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‘Weak’ physical education teacher education practice: Co-constructing features of 

meaningful physical education with pre-service teachers  

 

Abstract  

 

While the meaningful physical education approach serves as a unifying and focused framework 

for both  physical education teachers and teacher educators (Fletcher et al., 2021), it is focused on 

teaching physical education and not how teacher educators can teach PSTs how to teach using 

meaningful physical education. Consequently, Learning about Meaningful Physical Education 

(LAMPE) has emerged as a comprehensive pedagogical approach designed to support teacher 

educators in their decision making to educate PSTs about meaningful physical education (Ní 

Chróinín, Fletcher & O’Sullivan, 2018). However, as Ní Chróinín, Fletcher & O’Sullivan (2018) 

suggest, more work is needed to exemplify PETE practices when enacting the LAMPE 

pedagogical principles and their effectiveness in preparing PST to learn about meaningful physical 

education. This research aims to address the knowledge gap in answering: What are the realities 

of enacting the principle four (Teacher educators should frame learning activities using features of 

meaningful participation) of LAMPE principles in PETE? Rather than providing the already 

agreed critical elements of meaningful physical education (i.e., social interaction, challenge, motor 

competence, fun, and personally relevant learning), and reproducing what is already known, 

Author1 engaged in a self-study of teacher education practices (S-STEP) methodology to 

inductively co-construct a shared language with his PSTs. Data was collected through different 

sources: (i) Four community of learners meetings; (ii) 11 reflective journal entries; (iii) Critical 

friends interrogation on such reflections; and (iv) the teaching artefacts. Through data analysis, 

three categories were constructed: (1) Inductive disruption encouraging co-construction of 

meaningful physical education features; (2)  Tensions in developing a shared language through 

identification, exploration, experience, and reflection (and repeat); (3) An uncomfortable space of 

‘knowing’ and ‘not knowing’. Using Biesta’s (2014) notions of ‘weak education, this research 

advocates ‘weak practice’, the development of a pedagogy of teacher education, and a principle 

zero.  

 

Introduction 
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Physical education teachers and teacher educators have long sought how to make the subject more 

meaningful, leading to the emergence of different conceptions of meaning and meaningfulness 

within physical education over time (e.g., Arnold, 1979; Kretchmer, 2006). However, due to the 

complex nature of these concepts, it has been a challenge for the field to translate meaningfulness 

to both the school context and teacher education (Beni et al, 2017). Ennis (2017) proposes a 

potential translation by advocating a shift from effective physical education, which focuses on the 

learning of knowledge and skills, to transformative physical education, aiming to enhance students 

value for physical activity. Thorburn (2018) and Quennerstedt (2019) further advocate for a 

transformative physical education, drawing on Dewey’s (1938) theory of education as a 

transformational experience, emphasizing the vital role that personal meaning has in this process. 

This increased interest in meaningfulness within the subject has given rise to the pedagogical 

approach ‘meaningful physical education’. Meaningful physical education serves as a framework 

for intentional pedagogical decision making within physical education that prioritises pupils’ 

experiences of meaningfulness (Fletcher et al, 2021).  

It is in this space of meaningful physical education where this research lies, particularly in 

the teaching of such to pre-service teachers (PSTs) in physical education teacher education (PETE). 

Granted this is an area of growing interest in the field, a large international community of practice 

was constructed to explore how we – as teacher educators – can teach about the teaching and 

learning of meaningful physical education in PETE. Within that larger community of practice, 

micro communities of four teacher educators existed. We (the authorship team) are one micro 

community, and we explored this matter through Author1’s (Author1) teaching practice guided by 

the broad purpose of exploring the realities of teaching PSTs about the teaching and learning of 

meaningful physical education in PETE.  

 

Meaningful physical education  

 

Meaningful physical education is informed by Kretchmar’s (2007) definition that meaningful 

experiences are those which are personally significant to the individual. There are four essential 

components which underpinned the meaningful physical education framework: vision (Ní 

Chróinín et al, 2019), shared language (Fletcher et al, 2020), democratic, and reflective practices 
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(Fletcher & Ní Chróinín, 2022). Guided by Kretchmar’s (2006) criteria on meaningfulness, Beni, 

Fletcher, & Ní Chróinín’s (2017) review of the academic literature found evidence for the 

following critical features of meaningful physical education and youth sport: (i) positive social 

interaction; (ii) optimal level of challenge; (iii) motor competence; (iv) fun; and (v) personally 

relevant learning. It is these that form the basis of a shared language and inform ongoing reflection 

within meaningful physical education (Fletcher et al., 2020). The meaningful physical education 

framework allows teachers to select and apply a range of teaching approaches to enhance 

meaningfulness within the subject but prioritises reflective and democratic practices (Fletcher & 

Ní Chróinín, 2022). Democratic practices range from as simple as allowing pupils choice in who 

they play with (Cardiff et al., 2023) to more complex such as negotiating the implementation of 

the physical education curriculum with pupils (Howley & Tannehill, 2014). By having pupils 

contribute to individual and collective decision making within the subject, it can foster inclusivity 

and meaningfulness (Ní Chróinín, Fletcher & Griffin, 2018; Fletcher & Ní Chróinín, 2022). 

Reflective activities are a core part of meaningful physical education as they assist pupils to 

‘become aware of, evaluate, and attach personal significance to physical education experiences’ 

(Fletcher & Ní Chróinín, 2022, p. 7). These activities include goal setting, reflection on likes and 

dislikes, and progress and making sense of the experiences in physical education within the context 

of children’s own lives (Ní Chróinín et al., 2023; Smith et al., 2023). The shared language, 

democratic, and reflective practices collectively form the basis for teachers and teacher educators 

to develop an individual and collective vision for meaningful physical education and teacher 

education. 

  

Meaningful physical education in PETE 

  

While the meaningful physical education approach serves as a unifying and focused framework 

for both  physical education teachers and teacher educators (Fletcher et al., 2021), it is focused on 

teaching physical education and not how teacher educators can teach PSTs how to teach using 

meaningful physical education. Consequently, Learning about Meaningful Physical Education 

(LAMPE) has emerged as a comprehensive pedagogical approach designed to support teacher 

educators in their decision making to educate PSTs about meaningful physical education (Ní 

Chróinín, Fletcher & O’Sullivan, 2018). Data collection over five years from teacher educator 
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programmes in Ireland and Canada focused on understanding PSTs’ comprehension of teaching 

physical education through the lens of meaningful physical education. This analysis led to the 

identification of five pedagogical principles for teacher educators to support PSTs in facilitating 

meaningful physical education experiences (Ní Chróinín, Fletcher & O’Sullivan, 2018). These 

principles are outlined in Table 1. 

  

 [Insert Table 1 here] 

  

The LAMPE principles function as a versatile tool that can be applied to enhance specific 

components of a PETE program, including individual learning activities, the content of sessions 

or whole modules. Alternatively, it can serve as the foundational cornerstone upon which the 

entirety of the program’s curriculum design is constructed (Ní Chróinín et al, 2019). Distinctively, 

the LAMPE approach within PETE explicitly underscores the promotion of meaningful 

experiences within the context of school-based physical education. Unlike other approaches, 

LAMPE articulates, models, and explicitly emphasises the significance of meaningful physical 

education experiences, serving as the paramount criterion for guiding decision-making processes 

in support of PST learning. LAMPE’s priority is about equipping PSTs with the skills and 

knowledge required to effectively teach and facilitate physical education lessons that bear personal 

significance for the children in their respective classes (e.g., Beni et al, 2017; Fletcher et al, 2021; 

Coulter, Bowles & Sweeney, 2021; Gleddie & Harding-Kuriger, 2021). However, as Ní Chróinín, 

Fletcher & O’Sullivan (2018) suggest, more work is needed to exemplify PETE practices when 

enacting the LAMPE pedagogical principles and their effectiveness in preparing PST to learn 

about meaningful physical education. To emphasise the (interconnected) distinction here, 

meaningful physical education is an approach to the teaching of physical education while LAMPE 

is an approach to teaching PSTs in PETE about the teaching and learning of meaningful physical 

education 

This research aims to address the knowledge gap suggested by Ní Chróinín et al. (2018). 

Author1, as the teacher educator delving into the LAMPE principles, choose principle four as a 

starting point. He believed that constructing a shared language around the features of meaningful 

physical education could serve as a catalyst for understanding the other features. Rather than 

providing the already agreed critical elements of meaningful physical education (i.e., social 
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interaction, challenge, motor competence, fun, and personally relevant learning), and reproducing 

what is already known, Author1 opted to embrace the challenge from Ní Chróinín et al. (2018). In 

doing so, he opted to experiment with the principles of LAMPE within his own context as a teacher 

educator. The following research question was constructed: What are the realities of enacting the 

principle four of LAMPE principles in PETE?  

 

Theoretical framework  

 

The theoretical approach is based on Dutch education philosopher Gert Biesta’s concepts of ‘weak 

education’ and ‘risk’. With regards to education, Biesta (2014) states we have two choices, the 

strong way, or the weak way. The strong way of education is about reducing risk in what is being 

taught and how it is being taught. This provides the teacher, the predictability of a starting point 

and an end point, with certainty of obtaining the desired outcomes. The weak way is a dialogical 

approach through ‘communication and interpretation, of interruption and response’ which is 

‘informed by concern for those we educate to be subjects of their own actions’ (Biesta, 2014, p. 

4). The weak way is slower and more difficult as there is no certainty of pre-planned outcomes, 

which is considered a problem in our risk averse society and education system. 

Biesta’s (2014) concept of risk is fundamental if both teachers and teacher educators are to 

embrace and enact contemporary pedagogical practices. As Mattsson and Larsson (2021) state in 

their study of how physical education teachers approached the issue of teaching expressive dance, 

risk is not about a teacher failing to help a student to learn but is about letting go of prescribed 

outcomes to be more open and responsive to what emerges within their interaction with students. 

This is echoed by Lindberg and Mattsson (2022) who highlight the risk involved in seeking out 

and merging students’ own ideas and concepts into the classroom. It is not for the teacher to make 

the learning situation easy to make both themselves and the student’s content, instead it is to 

welcome challenging conversations and difficult questions which may lead the direction of travel 

to inconvenient places (Lindberg & Mattsson, 2022). This may be a direction needed for Ennis’s 

(2017) proposal to shift from effective to transformative physical education as outlined in the 

introduction. Whilst Biesta’s (2014) writing is focused on teaching and learning within a school 

setting, the same argument about weak education and risk can be made for teacher education and 

the preparation of PSTs. This paper delves into the role and practices of Author1 in expanding 
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PSTs’ language of and understanding about meaningfulness. Biesta’s (2014) concept of risk is 

central to this self-study which focuses on the enactment of LAMPE principle four – ‘Teacher 

educators should frame learning activities using features of meaningful participation’ – co-creating 

a shared language through an Inductive approach.  

 

Methodology 

  

Self-study, participants, and context 

  

This research adopted a self-study of teacher education practices (S-STEP) methodology which 

aims to explore and understand the ‘self’ in ‘practice’ for personal and professional growth (Ovens 

& Fletcher, 2014). Guided by LaBoskey’s (2004) quality criteria, five characteristics of S-STEP 

research were adhered to: (i) Self-initiated and focused; (ii) Improvement aimed; (iii) Interactive; 

(iv) Multiple qualitative methods; and (v) Exemplar-based validation. This S-STEP operated 

through a community of learners consisting of four teacher educators. The four teacher educators 

– we – teach on four different PETE programmes in three countries (Australia, Norway, and 

England). We range in teaching experience, and all have an interest in meaningful physical 

education. For this research, Author1 was the teacher educator whose teaching practice was 

explored while Author2, Author4, and Author3 acted as critical friends. A reminder to the reader, 

that this micro community was one of many in a larger international community of practice. 

Author1 taught on a first-year module (i.e., Health and Physical Education Studies) on a four-year 

undergraduate degree (i.e., Bachelor in Health and Physical Education). This module is 

foundational whereby the PSTs are introduced to pedagogy, assessment, and curriculum. Author1 

taught the lectures (consisting of 75 PSTs) and the practical classes (two classes divided the 75 

PSTs) over an 11-week period (more detail is reported in the first category of the findings). It was 

this teaching that Author1 reflected on for this S-STEP research. 

  

Data collection and analysis 

  

Data was collected through different sources: (i) The community of learners met four times over 

zoom (pre-, during [twice], post- teaching) and these meetings were recorded and acted as data; 
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(ii) Author1 also reflected weekly through google docs resulting in 11 journal entries; (iii) The 

critical friends interrogated such reflections through commenting on the reflections which further 

questioned aspects of the reflection and created more dialogue; and (iv) teaching artefacts. All data 

was analysis using Charmaz’s (2014) approach to data analysis which involves three phases: initial; 

focused; and theoretical. The written reflections and the critical friends comments were analysed 

by hand through a traditional coding approach. The recorded critical friend meetings were also 

analysed in this manner with an added layer of ‘live’ coding (Parameswaran et al, 2020). Studies 

using this approach (e.g., Author1) show how using a ‘live’ coding approach allows ‘for coding 

of non-verbal content including non-verbal participant agreement, the visual of the participant (and 

their visible identities), emotion, the emphasis of certain phrases, and other paralinguistic 

behaviour which offered depth and preserved the voice of the participant’ (Parameswaran et al, 

2020, p.640-641).  

 

Findings 

  

The following findings are categorised into three interrelated categories. To note, in this section, 

‘I’ refers to Author1’s experiences (given he was at the centre of the S-STEP) and ‘we’ refers to 

whole group statements and understandings.   

  

1. Inductive disruption encouraging co-construction of meaningful physical 

education features 

  

In following an inductive approach, I did not share the established features of meaningful physical 

education (i.e., social interaction, challenge, personally relevant learning, delight, fun, and motor 

competence) with the PSTs. Rather, we started with the PSTs’ meaningful experiences of 

movement outside and within the physical education setting: 

  

I didn’t want to give them the features of meaningful PE, but rather them to come up with 

what the features of meaningful physical education could be (Author1 – Macro CF Meeting 

1) 
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[Insert Table 2 here] 

 

Table 2 provides an overview of the weekly tasks related to the co-construction of the meaningful 

physical education features. The intention of week 1 and 2 was to: ‘start the inductive process of 

thinking and verbalising features of meaningful movement to lead onto meaningful physical 

education’ (Author1 - Reflective journal on planning). Author2 commented on approach: 

  

One of the areas of future research that has been highlighted is that there are potentially 

other features of meaningful physical education that have not been recognised. Perhaps we 

provide the ones already in the framework we cut down the chance to be curious about that. 

Secondly, you are trying to uphold some of the pedagogical principles of meaningful 

physical education (democratic and reflective) in doing this (Author2 - Reflective journal 

on planning) 

  

A challenge (and tension) for me as a teacher educator was how much should I guide the PSTs in 

identifying and refining features by encouraging the PSTs to critically think of their experiences 

in the above entry tickets: 

  

I was trying to use some of their words to guide them into what a feature could be so a lot 

of them were saying learning is definitely a feature and I was saying okay but what about 

the learning or…memory is a feature, ‘it was a really good memory’, ‘it brought back 

happy memories’ that was the feature, [and I would say] ‘well what about the memory, 

what happened in the memory that made it meaningful to you, what was the significance 

of the memory?’ and we got down to friends and relationships. So those conversations were 

difficult to manage because it was so inductive (Author1 – Macro CF Meeting 1) 

  

I then collected all the PSTs inductive features and conducted a thematic analysis on these using 

only the words of the PSTs. This reduced the list to seven features with descriptive words (again, 

these were all the PSTs words so that it limited my interpretation of their words). The PSTs went 
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through a process of identifying features, exploring their meaning, reflected on these features, 

experiencing these features in practical class, and back into theoretical class to repeat the cycle – 

this process is further discussed in category two. This process amalgamated, strengthened, and 

reduced the features to six co-constructed inductive features of meaningful physical education: (i) 

Enjoyment; (ii) Challenge; (iii) Inclusive; (iv) Relationships; (v) Movement; and (vi) Relevant 

Learning Environment. The next step was to co-develop purpose statements  and ‘beliefs to actions’ 

statements for each feature: 

  

Author2 gave a great idea of moving from ‘purpose statements’ into ‘beliefs into actions’ 

with two questions: (i) what do you believe the feature to be?; (ii) How might it guide your 

action? (Reflection on Week 8) 

  

I collected all the action to belief statements and again analysed these statements to amalgamate 

them using the PSTs’ words to limit my interpretation of their statements. The features and belief 

to action statements were then captured on a Padlet board (online notice board) and transferred to 

an A4 sheet which was printed for all the PSTs to keep –see Figure 1.  

  

[Insert Figure 1 here] 

  

Reflecting on the process, Author2 prompted: 

  

You have taught meaningful physical education before…What have been the strengths of 

doing it this way? And what have been the challenges? (Author2 – Macro meeting 3) 

  

The strengths this way are there is definitely more buy-in because when I did it at [previous 

university]…they understood it but it was kind of ‘obviously that should be the way’ but 

there was no buy-in to it – it made sense but ‘let’s move on’. I struggled with it because…I 

always found it [the features] constraining. Now I know [authors of meaningful physical 

education paper] etc said these are starting points but I think if there is something there, it 

is very hard to treat it as a starting point because it is already established…so when I was 

teaching it at [previous university], I found it as this prescribed notion of ‘these are the 
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features that make physical education meaningful’ but there was no buy-in and none from 

myself as well…[this time] They got to reflect on past experiences which brought them to 

one point, they got to construct the features which was another point, they got to experience 

the features, reflect and change – [a process of] experience, reflect, change – and do that 

process for a couple of weeks and refine them, and then we built the ‘we believe, as such’ 

statements. So there was huge ownership over what these features are and that really came 

through (Author1 – Macro meeting 3) 

  

In the final week I shared the established features with the PSTs and asked them to compare their 

co-constructed features with the established features. I reflect, 

  

I ended on asking them if they would have preferred if I had given them the established 

features or we went through the process that we did. From whom answered, they preferred 

the process we did. Answers included:  

-    Preferred putting together their own features as the co-constructed features were 

more relevant, meaningful, accessible, and more implementable  

-    Some of the established features are vague; ‘fun’ is ‘muddy’: they believed ‘fun’ 

(established) was captured in ‘enjoyment’ (co-constructed), but ‘enjoyment’ was a 

much deeper feature than fun 

-    They spoke to how ‘inclusive’ (co-constructed) was not captured in the established 

features.  

-    The established features are broader and the co-constructed are more specific 

(Reflective journal week 10) 

  

Overall, this inductive approach to co-construction was challenging (this is further discussed in 

category 3) but did allow for potentialities and possibilities of what meaningful physical education 

can be. I commented on this, 

  

[this inductive approach] challenged me a lot in my understanding, but now we have a basis 

to work on – a shared language – for the next 4 years of their degree…it disrupts their 
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thinking of what physical education is; an inductive disruption (Author1 – Macro Meeting 

3) 

  

2.  Tensions in developing a shared language through identification, exploration, 

experience, and reflection (and repeat) 

  

A cyclical approach was taken to the development of the shared language, i.e., the PSTs identified 

meaningful physical education features (as outlined above), explored these features through entry 

tickets and in-class tasks, experienced these features by embedding affordances in learning 

experiences in practical classes, and reflected on these experiences by refining the features. This 

cyclical approach was repeated over the 11-week teaching period. There were some challenges in 

this approach. These included: (i) Defining ‘meaningful’ and (ii) Viewing meaningful physical 

education from a PST lens versus/and a learner lens. 

From the very start of the S-STEP, one challenge was: defining ‘meaningful’ to the PSTs. 

Author2 and I reflect, 

  

I actually found it difficult to describe what I meant by ‘meaningful’ in this context. I went 

with something like ‘think about WHY you like to do this movement, what are the things 

that contribute to the why’. I am not sure this was the right prompt. If I was doing this 

again, I would probably spend more time on conceptualising what ‘meaningful’ is and 

bring the PSTs along on this conceptualisation journey. (Author1 – Reflective journal week 

1) 

  

By getting the PSTs to continuously return to and refine their own meaningful experiences, they 

developed a deeper understanding of what ‘meaningful’ can be and a richer language to express it. 

Author2 comments, 

  

I think part of meaningful physical education is that we want to increase their [PST and 

students] vocabulary and get some granularity when they are talking about their 

experiences and that is what you are trying to do with the PSTs. You are not allowing them 
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that first response but trying to dig deeper and get further and further…really rich responses 

to share (Author2 – Macro Meeting 2) 

  

This development of a richer language enhanced the reflective elements of the cyclical process. In 

the practical class, the PSTs had to experience their features through practical activities and then 

reflect on the personal significance of this experience. I reflect, 

  

PSTs decided to really interrogate the features and combine and remove based on how they 

experienced them - I think this is a good finding going forward for principle 4 of the 

LAMPE principles; the PSTs need to experience the features to see what works and doesn't 

work (Reflective journal week 5) 

  

This cyclical approach allowed for repeated engagement with the co-constructed features which 

enhanced the reflective process of the approach: ‘It is not time but the repeated engagement with 

the concepts which is important for learning’ (Author2 – Macro Meeting 3).  

Another challenge in this process was: the lens in which the PSTs were viewing, designing, 

and experiencing the co-constructed meaningful physical education features, i.e., through a PST 

lens and/or a learner lens. To clarify, when I say ‘PST lens’, I am referring to the PSTs as 

prospective teachers learning about teaching and learning and when I say ‘learner lens’, I am 

referring to the PST as learners experiencing what their students in school would experience. This 

lens was difficult to balance and, interesting, it evolved over the course of the cyclical process. I 

reflect, 

  

This activity worked pretty well - they took up the perspective of a learner in the first 

question, but then as a PST in the second question. This is interesting and shows the 

complexity of this because they are working with two hats as PSTs - learner and PST (i.e., 

prospective teacher). (Author1 – Reflective journal week 7) 

  

The module/unit this S-STEP was situated in was a foundational unit with heavy focus on 

instructional strategies, classroom management strategies, and particular pedagogical approaches. 

Therefore, while the initial tasks were designed to view what is meaningful through a learner lens 



 13 

(similar to how the established features are discussed in the literature), the PSTs began to approach 

this from a PST lens. Author2 comments: 

  

 [the established features] are generated from research on children and their perspective 

and these are adults who are looking to be teachers so maybe that is where the nuances, 

sophistication and terminology in the language comes from, and maybe that is more helpful 

for teachers (Author2) 

 

This was not an intentional shift in thinking (on my behalf), it naturally shifted as the PSTs became 

more aware of teaching strategies, approaches, and an overall sense of becoming a PST. I did not 

interrupt this shift from participant to pedagogue; I continually prompted them to reflect on 

experiencing (feeling) the features (see Table 1), but I did not demand them to stay within one 

space (PST or learner). While balancing these lenses can be seen as a challenge, the development 

of a shared language can inform both the learning experience (learner) and the teaching practice 

(PST) which allows the PSTs to better move from one lens to another.   

Despite its challenges, the cyclical process of identification, exploration, experience, and 

reflection (and repeat) enhanced the co-constructed nature of the process as it allowed for deep 

critical reflection. We strongly advocate for the use of this cyclical process in future co-

development of a shared language for meaningful physical education (principle 4 of LAMPE). 

  

3.  An uncomfortable space of ‘knowing’ and ‘not knowing’ 

  

This S-STEP shed light on the uncomfortable space I was in throughout the enactment of the 

LAMPE principle 4. The uncomfortable space was created by ‘knowing’ the established features 

and ‘not knowing’ what a feature could be. I reflect on this space, 

  

What I liked about it [the inductive approach] is…my critique of meaningful physical 

education was that we are constraining ourselves to those features even though it is always 

explicitly acknowledged that these should be a starting point but I think it is always difficult 

to move away from something established and that is why I wanted to go with the inductive 

approach…but it has been super difficult for two reasons, first I always go back to those 
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established features…and second of all, when PSTs saying to me…’maybe safe is a 

meaningful feature?’ and I am thinking ‘wait could safe be…’ and you are in that 

uncomfortable space where you don’t know the answer and…you have 140 eyes looking 

straight at me (Author1 – Macro Meeting 1) 

  

It was hard to start from a blank slate with regards to the features of meaningful physical education 

as I already knew and understood the established features (unlike the PSTs). This challenged me 

in thinking what a feature of meaningful physical education could be. Author2 comments, 

  

[authors of meaningful physical education paper] looked for evidence within the physical 

education and [youth] sport literature - this was mainly from children and young people. 

When reflecting back as adults - we may have a broader range of experiences and language 

to draw upon. Also what we find meaningful as adults might be more sophisticated and 

richer than when we were children. This might be a factor when adults think about what is 

meaningful in movement, sport, and physical activity. (Author2 – Reflective journal  week 

2) 

  

As alluded to above, I found it hard to ‘see outside the box’ of the established features. An example 

of this struggle was with the PSTs’ feature of inclusive. The following extract from my reflection 

emphasises this struggle: 

  

Is inclusive a feature of MPE? I don't know, but then again, why can it not be? The 

established features were constructed in a certain context and maybe the lived experiences 

of these PSTs are different and are therefore coming up with different features. I am 

thinking for example, these PSTs have lived through Black Lives Matter and a greater 

focus on Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander inclusion in society in Australia including 

in schools and physical education so this is possibly a connection to why they believe this 

should be prevalent? On the other hand, meaningfulness is individual and personally 

relevant so how does ‘inclusion’ play a role here? My head is sore from thinking!!!! It 

would be great to get your thoughts here. (Author1 – Reflective journal Week 2) 
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I certainly think this might play a role - as adults we have a wider understanding of the 

world, a clearer sense of values and a greater amount of experiences to draw upon, this 

then of course can influence what we find meaningful. (Author2 – Reflective journal Week 

2) 

  

I am left wondering: (i) What constitutes a feature of MPE? Where are the boundaries of 

what can or cannot be a feature of MPE? (Author1 – Reflective journal week 2) 

  

Probably not as clear as we think - and also they are highly interrelated. But the key thing 

is to provide a safe space to explore, elaborate and share - which you are doing. (Author2– 

Reflective journal week 2) 

  

What is interesting here is the lived experiences of the PSTs and how this is influencing their 

outlook – it is important to consider age and life experience and how it may be different to ours 

(the teacher educator). This emphasises the need to engage in dialogue with our PSTs, listen to 

them and their lived experiences and learn from them. The language which is co-constructed here 

is designed by adults (PSTs), not children and youth (in which the established features were 

constructed). Therefore, this co-constructed language is more nuanced. This begs the question, 

which may be more useful for PSTs and future teachers of meaningful physical education? More 

longitudinal research may be needed here to answer this question. 

         A challenge which was threaded throughout this uncomfortable space was the difficulty in 

not using the language of the established features and how to manage this tension as the ‘knowing’ 

teacher educator.  Author2 comments, 

  

A real challenge to construct a shared language when a shared language already exists. Is 

this one of the reasons why we haven't either refined, challenged, or added to the existing 

critical features? (Author2 – Reflective journal week 2) 

  

Overall, this is an uncomfortable space for a teacher educator in ‘knowing’ and ‘not knowing’, but 

we need to become comfortable in the uncomfortable in this space given the inductive nature of 
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co-construction. The need to be vulnerable with the PSTs and to emphasise on the ‘co’ in co-

construction; learning with, and from, our PSTs. 

  

Discussion and considerations 

 

This S-STEP research explored one teacher educator’s journey in teaching about the teaching and 

learning of meaningful physical education in PETE through the enactment of principle four of 

LAMPE. We decided to start this by co-creating a shared language of meaningful physical 

education and have shared this process through the findings. In light of this and looking at these 

findings through our theoretical lens (Biesta, 2014), we now talk through three discussion points 

each followed by some considerations. 

 First, the notion of ‘weak practice’ and ‘risk’ in education. Biesta (2014) compares 

education and teaching practice to lighting a fire whereby there is always risk; in ways, this risk is 

not knowing the outcome of the fire before lighting it. This lack of certainty and pre-planned 

outcomes in teaching can be considered ‘weak education’. This is in comparison to ‘strong 

education’ which reduces risk in what / how it is being taught. As captured in the findings, through 

his inductive approach to co-creating the language, Author1 took ‘risk’ and engaged in ‘weak 

education’ with the PSTs. The inductive approach to co-creation allowed for a creative process of 

learning, rather than a transferring of information from teacher educator to PST (Biesta, 2014). 

This ‘risk’ put Author1 in an uncomfortable space of not knowing (i.e., what a feature could be) 

which espoused a level of vulnerability. Engaging in ‘weak education’, Author1 had to face and 

negotiated multiple challenges and tensions that he might not have had to if he engaged in ‘strong 

education’. This process is captured when Author1 shares his experience of teaching meaningful 

physical education previously through a more teacher-led approach and sharing of information 

through designated meaningful physical education lectures. Aligning this with the components of 

‘strong education’ (Biesta, 2014), there was a starting point and an end point which allowed 

Author1 to go at a certain speed to transfer the information needed on meaningful physical 

education to his PSTs. This is in comparison to Author1’s approach in this research. Author1 

embraced ‘weak education’ which is much slower and unpredictable. The (unbalanced) power 

ratios shift to the PSTs in the class and the teacher educator loses control (exemplified by 

Author1’s quotes on not knowing). Author1 took ‘risk’ in taking a step back from certainty and 
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given the PSTs space to identify, explore, experience, and reflect. This cyclical process was a 

dialogical process between teacher educator and PSTs (Biesta, 2014). While Biesta’s (2014) work 

refers to the school context, we have demonstrated here how it can also apply to the higher 

education / teacher education context. For Author1, this transformed (and in some ways, cemented) 

his teaching philosophy on treating PSTs as partners in the teaching and learning process. We 

strongly encourage other teacher educators to adopt a ‘weak education’ approach to their teaching 

and embrace ‘risk’ to reap the benefits of the unknown. We also suggest that collecting PST data 

on their experience of weak education would enhance our understanding of such approach to doing 

education.  

 Second, we acknowledge the complexity of teacher education pedagogy and suggest this 

may need to be further emphasised in the LAMPE conception. In the meaningful physical 

education framework, as previously stated, there are four essential components: vision, shared 

language, democratic, and reflective practices (Fletcher & Ní Chróinín, 2022; Ní Chróinín et al, 

2019). In this research, Author1 used all four components to guide his teaching practice. He 

encouraged PSTs to co-create a vision for meaningful physical education through a process of 

developing a shared language (and understanding) of the meaningful physical education 

components through the use of democratic and reflective principles. Author1 explicitly modelled 

meaningful physical education teaching through this approach and encouraged his PSTs to reflect 

upon their learner experience as PSTs. In this way, the PSTs were learning about the content of 

meaningful physical education, learning about learning meaningful physical education, and 

learning about teaching meaningful physical education through the approach of identification, 

exploration, experience, and reflection. This aligns with Loughran’s (2006) notion of developing 

a pedagogy of teacher education. While this research did not set out to develop a pedagogy of 

teacher education, evidence of developing this is here. Teacher educators, as teachers of teachers, 

prioritise teaching about teaching and learning about teaching (as both learners and future teachers) 

(Loughran, 2014). We advocate for an acknowledgement of the complexity of teacher education 

pedagogy in the conceptualisation and enactment of the LAMPE principles. As teachers of 

teachers, teacher educators have multiple layers to balance in their teaching (as do PSTs – as 

learners and prospective teachers). This complexity adds multiple dimensions to LAMPE which 

may not be fully captured in their original conceptualisation. Further to this, we believe Biesta’s 

(2014) work on ‘weak education’ can contribute to the refinement of the LAMPE principles and 
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the development of a pedagogy of teacher education for meaningful physical education. For 

example, Biesta’s (2014) concepts of risk and weak education can challenge (and improve) the 

notion of modelling (i.e., principle 1). Modelling can often refer to a traditional mode of ‘effective’ 

teaching (with connections related to a level of fidelity), but this research highlighted how 

modelling weak practice can lead to deeper learning (e.g., PST ownership over learning). 

 Third, the interconnected nature of the LAMPE principles. While this research focused on 

the enactment of principle four, throughout the process it became evident that Author1 was 

drawing on all five principles implicitly and explicitly. As well as explicitly enacting principle 

four, we can see throughout the findings that Author1 operated in constructive alignment in his 

approach while also explicitly modelling meaningful physical education practice (principle one) 

by using, for example, democratic and reflective practices (principle two). Author1 engaged the 

PSTs in learning experiences that encouraged participation as a learner and prospective teacher 

(principle three) which required continuous reflection as a learner and a prospective teacher 

(principle five). For Author1, focusing on principle four as a starting point encouraged the 

embedding of the other principles. In looking at the principles as they stand, and considering this 

research, we are suggesting that the LAMPE principles need to be revisited and refined to focus 

more explicitly on teacher educator practice, i.e., teaching PSTs about the learning and teaching 

of meaningful physical education. This needs to be at the forefront if we – teacher educators – are 

to consider developing a pedagogy of teacher education with regards to meaningful physical 

education. In addition to this, we believe a ‘principle zero’ needs to be added. A principle zero 

would be the starting point. Before embarking on this research, Author1 engaged in research which 

explored meaningful teacher educator practice and therefore gained a deeper insight into the 

process of making sense of meaningfulness. We believe this would be advantageous to all teacher 

educators and this is what a principle zero would entail – positionality work on meaningfulness; 

what does it mean to you? This would provide clarity and understanding around meaningfulness 

before engaging with the five LAMPE principles which centre around meaningfulness.  

A final consideration for the reader is to engage in ‘weak education’ and take ‘risk’ with 

the support of a critical friend(s) (MacPhail et al., 2021). While this was not the main focus of this 

research, the findings highlight the important of communities of practice and critical friendship, in 

that, we encouraged and supported Author1 in the processes of risk taking and ‘weak education’. 
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We encourage teacher educators to use Biesta to explore how critical friendship can support these 

processes.  
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