in the evenings and at weekends. Reflection
upon the data was continuous, time-consuming and absolutely

essential if I was to make any sense of what I was seeing
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and hearing (reinforced in Delamont 1992). Reflection also

helped me to keep a ‘sensitive hand’ on the direction of

the research.

The final programme was as follows:

Autumn 1988 - preliminary visits to gain access, as
detailed above.

Spring Term 1989 - 5 single days in January and February; 6
days spread across a 10 day block in March.

Summer Term 1989 - from April 27 to July 21 the format was
usually 2 days in the school followed by one day completing
notes. Sometimes this was varied to a pattern of a series
of short days spent on data collection with the remaining
time spent on notes and reflection. 1In reality, most of
the days were unique in some way; eg., sometimes I stayed
in the evening for matches, practices, meetings and the
occasional social event. On other occasions, particularly
as the fieldwork progressed, I would have periods where
there seemed to be little to do. This probably indicated
fatigue on my part and was a signal to take time out of the

field to reflect.

Specific details on the conduct of the fieldwork follow in
the second section of this chapter. A summary is as

follows:

Spring term - general observation, initial interviews with
and observation of each member of the physical education
department, pupil interviews with 5th form pupils before
they disappeared for the examination period, pilot of

guestionnaires.

Summer term - further observation with each teacher, life
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history interviews, interviews with the Head, the Deputies
and other members of the Senior Management Team,
observation at two governers meetings, pupil interviews in
groups, distribution of open ended questionnaires to a

sample of parents, to all members of the governing body and

to staff.

5. Redefining...and redefining the research problem

Having completed the single~day orientation visits, and the
short block of visits in the spring term, I felt I needed
to reflect on all the data I had collected, and seek a
sharper focus for the summer term. In preparation for a
tutorial with my supervisor, I identified a number of
issues which had arisen from initial interviews with each
member of the physical education department, and from
general observation. I was certainly experiencing
difficulties in organising data, as promised by Hammersley
in my earlier reading (in Burgess 1984). However, the
process of identifying themes was an essential stage in the
research process leading, as it undoubtedly did, to the

development of some of the most interesting issues from the

research.

Three examples are illustrative. The clash in philosophies
between the physical education teachers was a central
problem for the department. This was not unexpected, nor

was it unusual. But when developed into questions about the
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nature of excellence, and about competing perspectives upon
success and achievement for pupils and teachers, the
research took on a new dimension. (See, particularly, data
presented in chapters 4 and 7.) Secondly, the notion of
physical education as being centrally concerned with
‘health’ and a ‘healthy life’ was a rare point of agreement
in the department. However, the rationale for physical
education as health education was not clear; rather it was
expressed as a form of ‘wishful thinking’. As a result, I
followed this issue through all subsequent stages of the
research, pursuing it when it was raised in interviews, and
setting it in the context of ‘defining success’ as
highlighted above. Thirdly, I had noted that Pete and his
‘pals’ in the staffroom were often loud, offensive and
sexist. I labelled them ‘them good old boys’ after a
particularly raucous bout of singing. However, the issue
was complex - Pete’s sexism was completely overt and
usually designed to provoke. Perhaps this was why female
staff appeared to take little offence - maybe because he
was a known quantity who had no power in the school. In
fact, he was well liked by many staff - both male and
female. Furthermore, he had excellent working relationships
with some female staff, although he seemed to set
particularly high standards for women. This led me to

investigate the nature of Pete’s sexism in the life history

interview.
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A further stage in the development of the research was the
presentation of a paper to fellow research students early
in the summer term of the fieldwork. In this, I charted the
progress of the careers of each member of the department
and compared it with their philosophies for physical
education. I identified the tensions in a school which
places much emphasis upon its reputation and its rising
examination profile, and yet seeks to define a ‘sporting
achievement-oriented’ approach in physical education as
‘elitist’ (see interviews with the Head and other members
of the Senior Management Team). Thus, Pete, who was
identified closely with competitive sport, had the least
promising career prospects. Arnold, on the other hand, had
moved away from his sporting roots and had adopted an
‘educationist perspective’ similar to that described by
Sparkes in his study at Branstown School (Sparkes 1987).
There was a general perception in the school that Arnold

could, eventually, join the ranks of the Senior Management

team.

At that time, I presented a proposed format for writing up
thg data. I based it on the model used by Connell (1985) in
Hi%%book ‘Teachers Work’: firstly, detailed stories about
each member of the department and, secondly, a discussion
of more general issues such as - knowledge and physical
education, definitions of success for teachers and pupils,

and an examination of the structure/agency debate in the
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specific context of physical education at Citylimits High.
In the event, findings from the remainder of the fieldwork
necessitated further revisions in the choice of organising

themes.

Having completed the fieldwork, I faced a crisis in the
research. I certainly had a wealth of data, and much of it
was very interesting. It seemed impossible, however, to
organise it into any coherent format and I was unhappy with
my earlier attempts. My supervisor had suggested that I
should start to write something, yet I found it impossible
to write in a vacuum. I had to have a relatively clear idea
of the overall framework of the thesis. An entry in the
research diary summarises that time:
*July 1989. Have just spent nearly two weeks agonising
over how to organise data, my ideas on it and the
reading. Had a brainstorm on Friday and was so excited
that I phoned [my supervisor] immediately. The idea is

so SIMPLE and it was there all the time. The relief is
amazing. I think I can do this Ph.D now.*

And it was simple. Essentially, I saw four major strands to
the research, centreing around the key concept of knowledge
and based upon the (unsurprising) finding that respondents
at Citylimits High had differing and competing notions of
the purpose and content of physical education. This led me,
firstly, to examine the underpinning concept of ‘knowledge’
from the theoretical perspectives of philosophy and

sociology, and then to develop this into, what I later
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termed, a theoretical ‘dual-focus analysis’ of knowledge
and physical education. The second strand cof the research
was a detailed account of the competing perspectives on
physical education at Citylimits High. This was to include
data from interviews, observation and questionnaires from a
wide variety of respondents. Thirdly, the task was to focus
on the physical education teachers in greater depth,
attempting to understand, from life-history interviews, how
they had developed their personal perspectives on physical
education. Finally, the fourth strand of the research was
to place the development of teachers’ knowledge in the
context of ‘Doing the Job’ of teaching physical education
at Citylimits High. Thus, structural influences could be

considered and the structure/agency debate exemplified.

In drawing together the strands of the research, including
issues raised later in this methodology chapter, analysis
of ‘the life’ of the physical education department appeared
to reguire a range of concepts which were beyond the scope
of the original ecological metaphor. Thus, it is, that the
final chapter is entitled ‘the drama’ of physical

education.

It should be made clear that, although the strands are
clearly articulated now, this was not the case at the time
they were identified. Rather, the central idea for each

strand formed the basis of the writing-up process and is
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best viewed as a ‘way in’ to the data. As writing, reading,
analysis and reflection proceeded, the strands were
clarified into the form in which they are written here. My

experience would seem to endorse Delamont’s (1992) comment:

‘For most researchers, writing is the way that fieldwork
is assimilated and made sense of.’ (p. 146)

6. Writing The Thesis

Phillips and Pugh (1990) cite the work of Lowenthal and
Watson in identifying two distinct categories of writers -
‘serialists’ and ‘holists’. The former are described as
those who ‘see writing as a sequential process in which the
words are corrected as they are written and who plan their
writing in detail before beginning to write’. Holists,
however, can ‘only think as they write and compose a
succession of complete drafts’ (p.58). I would suggest that
I am a ‘serialist’ with occasional ‘holist’ tendencies. As
was indicated earlier, I found it impossible to write
anything until I had ascertained the shape of the thesis
and the context in which each section of writing would
fit. As a result, the thesis has been written in the form I
wish to present it from the outset. (This is not to suggestc
that corrections and rewrites have not been required.)
However, at times, it has been necessary to write sections

in ‘holist’ mode as the only way forward.
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The most prominent influence on my style of writing was C.
Wright Mills (1959). I encountered ‘The Sociological
Imagination’ at an early stage in reading and found it to
be inspirational in many areas of the research. In terms of
writing style, it was the clarity of Wright Mills’ work
which was enlightening; his ‘translation’ of Talcott
Parsons (p.29) was both amusing and reassuring. I resolved

to aim for such clarity in my own work.

In looking at the timescales, the sheer inconvenience and
the lack of continuity in part-time research are
highlighted. In addition, as the timescales are extended,
it is ever more likely that other life factors will intrude
- moving house, changing jobs and, in my case, having a
baby (with a second now ‘on the way’). The thesis has,

therefore, been written in ‘chunks’ to accommodate home and

job imperatives:.

August 1989 - July 1990 (including almost three months
official study leave): first strand, and part of the second
strand written up and submitted for comment.

October 1990 - September 1991: maternity leave from work
for six months. Registration suspended for one year.

October 1991: additions to the first strand and completion
of the second.

January 1992: completion of third strand
April 1992: completion of fourth strand
September 1992: completion of methodology

October 1992 - March 1993: continuing with rewrites of
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earlier strands. Final chapter (7). Preparation for
submission.

Finally on this issue, my experience tells me that the
advice from Atkinson and Delamont is sound:

‘l., Write early and write often.
2. Don't get it right, get it written.’
(Delamont 1992 p.182)

In particular, I can see that perfectionists should take

heed of point 2!
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SECTION TWO: ANALYSIS OF FIELDWORK RESEARCH METHODS

Within the broad framework of ethnography, the fieldwork
consisted of a number of specific qualitative fieldwork
methods. This is consistent with most ethnographic studies.
In what has become a classic quote, Hammersley and Atkinson
(1983) describe ethnography as follows:
‘*The ethnographer participates, overtly or covertly, in
people’s daily lives for an extended period of time,
watching what happens, listening to what is said, asking
questions; in fact collecting whatever data are
available to throw light on the issues with which he or
she is concerned.’ (p,2),

More recently, Hammersley;éimplifies this:
A

‘..I use the term ethnography in a general sense that is
equivalent to ‘qualitative method’.’ (p.8)

As was stated in my original research proposal, (see

appendix A) this type of research was lacking in physical

education. Evans (1986), for example, pointed out that:
‘Our knowledge of children within the physical education

context is largely confined to the findings of large
scale surveys of participation’ (p. 12)

Since the inception of the project, qualitative research
has become more widely used in physical education and
sport. Bain (1990) noted a ‘wave of gualitative research

studies’ (p.7) in America, resulting in the publication of
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a seminal article by Locke (1989) in the essentially
quantitative journal - ‘Research Quarterly for Exercise and
Sport’. In this country, authors such as Evans and Sparkes
are pushing physical education research into the wvanguard
of qualitative research, and they are used extensively in

this work.

As was indicated in the introduction to this chapter, at
the time of undertaking the fieldwork, (1988/9) the debate
on ethnography as a method was quite narrow in comparison
to the literature which is available now. The key text by
Hammersley and Atkinson (1983) ‘Ethnography: Principles in
Practice’ was essentially a ‘how to do it’ handbook,
although the paradigm was not viewed unproblematically; the
concept of ‘reflexivity’ being central. Delamont and
Atkinson (1980) had earlier noted the growing interest in
ethnography in education, and had exhorted the disciplines
of sociology and anthropology to become more aware of joint
concerns. A series of books edited by R.G. Burgess, and
referred to earlier in this chapter, sought to share the
experiences of researchers who had engaged in qualitative
research. In general, however, the central concern at the
time was the generation of theory from ethnography. Sparkes
(1986) had already raised the issue in the context of
physical education; but the debate continued to rage in
journals - for example, between Hammersley and Woods in the

British Educational Research Journal (Vol 13, No 3, 1987).
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In addition, a major criticism of ethnography was its
concentration on micro cultures at the expense of
understanding the broader cultural context. Hence Lutz
advocated ‘macro studies’ and A. Hargreaves suggested the
use of ‘linked micro studies’ (both in Hammersley 1986)

In this study, the concentration is certainly upon a micro
culture, but the focus upon teachers’ life-histories
represents an attempt to link the specific micro culture
with wider contexts. (See, also, comments on

generalisability in the final section of this chapter.)

Recently, there has been a proliferation of books and
articles which raises a further range of questions; for
example, Hammersley (1992) ‘What's wrong with
Ethnography?’, Atkinson (1990) ‘The Ethnographic
Imagination’, and Gitlin (1990) on the need for, what he
terms, ‘Educative Research’ in the interests of
emancipatory ideals. This is not to suggest that the
earlier issues have been resolved; rather it is probably a
reflection of the increasing maturity of the qualitative
paradigm. Furthermore, the increasing complexity of the
debate, and the ‘self doubt’ inherent in many accounts of
ethnographic research, may be a reflection of the influence
of ‘postmodernism’, described by Best and Kellner (1991) as
being: ‘in favour of multiplicity, plurality, fragmentation
and indeterminacy.’' (p.4), and by Giddens (1992) as

‘decentred;...a profusion of style and orientation’ (p.21).
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However, at this stage, these debates are postponed until
the next section of the chapter where they are addressed in
the light of the fieldwork undertaken at Citylimits High
School. Hence, the decision to clarify those specific

methodological processes first.

As was detailed earlier in the chapter, the fieldwork
occurred over two terms and involved the use of interviews
and life-history interviews, observation and
questionnaires. Each method is discussed individually, in

order of priority for the eventual research outcomes.

1. Interviews

There is no doubt that interviews formed the core of the
fieldwork. They took many different forms, ranging from
short, individual interviews with older pupils, group
interviews with younger pupils (as recommended by Woods,
1986), interviews lasting, on average, one and a half hours
(a double lesson timeslot!) with senior teachers and
physical education staff, and longer, life-history
interviews with the latter.

The settings for the interviews ranged across changing
rooms, playing fields, smart offices, corners of the
staffroom, and a local pub. All were taped on a small,

highly effective dictation machine. It is not intended to
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provide examples of interviews in this chapter, as they are
guoted extensively from chapter 4 onwards. Details
pertaining to individual respondents are also provided with
the accounts. It is the purpose of this chapter to provide
general information on the process of interviewing at

Citylimits High.

In total, the interviews conducted were as follows:

-two ‘formal, scheduled’ interviews with each physical
education teacher; one general and one life-history. In
addition, informal discussions took place extensively
throughout the fieldwork
—each member of the senior management team was interviewed
once (7, in total)

-54 pupils were selected, at random, from the mixed
physical education lessons. 42 pupils were from the 4th/5th
year (22 girls and 20 boys aged 14-16). In addition, 12
third year pupils were interviewed in two lively mixed
groups of three boys and three girls. In general, older
pupils were chosen for their more extensive experience of
physical education at Citylimits High. The fifth form
pupils were interviewed individually; after several pilot
interviews, it became clear that most were sufficiently
confident to converse ‘freely’ in this situation. Taking
Woods’ (1986) advice, however, I elected to interview all
other pupils in small groups. (This had the added advantage

of saving some time.) In addition, numerous informal
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discussions took place with pupils at every stage of the

fieldwork.

Without exception, the interviews were an enjoyable and
fascinating experience for me, the researcher. In some
cases, although not all, respondents made it clear that
they, too, had enjoyed the process - particularly where a
stimulating discussion had evolved. Paradoxically,
interviews with teachers took persistence to arrange...and
then persistence to terminate! I felt quite comfortable
with the process of interviewing, a technique I had used
extensively in a recently completed Master'’s project
(Howarth 1986). In effect, this served as a useful
apprenticeship. In Cohen and Manion’s (1986) terms, the
interviews could be classified as informal and focussed. On
all occasions, a loose interview schedule was constructed
prior to the interview. In my Master’s project, I had found
this to be an essential ‘prop’ in the case of a stilted
interview - embarrassed silences could effectively
terminate an interview. In the event, my greater experience

on this occasion allowed me to stimulate discussion more

naturally.

In terms of my interview style, I found it essential to be
prepared to share personal experiences and views with
respondents, in the same way as I was expecting them to do

with me. Although Powney and Watts (1987) make the firm
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point that: ‘..an interview is the place for active
listening, not debate.’ (p.133), I would suggest that an
exchange of ideas is most helpful in establishing rapport
and, as I had found earlier in my first discussions with
the physical education department, a frank admittance of
interviewer fears and uncertainties can be very reassuring
for respondents. (In some cases, of course, this could be
less appropriate from the perspective of the respondent;
the Head Teacher, for example.) Hammersley and Atkinson’s
(1983) comments on ethnographic interviews encapsulate the
unigqueness of each situation:
‘Ethnographers do not decide beforehand the gquestions
they want to ask, though they may enter the interview
with a list of issues to be covered. Nor do
ethnographers restrict themselves to a single mode of
guestioning. On different occasions, or at different
points in the same interview, the approach may be

non-directive or directive, depending on the function
that the questioning is intended to serve.' (p. 113)

On a more personal level, Young and Tardif (1992) give an
account of involvement in the interviewing process from the
point of view of both interviewer and interviewee. Young,
the interviewer, seems to reinforce my earlier point about

the value of sharing confidences:

‘I opted for a cautiously open approach. I started by
disclosing some of my uncertainties regarding the
project and some of the concepts that interested me.
Once Claudette had begun her story, I also began making
a few disclosures about myself by intentionally

linking aspects of my background to hers. Claudette
responded to my openness with stories about her own
research and life, so I was rewarded immediately and
continually with better material and with a growing

42



sense of collaboration.’ (p.141)

Tardif’s story, the respondent, testifies to the success of

Young’s approach:

‘From the very first interview, I felt at ease with
Beth...I felt that her perception and evaluation of the
situations I was referring to was accurate and that she
could relate to my interpretation of a given situation
...There was a comfortableness in the interviews’
(p.139)

Indeed, I would suggest that if the concept of reflexivity
means anything, it must embrace this form of collaboration.
I certainly did not achieve the same high level of rapport
with some of my individual pupil respondents, and I can now
see that the quality of data obtained in those instances
was little better than that I could have achieved from a
simple questionnaire. Nonetheless, Wolcott’s (1990) concern
that researchers ‘talk too much and hear too little. They
become their own worst enemy by becoming their own best
informant’ (p.128) is well taken and serves as a useful

reminder about maintaining a researcher perspective.

Most telling of all perhaps, was Tardif’s comment: ‘..we
managed to laugh a great deal’ (p.138). Undoubtedly, the
ability to laugh together - and, similarly, to commiserate
together, was a major factor influencing the success of
interviews. This, of course, was easier to do with some
staff than others. With physical education staff, I was

able to share many experiences and to add anecdotes of my
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own in response to their tales of, for example, first
teaching experiences and college life. With the diverse
range of senior teachers, the links were sometimes less
obvious, although I shared my broader knowledge of other
schools and, importantly it seemed, could appear
knowledgeable about current 1legislation and broad
educational issues. In conjunction, these factors seemed to
establish my worthiness and reassure respondents that they
were talking to someone who knew sufficient to empathise
and, perhaps even more importantly, to challenge. Any less
insight, and I could have appeared patronising. At the same
time, there were occasions when it was prudent to ‘present

myself as a bit dense’ (Wolcott 1990).

Pupil interviews posed different problems. I had several
engaging individual interviews with confident and
articulate 5th form pupils. These were pupils who were
continuing with education, and who appeared to be guite
happy to talk about their physical education experiences.
Other interviews, from the same pupil group, were
monosyllabic. I was unable to convince these pupils of the
point of the exercise - and they responded accordingly.
With slightly younger pupils, the most flowing
conversations took place, in small groups, outside on the
playing field. The weather was hot and sunny, and the
pupils were relaxed and chatty. Perhaps the most

interesting features of these interviews were the debates
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which developed between pupils. My role here was rather
different. I could not really empathise, and therefore did
not attempt to. Rather, I ‘acted dumb’ encouraging them to
explain their comments. Small group interviews were

transcribed to identify comments from the individual

pupils.

Interviews with physical education staff were transcribed
in full, and copies were given back to respondents for
comment (few were made - one respondent admitted to getting
bored long before he had reached the end of the
transcript!). All other interviews were partially
transcribed, omitting passages which I judged to be
entirely superfluous to the needs of the research.
Respondents were offered access to copies of the tapes, as
I was aware that I would not have the opportunity to
transcribe them until after (perhaps long after) completion
of the fieldwork. In the event, only one member of staff
requested a tape and he returned it professing to be
‘happy’ with the contents. Pupils were not offered

interview transcripts or tapes.

In all interviews, attention was paid to the conventions as
detailed in texts such as Hammersley and Atkinson (1983).
Thus, dress was chosen to be wunremarkable in each context,
and interview sites were selected, where possible, to

facilitate uninterrupted conversation. The purpose of the
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interview was explained, at the outset, to all respondents.

2. Life history interviews

My personal technique in the life history interviews was
the same as that employed in earlier interviews. I decided
to schedule these interviews towards the end of the
fieldwork, so that I could be as familiar with the teachers
as possible and would already have some insight into their
lives and personalities. Having completed the task, I
labelled the conversations ‘life-history reflections’ to
indicate that the outcome was not a complete picture of
each individual, but a partial account based on certain

features key to this research.

Atkinson (1990) describes the life-story as a ‘potent’
portrayal of individuals. If teachers were the ‘great
unknowns’ of education for Lawn and Barton in 1981 (p.243),
then it is still the case that physical education teachers
are something of a mystery, if a stereotyped mystery, in
1992. It would appear, therefore, that ‘potent’ pictures of
these individuals is exactly what is required, and it is to
this end that life history data was collected and
presented, as far as possible, in long excerpts, using the

teachers’ own words.

In one sense, this is a move towards allowing physical
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education teachers to have a ‘voice’ in the presentation of
their views and concerns. Elbaz (1991) advocates the use of
‘story’ as the most effective way of giving teachers a
voice, and the life-history reflections draw upon this
tradition. Elbaz suggests that story
‘allows us to see connections between the practice of
teaching and the virtues and knowledge proper to it; the
institutions of education and their traditions; and the
stories of individual teachers through which we see
their knowledge enacted’ (p.3)
And, importantly:
‘The sense of a community of teachers and researchers,
working together, listening to one another, is

especially important at a time when the work of both
groups 1is becoming increasingly bureaucratized.’ (p.3)

In a sense, it is this sharing and listening to one another
which has appeared to be lacking in physical education
research. We have too few ‘heroces’ (Atkinson 1990) with
which to identify, compare and share a common framework for
discussion. Sparkes’ ‘Alex’ and ‘Monica’ at Branstown
School are notable exceptions (Sparkes 1987). ( ‘Jessica’
may be another, forthcoming, from Sparkes.) In order to
extend - and perhaps challenge - the knowledge we have
gained from Sparkes’ teachers, we need access to other
comparable characters. In this way, we may begin to develop
a knowledge of physical education teachers, written in the
form of stories wherever possible, which is accessible to
the broader community of teachers and, importantly, is

applicable to them, in the manner described by Terkel:
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‘Each of the subjects is, I feel, uniquely himself.
Whether he is an archetypal American figure, reflecting
thought and condition over and beyond himself, is for
the reader to judge, calling upon his own experience,
observations, and an occasional look in the mirror’
(Terkel 1968 in Lawn & Barton 1981 p.245)

Alexander et al (1992) recognise that individuals’ stories
of a personal nature cannot have universal meaning, but
they make a similar point to Terkel when they suggest that
‘components of such stories may be shared by others.’

(p.62).

Further issues of generalisability are addressed in the
next section of this chapter. (See, in particular,

comparisons made with the ‘soap opera’ genre.)

Goodson (1991) makes a strong plea for the use of data on
teachers’ lives in educational research. He suggests that
life experiences are ‘key ingredients of the person that we
are, of our sense of self.’ Thus it is ‘the degree that we
invest our ‘self’ in our teaching - experience and
background shape our practice.’ (p.40). In fact, Goodson is
convinced that a focus on teachers’ lives would alter,
dramatically, our conceptions of research into teaching and
schools addressing, as it does, evidence which teachers
themselves identify as important. In many ways, Goodson is
tending towards the same direction as Elbaz, in his desire

to give teachers a voice. Of significance for this research
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is his assertion that teachers’ backgrounds and life
experiences are ‘idiosyncratic and unique and must be
explored, therefore, in their full complexity.’ (p.41).
Certainly that has been true of teachers, and this
research, at Citylimits High.
In terms of the areas explored in life history interviews,
I took a fairly traditional route following life events in
chronological order. Thus, I explored family and
background, primary and secondary school experiences, the
decision to teach/enter higher education, teacher training
and career pathways, personal life issues and some general
reflections on experiences in teaching and as a teacher.
Pollard (1982) highlights the importance of such
biographical details:
‘Specific biographical experiences should also be
analysed. Regarding the teacher, two obvious specific
aspects are the influence of teacher training courses
and professional socialisation and also the influence
of family life or other concerns outside the sphere of
school. Similarly, the age and sex of the teacher,

their phase in the life cycle and their position in the

career structure may be important.’
(Pollard 1982 p.34)

In summary, perhaps it is worth drawing, again, upon the
wisdom of C. Wright Mills. His work is based on the premis
that an understanding of biography and history must
underpin social research. He describes the ‘sociological
imagination’ as

‘the capacity to range from the most impersonal and

remote transformations to the most intimate features of
the human self - and to see the relations between the
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two.’ (1959 p.7)

Furthermore, and in line with the much current thought in
gqualitative research, (eg Atkinson 1990, Clandinin &
Connelly 1990) Mills points to the value of narrative in
the form of novels, as embodying ‘the most widespread
definition of human reality’. In 1959, he identified this
as a gap that sociologists had not addressed. This would
appear to be one of many examples, found throughout this
research, of the foresight of C. Wright Mills. The
development of a ‘sociological imagination’ would still

seem to be a worthy aim for gqgualitative researchers.

3. Observations

Observation provides, for the researcher, the matrix within
which other data can make sense. In the absence of
pre-determined checklists, however, it is difficult to
define exactly what observation entails. At Citylimits
High, I drew upon my generic skills as a teacher and,
perhaps even more usefully, as a teacher educator. In fact,
this latter role provided me with much valuable
pre—-fieldwork practice (although it also had drawbacks

which are discussed later). And yet, what did I actually

do?

Delamont (1992) provides the most useful account of
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observation that I have yet encountered. Basically, it is
described in its simplest terms as ‘watching and
listening’. The activity is then broken down into four
aspects: ‘what to look at; how to look; where and when to

look and listen; and finally what to record.’ (p.112).

what to look at. Clearly, Delamont’s response - ‘it

depends’ is the correct one. However, in the first stages
of the research, it is this answer that is the most
frustrating. The research problem underwent a series of
refinements. Towards the end of the fieldwork, it was
relatively easy to focus on the research topic. At the
outset, however, the purpose of the observation was to
define that research topic so there was, in a sense,
nothing specific to look at. Delamont (1992) suggests that
it matters little what the observer looks at ‘as long as
the gaze is focused on some person, object or location in a
thoughtful, principled way.’ (p.113). I hope I have made
the case that my observation was ‘thoughtful and
principled’ in my lengthy analysis of the way in which the
research problem was ‘redefined...and redefined’, presented

in the first section of this chapter.

How to observe. Delamont draws upon the work of Wolcott

(1981) to address this question:

‘Wolcott proposes four strategies for deciding what to
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look at and how to look. He suggests:
1. Observations by broad sweep
2. Observation of nothing in particular
3. Searching for paradoxes
4. Searching for the problem(s) facing the group’
(p.114)

At various points in the fieldwork at Citylimits High, all
four stategies were adopted - although I tended to shift
from one to the other in a much more fluid way than is
suggested by Wolcott. Yet again, however, the point is made
that when beginning to observe selectively, if the process
is ‘reflexive'’ and the details recorded, ‘good ethnography
will follow’ (p.114). Whereas I can only make a tentative
claim that this project represents ‘good ethnography’ I
can, with certainty, claim that reflexivity directed the
selection process. Again, the detail presented in the first

section of this chapter is relevant.

Where and when to look. Logically, my observations moved

around the school according to the focus at the time. Some
strategic decisions were made, however, about observing
physical education lessons. Initially, I had planned a
fairly organised rota of lesson observation with each
physical education teacher. However, it soon became clear
that my role as a teacher educator was unhelpful in this
respect. Goodson (1991) summarises the difficulty:

‘We must, I think, constantly remind ourselves how

deeply uncertain and anxious most of us are about our

work as teachers...These are often the arenas of
greatest anxiety and insecurity - as well as
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occasionally, achievement.’ (p.38)

All of the above is heightened in the case of a teacher
educator doing the observing - memories of teaching
practice supervision are enduring, it would seem.
Initially, I planned to see each teacher for the equivalent
of one week’s lessons, spread throughout the fieldwork as
necessary. I found, however, that the physical education
teachers constantly apologised for their lessons/pupils and
were deeply uncomfortable with my planned visits. Each
teacher reacted differently to my presence: Jane was very
brisk and efficient, Arnold became withdrawn, Diane ‘froze’
and Pete produced a kind of ‘lesson theatre’; dramatic and,
often, very amusing show lessons. I felt quite certain that
I was seeing something of their normal style, but with some
features highly exaggerated. This was confirmed when I
observed lunchtime clubs, where teachers were more relaxed
and, I deduced, ‘normal’. (Pupils in both lessons and clubs
were generally well behaved and motivated, so the

difference could not be attributed to this factor.)

In order to overcome these difficulties, I changed my
observation plans. Firstly, I spent as much time as I
could, in a two week period, observing clubs and
recreational periods for older pupils. In these situations,
it was easier for me to become semi-involved and thus to

ease the burden of observation for the teacher as they got
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used to ‘having me around’. After that, I drifted between
lessons in a much more random fashion, ensuring that,
overall, I saw an eqgual amount of each teacher; a total of
6 complete double lessons with each teacher. Sometimes, I
would observe from a short distance away - and this seemed
to have the effect, for the teacher, of removing my
presence altogether. I always offered to discuss the lesson
with the teacher afterwards, detailing issues which I had
found interesting, if requested. Importantly, I reached a
point with both Pete and Jane where we would have lengthy
discussions about their ‘big’ issues - mixed gender
teaching, health/fitness and mixed ability groups. They
seemed to find it helpful when I raised different questions

on these areas. One of Pete’s lessons provides an example:

*Pete asked for feedback on the mixed volleyball lesson
observed earlier. I made the general comment that it
appeared to be ‘good’, in that the pupils were active
and involved. He wanted more than that, so I mentioned
the final game, which I thought was far too large. This
he accepted, and invited still further comment. I asked
him who he considered to be the best player and, after
some thought, he named a much favoured, cheeky and
athletic boy. I pointed out that one girl in particular
was far more skilful and controlled, and I suggested,
from my perspective, that he expected far too little of
the girls in the class - was not really prepared to
challenge them in the way he challenged the boys. He
felt that this was possible and, in trying to work out
why this was so, he put it down to (a) not knowing the
girls and (b) being conscious of sexism, so perhaps
over-compensating in the ‘wrong’ way. He was very
thoughtful on this issue and he confirmed what I had
already noted in the lesson - that he had no difficulty
in identifying the needs of the less able girls, but

had little idea how to deal with the stronger girls.*
(Fieldnotes 15 June 1989)
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My style of response here is typical of the way I operated
throughout the fieldwork. I was always prepared to share my
views - but never did so unless requested - and I tried to

remain sensitive to the depth of feedback which was

actually wanted.

4., What to record In addition to lesson and club/match

observations, I spent a large amount of time observing and,
more often than not chatting, to physical education
teachers in a variety of other situations - staff meetings,
physical education meetings, school events, lunch duties,
sports day and trials, corridors, etc. The physical
education staff meeting was one of my earliest
introductions to the reality of the tensions in the
department, and to the difficulties that some of these
situations presented for recording observations, as this

excerpt shows:

*Pete is challenging the head of department at every
step - and he is testing me! He recalls [a tutor from
college] who had warned that P.E. might become
recreation. Pete felt this had already happened - too
many sports covered - not enough depth - no skills
taught - so the pupils floundering. Argument ensued

- Pete/Jane clash (a continuation of similar clashes
apparently). Jane accused Pete of saying something -
which he, in fact, had not. Pete put me ‘on the spot’ to
adjudicate. I managed to wriggle out of it by offering
some support for both parties and changing the subject.
Tricky.*

(Fieldnotes Jan 4th 1989)

However, at the time of the meeting I was able to record

only one-line memory triggers, realising that I had to be
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alert to the flow of conversation and be ready to join in

or respond as required. The notes were written, in full,

that evening.

Although Delamont’s (1992) clarification of the processes
involved in observation is helpful now, at the time of the
fieldwork the most useful texts were those referred to in
the first section of the chapter: the texts edited by R.G.
Burgess (1984, 1985 (a) and 1985 (b)). These texts were
invaluable for their rich data from researchers who had
completed fieldwork, including observations, in a wide
range of settings. The authors’ frank admissions of the
difficulties involved in such fieldwork provided both
experience and reference points for an inexperienced

researcher.

Coding and indexing data. Clearly the fieldnotes had to be

coded in some way and, upon reflection, I wish I had
investigated the use of an appropriate computer programme.
I shall certainly do this before embarking upon further
qualitative research. In the event, I coded manually,
noting at the top of each day’s data the key topics
contained therein. I then transferred these headings to

index cards.

4, Questionnaires
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The questionnaires were the least useful source of data in
this research. The reason for this is clear - they were
planned badly. The original intention was to interview a
sample of parents, members of the governing body and staff
ouside the physical education department. As it became
clear that this was impossible, both logistically and in
the time available, I decided to opt for an open-ended
questionnaire for those groups. Thus, I hoped to obtain
‘rich’ data in a shorter time frame. Having made this
decision, I then attempted to cover all eventualities and
to obtain as much information as possible. The final focus
of the research was still emerging as I extended the range
of people interviewed and settings observed. However, I
designed the questionnaires prematurely and had, therefore,
to try to anticipate the data required. As a result, much
of the data obtained was entirely superfluous to the

project as it developed.

As I reflect on the process now, I think the mistake was
borne of a kind of ‘data panic’. I seemed to need to gain
data from everywhere, about everything. At that stage, I
thought I needed more and more data, as I felt I had very
little of consequence. In the event, I have made very
limited use of the data, although some relevant parts of it
are included where they add a legitimate dimension to the
interview/observation data. In summary, this is not to say

that the exercise was futile, rather that its potential was
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severely limited by my timing and lack of direction.

The mechanical details were as follows:

Parents. Questionnaires were distributed to a random
sample of parents (n = 187). 94 were returned (50.26%).
Data from 3 guestions is included in the thesis, and the
open-ended responses analysed using a simple ‘frequency
of mention’ format.

Other members of staff. 42 questionnaires were
distributed. However, the response rate was poor (14, ie
33%) as I distributed them too late in the term. It
emerged, for example, that up to a quarter of the staff
were unavailable due to trips or other commitments. Data
from 2 gquestions is used.
Governing Body. 10 governors received questionnaires; 5
responded. Again, the data from 2 questions is used.
All the questionnaires were anonymous and those for each
group were similar, but worded differently. In general,
the analysis of selected parts is as brief and simplistic
as possible (‘frequency of mention’ in broad categories) as
I do not feel confident that the design produced data

worthy of detailed analysis. A copy of each questionnaire

is included at Appendix C.
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SECTION THREE: ETHNOGRAPHY AT CITYLIMITS HIGH SCHOOL

The current debate on ethnography as a research paradigm is
exemplified in two major texts: ‘What’s Wrong With
Ethnography?’ by Martyn Hammersley (1992) and ‘Qualitative
Inqguiry in Education. The Continuing Debate’ edited by E.W.
Eisner & A. Peshkin (1990). Of the two, the latter is of
particular interest pointing, as it does, to the range of
the debate from the perspective of a number of different
writers. (In many ways, the variety of viewpoints is
reassuring.) Eisner and Peshkin’s concluding statements
make an apt starting point for this discussion:
‘From our perspective, such contrasts contribute to the
intellectual vitality that a growing form of research
needs. What would be unfortunate is a premature
codification of ‘the right way’ to do gualitative work
...We believe that all forms of inquiry, but
particularly qualitative inquiry, necessitates openness

to make its practice viable, that is to say, to make it
capable of growth’ (p.365).

In examining the research at Citylimits High School, and in
placing it in the context of the broader debate on the
validity of qualitative research, I feel tempted simply to
follow Becker’s (1990) combative style in asserting that
the endless questioning about gualitative research is
misplaced, that it has a tradition stretching back over 50
years; ‘And the tradition thrives’ (p.233), and that there

is little cause for concern in the charge that gualitative
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research is ‘unscientific’:

‘We, who are researchers have to deal with that, but we
don’t have to believe that it poses deep epistemological
problems’ (p.235).

Certainly, in examining features of the research, I start,
like Becker, from a position of firm belief in the
worthiness of the research and the qualitative paradigm
within which it falls. I feel little inclined to ‘defend’
it against charges that it is not something else; ie,
guantitative. Rather, the research is, as it was designed
to be; qualitative. Importantly, I could have undertaken
research of a guantitative nature if my aim had been to ask
different questions and to obtain different kinds of data.
I can, for example, see much value in following-up some of
the data in a second project, using a large scale
gquestionnaire. Equally, I perceive a need for further
life-history research. Essentially, I follow the maxim of

‘horses for courses’.

This is not to presume that a case for the wvalidity of this
particular piece of research has been so easily made. To be
worthy of serious concern, I must make a case for the
validity of this research in the framework of its

intentions and its conduct. Thus, I take the concept of

validity as the foundation for the discussion which ensues.
Other issues seem to follow logically from this starting

point: validity in gualitative research must encompass
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questions about the role of the researcher in the field -
and the relationship between researcher and researched;
ethical guestions must be asked, particularly in the
context of the purpose of the research and its audience
and, finally, the issue of generalisability can be

addressed if the original research can be shown to be

‘valid’.

1. validity

Hammersley (1992 a) decribes validity as:

‘the accuracy with which a description of particular
events (or a set of such descriptions) represents the
theoretical category that it is intended to represent
and captures the relevant features of these events.’

(p.67)

The related concept of reliability is described as:
‘the degree of consistency with which instances are

assigned to the same category by different observers or
by the same observer on different occasions.’ (p.67)

In attempting to relate these to my own research, there are
some immediate difficulties. As I was the sole researcher,
the claim that my description of events is ‘true’ must
largely be taken on trust, perhaps employing various
degrees of Hammersley’s further criteria of plausibility
and credibility. The reader can judge the mechanical
details of the conduct of the research from this chapter,
and can listen to the words of the respondents in the form

of lengthy interview guotes in other chapters. In addition,
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a comparison can be made with Wolcott’s (1990) nine points
describing ‘what I do, try to do or think I do to satisfy
the implicit challenge of validity’ (p.127). These points

are:

Talk little, listen a lot (discussed earlier in the
section on interviews)

Record accurately

Begin writing early

Let readers ‘see’ for themselves

Report fully

Be candid

Seek feedback

Try to achieve balance

Write accurately

[oy
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Based on Wolcott’s descriptions of these processes, I would
suggest that I have gone some way towards achieving points
2, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9; I have differed a little in my style
on point 1 (although I accept the basic point) and I have
failed to achieve point 3: writing early drafts soon after
the fieldwork began. I did, however, record early
impressions of the central characters of the research and
used these, as suggested by Wolcott, as a ‘baseline’ from
which to proceed. Crucially, Wolcott points out that
‘Objectivity is not my criterion as much as what might
be termed rigorous subjectivity...It is I who must be

satisfied now with elusive criteria like balance,
fairness, completeness, sensitivity’ (p. 133)

and he describes the whole process as ‘Seeking Validity, Or
Not Getting It all Wrong’ (p.126). (Perhaps I can assert,

with some certainty, that I didn’t get it ‘all wrong’!

62



See, also, the ‘Conclusion’ to the thesis.) Important in
this context, however, is Delamont’s (1992) earlier
suggestion that elements of the research must be conducted
in a ‘principled’ way. This, of course, is no different
from any other type of research. The manipulation of
numbers in statistical research must be just as easy as the
manipulation of data in qualitative research. In both
cases, as in all research, the reader must, ultimately,
make some judgement about the integrity of the researcher.
In a succinct summary of this whole process, Eisner and
Peshkin (1990) reaffirm the point that in assessing
gualitative research (although as I have asserted earlier,
this applies to all research): ‘that most exquisite of

human capacities must come into play: judgement.’ (p.12)

Wolcott’s (1990) contribution to the debate on validity
becomes much more intriguing, however, when he suggests

that although the above are answers to the guestion of

validity, this may not be the correct guestion. Drawing

upon an account of personal tragedy, he concludes:

‘What I seek is something else, a quality that points
more to identifying critical elements and wringing
plausible interpretations of them, something one can
pursue without becoming obsessed with finding the right
or ultimate answer, the correct version, the Truth...For
the present, understanding seems to encapsulate the

idea as well as any other everyday term’ (p.146)

‘Understanding’, in this context, is described as ‘a more

ambitious activity’ than merely ‘knowing’, involving the
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ability to ‘interpret and explain’ (p.146). Wolcott makes
it clear that he is not dismissing ‘validity’, rather he is

attempting to place it in a broader perspective.

Although I am unsure of the nature of this ‘broader
perspective’, Wolcott’s notion of ‘understanding’ resonates
strongly with the purposes of the research at Citylimits
High School. I felt, as was detailed in the first section
of this chapter, that there was a dearth of information on
physical education teachers as they operate, at a day to
day level, in a school. As I suggested in the second
section of this chapter, the physical education profession
is awash with mythical stereotypes, (is the teécher in
‘Kes' the most enduring?) but lacks a shared bank of
‘heroes’ (Atkinson 1990), defined through the process of
detailed qualitative research (Sparkes’ work is an

exception as was discussed earlier).

As the focus shifts towards ‘understanding’, gquestions
about the purpose of the research become pressing. Clearly,
the research can only be viewed as valid in the context in
which it seeks to be valid. Of immediate interest,
therefore, is the intention of the researcher. Hémmersley,
(1992 b) states, unequivocally:

‘My starting point is an acceptance from realism of the

correspondence theory of truth, the idea that one goal

of ethnographic (and other forms of) research is to

produce accurate representations of phenomena that
largely are independent of the researcher and the
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research process.’ (p.198)

Hammersley thus rejects relativism as ‘self-refuting’ and,
furthermore, he questions the ethnographic practice of:
‘bringing the researcher into close contact with the
phenomenon to be understood’. He asserts that ‘validity is
not a function of the closeness of researcher and
researched’ (p.198) labelling it an ‘impression view’ of
research. Contrast that position with Eisner and Peshkin
(1990) who suggest that ‘Empathy may be every bit as
important for cognition as detatchment.’ (p.l12) (See, also,

later comments on representation.)

The relationship, or ‘closeness’ between researcher and
researched is again dependent upon the purposes of the
research. Gitlin (1990) advocates ‘educative research’ as a
response to, what he describes as; ‘the alienating
relationship between the researcher and those studied’
(p.443). He suggests that traditional research, including
ethnographic research, ‘strengthens the assumption that
researchers are the producers of knowledge'’ (p.444) and
thus research is ‘done’ to teachers. Importantly, teachers
in traditional research do not have the opportunity to
formulate the research gquestions, so their concerns are
silenced in favour of those prioritised by the researcher:
‘If research is going to help develop practitioners’

voices, as opposed to silencing them, researchers must
engage in dialogue with practioners at both the level
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of question-posing and the interpretation of the
findings'’ (p.446)

Thus validity (or ‘truthfulness’) is understood as a
‘mutual process between researcher and subject’. In this
context, (and like the work of Elbaz (1991)) reliability

centers on ‘attempts to satisfy the underlying principle of

voice’ (p.447).

If Gitlin’s concept of ‘dialogue’ is accepted, and in
understanding the specific meaning he attaches to voice:
‘voice is a form of political action that is both an
articulation of one’s critical opinions and a protest’
(p.459), it makes little sense to attempt to apply
Hammersley'’s notion of researcher/researched distance. The
purpose of Gitlin’s research simply cannot accommodate such
a concept, nor, perhaps, should it have to. The same would
be true of Goodson’s (1991) vision of ‘collaboration

between teachers as researchers and external researchers’

(p-44).

Whether, in fact, Gitlin is true to his purpose or, indeed,
whether his activities can still be classified as
‘research’ is another matter. For example, Gitlin recounts
his ‘disappointment’ at the choice of a research problem by
one of his teachers: ‘This project, I remember thinking,
isn’t going to challenge anything...’ (p.457). And yet, if

Gitlin is basing his work on the need to give teachers a
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‘voice’, how can he be disappointed when they use it. What
he really seems to imply is that teachers must share
concerns of a type which he has identified as worthy. As he
later points out in reflecting on the teacher in the case
above, Gitlin’s position was difficult because: ‘forcing a
change in her research focus would impose a new but still
official ideology on her’ (p.457). An ethical question from
Soltis (1990), about critical research as a genre,
summarises my concern:
‘The presumption of knowing the evil is as important a
guiding principle in critique as is knowing the good in
evaluation and intervention. How you come to know either
is the basic moral gquestion that must be asked by

critical researchers, who often assume a morally
superior stance toward other researchers.’ (p.225)

And yet, raising guestions about Gitlin’s research in this
way, leads directly onto a further set of gquestions about
the validity of both researchers’ perceptions and
respondents’ views. Hammersley (1992 b) makes the important
point that there is no single valid description available

to researchers:

‘Descriptions do not capture reality; at best they
simply represent those aspects of it that are relevant
to purposes motivating the inquiry. Multiple valid
descriptions and explanations of the same phenomenon
are always available. To this extent, I agree with the
relativists, but I must stress that I do not accept
that there can be multiple, contradictory, yet valid
accounts of the same phenomenon.’ (p.199)

While it has already been accepted that the research at
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Citylimits High represents only a partial view, Hammersley
is raising the further issue that respondents’ views can
be, guite simply, wrong. Wilson (1972) gives a
characteristically graphic example of this issue in a
philosophical question about teachers’ aims:
‘The point is rather that teachers’ aims may not be the
right aims. ...For instance, (1) if a teacher said that
his aim in teaching English was to develop pupils’
scientific abilities, or to save their souls, we should
{at least) need to be convinced that this had something
to do with English...and if he said that his aim was to
produce patriotic Englishmen who would immediately kill

all Pakistanis, we might think that although this was
his aim, it was not the (right) aim.’ (p.125)

This seems to bring the discussion back to a point made
earlier by Eisner and Peshkin (1990): the centrality of
judgement - ‘that most exquisite of human capacities’ in
assessing (and perhaps I should add, in conducting)
gualitative research. Later points on generalisability, and
the potential for ‘teacher-friendly’ data from gualitative

research are also relevant in this context.

At this point, it seems necessary to place the theoretical
discussion in the context of Citylimits High School. There
is a sense in which my research reflects elements of many
of the viewpoints expressed so far. I question Hammersley's
general position on researcher/researched distance, yet I
make no claim to have achieved the level of collaboration
advocated by Goodson and Gitlin. Indeed, at times, I was

distanced from the events being observed, much as described
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by Hammersley, and I certainly could not claim that my
presence in the school was so all-embracing that I had an
impact on all situations. At times, the momentum of events
was such that the concerns of the ‘insiders’, as a group,
were all-consuming and I was left with no choice but to be
the outside observer. A description of one specific
incident at Citylimits High School provides an example

where I was expected to remain an outsider:

*Staffroom 11.45am. Staffroom buzzing with talk of the
incident. 3 girls were suspended for ‘assaulting’ a
‘timid’ boy -~ ie., they cornered him, pulled his
trousers down and photographed him. The Governers have
just reinstated the girls. Staff are furious and Pete

is organising a union meeting. Staff may refuse to teach
the girls - and all the boys are, apparently, ‘up in
arms’. Many are asking the question; ‘what would have
happened if 3 boys had done it to a girl? A pointed
notice appears on the noticeboard soon after lunch:

London Borough of Sociologydon
G.C.S.E. Paper 1

WHAT IS EQUAL OPPORTUNITIES?

Underline the answer which you think most
appropriate:
.A grammatical error
.Showing a keen interest will gain you
promotion in today’s Educational scene
.An obsession with certain senior people
.Women get State Pensions at 60; men have
to wait until 65
.Three girls assault one boy = suspension
from school; if three boys assaulted one
girl = expulsion + criminal chargesx*
(Extract from fieldnotes 2 March 1989)

As the staff became more incensed, and as calls for action

became more and more extravagant, my presence became of

little note. There was one suggestion that I might be a
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‘spy’ for the senior management, others thought I might
have some useful factual information on equal opportunities
or the powers of governers. In general, however, the staff
drew closer together and, in order to be tolerated, I had
to maintain a very low profile. Importantly, I was, for
much of that time, a clear outsider. I had only one role
open to me - that of detached observer. I felt that I was
gaining valuable insight into some of the frustrations of
the staff, perhaps, even, an aspect of school life which
reflected ‘its basic foundational values’ (Goodman 1992 p.
127). Certainly, I was seeing a rare public expression of
hostility to aspects of equal opportunities policies, and a
dramatic response to teachers’ perceived lack of control
over decision making processes. Thus, I respected teachers’
wishes and remained on the periphery in order to maintain

my position as a researcher.

Perhaps it is most accurate to say that I shifted,

constantly and fluidly, between the range of

outsider-insider relations described by Elliot (1988):

-the outsider as an expert and detached researcher into
educational practices. The insider as the practitioner
of the activities the outsider researches

-the outsider as participant observer. The insider as
reliable informant

-the outsider as ‘neutral-broker’. The insider as a
contributor of personal perceptions and judgements

—the outsider as critical theorist. The insider as a
self-reflective practitioner
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~the outsider as reflective teacher-educator. The
insider as reflective teacher

I do not perceive this as a problem, rather I think it must
be the case in most gualitative research. The necessity to
respond sensitively to such situations, and to respect the
wishes of the teachers in the school, must lead to a range
of roles for the researcher. Perhaps the key to developing
successful field relations is to know what is most
appropriate in any given situation. Given the volatile
nature of social 1life, this requires considerable skill.

(See, also, points made in chapter 7.)

Returning to Gitlin’s (1990) point about teachers’ ‘voice’,
I make no claim that this research achieved the status of
‘educative research’. However, I had some similar aims: It
was my stated intention to allow the research at Citylimits
High to develop from the voiced concerns of teachers, and I
conducted early interviews and became involved in
inumerable informal conversations to determine the nature
of these. In addition, there is no doubt that teachers
enjoyed discussing issues with me (such as the problems
with the G.C.S.E.) and that I was sometimes able to
facilitate discussion between members of the department.
Furthermore, the head of department claimed that, in
talking to me, she clarified her own position and it
strengthened her resolve to change jobs (she has since done

so). In this respect, it would be impossible to claim that
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I was merely ‘producing accurate representations of
phenoména that largely are independent of the researcher’
(Hammersley 1992 b). Rather, I might, in that instance,
have come closer to the emancipatory aims of critical
researchers. In general, however, I eschewed such a
position. I find myself much less certain of the ‘moral
highground’ than most critical researchers. For example,
Sultana (1992), in describing the frustration he felt as a

researcher, states:

‘..it was gratifying to see teachers acknowledge the
damaging effects of structures, curricula, and
pedagogies that they promoted unproblematically in
schools and to engage with them in an attempt to come up
with alternative, more transformative modes of practice.
However, four years following that research, I really
wonder whether it has made any real difference in the
structures and practices of those schools..... There is
of course great skill in the ethnographer’s depiction
of ‘life’. The point of this paper has been that the
real genius of the radical researcher will be to
transform that ‘life’ to come closer to a democratic

vision.’ (p.25/26)

For Sultana, teachers had ‘acknowledged’ what, presumably,
he could see all along. Thus it was ‘gratifying’. And yet,
is this certainty about the ‘better world’ no less
positivist in its outcome than traditional research forms?
It implies that the problems are ‘out there’ waiting to be
identified and that a critical researcher can help teachers
to do this. Furthermore, Sultana’s ‘democratic vision’
guides his research and, again, appears to be almost
immutable. I had the same difficulty, earlier, with

Gitlin’'s ‘disappointment’ with some of the topics that
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teachers identified for investigation. While not
disagreeing with the points made by Wilson (1972), that
teachers’ views can be ‘wrong’, I still find it impossible
to go as far as most critical researchers in their
assertion that they know what is ‘right’ for teachers. I
have to state, quite categorically, that I do not have a
clear vision of a ‘better’ or a ‘more emancipatory’ or even
a '‘more democratic’ system of education. I have a suspicion
that it would be different for each individual, and the

four central characters in this research would seem to bear

this out.

‘Relevance’

So, while it is clear that I embarked upon the research
with the intention of allowing teachers to identify the
central themes, in the final event, the choice of topics
for in-depth discussion in this thesis, was mine. What I
have not made clear is how I chose those topics, and I find
Hammersley’s (1992 b) concept of ‘relevance’ is most
helpful in this respect. In describing his understanding of
the term, Hammersey eschews the instrumentalist model:

‘The view that the relevance of research should be

judged in terms of its effectiveness in bringing about

desirable outcomes implies too direct and automatic a

relationship between knowledge and practical result.’
(p.201)

(Sultana (1992), guoted above, may find the reason for his

disappointing research in this comment.) Hammersley’s
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preferred criterion of relevance is different:

‘In my view, research should be aimed at producing
knowledge that contributes to the problem-solving
capacities of some group of people, perhaps even of
everyone'’. (p. 201)

He admits that may be viewed as a ‘weak criterion’. In
particular, it reaffirms his view that:
‘..the contribution that inguiry of any kind can make to
practice is usually quite small. I do not believe that

research is a key ingredient that can transform practice
in such a way as to bring about some radical improvement

in human life.’ (p.201)

I have not sought to transform practice, for the reasons
outlined earlier. I can, however, claim to have helped
physical education teachers at Citylimits High to ask
questions about the nature of physical education, how it is
perceived and received, and whether their aims are
realistic or self-defeating. Other teachers, and
particularly senior managers, were alerted to some
questions about views they hold - rarely expressed or
consciously identified - which may have a negative impact
upon the way they perceive physical education and physical
education teachers. (The most obvious example is seen in
their responses to questions about definitions of ‘success’
for physical education - see chapter 4. See, also, the
discussion in chapter 7 on the developmént of teachers’
‘scripts’ for education and physical education.) There is

no doubt that I could have achieved further on this
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criterion of relevance and, with hindsight, this would have
made the research more helpful to the teachers involved. 1I
think it would be accurate to say that I may have been too
tentative in this respect. What I did achieve, however, was
a set of detailed cases and a catalogue of rich, analysed
data on the four physical education teachers and, to a
lesser extent, other teachers. Importantly, all of that

data was contextualised in Citylimits High School.

Generating theory

A further guestion about this research leads directly from
my last point. There is no doubt that I had the notion of
‘thick desciption’ (Geertz 1975 p.27) in mind as I wrote
accounts of incidents and teachers. However, there is more
than this. I would claim that I have generated theory
throughout the research. Hammersley (1992 a) raises a
central gquestion in this respect: ‘on what basis can
ethnographers reasonably make a link between data and
theory?’ (p.18). Essentially, Hammersley gquestions the
claims that have been made for theory generation on the
distinction between ‘theory’ and ‘description’:
‘On the one hand, descriptions cannot be theories since
they represent objects and events in particular
space-time locations; whereas theories are about types
of phenomena wherever their instances occur. On the

other hand, all descriptions are theoretical in the
sense that they involve concepts and are structured by

theoretical assumptions.’ (p.27/29)

However, my analysis of Hammersley'’s position seems to
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point to qgueries about the language used by ethnographers
in their attempts to identify a distinctive ‘brand’ of
theory, rather than a fundamental concern with the ability
of ethnography to generate theory. At the risk of sounding
complacent, I would rather claim that I have generated,
simply, theory, rather than attempt to make it special to
this type of research. I see very little difference between
the process of theory generation from my data, and that
process in the context of guantitative research. In both
cases, a set of data is collected and is discussed in the
context of appropriate literature, other research projects
and, importantly, in the light of the concerns of that
particular project. It matters little whether these
concerns are identified by the researcher or the
respondents. What is clear is that, in either case, the
judgement of the author on the criterion of relevance is of
paramount importance: If that were not the case, then there
would be no logical grounds upon which to delimit any
discussion. Delamont (1992) has a pragmatic view of this
stage of the research process:

‘There is no need to be frightened of analysis, it only

needs systematic attention to the data, the wide

reading already going on, and a bit of self-confidence.’
(p.162)

This is not to suggest that the theories thus generated are
automatically ‘good’ or correct. As with all forms of

research, the theories from qualitative research can be
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‘wrong’, incomplete or just inappropriate. They will be
verified or expanded by other researchers conducting
similar or follow-up projects, or by other practitioners as
they read them. In several places in this project, for
example, I have claimed that my findings have endorsed some
of Sparkes’ (1987) theories, and have questioned the

appropriateness of others.

Perhaps Wolcott’s (1990) concept of ‘understanding’ should
be revisited in concluding this section of the discussion.
It was my intention to understand more about physical
education, both as a subject operating within a school
structure and as a body of knowledge developing through the
lives and careers of four physical education teachers. The
theories I have developed through this research must,
therefore, be judged on that criterion. That they are
‘theories’ should not be in doubt. Whether they are good
theories, will be borne out by others as they read the
cases and attempt to apply them to their own situations.
(The quote by Terkel (in Lawn and Barton 1981), which has
been used on several occasions in this research, provides a
useful summary of this position.) The particular value of
the accounts from qualitative research, particularly the
interview data from teachers, is that it is accessible and
interesting to other teachers. In one sense, the data from
Citylimits School, and other research projects of the same

genre, have the morbid fascination of ‘soap operas’; real
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enough, yet removed. (It is from this understanding of
ethnography that I develop my analysis of ‘the drama’ of

physical education in chapter 7.)

2. Generalisability

The issue of generalisability is closely related to the
last point about theory development. A central criticism of
the validity of much gqualitative research is: to what
exﬁent can the findings of a single case study be
applicable to a broader population? Yet, as with all other
areas in this discussion, there is a range of conflicting

views. In a key paper, J.C. Mitchell (1983) asserts that:

‘..case studies, of whatever form are a reliable and
respectable procedure of social analysis and that much
criticism of their reliability and validity has been
based on a misconception of the basis upon which the
analyst may justifiably extrapolate from an individual
case study to the social process in general. A good deal
of the confusion has arisen because of a failure to
appreciate that the rationale of extrapolation from a
statistical sample to a parent universe involves two
very different and even unconnected inferential
processes ~ that of statistical inference which makes a
statement about the confidence we may have that the
surface relationships observed in our sample will in
fact occur in the parent population, and that of
logical or scientific inference which makes a statement
about the confidence we may have that the theoretically
necessary or logical connection among the features
observed in the sample pertain also to the parent
population. In case studies, statistical inference is
not invoked at all. Instead, the inferential process
turns exclusively on the theoretically necessary
linkages among the features in the case study. The
validity of the extrapolation depends not only on the
typicality or representativeness of the case but upon
the cogency of the theoretical reasoning.’ (p.207).
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Hammersley (1992 a), on the other hand, identifies
‘empirical generalisation’ as achievable, particularly if
the case chosen is typical in ‘relevant respects’ and the
population to which generalisation is to be made is
appropriate. He is more sceptical, however, of ‘theoretical
inference’ because of its deterministic assumption that
universal laws exist and can be explained by such theories.
Donmoyer (1990) rejects traditional notions of
generalisability in the context of ethnographic research.
He suggests that we need, instead, to ‘expand’ our way of
thinking about phenomenon. Thus the traditional views of
cause/effect and predictability are dated, particularly if
we accept that human action and interaction is impossibly
complex: ‘a hall of mirrors that extends to infinity’
(p.178). Donmoyer employs schema theory to conclude:

‘..the purpose of research is simply to expand the range

of interpretations available to the research consumer’
(p.194)

This view can, once again, be related to the key quote from

Terkel.

Other researchers have, like Donmoyer, attempted to
redefine the concept of generalisability to make it more
applicable to qualitative research. Schofield (1990)
suggests that qualitative researchers are not really

seeking to replicate the results of others, and should
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query instead the internal validity of their work, and that
of others. She argues that fieldnotes should be open to
others to read, such that the author’s interpretation can
be verified. Becker (1990), like Hammersley (1992a)
suggests researchers should ask the fundamental questions:
whom are we generalising for, and what are we generalising

about?

Perhaps the work by Lincoln and Guba (1985) is one of the
best known in this context. They replace the concept of
generalisability with that of ‘transferability’. Related to
this is the notion of ‘fittingness’: ‘The degree of
transferability is a direct function of the similarity
between the two contexts, what we shall call ‘fittingness’’
(p.124). Thus if two contexts are ‘sufficiently congruent’
then working theories may be applied from one to the other.
Importantly, in this view, the case for transferability
must be made afresh each time a case for transfer is
proposed. However, Donmoyer (1990) criticises Lincoln and
Guba’s position on the grounds that it is unecessarily

narrow:

‘Although the notion of transferability accommodates the
problem of complexity, it still assumes that findings
from one setting are only generalisable to another_
setting if both settings are very similar. My intuition

suggests this need not necessarily be the caseiés)
(p.

10yer’s use of the term ‘intuition’ is interesting in
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this context. In one sense, having conducted the research
at Citylimits High, and having paid due attention to the
conventions of ethnographic research as they were available
to me at that time, my judgement as to the value of
elements of the research must, at one level, be based on
intuition. That intuition is derived from experience, and
the research process itself. The concept has, however,
further implications. In reflecting on the project and its
findings, I suspect that the gquestions of generalisability,
and even transferability are completely out of my hands.
Rather, others in the physical education profession will
employ - or disregard - my cases and my theories based on
their perceptions (intuitions?) of the credibility of the
research and the researcher. Some individuals may find that
elements of the stories and experiences of the four
physical education teachers at Citylimits High are relevant
to their own lives. Some may understand themselves, or
others, more completely as a result. Some may find the
contrasts with themselves or others illuminating. It might
be most accurate to describe this process as ‘teacher
controlled generalisability’ rather than the more
traditional researcher directed process. Here again, the
links to the genre of drama and the ‘soap opera’ are

suggested.

To conclude this chapter, therefore, it seems that this

methodology discussion can only be said to be complete once
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the research is disseminated to the profession. Thus, I,
the researcher, have an obligation (moral?) to disseminate
in the most widely accessible format. The research can be
judged as ‘theoretically valid’ from the information
presented in this chapter. Its ‘practical validity’ will be
determined by the physical education profession and,
importantly, by individual teachers, as they study and then
draw upon the research. Importantly, the ways - if any -
that this may impact upon practice are beyond my control.

As Giroux (1991) notes:

‘Central to a democratic notion of difference is the
recognition that there are many reading publics, and
that diverse audiences read differently’ (p.507)

Therefore, the final assessment of this project is in the

hands o0f interested readers.

82



CHAPTER TWO

KNOWLEDGE AND PHYSICAL EDUCATION:

A PHILOSOPHICAL PERSPECTIVE

‘*Philosophy...is, above all, concerned with
classification of the concepts and propositions through
which our experiences and activities are intelligible.
It is interested in answering questions about the
meaning of terms and expressions, about the logical
relations and the presuppositions these terms and
expressions involve.’ (Hirst 1974 p.1l)

Hirst’s description of philosophical analysis gives an
insight into the relevance of a philosophical approach to a
discussion of knowledge and physicai education. It is not
my intention to reprint texts on epistemology, nor to write
a thesis (or several theses) on the debates within this
field. Rather I intend, in this chapter to introduce key
concepts as they relate to this study, and to point to the
potential value of raising (and re-raising) philosophical
questions about physiéal education. In particular,
questions about the terminology used within physical
education and about the knowledge base of the subject are
central to this theoretical discussion. Implicit in the

latter guestion are issues of value and the nature of the
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physically educated pupil.

The analysis in this chapter was undertaken at an early
stage in the writing-up process. Although, in the final
analysis, the philosophical perspective is viewed as less
illuminating than, for example, sociological perspectives
presented in chapters three, five and six, some of the
questions which arose from the fieldwork appeared to
warrent a discussion of knowledge in Hirst’s (1974) terms
(above). In many ways, therefore, this chapter is best
viewed as a developmental stage in the process towards the
later discussions on physical education at Citylimits High
School. That the tone is more ‘evaluative’ than in later
chapters is, perhaps, inevitable, given the implication
that, from a philosophical perspective, particular
knowledge claims can be defined through logical analysis.
The important point to be made is that, for the purposes of
this research, the philosophical perspective addresses some
issues which were raised by respondents at Citylimits High
(hence its place is justified in the context of
ethnographic research) and, further, raises a number of
gquestions which are then traced through later stages of the

thesis.

I TERMINOLOGY

The starting point for this discussion is, fittingly, an
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offering from the physical education profession itself; an
extract from a job advertisement which was circulated
nationally in 1989. This is not meant to be representative,
merely illustrative of terminology which can be found in

physical education.

Curriculum

The curriculum is predominantly health based being
centred on the needs of pupils rather than specific
activities. Health related fitness courses run
throughout years 1 -~ 4. In the lower school, courses in
invasion games and problem solving are off-set against
Gymnastics and Dance in the winter terms and in the
summer over-net and fielding games run concurrently with
Athletics. These courses include games-making and ‘game
centred games’ and a problem solving approach is adopted
throughout their duration.

It would seem logical to assume that this department has
identified the physically educated pupil as a health
conscious problem~solver who can make-up games. Yet the
final section of the advertisement describes the upper
school programme (the culmination of the curriculum?) as
‘given to more traditional games’. Furthermore, the health
related fitness courses end at year four, suggesting that
either the department’s view of the older physically
educated pupil is different, or that they feel their work
is largely finished by this stage. Possibly none of these
assumptions is correct, but the advertisement does hint at
some ambiguities in the messages which emanate from the
profession. More importantly, however, is the way in which

contemporary ‘approval’ concepts have been used to indicate
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that this is a forward thinking department, eg; ‘problem
solving’ and ‘the needs of pupils rather than specific
activities’. At a superficial level, such terminology can
be passed over as educational jargon. A problem arises,
however, in that parents, pupils and professional
colleagues seem to have considerable difficulty in grasping
the essential nature of physical education (see Procter
1984) and, I would suggest, current (and traditional) use
of language merely clouds the issue further. It may be
that, in an attempt to gain status and validity in the
school community, physical educationists latch onto
educational approval slogans and then apply them
indiscriminately across the whole curriculum. To refer to
the advertisement, can it really be the case that
problem-solving is appropriate for all games teaching? It
would be very odd if there were not many occasions where
problem solving was wholly inappropfiate for a particular

stage of learning or for a particular pupil.

The most serious consequence of such indiscriminate use of
language is not just an enduring ambiguity within physical
education, but hidden within the obscure language is an
unrecognised confusion, and it is this, I would suggest,
which inhibits the development of the subject and prolongs
the circular nature of the debate over its central purpose
in education. As Procter (1984) notes, Taylor’s comments

from 1973 are still applicable:
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‘There may be some disquiet amongst physical

educationists, about what it is they are engaged in and

why.’ (cited in Procter 1984 p.9)
At a more specific level, the confusion seems to begin at
the beginning....with the title ‘Physical Education’. Pratt
(1978) identifies the uniqueness of language as one of the
essential elements of being human. It would seem to be
foolhardy, therefore, to ignore the impact of inappropriate
or imprecise use of language. Pring (1976) suggests that
language

‘offers richness and complexity. It gives the individual

not only a detached understanding of the world, but some

purpose on it, and a capacity to bend it to his (sic)
purposes.’ (p.1l5)

Hirst (1974) accepts as ‘obvious’ the centrality of

language in the development of understanding:

‘Language is an instrument which we have developed and
do develop, by which we, amongst other things,
understand the world.’ (p.75)

Hirst also points to the importance of recognising not just
denotation but also connotation in attempts to interpret

meaning. So, what of the term physical education?

Perhaps the first consideration is one of breadth.

‘Physical Education’ is as broad, and as vague, as would be
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the logically comparable term ‘Mind Education’. As such it
gives little practical guidance upon which to build a
curriculum: it is as unwieldy as ‘mind education’ would be
and the comparison highlights an inherent problem. Choosing
a different title for the subject is, of course, fraught
with problems as Lawson (1984) points out in his summary of
the development of physical education in America. The
second, and perhaps more important issue is that of
dualism. Use of the title ‘physical education’ reinforces
just that Cartesian dualistic approach to education that
has long bedevilled physical education, devaluing its
educational worth. Thus, the body is seen as physical
matter, the mind as non-physical matter, and physical

education fits neatly with the former.

Yet in a classic rebuttal of dualism, Ryle (1949) dismisses
the theory as a myth: ‘the dogma of the ghost in the
machine’ (p.33). Instead, he suggests that ‘intelligent’
can’'t be defined in terms of ‘intellectual’ and the notion
of needing to have a prior intellectual operation steering
every action leads to infinite regress. Ryle proposes an
alternative theory: ‘When I do something intelligently, ie,
thinking what I am doing, I am doing one thing not two’
(p.32). He also summarises, very accurately, the
consequences of dualism for physical education:

‘Since doing is often an overt muscular affair it is

written off as a merely physical process. On the

assumption of the antithesis between ‘physical’ and

‘mental’, it follows that muscular doing cannot itself
be a mental operation.’ (p33)
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It is interesting to note that the validity of the term
‘physical education’
was questioned specifically on these grounds in official
documentation nearly forty years ago:
‘We are increasingly aware of the wholeness and of the
interdependence of those processes that we have been
accustomed to describe as physiological and
psychological. It may not be long before we realise that

the term ‘physical’ in relation to humanity has a very
limited meaning.’ (D.E.S. 1952 p.51)

It is clear that despite the existence of logical arguments
to the contrary, Cartesian dualism holds a persistent
attraction. Whitehead (1988) points to our tendency to
refer to ‘the body’ and ‘its’ strengths and weaknesses:
‘..that is, we habitually give this dimension of ourself
the status of a noun’ and she makes . a plea to physical
education to work in a ‘monist context’ rather than ‘seeing
the body as a separate entity and then have to argue for

the relationship and value of our work to the person as a

whole’ (p.4).

Popper (1972) rejects monism on its fundamental notion of
‘the physical completeness of all living organisms’ and
supports dualism but with an interesting gqualification:
although he retains the Cartesian belief in the
separateness of mind and body, he sees them as two states

rather than two substances and, importantly, as ‘two kinds

89



of interacting states...physio-chemical and mental ones’
(p.252). Thus he seems to place a greater emphasis upon the
effect of mind and body upon each other.(Popper (1972) also
points to the existence of other kinds of states,
suggesting that we may need to be pluralists rather than

dualists in our views.)

The attraction of a monist viewpoint in the context of
physical education is obvious. Where intelligence is
defined primarily as ‘the ability to theorise’ (Ryle 1949),
a subject which deals ostensibly with purely physical
actions is likely to be of doubtful status. Although Ryle
refutes this narrow definition of intelligence, dubbing it
‘the intellectualist legend’, it is clear that dualism
does pervade education and implies a hierarchy of
knowledge. Specifically, a belief in Cartesian dualism not
only reinforces the distinction between two types of
knowledge; ‘knowledge how’ and ‘knowledge that’, it allows
for higher educational significance to be attached to the
latter. (This aspect of knowledge is discussed in more
depth in section II of this chapter.) Such a belief is, of
course, essentially damaging to a subject entitled
‘physical education’. Popper’s version of dualism may be
more fruitful for a practical subject and is, I would
suggest, more closely related to the commonsense version of
dualism which characterises the views of pupils, parents

and teachers, as evidenced by the responses from Citylimits
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High School. (See chapter 4.)

Evans (ii) (1990) summarises this discussion in a recent
article. He would appear to support my contention that
physical education is bedevilled by poor conceptual
clarity, and he attributes this to a failure to identify

the primary focus of the subject:

‘The field of physical education has always been plagued
by a sense of confusion about what precisely constitutes
our subject area...Perhaps the most sensitive issue has
been with the term ‘physical’. It provoked a mind-body
dichotomy which was hard to live down.’ (p.12)

Evans admits to being unsure of the appropriateness of the
title ‘physical education’ but suggests that it is at least
more holistic than its predecessor:

‘P.T.7.

It is not only at school level that use of language in
physical education is unhelpful. Confusion in terminology
is compounded by the use of the titles ‘Human Movement’ and
‘Sports Studies/Science’ in higher education centres and in
some examination syllabii. Lawson (1984) highlights similar
discrepancies in America, where a range of titles is given
to essentially similar courses: ‘human movement studies’;
‘physical activity sciences’; ‘sport pedagogy’ and, more
recently; ‘kinesiology’. ‘Human Movement’ had found favour

in this country, particularly with some leading physical
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educationists: ‘Physical Education, or what I prefer to
call movement...’ (Arnold 1985). Yet if these two terms can
be used interchangeably, or if the knowledge base of
physical education is really ‘human movement’ (or, even
more ambiguously, ‘movement’), then the implications for
the physical education curriculum need consideration.
Surely ‘Human Movement’ implies a curriculum based upon a
thorough biomechanical/physiological/aesthetic analysis of
movement. Posture, motor skills of all types (even
writing), co-ordination, corrective physical activity:
these would form the subject matter of lessons. A Human
Movement specialist would, quite logically, work across the
whole school curriculum ensuring efficient and appropriate

movement in every situation. The appreciation of human

movement would seem to be a necessary feature of such a
curriculum. Would it even include transport, travel and
population movements? Of course gamés, ball skills,
gymnastics etc., would form part of such a curriculum - but
only a part. Aspin (1983) refers to Aristotle and the
original term kinesis for clarification of Human Movement
Studies. Kinesis is a much broader term than movement and
is defined as: ‘coming-to-be and passing away, increase,
decrease, change of state, change of position.’ (p.4) Thus,
Aspin argues, ‘change’ is as appropriate a translation as
is ‘movement’. Therefore, an area of study entitled Human
Movement Studies should concentrate on the whole spectrum

of change processes in the life of a human being:
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‘For me, then, Human Movement Studies will comprise a
range of subjects: philosophy; the natural sciences;

the human sciences and history. And since Human Movement
necessarily takes place and has to be studied in a
context, and for certain purposes of an interpersonal
(that is to say, social) kind, in accordance with
certain standards and kinds of value, I believe that to
this list of constituent subjects we may, with some
justification, add economics, politics, ethics and
aesthetics.’ (p.4)

If Aspin’s definition of Human Movement Studies is
accepted, then it is also logical to accept his hypothesis
that personal participation in Human Movement activities is
unecessary - except to note that he displays some confusion
in his argument at this point. Personal participation or
‘active engagement’ in many ‘change processes’ as described
by Aspin is not voluntary. One engages in many of them
merely by being human. Perhaps, though, Aspin is referring
to the narrower range of activities which make up much of
the physical education curriculum. éertainly it would be
unecessary to be competent in such specific activities to
engage in a comprehensive study of Human Movement. But
whether this has any relevance for physical education as it

actually exists in schools is debateable.

Human Movement Studies (on Aspin’s definition at least),
and physical education would seem to be two entirely
different areas of study. If they are not different, and if
the term Human Movement is employed in academia only as a

means of raising status, then I would suggest that much
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harm has been done to the development of the subject
‘physical education’ at school level, divorced, as it seems
to be (and unlike most other subjects) from higher levels
of learning and research. ‘Physical Education’ is
effectively trivialised as appropriate for school level
study only. (See also Curl 1990.) If, on the other hand,
the two areas of study are very different, then surely
guestions must be raised about the suitability of a degree
in Human Movement Studies as a preparation for teaching
physical education. Whichever of these two positions (or
any other) is the case, the point of the argument is to
illustrate yet another source of confusion at the heart of

the terminology employed in physical education.

This particular issue is more complex still, however.
‘Sports Studies’ is an established field of study at degree
level. The fact that the content of such courses is
remarkably similar to courses elsewhere which are entitled
Human Movement Studies (or even, occasionally, Physical
Education) is misleading in itself. The polarisation
between academic proponents of the two similar but
differently named courses is unhelpful to say the least.
The division presumably centres, historically, on the well
worn debate between physical education and sport - yet the
intricacies of this debate are of little interest to
parents, pupils and, indeed, many physical education

teachers. So we are left with argument by meaningless
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slogan: ‘Physical education is not sport’ or ‘Physical
education is more than sport’ (see, for example, Beck
1990). In this never-ending saga, the sports lobby hurls
the challenge of sporting excellence at the schools, and
the education lobby responds with vague notions of ‘being
responsible for the whole child’ or ‘caring for the social
and moral development of each individual child’ (see later

discussion).

To obscure the matter further, physical education in its
manifestation on the school curriculum is sport, or at
least it looks very much like it. ‘5th form soccer’ or '3rd
form netball’ as timetable headings, would seem to indicate
that sport is taking place. If, however, the pupils are not
taking part in a sport, and are not learning how to play
that sport more competently or are, in fact, doing much
more than this, then one is left with some enduring
gquestions. I would suggest that the physical education
profession has never adequately answered those questions.
Like Carr (1983 b), I would argue that physical education
has failed to make a persuasive case for its educational
value and significance which takes either the general
public or the education establishment beyond a fairly crude
notion of the worth of the subject. Furthermore, in seeking
to justify itself in almost ethereal terms, physical
education simply reinforces the notion that practical work

is of low status: yet it will always be an essentially
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practical subject! (See, also, later comments on the

National Curriculum.)

Evans (ii)(1990) claims that in his experience in
Australia, it would be almost impossible to disinguish
between what is understood as ‘sport’ in schools and what
is taught under the label ‘physical education’. He points
to moves by Siedentop to address this issue by changing the
name of the subject to ‘sport education’, describing
physical education as ‘unexciting’, ‘unimportant’ and
lacking in direction. In particular, Siedentop suggests
that in embracing progressive philosophies of education,
physical education has lost all sense of accountability:
‘In physical education, however, it has become
fashionable to largely eschew evaluation. It is thought
to be unfair to compare children with different talents.
And when educational goals are so fuzzy, it becomes very
difficult to hold students accountable for anything
other than attendance, dress and minimal participation.’
(Seidentop 1986 cited in Evans 1990 p.13)
Thus physical education is lacking in meaning and is, for
Seidentop, essentially ‘trivial’. Evans sees little to be
gained by a change of name, although he accepts that the
current position is confusing and unhelpful. Yet his case
for retaining physical education is less than illuminating.
He suggests that we leave ‘sport’ to outside agencies in
the community, and concentrate instead on such areas as

dance, gymnastics and aquatics. One can only wonder at the

logic of this narrow definition of physical education.
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Perhaps it is inevitable that those who argue for a
definition of physical education which eschews competition
will, in the end, have to argque for the exclusion of
traditional games. It is not, I would suspect, an argument
which would find much favour with the majority of teachers

or pupils.

Whilst not accepting Siedentop’s claims that physical
education is ‘trivial’, I would argue that it is
trivialised by justificatory arguments which undermine its
practical nature. For example, claims for the primacy of
the social and moral benefits of physical education lessons
(see P.E.A. 1987 p.34) are counter-productive on two
counts; firstly, they seek to justify the subject in terms
which devalue the physical element. Secondly,they fail to
recognise that such social and moral development is an
integral part of all school curricular and other
activities. In itself, it is not the justification for any
one subject, although it may be a justification for the
total experience that is school. Peters (1966) states that
subjects must be justified by reference to their own worth
rather than ‘being justified for other, extrinsic reasons’
and Arnold (1985), categorises a range of possible outcomes
from physical education (such as health and socialisation)
as ‘beneficial outcomes’ or ‘spin-offs’. The important
point, surely, is that each subject area contributes

something unique to the development of pupils, and it is
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that uniqueness which must define a subject and which must

define physical education. As Wilson (1972) points out:

‘It may be, for instance, that by or in the course of
learning English a pupil also makes friends...and so on;
but no-one in his (sic) senses would describe these as
aims of English-teaching.’ (p.126)

This latter issue is explored further in the ‘knowledge’

section of this discussion.

Returning to a point raised earlier, the familiar statement
‘Physical Education is not sport’ merits brief mention in
its own right. It is a source of confusion to many because,
as was stated earlier, physical education often is sport in
its broadest sense. I would suggest that to make the
statement in the first place is to make a standard
‘category mistake’ (Ryle 1949) of the type clearly
illustrated by comparison with the similar and equally
inappropriate statement: ‘Athletics is not running’.
Perhaps this is why the statement has always seemed
puzzling to onlookers and why explanatory responses from
the physical education profession have often been

tautological.
If terminology is generally unhelpful,it is unsurprising to

find statements of justification in a similar state of

disarray. Barrow (1981) suggests that much of physical
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education is supported by a ‘confused and hazy body of
argument’ and, in a classic snub, White (1973) went so far
as to suggest that claims made for the subject were
‘disreputable’. Without entering into the sphere of claims
and counter claims at this stage, suffice to make the point
that it is difficult to see how a subject can be
successfully justified when it deals in obscure and
contradictory language such as that illustrated in this
section - nor is this an exhaustive account! An additional
constraint, however, is the language of education itself -
the framework within which physical education attempts to
develop and it is here, I would suggest, that some of the

‘disreputable’ (White 1973) claims originate.

Once again, I refer to the job advertisement which opened
this discussion as it raises several relevant issues. For
example, the first sentence from the extract provides the
reader with immediate reassurance that the department in
question is ‘child-centred’ in its outlook:

‘The curriculum is predominantly health-based being

centred on the needs of pupils rather than specific
activities.’

‘Child-centredness’ is generally accepted as a self-evident
good, and there are few teachers today who would claim to

dispute its place as the foundation for their thinking and
planning. Yet some serious questions have been raised about

this theory, not least of which is the charge that it is,
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in practice, unworkable. (See, also, evidence from
Citylimits High School in chapter 7.) Pring (1976) points
to the works of W.H. Kilpatrick as an extreme example of
child-centred philosophy, and comments:

‘Despite popular talk about basing the curriculum upon

the interests of the pupil, this rarely happens in
practice.’ (p.48)

Pring suggests, instead, that teachers teach what they want
to teach - but use the interests of the pupils to
facilitate understanding and, by so doing, they trivialise
the material by implying that it has nothing in itself to
offer. He also points to a tension inherent in a

child-centred approach:

‘The mind will be expanded, enlightened and extended

only so far as the current interests and curiosities of

the child will permit. And these are provincial indeed.’
(p.50)

The tension is, for Pring, between subject matter to be
mastered and the interests of the child as paramount. He
accepts fully the importance of pupils as individuals, yet
recognises also the significance of public knowledge even
though it may not have immediate relevance to the pupil.
Appleyard (1991), in a scathing attack, suggests that child
centredness and the accompanying notion of cultural
relativism are the results of ‘inadequately understood and

misapplied theory’. He describes much of the work in
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education today as nothing more than ‘caring blandness’
with teachers cast in the role of ‘social engineers’. In
his view, this scenario can only result in a ‘swelling,

disaffected, subliterate underclass’ (p.12).

Carr (1988) also raises questions about many of the
assumptions upon which child-centred theories are based. In
the context of this discussion, his comments on Deweyen
progressivism are particularly relevant. Carr summarises

Dewey’'s perspective as follows:

‘(i) the pragmatist conception of knowledge and learning
as essentially a matter of active engagement in
practical problems rather than passive reception of
academic facts, and (ii) a certain view of motivation
towards school learning in which an important part is
played by a particular conception of experience as the
proper starting point for knowledge-aquisition.’ (p.153)

On questioning the first of these positions, Carr suggests
that the redefinition of knowledge as ‘behavioural
dispositions’ and in terms of practical skills (problem
solving etc.), is ‘educationally debilitating’ in that it
focuses on the practical utility of knowledge rather than
upon its intrinsic worth. He stresses that education is
essentially concerned with ‘individual emancipation in the
light of a wider understanding than small individuals
normally bring to school with them’ (p.154) and he defends
esoteric studies which are outside the immediate experience

of pupils on those grounds. In questioning the second
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position, Carr views as ‘suspect’ the emphasis on
‘practical and familiar elements of experience as a
starting point for educational development’ (p.155). He
points to the tendency for young children to be captivated
by fantasy and wonder and, while not dismissing the power
of ‘immediate practical concerns’ as a source of
motivation, Carr stresses the corresponding power of the

imagination:

‘it is to argue...that irrespective of individual
inclination all children are entitled to some
educational aquaintance with aspects of knowledge and
understanding that may not be readily available in a
school curriculum which is too literally based on a
certain pragmatist construction on ‘experience’’ (p.156)

It is worth noting, at this point, the findings of a study
into pupils’ transition from primary to secondary school
and their experiences of physical education. Howarth and
Head (1988) conducted a small scale study in which pupils
were observed in physical education lessons in the last
term of primary school and the first term of secondary
school. One of the recurring findings was that pupils were
thoroughly appreciative of physical education in the
secondary school precisely because it was new, and outside

of anything they had experienced previously.

The practical difficulties of basing a physical education

curriculum on the needs of individual pupils are obvious
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(and are common to all subject areas). For example, such a
curriculum should not, by definition, be prescribed in
advance of each pupil’s arrival at a school. In the case of
the school cited in the advertisement, it is evident that
the physical education curriculum is based on the needs of
pupils as perceived by the staff of the department. Hirst
(1974) suggests that this is always likely to be the true
position where we claim to base a curriculum on children’s
needs:

‘Saying what children need is only a cloaked way of
saying what we judge they ought to have’ (p.16)

This is not a criticism of the content of the curriculum as
specified by any department. The focus on health, for
example, may be admirable and most suitable for some or all
pupils. (See discussion on this specific issue in chapter
7.) Questions can be raised, howevef, about the terms used
to justify the choice of content and the apparent lack of
understanding of their implications for practice. Certainly
at Citylimits High School, as at most others I suspect,
teachers had decided upon most content and operational
details of the curriculum prior to the start of the school
year. They had, in effect, made all the decisions about
pupils’ ‘needs’. Could such a curriculum be more accurately
described as ‘teacher centred’ (or, as I describe it in the
context of teachers’ ‘scripts’ for education in chapter 7;

self-centred?) even where such ‘needs’ had been identified
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from experience with other pupils? And is this necessarily
better or worse than a ‘child centred’ or a ‘subject
centred’ curriculum? More cynically perhaps; is it likely
to be any different in practice? (See, also, later

discussion on the National Curriculum.)

As another example, and to re-iterate a point made earlier,
the emphasis upon ‘problem-solving’ which, it is claimed,
is adopted throughout the entire curriculum, must surely be
diametrically opposed to a curriculum based on pupils’
needs. The method of teaching could never be prescribed in
a child centred approach - unless, that is, all pupils were
presumed to be identical in their needs. Perhaps this is,
however, evidence of another confused theory which needs
some investigation. Wilson and Cowell (1982) suggest that
much of the confusion here originates from a
misunderstanding of the relationshib between method and

content. To discuss method on its own is, they state:

‘false and dangerous...False because the arguments are

really disguised arguments about content; and dangerous
because unless they are recognised as such we shall not
handle them in the right way.’ (p.38)

The first consideration, according to Wilson and Cowell
should be ‘what content we consider valuable’ with
appropriate methods subordinate to this. They also point to

the absurdity of trying to generalise on the methods:
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‘Some pupils like visual aids; others find them not aids
but impediments.Some like to anchor themselves in formal
definitions of new concepts before exploring them so as
to gain practical understanding; others prefer to start
from the other end..... Some find one aspect of a subject
‘motivating’, others another...’ (p.40)

The list is, of course, endless. The underlying issue is
lack of clarity in use of language and, in this section, I
have illustrated some of the problems facing physical
education in this respect (recalling that the impetus for
the discussion, came from the conceptual confusion found at
Citylimits High School.) Although other subject areas face
similar problems, the difficulties for physical education
are compounded by enduring questions of educational status
and, viewed from a philosophical perspective, it can be
suggested, at this stage, that one solution may be for
physical education to attempt to préceed from a clear
understanding (and statement) of its own worth on the
curriculum. It is to this, therefore, that the discussion
now turns. (At later stages in the thesis, however, many

aspects of this approach are viewed as problematic)
II KNOWLEDGE
Meakin (1983) gives as his minimalist definition of

education: ‘the development of knowledge that is in some

way worthwhile or valuable’ (pl2). His definition warrants
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analysis at two levels: what is meant by ‘knowledge’ and
how is knowledge to be deemed ‘worthwhile’ or otherwise.
For the purposes of this discussion, the former issue is
the initial concern although it is inevitably linked to the
latter. The notion of ‘value’ in this context arises as a
persistent theme in the fieldwork (particularly in relation
to the teachers’ personal philosophies) and spans

philosophical and sociological accounts of knowledge.

Pears (1971) suggests that a persistent difficulty in any
analysis of knowledge is its sheer vastness as a concept:
‘perhaps the most striking feature of knowing is the
variety of things that can be known’ (P.5). I would argue
that a standard response to an entity of such proportions,
is to classify it in some way. The classification of
knowledge into ‘types’ is relevant to this discussion
because those types of knowledge are accorded different

levels of worth in the context of education.

At a general level, Pears (1971) describes Russell’s
classic division of knowledge into three ‘species’:
knowledge of facts, aquaintance, and knowledge how to do
things. In particular, the distinction between knowledge
‘that’ (of facts) and knowledge ‘how’ (practical knowledge)
is important as has already been indicated earlier in this
chapter. Much of the school curriculum is concerned almost

exclusively with ‘knowing that’, as it is this category of
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knowing which is seen to be most closely attuned to the
development of the mind - the central focus of education
for many influential theorists. (See White 1973; Peters
1966; Phenix 1964; Hirst 1974.) Thus, physical activities,
essentially seen as exemplifying ‘know how’, are accorded a
lower level of worth in the curriculum. However, this
narrow view of education has been challenged and sound
arguments have been put forward in the defence of practical
knowledge. Ryle (1949), as part of his rebuttal of
Cartesian dualism, attempts to give a positive account of

knowing how:

‘We learn how by practice, schooled indeed by criticism
and example, but often quite unaided by any lesson in
the theory.’ (p.41)
Ryle also dismisses the suggestion that know how may be
equated with mere habit:
‘It is of the essence of merely habitual practices that
one performance is a replica of its predecessors. It is
of the essence of intelligent practices that one

performance is modified by its predecessors. The agent
is still learning.’ (p.42)

Pring (1976) sees education as ‘the development of such
mental qualities which contribute to the life of the mind’
(p.8), vet he refutes the narrow conception of knowledge
commonly held. Thus, for Pring, education is concerned with
the development of knowledge as long as ‘a sufficiently

generous analysis of knowledge is accepted’ (p.9). He
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further claims that we tend to ignore ‘know how’ only
because ‘know that’ is easier to examine, and he makes a

clear case for the importance of know how:

‘To learn how to do something is an achievement that
involves an adequate conceptualisation of the problem
certainly, but also coming up to scratch in one’s
performance’ (p.18)

It could be adduced from the above that Pring is suggesting
that ‘know how’ places greater demands upon the individual,

an issue which is referred to again later in this section.

Hirst (1974) is often criticised for his insistence upon
the primacy of cognitive development and the lower value he
places upon practical activities. However, there is some
contradiction in his work on this issue, and his thesis
rests on the assumption that practiéal activities cannot
bring about cognitive development in any meaningful way. He
does acknowledge the complexities of such activities - he
simply sees their particular demands to be of secondary

importance in education:

‘...(practical activities) may in fact always involve
knowledge of both the first two kinds, but it clearly
picks out certain capacities over and above cognitive

understanding and mastery of which a person is capable’
(p.57)

There are two responses to such a view. The first is that
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exemplified by Pring (1976) in his critique of Hirst. Pring
disagrees with Hirst’s analysis of knowledge, preferring a

more generous interpretation to include Know how:

‘Important though it is to know that certain statements
are true, knowing how to do things (to play a piece of
music, to enjoy a concert, to make a sketch, to
appreciate a poem, to climb skilfully) is equally a
cognitive achievement, a development of the mind, which
is not reducible to ‘knowing that’ or to the kinds of
knowledge that can be stated in propositions.’ (p39)

In this view, achievements in physical education would be
viewed as cognitive achievements on the same level as
achievements in any other subject or area. The second

response is seen in the following statement by Kirk (1988):

‘It is important to point out...that physical activity
does not lead to cognitive development, but rather it
demands conceptual awareness, knowledge and
understanding as a necessary (though not sufficient)
part of successful engagement and participation.’ (p.79)

Thus, physical activities would draw upon cognitive skills
although the claim is not made that, in themselves,
physical activities lead to cognitive development.

(A critique of this view, however, would surely question
whether it is feasible to draw upon and use such cognitive
skills and yet exclude the possibility of cognitive

development resulting directly from their employment.)
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Whichever of these two views is commonly held by physical
educationists, (and see chapter 4 for the views of physical
education teachers on knowledge at Citylimits High School)
it is certainly the case, (as was discussed earlier) that
they have experienced some difficulty in making an agreed
case for the educational benefits of their subject. Much of
this failure may be rooted in a reluctance within the
profession to return to some of the most eminent theorists
and to develop a case based on, for example, epistemology.
More damaging, perhaps, is a lingering anti-intellectualism
(George and Kirk, 1988) which allows distinguished works in
the field itself to go largely unheeded. A recent
conference supported by representatives from all sectors of
the physical education profession concluded that ‘lack of
thorough and vigorous ‘in-house’ debate’ was a major
problem facing the subject (Crutchley, 1988). It may even
be the case that many educationists.continue to regard
physical education with some amusement; as providing not
more than ‘relief’ from the ‘really hard work’ of the
academic disciplines (Aspin (1976). Procter (1894) suggests
that some in the education establishment question the need
for qualified teachers of physical education at all.
Perhaps all of this is evidence of the enduring influence
of theoreticians such as Peters (1966) and Dearden (1968).
If Barrow’s (1981) charge, that justifications for physical
education are ‘pretty embarrassing’ finds any remaining

support, then the physical education profession can be
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alerted to one of their enduring status difficulties.

So what can be determined about knowledge and physical
education from within the physical education profession? Of
particular interest in this section is a brief analysis of

some published works.

Pring (1976) rejects a reductionist view of knowledge and
suggests a way forward which may prove fruitful for
physical education. Instead of trying to reduce knowledge
to basic categories (a task, incidentally, which has proved
to be notoriously difficult in the case of physical
education), Pring suggests an approach which recognises the
diversity and value of the many activities already in a
curriculum. In the case of physical education, the

implications are clear. As Meakin (1983) points out:

‘Physical education, in its present form, is devoid of
any strict logical unity, by which I mean that there is
no feature, or set of features, both common and peculiar
to all the activities currently falling under its name.’
(p.11)

Meakin therefore presents a stark account of what is

understood by physical education:

‘By physical education, I shall mean the attempt to
educate pupils (or at least contribute to their
education) by seriously engaging them in the following
kinds of activity;
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(i)competitive games and athletic events, plus those
physical activities which, while not competitive
in themselves are practised in a competitive way;

(ii)educational and formal gymnastics;

(iii)dance and dance like activities;

(iv)non-competitive outdoor pursuits;

(v)swimming.’ (p.10/11)

Meakin can identify features which are common to the above
activities but he stresses that it is the differences
between physical education activities which is of most
interest. In recent history however, and certainly up to
the advent of the National Curriculum (see later discussion
and explanatory note in the Introduction to the thesis) the
profession has tended to avoid this simple content based
approach and has tried either to summarise the knowledge of
physical education in terms of aims/objectives, or to
present short ‘catch-all’ statements of definition. An
example of the former approach can be seen in a recent
H.M.I. document: ‘Physical Education From 5 to 16’ (1989).
A brief introductory section makes it clear that although
for many people physical education is ‘synonomous with
physical recreation’; undertaking such activities as team

games and athletics in the school curriculum-

‘takes place in the context of teaching and learning. In
physical education general and specific skills are
acquired, knowledge and understanding developed, and
positive attitudes and personal and social attributes
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encorouged’ (p.1l)

In this document, the aims of physical education are
presented in terms such as to ‘develop a range of
psyco-motor skills’; and to ‘develop understanding and
appreciation of the purposes, forms and conventions of a
selection of physical activities’ (p.l). Experience in
physical activities 1is said to require ‘thought as well as
effort’ and it leads to ‘improved performance, personal

achievement, understanding and increased knowledge’ (p.1)

Leaving aside some glaring questions about the assumptions
made in the development of ‘positive attitudes’, and the
wisdom of justifying the subject in largely extrinsic
terms, there are some more pertinent questions about the
theory of knowledge upon which these statements rest. It
would appear, for example, that kno&ledge is defined in
fairly narrow terms rather than in Pring’s preferred
‘sufficiently generous analysis’. Knowledge is, for
example, presented as something apart from ‘skills’; and
‘personal and social attributes’ are similarly awarded a
different status. Learning in physical education is said to
occur ‘through action, sensation and observation’, again
implying that the activities themselves are only valuable
as a means to something else. ‘Performance’ and ‘personal
achievement’ are differentiated from ‘understanding and

increased knowledge’. A fairly rigid version of dualism is
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implied - and is then reinforced in a list of aims which
splits neatly into bodily tasks and those more

traditionally perceived as cognitive tasks or achievements.

In their objectives, the authors eschew all reference to
specific activities preferring to couch their thoughts in

more general terms:

‘express simple ideas and feelings clearly using a range
of gestures and actions’

‘anticipate cause and effect, for example, flight of a
ball, movement of others’ (p4/5)

And yet, what meaning could these objectives have outside
of the activities which require them? What would be the
point of anticipating the flight of a ball, if this did not
form part of a game; it would seem to be a peculiarly
useless attribute unless one intended to put it into
context. Could it not be the case that far from
legitimising physical education in educational terms, an
approach such as this merely serves to confuse, or perhaps

to confirm the subject in its insecurity?

A second method of describing the meaning of physical

education is by way of all-embracing statement. Again, a
recent example can be employed: the Interim Working Group
(I.W.G.) set-up under the auspices of the British Council

of Physical Education to report on physical education in
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the National Curriculum. This group appears to take a
philosophical perspective, of the type advocated by Wilson
(1972) when it suggests that, although difficult, it is
esential that the subject of physical education is

‘crystallised’ into one sentence:

‘We are discussing at this time the following AIM:

To provide access to the knowledge, understanding,
skills and attitudes necessary to promote the
optimisation of capabilities central to participation in
culturally valued physical activities.’ (cited in Curl
1990 p.1)

Again, it is interesting to comment on implied theories of
knowledge (what is the knowledge claim of physical
education apart from understanding and skills?); and on the
clear implication that the responsibility of the physical
educator stops short of ensuring that learning actually
takes place. The suggestion that it is only necessary to

provide access to the subject would find little favour with

writers such as Holt (1982):

‘It was my job and my chosen task to help children to
learn things and if they did not learn what I taught
them, it was my job and task to find other ways of
teaching them until I found ways that worked’ (p.5)

Curl (1990) makes a similar point and he labels the access

approach as ‘a door-keeping exercise - ...with little or no

commitment beyond that of admitting someone’ (p.2). In
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addition, Curl gquestions the notion that ‘learning to
learn’ should take priority. Rather, he suggests that such
areas are the province of research rather than the proper

concerns of a national curriculum.

However, the statement makes a useful point about the value
of physical education and, as was suggested at the
beginning of this section, questions of value are
inherently bound up with questions about knowledge in
relation to any subject. In this case, a cultural theory of
value is embedded in the aim, following in the tradition of
writers such as Lawton (1975). Thompson (1980) identifies
‘the culture of the physical’ and suggests that many people
participate in sport, take it seriously and find their
lives enriched as a result; hence the justification for
physical education on the curriculum and the guide to

choice of appropriate activities.

There are, of course, many other criterion of value. Carr
(1983b) considers that sports and games must be seen as
‘expressions of important human aims, purposes and
interests of a social, cultural, and individual nature’
(P.8); Meakin (1983) points to the worthwhile knowledge
‘chiefly practical’ which can be developed in physical
education and makes the case that education would be
unsatisfactory without it; Hirst (1974) recognises the

value of physical education if it is:

117



‘pursued in accordance with a rational appraisal of

the place and value of physical activities in human life
which we wish the pupil to acquire, that the activities
themseles are viewed as those of a rational being, not
merely an animal, and that they therefore constitute
part of the life of a rational person.’ (p.22)

For Reddiford (1983), the key criterion is more
straightforward: ‘that physical activities are important to
and for our lives, when a part of our lives is the history
of our bodily activities’ (p.20). He also points to the
importance of an underpinning concept of ‘person’, and
Aspin (1976) makes a strong case (based on the work of
Arnaud Reid (1961) and Strawson (1959)) for the ‘logically

primitive’ concept of the person:

‘The idea of the person is the touchstone of all our
appraisals of the world...The idea of ‘person’ precedes
the idea of mind and body: a person is both, for both
these ideas are subsumed in that of the person which is
prior’ (p.112)

Aspin relates this to the understanding that knowledge is
not ‘neutral’ or ‘out there’ and so, he suggests we may be
better served to consider ‘knowing’ in its broadest sense.
Consideration of this issue seems to carry the discussion
both backwards; to questions about the concept of
knowledge, and forwards, in its suggestion that : ‘A piece
of knowledge never breaks entirely loose from the person

who produced it’ (Pears 1971 P.7)
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III THE NATIONAL CURRICULUM

As was stated in the introduction, the National Curriculum
for Physical Education barely featured as an issue in the
fieldwork stage of this research. However, by the
concluding stages of the writing-up process, the final
document has been published, and it is interesting to

examine it in the light of the preceeding discussion.

In the final document, the similarity between the list of
activities proposed by Meakin (1983) (see earlier) and the
Physical Education National Curriculum, is striking. For
example:
*The attainment target for physical education is the sum
total of all the end of key stage statements. In meeting
the attainment target pupils should be able to
demonstrate the knowledge, skills and understanding
involved in areas of activity encompassing athletic
activities, dance, games, gymnastic activities, outdoor

and adventurous activities and swimming.’
(D.E.S. 1992 p.2)

Although originally proposing that three attainment targets
would cover physical education: planning, performing and
evaluating, the final version incorporates all three into
one ‘continuous process’. Pressure during the consultation
process, particularly from central government, has ensured
that practical performance is viewed as central to the

physical education curriculum: ‘...I should be grateful if
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you could ensure that the active element is predominant’

(Rt Hon Kenneth Clarke 1991).

At one level, it appears somewhat strange that it should be
those outside the physical education profession who press
for the value of physical activity and practical
performance. (It is not suggested, however, that the
Government’s view is ‘monist’ in the sense implied by
Whitehead 1988.) In the light of the preceeding discussion,
however, perhaps the motives of the Physical Education
Working Group can be more easily understood as a response
to the perceived low status of ‘know how’, and the
consequent marginality of physical education (Eg; see Bell,
1986). Possibly the most important issue of ‘value’,
however, for many in the profession, is that physical
education has featured at all as a foundation subject. This

is not to presume, however, that its position is immutable!

The physical education/sport relationship exercised the
minds of the working group, and a lengthy explanation
formed part of the interim report. In the final document,
however, this item is to be found in section Hl1 of the
Non-Statutory Guidance:
‘1.1 In physical education the emphasis is on learning
in a mainly physical context. The purpose of the
learning is to develop specific knowledge, skills and
understanding and to promote physical development and

competence. The learning promotes participation in
sport.
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1.2 sport is the term applied to a range of physical
activities where emphasis is on participation and
competition. Different sporting activities can and do
contribute to learning.’

It would appear, therefore, that the document is attempting
to make a distinction along the lines of ‘physical
education is more than sport’, as was discussed earlier.
And yet, the distinction remains unclear £for this reader
(even more so, perhaps, having read the above) just as it
was unclear for many different respondents at the time of

the fieldwork at Citylimits High (see chapters 4 and 7).

The aims of physical education, as detailed in the
Non-Statutory Guidance, make it clear that physical
education is still to be viewed as a subject with much to
offer beyond the ‘mere’ physical. Whitehead’s (1988) plea,
cited earlier, for physical education to work in a ‘monist
context’ has gone unheeded. Thus, the aims are presented in
three sections; the first concentrating on ‘the physical’ -
doing activity, valueing participation and appreciating
movement; the second charting the contribution physical
education can make to problem-solving, self esteem and
inter-personal skills; and the third, which clearly
separates mind and body:

‘1.3 Physical activity is combined with the thinking

involved in making decisions and selecting, refining,

judging and adapting movements. Through these activities

pupils should be encouraged to develop the personal
qualities of commitment, fairness and enthusiasm.’

(p.Bl1)
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Statements such as these can be viewed as reinforcing the
notion that the practical nature of the activities
themselves somehow needs ‘supplementing’ to make them
educationally worthwhile. And yet, the Physical Education
National Curriculum is to focus largely upon practical

activity.

Perhaps the most important point to be made is that the
National Curriculum document represents a focus for the
profession (although, it must be stressed that, at the time
of the fieldwork, it was not a major issue for the physical
education teachers at Citylimits High School). It has
generated discussion and debate, and it can be viewed as a
starting point for the subject - along with all the other
National Curriculum subject documents. It seems more than
likely that it will undergo revision as it is implemented;
revision at both an ‘official’ and, perhaps more
interestingly, at an ‘unofficial’ level. It is this latter
point which brings the discussion back to points made
earlier about ‘knowing’ (Aspin 1976) and the need to
consider knowledge in the context of the ‘person’ Pears
{1971). Moreover, one of the central concerns of this
research is the individual nature of teachers’ responses to
a range of circumstances. (See the discussion on Ball and

Bowe'’'s (1992) work in chapter 7.)
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Thus, we come to the second major part of this theoretical
discussion - as the limitations of the philosophical
perspective on knowledge and physical education are
exposed. It is to sociology that we must turn for a more
detailed analysis of knowledge in the context of

‘personhood’.

The purpose of the discussion, to this point, has been
twofold. Firstly, it has been my intention to highlight the
opaque nature of terminology in physical education and to
propose that this not only results in great confusion for
those outside the profession but, more importantly, it may
serve to obscure much internal confusion. Language and
terminology at both school and higher education stages have
been analysed, as has related terminology from the wider
world of education. Secondly, the discussion has focussed
on some key concepts from epistemolégy, in the belief that
it is from this perspective that many damaging educational
viewpoints about the hierarchical nature of knowledge have
originated. I have proposed several ways in which such
views can be countered and a case for the validity of
practical knowledge has been presented. (See, also, chapter
7 and the conclusions to this research.) The notion of
‘value’ has been discussed in the context of justificatory
statements for physical education, supported by a range of
viewpoints. It is at this point that the notion of

knowledge and ‘the knower’ has arisen and this has prompted
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a different perspective on knowledge and physical
education, implying a range of different questions. The
focus on ‘the knower’ also highlights the tensions between

the theoretical approaches adopted in these two chapters.
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CHAPTER THREE

KNOWLEDGE AND PHYSICAL EDUCATION: A VIEW FROM SOCIOLOGY

In accordance with the format of chapter two, it is my
intention, in this chapter, to focus on concepts and
explanations from sociology as they relate to this
particular study. As was indicated in the introduction, the
choice of issues for discussion thréughout this study has
been determined by the fieldwork and its findings (see, for
example, chapter 4). A further feature of this study is the
attempt to use the disciplines of sociology and philosophy
to contribute jointly to an understanding of issues which
arose in the fieldwork. Although tensions between the two
disciplines are recognised, I have attempted to highlight
the positive nature of their interaction in the development
of a rigorous analysis, rather than a negative and rather
narrow conception of each discipline in competition with

the other. This seemed the only way towards an acceptable
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understanding of physical education at Citylimits High
School: just as the last chapter sought to understand the
‘unity’ of knowledge claims, so this chapter highlights the
‘untidiness’ surrounding those claims. The paradox is a
direct reflection of that found in the fieldwork, and it

emerges as a central feature in the research.

FROM THE NEW SOCIOLOGY OF KNOWLEDGE TO CRITICAL THEORY AND

BEYOND
I. THE NEW SOCIOLOGY OF EKNOWLEDGE

The early 1970s saw the emergence of a new direction in the
sociology of education and, with it, a new perspective on
the sociology of knowledge. This approach is characterised
by the work of Michael Young and the publication of the set
of papers entitled ‘Knowledge and Control’ (1971). Pring
(1976) offers a quote from Gorbutt which encapsulates the

new paradigm:

‘Man (sic) constantly makes his world in that he is
continually faced with the problem of constructing his
social reality, of making sense of the world.’

(cited in Pring 1976 p.67)

Thus knowledge is ‘relativised’; ‘redefined’; ‘socially

constructed’ and is to be understood as a ‘perspective’.

Young (1971) points to the inescapable conclusion that ‘it
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is not just people but knowledge in educational
institutions that is ‘processed’..’ and suggests that the
focus for a sociological analysis of knowledge must be
‘...the methods of assessment, selection, and organisation
of knowledge and the principles underlying them..’ (p.25).
An analysis of knowledge in this paradigm is, therefore,
essentially an analysis of those who have the power to
legitimate their own version of what constitutes knowledge:

the process of developing knowledge thus becomes

significant.

The importance of this approach to an understanding of
knowledge and physical education is illustrated by the
fieldwork data from Citylimits High School. Teachers in the
study had clear - and differing - views about the content
and value of the subject; the senior management team were
looking to physical education for cdmpletely different
outcomes; and parents, from their standpoint, justified the
subject in a number of different ways (chapter 4 includes a

lengthy discussion of these issues).

From such evidence, it would seem that an attempt to

identify the knowledge of any subject area is fraught with
difficulty and this a criticism which sociology would level
at philosophers such as Hirst, and his ‘Forms of Knowledge'
thesis. However, issues raised at Citylimits High transcend

disciplinary barriers, hence each discipline is utilised in
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the analysis where it seems most appropriate.

At a theoretical level, therefore, three central and
closely related features of the ‘new’ sociology of
knowledge are relevant for this study: the relationship
between knowledge and social control; the rejection of the
traditional division of knowledge into defined subject
areas; and the suggestion that teachers and learners

‘construct’ their own knowledge.

KNOWLEDGE AND SOCIAL CONTROL

‘How a society selects, classifies, distributes,
transmits and evaluates the educational knowledge it
considers to be public, reflects both the distribution
of power and the principles of social control.’
(Bernstein 1971 p.47)

In his now classic statement, Bernstein summarises the
‘new’ sociological perspective on knowledge. Implicit in
such a view is the notion that change is likely to be of
major interest in a socioclogical analysis, reflecting, as
it does, shifts in power and in our understanding of what
is worthwhile. Young (1971) points to the ability of those
in power to define what counts as knowledge, who has access
to it and ‘what are the accepted relationships between
different knowledge areas and between those who have access

to them and make them available’ (p.32).
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These ideas can be seen to have their foundations in
classical sociology; for example, Marx spoke of the
disinterested nature of knowledge and suggested that ‘the
construction of a corpus of knowledge is inextricably
linked to those who produce it’ (Blum 1971 p. 118). In this
view, any critique of knowledge is, in reality, a critique
of the producers of that knowledge - a suggestion which
offers an explanation for the endurance of traditional
knowledge divisions. In the context of physical education,
the conflict between educational and sporting perspectives,
as discussed in chapter two, may provide a ready example of
a struggle to legitimate views o0of the knowledge of the
subject from different positions of power in society. What
counts as physical education becomes dependant upon an
individual’s perspective and his/her ability to influence
others to accept that view. As Youné (1971) comments, with

reference to the subject of science:

‘What ‘does’ and ‘does not’ count as ‘science’ depends
on the social meaning given to science, which will vary
not only historically and cross-culturally but within
societies and situationally.’ (p. 21)

This relativist view of knowledge is not unchallenged (see
Pring 1976), but it does suggest, as a possibility, a
framework for the analysis of the fieldwork and a set of

questions which might otherwise have been missed - ie; how
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is the knowledge of physical education legitimated in this

school; and whose view has the greater influence and why?

THE DIFFERENTIATION OF KNOWLEDGE

Young (1971) sees the differentiation of knowledge into
distinct subject areas, as a logical progression in the

establishment of control:

‘Increasing differentiation is a necessary condition for
some groups to ‘legitimise their knowledge’ as superior
or of high value.’' (p.33)

Young goes further than this and cites stratification as
‘the most explicit relation between the dominant
institutional order and the organisation of knowledge’
reinforcing, as it does, assumptions that knowledge should
become ‘specialised and with minimum emphasis on the
relations between the subjects specialised in and between
the specialist teachers involved’ (ibid. p.34) Ball (1987)
describes the resulting relationships between subject

departments as ‘baronial politics’ (p.221).

Bernstein (in Young ’71) defined an educational ‘knowledge
code’ within which he identified two types of curriculum:
‘collection’ and ‘integrated’. The term ‘collection’ 1is

used to describe a curriculum where the contents are
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clearly separated, whereas ‘integrated’ refers to curricula
where the boundaries between contents are less rigid. Like
Young, Bernstein sees the former code as endorsing the
existing forms of control, particularly in the legitimation

of existing forms of knowledge:

‘Subject loyalty is then systematically developed in
pupils and finally students, with each increase in the
educational life and then transmitted by them as
teachers...The system is self perpetuating through this
form of socialisation.’ (p.55)

Bernstein identifies the concept of ‘framing’ to represent
the relative degree of control teachers and pupils have
over the learning process, and this leads to the notion
that a collection code, combined with a strong frame, has
the effect of increasing the teacher’s power over what is
taught and how it is taught. Thus, legitimate knowledge is
defined by the teacher, and the pupil is seen as ‘ignorant,
with little status and few rights’(p.58). In addition,

knowledge in education becomes ‘uncommonsense knowledge’:

‘Such framing also makes education knowledge something
not mundane, but something esoteric which gives special
significance to those who possess it.’ (p.58)

It is interesting to note that, through examinations at

G.C.S.E. and A’ Level, physical education seems to be

attempting to make its curriculum content more esoteric in
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nature; moving away from the readily understood arena of
popular sports and into the various fields of sports

science.

Bernstein confirms that a weakening of the ‘frame’, under
an integrated code, is a necessary condition for any shift
in power, especially if the control of the learning process
is to shift towards the pupil and away from the teacher.
This shift would seem impossible under the strongly framed

collection code.

In a more recent empirically based study, Connell (1985)
supports Bernstein’s theoretical perspective. Connell uses
the term ‘competitive academic curriculum’ to describe the
traditional differentiated subject based arrangement which
he found in his research schools. Such an organisation of
knowledge and learning is labelled ;hegemonic' and it has
the characteristics of separating what is learned from the
‘personal and social experiences’ of the learner; of a
hierarchical organisation of knowledge; of setting pupils
in competition with each other and of regular testing to
differentiate between pupils. In a format such as this,
some knowledge is subordinated - and physical education is

cited as a case in point.

Connell (1985) describes the ‘competitive academic

curriculum’ as a ‘barrier between the teacher and the
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class’ (p.89). However, progress towards a more integrated
curriculum has been slow and the advent of the
subject-based National Curriculum seems to suggest that, in
this country at least, Bernstein’s ideal is as unattainable
as ever. Furthermore, questions have been raised about the

logic of the case for integration.

For example, Bernstein (1971) suggests that an integrated
curriculum, based on ‘integrating ideas’, would make
greater demands on teachers: ‘greater powers of synthesis
and analogy....ability to tolerate and enjoy ambiguity’
(p.65). If this is the case, it seems likely that schools
will continue to reject wholesale integration given the
propensity of most of us to divide and order difficult
ideas, fields, etc., into manageable ‘chunks’. More
important, I would suggest, is the inevitable end result of
an integrated curriculum based on ‘themes’ or ‘integrating
ideas’. A new hierarchy would form, with a bureaucratic
structure to support it and the resulting crystallisation
of ‘themes’ into distinct areas. Furthermore, it is naive
to presume that the different ‘themes’ could ever be

regarded as having egqual status.

Wilson (1985) analyses the concept of social inequality and
makes the essential point that although we can change the
form of it, we cannot change the amount of social

inequality: ‘however many factors we equalise we are still
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left with an infinite number of unequalised ones..’ (p.60).
I would suggest that this can be applied to subject areas
or themes or any other arrangement for organising knowledge
in the curriculum. The hierarchical order of knowledge may
be different but it will not disappear: ‘Belief in the
superiority of certain activities and experiences over
others is too deep within our ways of thinking to be
dismissed lightly’ (Pring 1976 p.55). Carr (1988) makes the
additional point that although the integration of knowledge
may be a purpose of education, the case for particular

‘themes’ has yet to be made:

*‘Why should the fragmentation of a student’s educational
experience, in the sense of his being initiated into a
number of separately taught disciplines of English
Literature science, mathematics, geography,history and
so on, be any great cause for concern? There would seem
on the face of it, no a priori reason why learning about
the reproductive cycle of the frog in biology alongside
the Napoleonic wars in History should be an
educationally deprivational experience, so long as the
curriculum at large is broad and rich enough to permit
initiation into all the celebrated forms of knowledge
and good teachers are on hand to make good sense of
tadpoles and Austerlitz.’ (p.161)

Whilst not wishing to suggest that the initiation view of
education is wholly correct, the guestions raised by Carr
are relevant. ‘Themes’ or ‘integrating ideas’ may not
necessarily represent a better approach or even a route to

‘equality’.

For physical education, integration with other
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(particularly science) areas may appear to hold the promise
of higher status for the subject - a tautological
assumption given the underpinning rationale for integration
in the first place. From the fieldwork at Citylimits High,
it was evident that the school operated along fairly
traditional lines in that departments and subjects were
easily identifiable along the lines of Bernstein’s
‘collection code’. Physical education teachers sought
higher status for their subject - but this was largely
through subject specific activities (the G.C.S.E. for Jane
and sporting success for Pete). Questions to be asked,
therefore, are those about the micro-political processes
(Ball 1987) which maintain these boundaries, and teachers’

belief in them.

TEACHERS, LEARNERS, AND THE SOCIAL éONSTRUCTION OF

KNOWLEDGE

This is one of the central and organising perspectives of
the new sociology of knowledge. Esland (1971) sees it as a

shift from

‘how man (sic) absorbs knowledge so that he can
replicate it to how the individual creatively
synthesises and generates knowledge, and what are its
social origins and consequences.’ (p.77)

Keddie (1971) suggests that in discussing the organisation
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of knowledge, we are ignoring prior questions about exactly
what we mean by ‘knowledge’ or ‘subject’. Her advice,

therefore, is important for this study:

‘We can only learn what they are by learning what
teachers and pupils who are involved in defining that
knowledge claim to be doing: subjects are what
practitioners do with them.’ (p.44)

This can be seen to relate to Young’s statement quoted
earlier - that knowledge is ‘processed’ in institutions,
and it implies a concern with pedagogy and its relation to
subject knowledge. Esland (1971) makes the case for
pedagogy as an area of study with a different ‘intellectual

heritage’ from subjects:

‘..as subjects are reconstituted and transmitted through

the social organisation of educational institutions,

they are diametrically related to pedagogical practices’
(p. 84)

Thus Esland can conclude that subjects are not given, but

are ‘what a teacher thinks a subject is' (p.98).

Clearly this perspective has direct relevance for a school
based study which is attempting to shed some light on
questions which arose about knowledge in the context of
physical education. It is not an unchallenged theory,

however, and a summary of Pring’s criticism will suffice to
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raise some questions.

Whilst accepting that a philosophical analysis of knowledge
claims is insufficient for an understanding of the
development of knowledge, (a view which seems to support
the dual approach taken in this study) Pring (1976) makes
the important point that relativism is also inadequate. In
particular, he notes the existence of ‘areas of agreement’
and ‘common ground’ (in an infinite variety of
circumstances and areas) which serve to invalidate a fully
relativist position. In addition, distinctions between, for

example, objects, are made and are commonly understood:

‘The conventional nature of the way in which we have
come to describe and to define reality does not warrant
the conclusion that anything goes - that any conception
of reality...is as good as another and that the
classroom is essentially a market place where meanings
are negotiated.’ (p.76)

®
What is denied in the relativist position is the existence
of ‘public knowledge’ which, from the fieldwork at
Citylimits High School is hard to accept in the case of
physical education. For example, although physical
education teachers interpreted their roles differently, the
content of lessons was remarkably similar. Naturally,
variations in pace, style, teacher/pupil relationship and
level of teacher commitment were evident yet, in spite of

all that, the content material was comparable across
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lessons and the teachers were able to share subject
knowledge to a high level of technical complexity. It would
seem possible, therefore, to identify a core to knowledge
in physical education; a set of shared understandings,
(shared intra and inter schools and across national
boundaries) if not to prescribe the practice of individual

teachers, departments and schools.

IT. BEYOND THE ‘NEW’ SOCIOLOGY OF KNOWLEDGE

Halpin (1990) points to the ‘remarkable impact’ of the new
approach to the sociology of education which formed the
central focus of the collection of papers entitled
‘Knowledge and Control':
‘It is difficult, at this distance of time, to
appreciate fully the book’s significance given that,
today, many of its central gquestions about the
relationship between the social organisation of

knowledge and schooling are taken so much for granted
in teacher education curricula and curriculum discourse

generally.’ (p.22)

The book is described as ‘a landmark’, and it is for this
reason that I have dealt with its central issues in some
depth in this chapter. It is also an intended feature of
this study to return to such classic texts wherever they
seem relevant and illuminating. However, the ‘new
directions’ approach has been criticised from within

sociology and these criticisms, plus the more recent
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developments in the sociology of education, form the focus

of this section.

Whitty (1985) outlines the historical context in which
‘Knowledge and Control’ evolved. From a focus, in the 1950s
and ’'60s, on increasing access to education (viewed as a
self evident good), sociologists turned their attentions
to the concept of social class and the deficit model of the
working class home and child. Studies by Hargreaves (1967)
and Lacey (1970) shifted the focus of research towards the
school, seeing it as a site of interaction between home and
school cultures. It was not until the publication of
Young'’s collection of papers, however, that sociologists of
education began to question, seriously, the nature of the

school and the curriculunm.

Some of the criticisms of the new aéproach are documented
in the previous section (ie Pring 1976 and Wilson 1985).
However, at a more general level, Whitty (1974) charged the
new sociology with failing to appreciate the difficulties
involved in stimulating change, particularly where it was
divorced from the broader context of political change.
Halpin (1990) goes one step further than Whitty in
identifying a major practical weakness in the approach:
‘..while the ‘new directions’ had made clear that
certain assumptions about the nature of knowledge
frequently went unexamined in discussions of curriculum

priorities, it remained largely ambivalent on the
subject of the detail of curriculum planning
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alternatives.’ (p.23)

This is a criticism which Halpin levels at the sociology of
education in general, including some of Whitty’s work. He
feels that whereas curriculum studies specialists have
documented their views in the form of curriculum
prescriptions, which can be tried and evaluated (see Lawton
1983 and Skilbeck 1984 as examples), sociologists have
tended to avoid discussions of the specific content of a
reformed curriculum:

‘For too long the discipline has avoided direct

engagement with curriculum policy advocacy, preferring

to hover around on the margins of such work,

occasionally taking snipes at those who make the
effort...’ (p.29)

Halpin also criticises curriculum specialists, for failing
to theorise their work with adequate reference to
sociologists and, in agreement with Whitty (1985), he
suggests that philosophers have failed to take seriously

the work emanating from the sociology of education.

There would appear to be some support, therefore, for the
‘dual focus analysis’ which characterises the approach
taken in this thesis. Certainly, in the following section
of this chapter, the failure to articulate more gpecific
curriculum policy is a criticism which could be levelled
at, what I have termed, ‘the new sociology of physical

education’.
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Further critiques of the ‘new’ sociology are outlined by
Giroux (1981). His analysis focusses on the centrality of a
dialectical concept of knowledge; of knowledge as the basis
of social action:
‘A dialectical notion of knowledge represents a
transition from a contemplative analysis of constructed
meanings to the transformation of socio-economic

structures which narrowly define and legitimise such
meanings.’ (p81)

Giroux's impatient, dynamic viewpoint seems to endorse much
of the essence of Young’s work whilst challenging it to go
further. He is not content with unmasking an ideology -
rather it is important to see how that ideology reproduces
itself:
‘A more adequate methodology would have to link the
notion of interpretation with a ¢ritigque of ideology;

as such it would have to develop as a form of historical
and political critique.’ (p.104)

In developing his principles for action, Giroux points to
the importance of locating ideas for change in real
teaching situations, starting with a focus on the
contradictions within which members of a school work. (This
focus has certainly informed my analysis of fieldwork at
Citylimits High.) In addition, Giroux points to structural
restraints in schools - ‘underlying features which link
them to each other and to wider societal forces’ (p.106),

and he refers to the work of Giddens (1979) on ‘the duality

141



of structures’. The dialectic of structure/action and the
notion of agency form key elements of this research and the

discussion draws upon this debate in chapters 5, 6 and 7.

From ‘Knowledge and Control’ and its aftermath, the
sociology of education split itself into two distinct
approaches: a focus on macro issues, using a largely
theoretical, neo-marxist approach; and a focus on micro
issues, in particular in the development of classroom
ethnographies. Within these two broad categories, a
‘bewildering array of theoretical approaches’ can be found
(Evans and Davies, 1986). Whitty (1985) views the
macro/micro split as damaging, yet enduring. His criticism

of marxist approaches centre on their:

‘over—-emphasis on the notion of reality as ‘socially
constructed’ leading to ‘the neglect of any
consideration of how and why particular constructions of
reality seemed to have the power to resist the power of
subversion’ (Whitty 1974 cited in Whitty 1985 p22)

Phenomenological and ethnomethodological studies, on the
other hand, are criticised for endlessly illustrating
classroom life at the micro level whilst offering little
understanding of the macro social context in which it is
placed. Whitty (1985) suggests that it is only recently
that the two categories in the sociology of education have
begun to merge, and he points to the work of Goodson (1985)

as an example in this country. He sees as most fruitful,
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however, the emergence of work in the ‘critical’ tradition
in America embracing, as it does, a more ‘dynamic
relationship’ between theoretical and empirical traditions.

IITI. CRITICAL THEORY

Giroux (1981) describes the ‘real issue’ for the sociology
of education as:
‘whether the knowledge produced represents a view of
reality that comprehends how knowledge itself can be
distorted or falsified in the interests of a dominant
ideology...[and]..how structural determinants in the
wider society function to sustain and uphold forms of

knowledge and modes of reasoning that mystify the nature
of social reality’ (p-104)

Giroux points to the work of Freire who views all
educational theories as political theories, and where
knowledge is seen as a ‘liberating tool’ and ‘the basis for
social action’. Thus, a radical education should ask
guestions about the nature of knowledge itself, for
example: ' ‘whose reality is being legitimated with this
knowledge?’; ‘why this knowledge in the first place?’;
‘whose interests does this knowledge represent?’’ (Giroux

1981 p.132).

Clearly, these questions are important in the context of
this study and they recur in the discussions on the
fieldwork - (particularly in chapters 5 and 6). However,
critical theorists view analysis alone as inadequate.

Instead, action for change is fundamental and,
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specifically, action to eliminate injustice is an
imperative. This critical perspective is important for my
thesis because of the influence it has on current writing
in the sociology of physical education (see next section).
A problem arises, however, in attempting to grasp the
essential nature of the theory. In particular, it seems
difficult to envisage that better future which clearly lies
in the minds of the proponents. To support this critique,
the work of Giroux (1989) is illustrative. (See, also,
later comments on Giroux, 1991.) Giroux identifies the need
for a ‘critical theory for citizenship’ to be at the heart
of education in a democracy. He sees the need to
‘reconstruct a visionary language and public philosophy
that put equality, liberty and human life at the center of
the notions of democracy and citizenship’ (p.28). He
exemplifies this in terms of what a ‘discourse of
democracy’ should focus upon in the‘struggle for ‘civic
responsibility and public good’. The term ‘radical
democracy’ is used freely and it becomes clear that Giroux
views the general populace as ‘oppressed’:
‘*The theoretical framework presented here makes no claim
to certainty; it is a discourse that is unfinished, but
one that may help illuminate the specifics of oppression
and the possibilities for democratic struggle and
renewal for those educators who believe that schools and

society can be changed and that their individual and
collective actions can make a difference.’ (p.36)

The questions which arise for me are: ‘change to what?’ and

‘how would this curriculum operate in practice?’. Giroux

144



makes some suggestions for organising ‘a radical pedagogy
of citizenship around a theory of critical literacy’ yet
the specific nature of such a curriculum is still somewhat
elusive. That the political orientation of critical theory
is ‘left’ is made clear, as is the distaste for ‘the new
right’ who are seen to have seized the initiative in too
many areas. The difficulty for me arises from Giroux'’s
implied notion that people are somehow deluded because they
have embraced the views of the ‘new right’. There is a
feeling that if only they could be made aware of their
‘oppression’, individuals and groups would move in the
direction of the ‘left’. Giroux states, above, that his
theory makes no claim to certainty, and yet it seems to be
almost arrogant in its certainty that people need change,
and that his type of change will be for the better. Whitty
(1985), in a critique of early critical theory, points to
‘ambiguity in political goals’ and ﬁhe ‘assumption that
there is general agreement about what sorts of educational
and social change are desirable’ (p.51). Further to this, I
feel that Halpin’s (1990) criticism of Young’s ‘Knowledge
and Control’ can be similarly applied to critical theory;
the failure to develop specific curriculum models which can
be analysed and evaluated. The ‘new sociology of physical
education’ is no more forthcoming on the detail of a

better, more just society or specific curriculum proposals.

The case being made here is that critical theory could be
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more convincing if the silences were filled. It is further
suggested here that critical theory is ‘teacher proof
theory’ in that it attempts to exhort teachers to be
different, to have different backgrounds and different
motivations for teaching. (Indeed, Giroux, 1981 suggests
that individuals must ‘escape’ from their own history.
Later, (1991) he describes how students could ‘rewrite
their own histories, identities and learning possibilities’
p.512). In other words, critical theory can be criticised
in the same general terms as ‘teacher proof’ curriculum
resource ‘packages’: ie, what I would term, lack of
‘sufficient respect’ for the teacher as he/she actually

exists and works (see below).

In addition to being more convincing, a ‘teacher friendly’
approach could also be more powerful in stimulating change.
Forbes and Street (1986) make the péint guite clearly in
their discussion on socialism:
‘The transition to socialism must start from the
analysis of people as they are (and concomitantly must
be sensitive to existing forms of thought and behaviour)
not as they might be. Whatever particular vision of the
future that socialists might adopt their first step has

to involve them in linking the world as they find it
with the world as they would like it to be.’ (p.17)

The principle that teachers must be understood as they are
is one of the foundations upon which this study has been
designed. I go even further, however, and suggest that

critical sociologists must not only analyse people as they
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are, as is indicated above, but rather they must have
‘sufficient respect’ for individuals; for the decisions

they have taken and the choices they have made.

The notion of ‘sufficient respect’ recurs at several points
in this thesis. The general idea arose from the fieldwork
where it became apparent that physical education teachers
had little idea of the expectations which others in the
school had of them and had only a very sketchy
understanding of the philosophies which each member within
the department held dear. As a result, they tended to
guess, to caricature and to presume about the motives of
others in the school community. (See, also, Bell 1986.) As
was discussed in the methodology chapter (chapter 1), it
must be recognised that teachers’ views can be ‘wrong’ (see
points made by Hammersley 1992b, Wilson 1972 and Peshkin
1990) but this does not make those views any the less
powerful in governing behaviour, or resisting change.
Therefore, the suggestion made in that chapter is that the
notion of ‘sufficient respect’ may be helpful in coming to
an ‘understanding’ (in the sense described by Wolcott 1990)
of the origins and the detail of others’ positions. This, I
suggest, might be the process which will allow researchers,
theorists, and teachers themselves to, as Forbes and Street
suggest above, ‘link.. the world as they find it with the
world as they would like it to be’ (p.17). In another

sense, this could be described as an extension of the much
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described role of the ‘reflective practitioner’ (Schon

1983), in that it implies reflexivity in the context of

personal practice and the ideologies and practice of

significant others in the department/school. The

possibilities for change may, in some circumstances, be

enhanced as a result.

There is increasing recognition of the individuality of

teachers’ responses to their work, and of the need for

research to take account of this. Alexander et al (1992)

state:

L.

‘Highly idiosyncratic orientations tend to underlie all
that teachers do. The ways they approach the tasks of
teaching, their reflections on that teaching, their
relationships with students and peers are highly
personalized.’ (p.59)

Evans (1992) eschews the suggestion of homogeneity which

is ascribed to teachers in much research. Her research on

teacher morale:

‘has revealed very little evidence of....group
cohesiveness amongst my sample, who demonstrated
individuality to the extent that I seriously gquestion
the notion of group goals as a baseline against which
morale may be measured.’ (p.163)

Research by Mac An Ghaill (1992) points to the consequences

of the actions of a head teacher who failed to take proper

account (sufficient respect?) of the positions of his

staff:
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‘The headteacher failed to acknowledge that policy is
mediated through individuals and groups and that of
paramount importance here is the lived reality of
teachers’ occupational culture.’ (p.184)

Importantly, in the context of the National Curriculum,
Ball and Bowe (1992) point to the way in which the
Curriculum is not so much ‘implemented’ as ‘recreated’
based on the different interpretational stances of schools
and within departments (see chapter 7 for further

discussion on this research).

Thus, it is surely salutory for researchers and theorists
to note the idiosyncratic way in which teachers operate in
response to documents which carry the full weight of the
law. It seems unlikely that, for example critical
theorists, will succeed in ‘utilising’ teachers any more
effectively. It is in this sense, therefore, that the two
terms - ‘teacher-proof theory’ and ‘sufficient respect’ are

used in this research.

To return to the earlier discussion, there is a level of
support for the argument that critical sociologists should
adopt a more grounded approach, although from a different
standpoint, in Ellsworth’s challenging analysis of critical
theory: ‘Why Doesn’t This Feel Empowering? Working Through
the Myths of Critical Pedagogy’ (1989). In 1988, Ellsworth

taught and evaluated a course based on the fundamental
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critical concepts of ‘empowerment’, ‘student voice’ and
‘dialogue’. She found, however, that much of the available
material was presented at ‘a high level of abstraction’
with little emphasis upon historical context or political
position. Three points made by Ellsworth are particularly
relevant and they are detailed here in the form of quite

lengthy quotes:

1. '..when educational researchers advocating critical
pedagogy fail to provide a clear statement of their
political agendas, the effect is to hide the fact that
as critical pedagogues, they are, in fact, seeking to
appropriate public resources...to further various
‘progressive’ political agendas that they believe to be
for the public good - and therefore deserving of public
resources’ (p.301)

2. ‘The concept of a critical pedagogy assumes a
commitment on the part of the professor/teacher toward
ending the student’s oppression. Yet the literature
offers no sustained attempt to problematize this stance
and confront the liklihood that the professor brings to
social movements interests of her or his own race,
class, ethnicity, gender, and other positions’ (p.309)

Ellsworth also describes, in graphic detail, the
problematic nature of the concept of ‘student voice’ in the
context of multiple and contradictory social positionings

in a group of students:

3.'Conventional notions of dialogue and democracy assume
rationalised, individualised subjects capable of
agreeing on universalizable ‘fundamental moral
principles’ and ‘quality of human life’ that become
self-evident when subjects cease to be self-interested
and particularistic about group rights. Yet social
agents are not capable of being fully rational and
disinterested; and they are subjects split between the
conscious and the unconscious and among multiple social
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positionings’ (p.316)

Points 1 and 2 reinforce the earlier discussion. The third
point warrents a comment. At a different level, physical
education teachers at Citylimits High School face the
dilemma of ‘multiple social positionings’ in the context of
their roles as educationists and sportsmen/women. This is,
of course, to be expected and, again predictably, they
attempted to justify themselves in terms which often
undermined their value as teachers of a practical subject
(in particular see the section on ‘Jane. The Head of
Department’ in chapter 4) Of particular interest, however,
is the fact that they, as physical education teachers, felt
the need to do this at all. That ‘knowledge that’ has
primacy over ‘knowledge how’ has been discussed at some
length in chapter 2. That such inequality endures in
schools and staffrooms, rendering some teachers and some
subjects less valuable than others (Bell 1986), may be
viewed as an indictment of efforts to foster ‘equality’ in
education. Perhaps, however, it is simply an example of the
enormity of exhortations to build a more ‘just’ society and
‘free the oppressed’ when they indicate change as close to
home as the staffroom and in the fundamental area of the
value of theoretical knowledge. The ‘multiple social
positionings’ of teachers is brought sharply into focus.

(See, also, Giroux (1991).)
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These issues are complex and are explored at several points
in the thesis (see chapters 4, 5 and 6). The purpose of
this discussion has been to develop further the theoretical
framework for issues which arose in the fieldwork. In
general, teachers at Citylimits High School seemed
relatively unaffected by the tenets of critical theory.
Their notion of ‘physical education for all’ was far
removed from the emancipatory ideals of Giroux et al. The
importance of this analysis is, therefore, in the context
of the emergence of theory in physical education from a
critical perspective, and its potential impact upon
practice. It is to examples of this theory that the

discussion now turns.

IV. CURRENT TRENDS IN THE SOCIOLOGY OF PHYSICAL EDUCATION

The foundation to much current thinking in the sociology of
physical education is a critique of what has been termed
‘scientific pedagogy’ (Tinning 1990), ‘the scientization of
physical education’ (Whitson and Macintosh 1990) and
‘technocratic physical education’ (McKay et al 1990). An
early critique was a paper by Charles, in 1979, which
discussed the spread of what he termed ‘technocentric
ideology’ in physical education:

‘Technocentric physical educators tend to adopt

mechanistic, positivistic teaching styles to legitimate
the technological world view...The child is viewed as a
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deficit system, a passive object to be progressively
initiated into the public thought forms...The cognitive
content of the lesson is nonnegotiable because the
teacher is the machine operator - an authority figure
who understands the knowledge of physical education,
controls the answers, and directs students into the
optimal modes of performance.’ (Charles 1979 p.281)

The paper fails to make explicit an alternative curriculum,
based presumably on the view of the child as an active
creator of knowledge with the teacher in a facilitating
role. However, by 1988, Hellison was able to detect ‘winds
of change’ in the study of teaching in physical education,
citing moves towards research in the interpretive paradigm
and the resurgence of the curriculum reconceptualist
movement as evidence. Hellison points to the importance of
a focus on such issues as ‘subjectivity of experience,
social problems, reflection and empowerment of teachers
and students, and alternatives to the empirical-analytical

research paradigm’ (p.88).

That much of this thinking hales from a critical
perspective is quite clear. In particular, there is a
strong body of theory emerging from Australia which is
attempting to develop a critical approach to physical
education. A paper by Tinning (1990) is illustrative. In
addressing the notion of pedagogy in teacher education,
Tinning makes a direct comparison between ‘scientific
pedagogy’, ‘critical pedagogy’ and ‘post-modern pedagogy’.

He highlights the importance of an analysis of discourse,
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and takes as his starting point the fundamental notion that
‘those who control the discourse control the practice’
(p.1).(See, however, the points made above about teacher
individuality from research by Mac An Ghaill 1992 and Ball
and Bowe 1992.) The key point made in chapter two of this
research is that, from a philosophical perspective, much of
the confusion surrounding physical education is largely
unrecognised, obscured, as it is, by an unworkable
discourse and contradictory language. This issue is,
therefore, an interesting meeting point for the two
disciplines which inform the analysis of fieldwork at

Citylimits High School.

In identifying three types of pedagogy, Tinning addresses a
gquestion of central importance to the sociology of physical
education:
‘given the multiple pedagogies, why is there a hierarchy
of pedagogies and why is the ‘scientific’ the dominant

pedagogical discourse in PETE? [physical education,
teacher education]’ (p.2)

Tinning describes ‘critical pedagogy’ as a rejection of the
discourse of science. Instead, in the tradition of critical
theory, it looks to the concepts of ‘emancipation’,
‘student voice’ etc. Although relatively new to physical
education, sociologists are currently addressing these
issues and Tinning cites the work of Kirk (1986, 1988) as

an example. ‘Postmodern pedagogy’ is less well documented.
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It is an elusive concept and seems best described as ‘a
response to the shortcomings of critical pedagogy’ (Tinning
1990 P.3). Such shortcomings are detailed in the previous
section of this chapter and a useful summary of the
postmodern response is provided by Lather:
‘In essence, the postmodern argument is that dualisms
which continue to dominate Western thought are
inadequate for understanding a world of multiple causes
and effects interacting in complex and non-linear ways,

all of which are rooted in a limitless array of
historical and cultural specificities.’

(in Tinning 1990 p.9)
If this is the case, and postmodernism is an attempt to
think beyond traditional dualisms then, at one level, it
would appear that this thesis is inclined towards a
postmodern rationale, if not a postmodern discourse. In
utilising the disciplines of sociology and philosophy to
understand physical education at Citylimits High School,
and in attempting to use them in poéitive combination, I
feel that I am merely reflecting the complexity of the
situation as I found it. An analysis of knowledge in the
context of physical education at Citylimits High School
seemed, quite logically, to require input from (at least)

two disciplines.

Giddens (1992) describes post-modernism as:

‘decentred; there is a profusion of style and
orientation. Stylistic changes no longer ‘build on the
past’ or carry on a dialogue with it, but instead are
autonomous and transient. Any attempt to penetrate a
deeper reality is abandoned and mimesis loses all
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meaning.’ (p.21)

More dramatically, for Giddens the end of modernity means

that:

‘the dreams and aspirations which drove Western society
forward succumb to the very mundanity of a social order
which tames everything by condemning nothing.’ (p.21)

In some senses, the moves to recognise (and have sufficient
respect for) the individuality of teachers in schools (as
described earlier) could be seen as broadly in line with a
postmodern view. If ‘the confident certainties of the past
have gone’ (Corfield 1992 p.15), then the complexity of
teachers, and some level of acceptance of their many and
various positions, would appear to be indicated. As Giroux

(1991) notes in defining, what he terms, ‘border pedagogy’,

it

‘necessitates combining the modernist emphasis on the
capacity of individuals to use critical reason to
address the issue of public life with a postmodernist
concern with how we might experience agency in a world
constituted in differences..’ (p.511, my emphasis)

In the case of physical education, ‘mass sport’ would seem

to be closely implicated in descriptions of a postmodern

society :

‘a world full of ‘designer cultures’ created for the
needs of groups, presented by media persons, film and
pop stars, advertisers, sportsmen, evangelists and
millionaires, to f£ill the cultural void left by the
collapse of cultural traditions.’ (Gibbins 1989 p.24)
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As a result, it may be somewhat inevitable that there will
be an impact on physical education - notwithstanding the
attempts made in the National Curriculum document
(described earlier) to distance physical education from
sport. The data from Citylimits High School makes it clear
that, for many respondents, physical education and sport
are - at the very least - closely related (see chapter 4)
and, in the context of education, Gilbert (1992) points
out:

‘A feature of postmodern styles is that they are

archetypically the styles of the young - cinema,

television, MTV, fashion, rock music, dance, cultural

forms which are the expressive channels of a generation.
Educators ignore this life world at their peril.’ (p.56)

It is clear, however, that postmodern theory has had little

impact, to date, on theory in physical education.

The last two years has seen a proliferation of articles in
the British Journal of Physical Education which can be
regarded as representative of current thinking from a
critical perspective: what might be termed ‘a new
sociology of physical education’. Authors such as Evans,
Kirk, Golby, Sparkes, and Colguhoun characterise this
perspective, and an examination of their recent work gives
a clear indication of its basic position. This is not to
suggest, however, that all these authors hold the same

beliefs on each issue.
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One of the major targets for the new sociologists has been
the emergence of Health Related Fitness (H.R.F.) within the
physical education curriculum - viewed as a paradigm
example of ‘scientific pedagogy’. A wealth of H.R.F.
material, which is essentially content based, has been made
available (ie., from the Health and Physical Education
Project) and the initiative appears to have caught the
imagination of teachers and pupils. However, sociologists
such as Sparkes, Kirk and Colquhoun have criticised the

H.R.F. movement for its failure to:

‘probe deeper to the ideological roots of the curriculum
process and the manner in which this prevents children
gaining a more coherent understanding of health in our
society.’ (Sparkes 1989 p.61)
and for its silence on issues related to the social
construction of health:
‘Health education then is a form of knowledge which I
would argue, has been socially constructed. By that I
mean that the present form of health education has been

shaped by social processes throughout the subject’s
development and history.’ (Colguhoun 1989 p.119)

The strongest criticisms of H.R.F., however, are centred on
the notion of individualism, which is seen as the

prevailing ideology in the innovation:

‘This ideology views individual choice as both an
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accurate account of the status quo, and as a desirable
goal for which to aim. In particular individualism
places a heavy emphasis upon individual responsibility
so that a range of social problems become defined as
individual problems...’ (Sparkes 1989 p.61)

The result of the focus on individualism, according to
these authors, is a prevailing view of health (and, of
course, illness) as largely a matter of personal choice.
The work of Almond (1988); Biddle (1981); and Corbin et al

(1987) is thus criticised for diverting attention

‘away from the hazards to health caused by industrial
processes and environmental pollution. Attention is
also diverted away from the inequalities that exist in
relation to health in terms of social class, gender and
race.’ (Sparkes ibid.)

The only way forward, in this view, is for H.R.F. to be
placed firmly in its political context in a fundamental
challenge to the status quo. The challenge, therefore, is
based as much upon a critique of the current political
climate as upon strong convictions about a ‘better’
society. (See Golby and viant (1990) for an example of this

view.)

Evans (1989a), whilst acknowledging the value of critical
debate, makes the point that H.R.F. may ‘empower people’.
He suggests there is a need for empirical data,
particularly from practitioners, which can help to identify

how ‘social, cultural and political influences touch upon
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and enter the curriculum and teaching of physical
education’ (p.189/90). I would agree with this latter
point, particularly in its reference to practitioners, for
it is at this level that we need to operate. Theoretical
critique has a tendency to become divorced from the
realities of the teacher, and from teaching at the micro

level.

I would, however, go further than Evans and level a
fundamental criticism at the work of Sparkes and Colguhoun
for its failure to appreciate teachers as they actually
exist: thus is born teacher-proof theory in physical
education. Teachers are seen in the image of the highly
motivated theorist who wishes to change the world ‘for the
better’. Change in the existing order is the central design
of such an approach - as is detailed earlier in this

chapter in the discussion on critical theory.

Meanwhile, at the level of day-to-day practice, teachers
embrace an innovation such as health related fitness not,
perhaps, as a direct attempt to solve world problems of
pollution and inequality, but as a concrete and manageable
way in which they can help pupils to gain knowledge about
and confidence in themselves. Holt’s (1964) comments are

interesting in this context:

‘About six or seven years ago I began to stop talking
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to teachers and would be teachers about radical change
in schools. Why keep asking them to do what was so
obviously beyond their power to do? I began instead to
talk about small...and do-able ways in which.... they
could improve their teaching...... thinking about such
apparently tiny and trivial matters as how better to
teach children to read or add or spell has made my work
as a teacher enormously challenging and exciting.’
(p.277)

Health related fitness, in addition to appealing to
teachers’ ‘commonsense knowledge’ about the nature of
physical education, has arrived with an abundance of
resource materials to support teachers in their work. It is
thus ideally positioned to gain a place in the curriculum
as a ‘do-able’ measure. (In contrast, many of the
approaches suggested by the new sociologists are
exceptionally difficult to gquantify in terms of curriculum
content and practice. See the points made earlier by
Halpin.) This is not to suggest that ‘do-able’ measures are
conservative in their outcomes. On the contrary, such
measures may have the potential to initiate major change
proceeding, as they do, from a standpoint which has
‘sufficient respect’ for teachers as they exist. It may be
significant that H.R.F. gives physical education teachers a
medium for helping pupils to gain the same enjoyment and
personal fulfillment from exercise that they themselves
have experienced. In the research at Citylimits High,
teachers cited this as one of their main motivations for
entering the physical education profession. (See, also,

research by Bell, 1986, and comments in chapter 5 of this

161



thesis.)

Sparkes, Colgquhoun and others make, potentially, a further
error, however, in assuming that the emphasis upon
individualism necessarily presents a barrier to pupils’
wider understanding of the concept of health. Rather, I
would suggest, the reverse may be true. It is only by
allowing individuals to understand that they do have some
control over their personal health, that we can ever hope
to alert them to broader notions of, for example, community
health. Individual health is a manageable concept which can
be seen as the gateway to a more informed perspective.
Crucially, through H.R.F. pupils may begin to see, possibly
for the first time, that health is an issue in which they
have a legitimate interest. Maybe by assuming a realistic
measure of personal responsibility, individuals can begin,
also, to understand the nature of their responsibility on a
wider scale. In other words individualism, or a version of

it may, after all, be the route to ‘empowerment’.

At a practical level, however, a consideration of what is
achievable in limited curriculum time may need
consideration. The research from Citylimits High reinforced
the notion that the goal of ‘fitness for life’ is
attractive to physical education teachers. Furthermore,
parents, pupils and other teachers seemed to have some firm

expectations of physical education in this respect. Yet,
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the reality is that in the curriculum time given, there is
very little opportunity for a significant impact upon
pupils’ current - or long term - fitness (see chapters 5
and 7 for more detail on this issue).

In combination, the two issues of ‘teacher-proof’ theory
and unrealistic expectations may go some way towards
explaining the slow progress in curriculum change at

anything other than the ‘surface’ level (Sparkes 1989).

Other material from the sociological perspective is more
helpful. Evans (1989b), Talbot (1987), Flintoff (1991) and
Carrington and Leaman (1986) have contributed much of value
on equality of opportunity. A feature of much of this work
is that it draws upon knowledge and experience from
projects in other curriculum areas and our understanding is
furthered as a result. Of greater significance, perhaps, is
the emergence of a body of qualitative research in physical
education. Evans (1986) and (1988) are examples of this
paradigm and it is clear that there is much to be learned
from close examination of the teaching and learning
processes. This study is an attempt to take a further
tentative step along that pathway and it owes much to those

who have already conducted fieldwork of this type.

A DUAL-FOCUS ANALYSIS OF PHYSICAL EDUCATION THEORY
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To conclude this chapter, it is interesting to focus on
some of the most recent developments in the theory of
physical education, and to illustrate the value of raising
guestions from both a philosophical and a sociological
perspective about the knowledge claims which are implied.
This is merely an illustrative exercise but it does, I
would suggest, prepare the ground for analysis of the
fieldwork. It also acts as a useful summary of chapters 2

and 3.

The first example is the guest editorial in the Spring 1990
edition of the British Journal Of Physical Education. In
this article, Casbon poses two fundamental gquestions:
firstly, ‘what is the real relationship between physical
education and the rest of the curriculum?’ and secondly,
what are ‘the real purposes behind the teaching of physical
education’? Discussion around these two issues leads
Casbon to the view that, as the main purpose of education
is ‘to produce young people who are able to act
autonomously and confidently within our society’ (p220)
then the unigue contribution made by physical education is

to the development of an ‘effective physical life’:

‘We, as a profession, know that people who have
efficient and healthy bodies lead more productive,
valued and contented lives’ (p.220)

According to Casbon, we deny pupils the opportunity to make
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informed choices and so maintain ‘the P.E. stereotype’. His
suggestions for the future are based on developing skills
such as ‘citizenship, communication, confidence, problem
solving, planning and organisation, and many other personal
and social skills’. Sport and leisure education is to be
the medium for teaching and, in this framework, physical
education in the National Curriculum can be seen to be
‘taking on ..responsibility for the whole child, as opposed
to responsibility and accountability for one or more

sports’ (p.220).

In the light of the discussion in chapter two, some
guestions are immediately pressing. For example, it seems
likely that that physical education will continue to be a
marginal subject (Bell 1986) ‘on the edge of the
curriculum’ if Casbon’s version of dualism endures. Is it
plausible to talk of a pupil’s ‘phyéical life’? Does this
not deny that very wholeness which Casbon then goes on to
identify towards the end of the article? Surely it is
damaging to presume that ‘wholeness’ can only be served
through such notions as problem solving and personal/social
skills. Casbon has, I would suggest, effectively reduced
the major activities of the physical education curriculum
to the level of trivia. Practical knowledge is subordinated
to ‘citizenship’ and ‘communication’ which, as was stated
in the last chapter, can just as easily be delivered

through any of the other areas of the school curriculum.
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With reference to the thoughts presented earlier in this
chapter, Casbon would appear to have a loose affiliation to
a sociological perspective, as is characteristic of much
theory in education and physical education. He questions
both the differentiation of knowledge at an implicit level,
and the concept of teacher power and control. However, the
‘new’ sociology of knowledge would probably demand a
greater concern with the processes by which teachers and
pupils construct physical education and Casbon appears to
have set up an internal conflict in his argument in this
respect. How is it possible, for example, to allow pupils
to make informed choices and, at the same time, ‘know’ the
intended outcome of a programme: ie., he states that pupils
must leave with ‘the knowledge and desire’ to keep ‘fit and
efficient bodies’. Not much room for pupil choice there
except, perhaps, in the selection of activities which will
achieve that end. Furthermore, questions about Casbon’s
physically educated pupil from a critical perspective would
surely focus on the rather conservative qualities implicit

in his preferred outcomes.

The second example of theory in physical education is that
which emerged from the Interim Working Group on Physical
Education in the National Curriculum (I.W.G. - also
referred to in chapter two). Again, this report is taken

from an issue of the British Journal Of Physical Education.

166



It is significant, in that the group represented many
interests within the profession, and so any points of

concensus merit consideration.

In essence, this was a progress report - unfinished, but
published - which consisted of a number of ‘principles’
upon which the work of the group was based; an AIM for
physical education; some questions about the essential
nature of the activity itself and preliminary thoughts on
assessment. Philosophical questions from chapter two of
the study could focus on several areas, for example |
principle 4, which states ‘that the physical education
curriculum should be more about how children learn and how
they learn to learn than it should be about exactly what
they learn’. Leaving aside the rather obvious question
about seeing learning as somehow divorced from anything to
be learnt, it is the issue of teacher responsibility which
is of central concern. Principle 4, read in conjunction
with the AIM, which refers to providing ‘access’ to
knowledge, skills and attitudes, would seem to indicate
that physical education has no resposibility to ensure that
anything in particular is learnt (see earlier comments by
Curl 1990). If this is the case, then it seems strange to
highlight in the next part of the AIM, the importance of
‘culturally valued physical activities’. There would seem
to be an internal conflict in this statement which could

render the whole, unintelligible.
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A sociological perspective could add to the analysis by
asking questions about principle 6: ‘that the attitude of
children to a healthy lifestyle is a significant part of
our work...’. In particular, Evans’ reminders about the

nature of poor practice in this area are significant:

‘I have witnessed examples of H.R.F. in which children
seem to be learning only what they cannot do, what
physical shapes they cannot but ought to be, how unfit
they are, how inadequate are their diets and that each
must bear the blame for the physical condition that they
are in.’ (Evans 1989 p.189)

At a conceptual level, a sociological analysis might also
question the fundamental wisdom of principle 5: ‘that it is
important that children are initiated into forms of
activity that have strong cultural significance in our way
of life in this country’'. If an aim of critical sociology
is to stimulate change, then principle 5 could be
challenged on its inherent position of stability. In
addition, it leaves little room for teacher/pupil
negotiated meanings and, furthermore, places the control
over the learning process firmly in the hands of the
teacher (or coach) who has the requisite expertise. Not
that any of this is necessarily problematic....except, that

is, if simultaneous claims are being made to the contrary.

Finally, since writing earlier drafts of this chapter, the
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final document for Physical Education in the National
Curriculum has been published (D.E.S. 1992). In the
previous chapter, questions from a philosophical
perspective were raised about the relationship between
physical education and sport, the aims of physical
education and the place of ‘performance’ or practical
activity, as detailed in the document. A sociological
perspective, however, would raise fundamental questions
about the desirability of the whole enterprise. Giroux’s
(1981) questions, detailed earlier in this chapter, would
be particularly relevant; for example, ‘whose interests
does this knowledge represent?’ (p.132). Reference back to
the Physical Education Working Group Interim Report makes
it clear that the wishes of the physical education
profession, and those of the Minister for Education, were
sometimes in conflict. In the final event, however,
physical education teachers will either ‘implement’ or
‘recreate’ the National Curriculum and, as is shown in Ball

and Bowe’s (1992) research, the latter seems guite likely.

To conclude, therefore, it is not suggested that the
analysis of the three examples presented here is the
correct interpretation, nor is it necessarily a criticism.
It is merely an illustration of the kinds of gquestions
which could be levelled at physical education from two
theoretical perspectives. In most cases, theoretical

statements about physical education are making explicit or
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implicit knowledge claims, but I have suggested that these
are, on the whole, confused (perhaps necessarily so) and
can be viewed as unhelpful both to those inside and outside
the profession. Furthermore, they often ignore teachers at
the crucial micro level of their realities. I have,
therefore, attempted to identify key concepts and then
demonstrate the value of a dual-focus analysis in
preparation for just such an approach to the data from the

fieldwork in the following chapters.
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CHAPTER FOUR

EKNOWLEDGE AND PHYSICAL EDUCATION AT CITYLIMITS HIGH SCHOOL

Citylimits High School

‘The teacher’s voice must speak from an embeddedness

within the culture of the particular school, the school

system and society in which the teacher lives and works’
(Elbaz 1991 p.13)

Following Elbaz, therefore, a description of the research

school precedes the presentation of data from respondents.

As suggested by its pseudonym, Citylimits High is located
on the outskirts of a major city. It was built in the late
1950s/early 1960s and is fairly typical of its genre -
rather plain in design, much glass, overpoweringly hot in
the summer and difficult to heat in the winter. The school
has many long, straight passages, a newer science and
technology block, a dual-use sports hall, extensive playing
fields and hardcourt areas - most of which are in a poor

state of repair.

Originally, Citylimits High was a Secondary Modern School.
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It became fully comprehensive in the early ’80s and,
although it has yet to equal the reputation of the former
grammer schools in the area, it is highly regarded,
oversubscribed (now a six form entry, 11-18) and is
considered to be ‘on the up’ (local authority advisor). In
fact, most schools in the area are popular, particularly,
perhaps, as those in the same borough, but closer to the
city, are suffering from falling rolls and parental
disaffection. At the time of the fieldwork, the Head
strenuously denied rumours that Citylimits High was
considering opting out of local authority control. Within a
year, however, it had done so. During the time of the
research, the school was grappling with ‘Local Management
of Schools’ and a newly constituted Governing Body (as

detailed in the Education Reform Act 1988).

In the ‘Staff Handbook’, 62 staff are listed: 26 men and 36
women. In general, males hold most of the key posts - the
complete ‘Senior Management Team’ totals 12 staff; 9 men
and 3 women. 15 men are heads of department, as compared to
10 women. The list of ‘Non-Teaching Staff’ comprises 15
women and 4 men. The Handbook makes it clear that the
school is guite traditional in many respects - a ‘'Form
Points’ system operates and competitions between forms, in
a wide variety of areas, are encouraged. The emphasis,
however, is upon pupils’ achievement ‘relative to their

ability....to ensure a fair distribution of points across
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the ability range’. Formal School Detentions are available
- ‘to help maintain discipline within the classroom and the
school’. In addition, there are specific detentions for

litter and lateness.

The school’s ‘misgsion’, expressed as an ‘overall aim’ is to
enable all members of the school ‘fully to realise their
potential’. More specifically, the school sets out to
provide a curriculum which ‘serves the needs of all pupils
as well as of society’, to encourage in pupils a ‘sense of
responsibility’ and the ability to ‘exercise
self-discipline rather than subject them to a plethora of
rules and regulations’. The School Rule is:

‘Act with honesty, courtesy and in a reasonable manner,
with consideration for others at all times’

All this is to be embedded firmly in the context of the
local community and pupils are to be prepared to ‘take

their place in the modern adult world’.

In summary, a fairly conservative set of aspirations:
reassuring for many parents (as testified by the increasing
popularity of the school) and probably disappointing to
theorists who might judge them from a critical perspective.
The Physical Education Department is respected in the
Borough for its contribution to local sports competitions,

and appears to have a sound reputation within the school,
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marred somewhat by the divisions within the department. The

teachers, two male and two female, are known as:

Jane - Head of Department. Until recently, Head of Girls’
Physical Education; Has taught at Citylimits High for 6

years;

Arnold - former Head of Boys’ Physical Education - now
moved into careers and more pastoral responsibility. Has

taught at Citylimits High for 12 years;

Pete - applied for Head of Department post when the
department was unified. Rejected. Jane’s appointment has
caused him much discomfort. Has taught at Citylimits High
for 10 years. Pete is viewed as the ‘odd man out’ in the
department and he has limited respect for the other

physical education staff;

Diane - the youngest member of the department in her second

year of teaching.

Further detail on these and other characters is presented
in the context of interview data in this and later

chapters.

Citylimits High School had an air of common purpose and

joint resolve. The notion of ‘whole school approaches’ was
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being vigorously promoted at the time of the research. This
was evident in training days and was encouraged in
departmental curriculum planning; for example, in the
establishment of cross-curricular links and a common
language policy. It was rather more difficult to see
evidence of the approach in practice. On the whole, staff
seemed to like the school, and felt they were quite
fortunate in their pupils. Parents were involved in many
aspects of school life and, although the catchment area
could not be described as wealthy, there was little
evidence of poverty either. Perhaps the enduring impression
is of a school seeking to be progressive and traditional,

all at the same time.

In presenting data from the fieldwork I have taken, as my
starting point, the evidence from interviews with members
of the physical education departmenﬁ. The focus then moves
to other teachers in the organisation, initially those with
positions of responsibility (the management team), and then
to subject teachers; to pupils; and to parents and
governors. Respondents have offered their personal
philosophies of physical education and their theoretical
justifications for its existence. In addition, teacher
respondents were asked to define ‘success’ for physical
education and to identify ways in which they could (or do)
evaluate the effectiveness of the department in the context

of their earlier comments. Parents were asked (in a
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questionnaire), to detail what they wanted from physical
education for their children and whether they viewed it as
an important subject and why. Pupils were asked, in
interviews, to decide what they felt they had learnt in
physical education, and fifth form pupils were asked to
comment upon the perceived importance of physical education
within the wider school community (see methodology chapter
for full details on respondents). In this way, I have tried
to gain a comprehensive picture of physical education as
experienced and perceived by those involved in Citylimits
High School. Reference is also made to other data
collected, for example, observation of lessons or general

fieldnotes.

The approach taken requires fairly lengthy extacts from the
physical education teachers and the management team
interviews. These interviews were conducted in some depth,
and I have tried to avoid extensive summarising and editing
of responses in the belief that, in many cases, this would
merely dilute the richness of the evidence in an
unacceptable way. Questionnaires and pupil interview
responses were much shorter, although more numerous, and
they have, therefore, been summarised, supported by

illustrative quotes where approriate.

In general, this chapter is best viewed as a largely

empirical chapter, providing the background for an
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increasingly analytical approach in chapters 5, 6 and 7.
Chapter 5, for example, focusses specifically upon the life
history accounts from the four physical education teachers

in the context of the emerging importance of the concept of

‘agency’.
THE PHYSICAL EDUCATION DEPARTMENT

Initial interviews with the four members of the physical
education department were conducted at an early stage in
the research. The main purpose of these interviews was to
obtain some data on each individual’s personal beliefs
about the nature of the subject and its future direction.
Respondents were specifically asked to identify ‘success’
for the subject and for themselves, and they were
encouraged to comment on their personal philosophies in
comparison with the perceived philoéophies of the other
members of the department. Implicit in each interviewee's
responses is a theory of knowledge and, inevitably, a
theory of the knowledge of physical education. As was
indicated in the introduction to this thesis, differences
and uncertainties (and a measure of insecurity) about the
nature and status of knowledge in physical education was,
in inumerable different ways, a pervasive factor in the
‘life’ of the physical education department at Citylimits

High School.
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JANE: THE HEAD OF DEPARTMENT

Jane’'s comments on a successful physical education
department give many clues to her priorities for the
subject:

(in extracts from interviews, underlined words indicate

emphasis on the part of the respondent)

‘I think it’s a joint thing between, uhm, good teams and
things that people can see outside school - not
necessarily teams that are doing brilliantly, but teams
that do function; practices and clubs that are - every
day things, that the parents know every Monday night
their child goes to trampoline club, you know, something
like that - it d