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Re-thinkingpedagogical content knowledge for physical education
teachers – implications for physical education teacher education
Erik Backman a and Dean M. Barker b

aSchool of Education, Health and Social Sciences, Dalarna University, Falun, Sweden; bSchool of Health and Medical
Sciences, Sport Sciences, Örebro University, Örebro, Sweden

ABSTRACT
Background: In this conceptual paper, we contribute to the discussion of
pedagogical content knowledge (PCK) in physical education and physical
education teacher education (PETE). There are two main limitations in the
work inspired by Shulman’s [1987. “Knowledge and Teaching: Foundations
of the New Reform.” Harvard Educational Review 57 (1): 1–21] concepts
content knowledge (CK) and PCK. First, CK is exclusively interpreted as
knowledge in and about movement, and excludes knowledge through
movement. Second, contemporary understandings of CK and PCK have
been mainly from a behaviour analytic perspective. By only adopting a
behavioural perspective of CK, i.e. a perspective which aims to change
students’ behaviours without necessarily changing knowledge or
understanding, pre-service teachers are unlikely to reflect on context
and culture or how these affect the students with whom they will work.
Purpose: The purpose of this paper is to add a new perspective to the
contemporary discussion of PCK in physical education and PETE through
elaborating on how PCK could be conceptualised ‘phronetically’. We
believe that contextual and situational foci of a phronetic approach
constitute an important dimension of teacher knowledge, and that this
dimension is not captured or made visible by behaviour analytic
discourse of PCK in movement cultures.
Method: For the conceptual task of expanding our understanding of PCK,
we have been inspired by Thomas [2007. Education and Theory: Strangers in
Paradigms. Berkshire: McGraw Hill], Shoemaker, Tankard, and Lasorsa
[2004. How to Build Social Science Theories. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage],
and Whetten [1989. “What Constitutes a Theoretical Contribution?”
Journal Academy of Management Review 14 (4): 490–495] and their ideas
of building theory through borrowing, reflective thinking, and metaphors.
Results: We outline four major assumptions made about PCK in the
behaviour analytic research on physical education and PETE: 1. Physical
education teachers must know how to perform activities with the correct
technique, know the tactics and have knowledge about rules and etiquette;
2. Physical education teachers must know how to detect errors and design
task progressions. 3. Physical education teachers must know how to select
and modify appropriate tasks as well as give feedback. 4. Physical
education teachers’ level of CK and PCK can be quantitatively measured.
Conclusions: From a phronetic perspective, we suggest that PCK could
also involve: contextual characteristics for ‘new’ and integrative
movement cultures; interpretation of students’ actions; identification and
action on diversity during physical education teaching; development of
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a sensitivity for morally ‘right’ actions; and management of uncertainty
involved in physical education teaching.

Introduction

Content Knowledge (CK) and Pedagogical Content Knowledge (PCK) have been intensively dis-
cussed in the scholarship of physical education and Physical Education Teacher Education
(PETE) (Capel et al. 2011; Herold and Waring 2018; Iserbyt, Ward, and Li 2017; Tinning 2010;
Ward and Ayvazo 2016). We see two limitations in the discussions of CK- and PCK-discourse in
physical education and PETE. First, CK in this discourse is almost exclusively interpreted as knowl-
edge in and about movement (Arnold 1979). Knowledge through movement, knowledge that might
be gained from disciplines such as exercise physiology, sociology of sport, biomechanics, history of
sport, motor control and sport pedagogy – sub-disciplines that are part of many PETE programmes
– is very rarely considered as CK for physical education teachers. Second, contemporary understand-
ings of CK and PCK in physical education and PETE have been largely behavioural and focused on
measuring and testing CK and its effects on PCK (Iserbyt, Ward, and Li 2017; Kim et al. 2015; Ward
and Ayvazo 2016). Culturally-situated aspects of PCK have to a large extent been ignored, a tendency
which is also visible in research on teacher education in other subjects (Berry, Depaepe, and van
Driel 2016; Depaepe, Verschaffel, and Kelchtermans 2013). From our perspective as socially critical
constructivist researchers we believe that by only adopting a behavioural perspective of CK, i.e. a per-
spective which aims to change students’ behaviours without necessarily changing knowledge or prac-
tices, pre-service teachers are unlikely to reflect on context and culture or how these affect the
students with whom they will work.

In this conceptual paper, we respond to the limitations identified above and contribute to a dis-
cussion initiated by Ward and Ayvazo (2016) concerning the conceptualisation of PCK in physical
education and PETE, and its relationship to CK. We suggest that some important aspects of physical
education teacher knowledge are rendered invisible in behaviour analytic discussions of PCK for
physical education teachers. Drawing on the work of Dunne (1997) and Jones (2017), the specific
aim of this paper is to add a new perspective to the contemporary discussion of PCK in physical edu-
cation and PETE through elaborating on how PCK could be conceptualised ‘phronetically’. We
believe that contextual and situational foci of a phronetic approach constitute an important dimen-
sion of teacher knowledge, and that this dimension is not captured or made visible by behaviour ana-
lytic perspectives of PCK in movement cultures. We further suggest that this dimension can help to
broaden teachers’ and teacher educators’ views on competent teaching in physical education. For the
conceptual task of expanding our understanding of PCK, we have been inspired by Thomas (2007),
Shoemaker, Tankard, and Lasorsa (2004), and Whetten (1989) and their ideas of building theory
through borrowing, reflective thinking, and metaphors.

Analytical approach

Given that PCK constitutes an aspect of educational theory, this paper is theoretically-driven. There
are different ways of thinking about and developing theory and different scientific fields have differ-
ent traditions for developing theory. In the natural sciences, empirical material is often seen as a
necessary, although not sufficient, element of theory development. From this perspective, a rigorous,
systematic method is necessary. In the social sciences, the picture has been less distinct. Here, we
want to draw attention to three social scientific principles of theory development that proved useful
when working with PCK. These principles relate to reflectiveness, metaphorical thinking, and
borrowing.
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Several social scientists have pointed to the importance of adopting a reflective attitude to the the-
ories with which one is using as a framework to consider a particular phenomenon (e.g. Baker 1990).
Specifically, the idea of acknowledging that a theory is only one way to view the world and that there
are others has been presented as a crucial aspect of developing new ideas. Thomas (2007) notes that
Michel Foucault (1995), an advocate of reflective approaches to research, claimed that existing the-
ories should be played with, theatricalised, and importantly, that they should be seen as the starting
point of further brainstorming rather than endpoints of thinking. In this respect and in relation to our
current task, rather than ask how we can use CK/PCK theory to explain certain aspects of physical
education pedagogy we want to ask, what else can we explain if we are willing to play with or ques-
tion some of the assumptions involved in CK/PCK theory?

A second principle relates to metaphorical thinking. Metaphors have received quite a lot of atten-
tion in social scientific scholarship, with a number of theorists noting that explanations – both scien-
tific and popular – are often underpinned by metaphors or analogies (Alvesson and Sköldberg 2000;
Ricoeur 1978; see also Barker, Bergentoft and Nyberg [2017] in the context of physical education).
Goffman (1959) for example, made use of a dramaturgy metaphor in developing theory concerning
everyday interactions. Foucault (1995) employed the idea of the panopticon, a special type of prison,
to describe how people control their actions. In order to develop social scientific explanations, scho-
lars have proposed that the ‘theory builder’ needs to recognise these underlying metaphors, identify
the conceptual consequences of using those metaphors to explain phenomena, and then finally, seek
the limits of those metaphors (Shoemaker, Tankard, and Lasorsa 2004).

The third principle relates to borrowing. Whetten (1989) pointed out that theory tends to be
developed when theorists move from one ‘field’ to another and explore how one set of ideas or expla-
nations works in another field. A relatively large-scale example is the propagation of game theory in
the twentieth century, beginning in mathematical economics but finding utility in fields as diverse as
philosophy and political science (Leonard 2010). Whetten suggests that, ‘theory development com-
monly involves borrowing a perspective from other fields, which encourages altering our metaphors
and gestalts in ways that challenge the underlying rationales supporting accepted theories’ (1989,
493). He also claims borrowing is more common than we might expect and that it is frequently
the cause of theoretical advances.

While principles related to reflection, metaphorical thinking, and borrowing can help us to build
theory, they also help us to consider what theory omits, ignores, or addresses only superficially. In the
next section, we apply these principles in a consideration of CK and PCK. We highlight what we see
are some oversights while recognising that no theory can ever be entirely comprehensive.

Pedagogical content knowledge

Definitions

Given our aim is to add a new perspective to the contemporary discussion of PCK in physical edu-
cation and PETE through elaborating on how PCK could be conceptualised ‘phronetically’, it makes
sense to begin by outlining existing definitions of PCK. Literature contains different ways of thinking
about PCK. Shulman identified PCK as one of seven categories of teacher knowledge and described it
as ‘that special amalgam of content and pedagogy that is uniquely the province of teachers, their own
special form of professional understanding’ (1987, 8). Although Shulman’s (1987) definition of PCK
became influential, it also met a great deal of critique. For example, Marks (1990) argued that PCK
had ‘fuzzy’ boundaries. Grossman (1990) claimed that PCK was narrowly conceptualised and
suggested that curriculum knowledge needed to be included. Another critique of Shulman’s concep-
tualisation of PCK was towards the lack of empirical grounding (Ball, Thames, and Phelps 2008).
Drawing on studies measuring PCK in mathematics through standardised tests, Ball, Thames, and
Phelps (2008) divided PCK into smaller conceptual units such as: knowledge of content and teaching
(KCT), knowledge of content and students (KCS) and knowledge of content and curriculum (KCC).
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A number of scholars in the context of physical education have used Ball, Thames, and Phelps’
(2008) model to understand CK and PCK (e.g. Iserbyt, Ward, and Li 2017; Ward 2014; Ward
and Ayvazo 2016). Ward and Ayvazo suggest that KCT refers to a teacher’s ‘selection of an instruc-
tional model’, while KCS refers to a teacher’s ‘understanding of her students from past experience
with them and other students’, and KCC refers to ‘decisions that a teacher makes about what and
when to teach specific content’ (2016, 196). Several studies show that improvements on different
forms of CK (i.e. CCK and SCK) interrelate positively with PCK and student performance (Ayvazo
and Ward 2011; Iserbyt, Ward, and Li 2017; Ward et al. 2015). To summarise, research in which
PCK in physical education and PETE have been addressed builds predominantly on a behaviourist
perspective. This research have focused on the meaning of CK for PCK, and have involved measur-
ing stronger and weaker knowledge areas. Investigations of culturally-situated aspects of teaching
and educational contexts, in which knowing-to-act or knowing-to-teach is defined and situated
within a particular context (Berry, Depaepe, and van Driel 2016; Depaepe, Verschaffel, and Kelchter-
mans 2013), are relatively rare.

Assumptions of PCK in physical education and PETE

Having briefly introduced different definitions, we want to look in more depth at how PCK has been
conceptualised. Early PCK literature displayed some variation. A behaviour analytic tradition, based
on the work of Siedentop and others, developed during the 1990s (Schempp et al. 1998; Siedentop
and Eldar 1989; Siedentop and Tannehill 2000). This tradition was however, complemented by
research using situated learning theory (Chen and Rovegno 2000; McCaughtry and Rovegno
2003; Rovegno 1995) and by the French didactic tradition (Amade-Escot 2000a, 2000b). Today,
behaviour analytic perspectives are more dominant in discussions of CK and PCK in physical edu-
cation and PETE. From having been mainly US-based, behaviour analytic work on CK and PCK
have spread to countries such as China (e.g. He, Ward, and Wang 2018) and Belgium (e.g. Iserbyt,
Ward, and Li 2017). More specifically, this type of research investigates: teachers’ representations of
content; instructional tasks that are used to teach the content; and adaptations of those tasks to stu-
dent needs (e.g. Ayvazo and Ward 2011; Iserbyt, Ward, and Li 2017). For more details of the con-
ceptualisation of PCK, see Ward and Ayvazo (2016).

In the remainder of this section, we want to outline fourmajor assumptionsmade in research about
PCK in physical education and PETE in behaviour analytic research. Our ambition here is to summar-
ise the major findings of this research and to discuss what we, from a socially critical constructivist
perspective, see as its strengths and limitations. As CK and PCK are strongly interconnected, and
often discussed in the same studies, we have included behaviour analytic work focusing both CK
and PCK in our review. Initially, Ward and Ayvazo’s (2016) review of literature of PCK in physical
education was our point of departure. Inspired by their paper, we then used two strategies in our
search for literature of PCK in physical education and PETE. One was ‘snowballing’, i.e. going through
reference lists of referred papers and trying to identify literature central to the topic. The other was a
traditional literature search through the data base ERIC(EBSCO) using the keywords ‘pedagogical
content knowledge’, ‘content knowledge’, ‘physical education’ and ‘physical education teacher edu-
cation’ in different combinations. Finally, we kept 18 papers and chapters that we thought were central
to our review. The assumptions presented are not mutually exclusive. Rather, many of the examples
referred to are based on several of the assumptions constructed from the literature.

Assumption one: the teacher needs to be able to perform activities with the correct technique,
know the tactics and have knowledge about rules and etiquette in order to have PCK
Early work in behaviour analytic research on CK and PCK in physical education (see e.g. Siedentop
and Eldar 1989) builds on Shulman’s (1987) perspective of teacher knowledge, while more recent
work (see e.g. Ward 2009) builds on Ball, Thames, and Phelps (2008). In both early and newer
work, it is strongly emphasised that teachers need to be able to physically perform sport skills,
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know the tactics of the activity and have knowledge about rules and etiquette in order to develop
PCK. Ward (2009) suggests that CCK is one part of CK that is needed for teaching physical edu-
cation. He defines CCK as techniques (e.g. the physical performance of a serve in volleyball), tactics
(e.g. knowledge of how to use space on the volleyball-court), as well as rules and etiquette (e.g.
knowledge that it is foul to touch the net in volleyball if it disturbs the opponent team). While tech-
niques and tactics can be seen as examples of knowledge in movement, rules and etiquette can be
seen as examples of knowledge aboutmovement (Arnold 1979). Drawing on Ward’s (2009) concep-
tualisation of CCK, the physical performance of sport skills as well as knowledge about rules and
etiquette, and the effect they have on PCK, have been measured in several studies (Iserbyt, Ward,
and Martens 2016; Iserbyt, Ward, and Li 2017; Ward et al. 2015; Ward, Tsuda, et al. 2018). As a
part of CCK, correct demonstrations by the teacher are assumed to be vital for students’ understand-
ing and learning of CK (Iserbyt, Ward, and Li 2017; Schempp et al. 1998; Siedentop and Eldar 1989).
Accordingly, pre-service teachers’ lack of knowledge concerning movement techniques and rules is
seen as highly problematic (Kim et al. 2015; Ward et al. 2012).

Assumption two: the teacher needs to be able to detect errors and design task progressions in
order to have PCK
Recently, investigations of CK and PCK in physical education from a behaviourist perspective have
highlighted SCK as an important but often neglected part of CK for pre-service teachers and physical
education teachers (Dervent et al. 2018; Kim et al. 2015; Ward et al. 2015; Ward, Tsuda, et al. 2018,
Ward, He, et al. 2018). According to Ward (2009), SCK is knowledge of students’ errors (e.g. iden-
tifying wrong technique when passing in volleyball), instructional tasks (e.g. task progressions for
learning how to perform a serve in volleyball) and representations (e.g. how to present task pro-
gressions to the students). The above examples of SCK can be seen as knowledge about movement
(Arnold 1979). Ayvazo and Ward (2011) expand on SCK, suggesting that,

… an expert in teaching tennis to fourth grade students may identify a wrong grip and immediately provide a
correction before the error escalates. A non-expert may not even notice an incorrect grip and continue to
remediate the contact with the ball. (Ayvazo and Ward 2011, 675)

SCK is different from CCK in the sense that it is not necessarily learnt through performing the
activity but must be specifically taught. It is also different from PCK in the sense that the context
is assumed to be neutral (i.e. the knowledge is the same regardless of the pupils’ characteristics)
when learning SCK (Iserbyt, Ward, and Li 2017; Ward, Tsuda, et al. 2018). Many physical education
teachers have low levels of SCK and according to some scholars (Dervent et al. 2018; Ward, He, et al.
2018), it is difficult but not impossible to learn. The emphasis on being able to detect errors and
design task progressions raises questions regarding the basis on which errors are identified and
task progressions constructed.

Assumption three: the teacher needs to be able to select and modify appropriate tasks as well
as give feedback in order to have PCK
Being an expert physical education teacher with mature PCK is not just a question of having high
levels of CK. Several scholars have claimed that appropriate task selection, i.e. selecting tasks in
relation to the characteristics and age of a group, is a vital component of PCK (Ayvazo and Ward
2011; Iserbyt, Ward, and Li 2017; McCaughtry and Rovegno 2003; Rovegno 1995; Schempp et al.
1998). Ayvazo and Ward propose that expert physical education teachers in their investigation
knew ‘which tasks would work’ (2011, 676). Further, Iserbyt, Ward and Li argue that ‘expert teachers
[had] fewer inappropriate tasks compared to non-experts’ (2017, 73). Again, we would suggest that
some consideration of appropriateness is necessary. According to Iserbyt, Ward, and Li (2017),
appropriateness of task selection should be measured in relation to students’ age, individual capabili-
ties and fundamental principles of the sport. In an investigation by Ayvazo and Ward (2011), appro-
priateness of task modification was measured in relation to whether the students’ physical
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performances were correct or incorrect. Drawing on the studies of Ayvazo and Ward (2011) and
Iserbyt, Ward, and Li (2017), what is considered an appropriate or inappropriate task seems to be
based on normative assumptions rather than the emerging result of teaching and learning practices.

Assumption four: the teacher’s level of movement CK and PCK can be quantitatively
measured
A fourth and final assumption relating to PCK concerns testing and measurement. Iserbyt, Ward and
Li claim that ‘there is a pressing need to demonstrate experimental relationships between CK and
PCK’ and that finding ‘operational and thus replicable measures of CK and PCK’ is necessary
(2017, 74). With regards to indicators of CCK, physical performances as well as answers of skill tech-
nique, tactics and rules in different sports have been measured in terms of whether they are correct,
partially correct or incorrect. The validity of these tests is claimed to be high due to the involvement
of experts from physical education as well as from elite sports (He, Ward, and Wang 2018; Iserbyt,
Ward, and Martens 2016; Iserbyt, Ward, and Li 2017; Ward et al. 2015). With regards to SCK, the
progression of instructional tasks, and these representations and adaptations have been measured
and coded into four categories ranging from mature and appropriate to immature and inappropriate
(Iserbyt, Ward, and Martens 2016; Iserbyt, Ward, and Li 2017). Recently, content maps, i.e. a graphic
organiser of content, and models for index-calculation have also been developed for assessing appro-
priateness of instructional tasks and task progressions (Dervent et al. 2018; Ward, Tsuda, et al. 2018;
Ward, He, et al. 2018). Further, error detection and correction, another indicator of SCK, is
measured in terms of whether these are discovered during student performance. Physical education
teachers’ PCK has also been measured, often with the hypothesis that changes in CK will lead to
changes in PCK, an idea that has been confirmed in the results of several studies (Ayvazo and
Ward 2011; Iserbyt, Ward, and Martens 2016; Iserbyt, Ward, and Li 2017; Ward et al. 2015). Matur-
ity and adaptation of tasks given to students are indicators of PCK in these studies. The appropri-
ateness of the tasks has been assessed in relation to systems for modifying tasks and physical
education content (Rink 2010; Siedentop and Tannehill 2000). Another indicator of PCK is the cor-
rectness of student performance. Measurements of CK as well as of PCK are often calculated by
dividing the number of correct/appropriate performances/adaptations by the total number of
efforts (Ayvazo and Ward 2011; Iserbyt, Ward, and Martens 2016; Iserbyt, Ward, and Li 2017).
The idea of quantitative measurement of CK and PCK makes comparison, evaluation and assess-
ment possible and helps to make a case for the inclusion of more CK in PETE courses. However,
it also raises questions with regards to inclusion and exclusion when the teaching abilities are trans-
formed into numbers. What conceptualisation of movement learning for example, do we promote
when we label some movements as correct and some as incorrect?

In the introduction, we proposed that there are two main limitations in the behaviour analytic
CK- and PCK-discourse in physical education and PETE. First, CK is almost exclusively interpreted
as knowledge in and about movement (Arnold 1979). In the review, this is made visible in the first,
second and fourth assumption. If knowledge through movement is excluded, content such as body
ideals or interpretations of sports historical events will not be regarded as CK. This content, which in
many countries is part of the curriculum for physical education as well as for PETE, could be learnt
through movement activities and not only through reading or writing. However, most of the current
behaviour analytic research of CK and PCK does not consider movement as means for learning (i.e.
that through wrestling we might learn about content such as sport history or perhaps gender roles in
sports), but primarily as an object for learning in itself (i.e. that by doing wrestling we can learn in
and about wrestling), which in turn limits the conceptualisation of CK in physical education and
PETE. Second, contemporary understandings of CK and PCK have been mainly from a behaviour
analytic perspective (Ward and Ayvazo 2016). While the behaviour analytic literature on CK and
PCK, reviewed in the four assumptions above, draws attention to many aspects of teaching knowl-
edge, it misses others. In the following sections, we want to draw attention to aspects of teaching that
are important but that cannot be predicted or measured. Such aspects of teaching involve uncertainty
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and demand a sensitivity to situation and context. In order to discuss these aspects of teaching, we
draw on the concept of phronesis. This concept can, we believe, complement the behaviour analytic
discussion of PCK in physical education and PETE and provide some sense of the subjective, ethical,
and moral dimensions of teaching.

Phronesis

While the idea of phronesis originated with Aristotle, Joseph Dunne’s (1997, 2005) work has made
the concept accessible for modern audiences (see Arnold 2001; Barker-Ruchti, Barker, and Anner-
stedt 2014; Cooke and Carr 2014; Jones 2017; Standal and Hemmestad 2011). Like others (Polanyi
1969; Ryle 2009), Dunne (1997) was dissatisfied with modern ways of conceptualising knowledge.
Specifically, he was frustrated with what he saw as an over-reliance on behavioural logic in social
arenas such as teaching and politics. In Dunne’s (1997) view, although behavioural logic has
many merits, it fails to acknowledge the interpretive and subjective nature of knowledge and engage-
ment. To highlight the value of a different way of knowing, Dunne refers to Aristotle’s writings on
technical logic and practical logic. Aristotle aligned techné, or technical logic, with production, or
poeisis.1 Praxis is a different kind of activity that requires a different kind of knowledge. Still drawing
on Aristotle, Dunne (1997) suggested that praxis refers to:

Conduct in a public space with others in which a person, without ulterior purpose and with a view to no object
detachable from himself, acts in such a way as to realize excellence that he has come to appreciate in his com-
munity as constitutive of a worthwhile way of life. (Dunne 1997, 10)

Dunne makes a compelling case for considering teaching as praxis rather than production. He
suggests that teachers can rarely specify precisely the learning that will occur prior to the educational
event. He notes that teachers are in many instances concerned with what is good rather than with
what is right or true. He also questions the idea of certainty in teaching, suggesting that people
can never be certain of the results of their actions.

Some knowledge required for praxis such as teaching is personal and experiential – this kind of
knowledge is what Aristotle coined phronesis. This is a supple and less formulaic kind of knowledge
than that needed for production. Rather than see knowledge as neutral and objective, this view of
knowledge is based on the idea that people’s prejudices do not only distort but that they can be fruit-
ful and are ultimately unavoidable in all understanding. Dunne (1997) draws on the work of Hans-
Georg Gadamer, who proposed that ‘what’ people are trying to understand only becomes a ‘what’
within their prejudices.

Several related points can be made concerning phronesis. First, Dunne (1997) suggests that
phronesis involves situational appreciation and critical judgement. He provides an example of
how a person might develop phronetic knowledge in painting, suggesting that: ‘an artist in art school
learns how to watch himself paint – the critical activity is part of the work itself’ (Dunne 1997, 74). In
teaching, we might recognise a similar process: the critical activity is not teaching but understanding
how one is teaching. In this sense, it is not the outcome (‘knowledgeable pupils’, for example) that
defines the act of teaching, but the teacher’s understanding of how s/he is teaching.

Second, phronesis is realised in concrete applications; it is not generalisable knowledge that stands
apart from application. Rather, it is about bringing together general principles while respecting the
particularities of the case. Dunne (2005) suggests that a person’s phronetic adeptness lies,

neither in a knowledge of the general as such nor in an entirely unprincipled dealing with particulars. Rather, it
lies precisely in the mediation between general and particular, in the ability to bring both into illuminating con-
nection with each other. This requires perceptiveness in her reading of particular situations as much as flexi-
bility in her mode of ‘possessing’ and ‘applying’ the general knowledge. (Dunne 2005, 376)

In other words, phronesis cannot be learned from a textbook or classroom and then transferred to
real situations. Phronesis is related to experience but being experienced can be thought of as not
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having already done everything but as being ready and open for something new. In today’s terms, we
might refer to phronesis as practical wisdom, nous, prudence, or a habit of attentiveness (Dunne
1997).

Finally, phronesis has an ethical dimension. Dunne contends that, ‘the truly experienced person is
someone who has gained experience into his own existence…who knows that he is master neither of
time nor the future… (an) experienced person knows that things are finite and limited’ (1997, 131).
For Dunne (1997), the phronetic practitioner is one who recognises these things and who knows how
to live well in one’s actions with one’s fellows.

Phronetic pedagogical content knowledge – implications for PETE

In this section, we use the theory building strategies outlined earlier (reflectiveness, metaphorical
thinking and borrowing) to consider PCK in phronetic way. The elements of phronesis in focus –
context, interpretation, diversity and uncertainty – are concepts which are all central to Dunne’s
(1997) description of phronesis. In each case, we give concrete examples of how current understand-
ings of PCK can be extended by reference to phronesis, and the implications this might have for
PETE.

The place of context

The concept of phronesis and the behaviour analytic conception of PCK emphasise the meaning of
context in different ways. Dunne (1997), like Jones (2017) and Standal and Hemmestad (2011), stres-
ses that phronesis is concerned with the combination of knowledge of particular situations and gen-
eral principles. Following the behaviour analytic discourse of CK and PCK, it seems to emphasise
that knowledge of particular situations is separated from general principles (see assumption
three). In this discourse, being competent to teach badminton does not mean that you are competent
to teach basketball (Schempp et al. 1998; Ward and O’Sullivan 1998). A sticking point with the
behaviour analytic approach to ‘context’ for physical education teachers is that it builds on the
idea that developing PCK means becoming an expert in a wide range of established and traditional
sports that each have their unique context. According to this logic, there will never be enough time or
resources in PETE to develop sufficiently knowledgeable physical education teachers.

We believe in the importance of CK for developing PCK, but we agree with Macdonald, Kirk and
Braiuka that ‘the strong classification of university knowledge’ (1999, 45) often prevents new and
integrative considerations (Author 20xx). Instead of thinking of CK in physical education and
PETE as built up by historically-constructed and already-established sports, we argue that the organ-
isation of CKmust build on the common qualities that cluster several physical activities together into
movement cultures. This idea already exists in physical education and PETE content such as Teach-
ing Games for Understanding (Bunker and Thorpe 1982), outdoor education (Backman 2008) and
dance (Mattsson and Lundvall 2015). Other movement activities and sports such as gymnastics,
track and field and swimming however, are strongly classified according to norms and standards
of excellence when they are traditionally organised, taught and assessed within PETE (see Backman,
Pearson, and Forrest [2019] for a further discussion). The context in, for example, gymnastics,
including its rules, its equipment, the ways in which movements are normally performed, is often
taken for granted and is well-known. The context in parkour in contrast, which could be seen as
a combination of gymnastics and track and field and which involves several fundamental movement
skills, is likely to be unknown for many students entering PETE with a sport habitus. From this fol-
lows that PCK in parkour is something that needs to be learnt by many pre-service teachers (and
PETE educators). Parkour could be an example of a movement culture that is less imbued with
norms of how to move and how to behave in comparison to traditional sports.

A physical education teacher with phronesis would acknowledge the meaning of context and
specialist competence for developing PCK. To be a specialist in invasion games in a physical

8 E. BACKMAN AND D. M. BARKER



education context however, does not mean that one must be a specialist in football, handball,
basketball and so forth. Expertise and specialist competence lies in the teacher’s capacity to
identify common and context-specific factors for the different activities, and to use this knowl-
edge to create different teaching situations. Therefore, PCK for physical education teachers does
not only assume CCK, SCK and the ability to assess appropriateness of tasks (see assumption
one, two and three), but also knowledge of educational movement contexts and cultures (Shul-
man 1987).

Borrowing from Dunne (1997), teaching competence in physical education is from a phronetic
perspective based on both general and specific principles and is enacted in concrete applications.
We believe that one central challenge for PETE, a context in which CK is often strongly classified
(Macdonald, Kirk, and Braiuka 1999), lies in identifying new integrative approaches to movement
cultures, and the elements that hold these movement cultures together. Another challenge lies
with critically selecting which movement cultures to focus on (Author 20xx).

The place of interpretation and diversity

Jones (2017) suggests that teachers need to be able to act on intuition and in contextual situations
according to ethical and moral judgements. A teacher with phronesis, he suggests, is able to choose
the right action at the right time for the right reason. As Dunne (1997) argues, the teacher’s ability to
interpret individuals and situations is vital in order to make good choices in teaching. A phronetic
teacher is one who can effectively ‘read’ his/her students’ understandings and emotional stances as
they appear in various physical education contexts, and act on them ‘in the heat of the moment’. This
means being sensitive to, and showing care for, individual differences regardless of whether it is
about gender, social class, ethnicity, disability, bodies or mental health (Jones 2017). Shulman
(1987) also emphasises knowledge of learners and their characteristics as a vital form of teacher
knowledge. We suggest that this form of knowledge can start to be developed during PETE and
not only during practice as a physical education teacher. Some students might express anxiety
and fear towards certain physical activities or towards the teachers’ way of presenting physical activi-
ties when other students do not. An important task for the teacher then is understanding who is
experiencing what in the classroom at any given time.

In the analysis of the assumptions presented in this paper, we tried to keep a reflective distance
to the behaviour analytic discourse of CK and PCK in PETE (Thomas 2007). From our perspective,
physical education teachers’ interpretations of their students seem to play a marginal role in the
behaviour analytic research about PCK. As displayed in assumption two and three, the ‘delivery
of teaching that works’ and the avoidance of inappropriate tasks are described as something
that can be decided in advance, not as something that are discovered and acted upon during teach-
ing (Ayvazo and Ward 2011; Iserbyt, Ward, and Li 2017). As we understand it, the behaviour ana-
lytic approach pays little heed to the adjustments teachers must make in response to students’
actions in situ. Although the interpretive dimension of teacher knowledge is difficult to acquire
or teach in any conventional sense (Jones 2017), we want to propose that PETE educators should
acknowledge pre-service teachers’ capacities to reflect and act based on their interpretation of teach-
ing and of the diverse needs of their students. Alderman (1997) suggests that one way of learning
phronesis is to observe how phronetic people act in authentic situations and then try to imitate
them. The interpretive dimension of teaching could also be developed through observations of stu-
dents’ actions and reactions, and facial expressions, perhaps with the help of films of lessons during
PETE.

The place of uncertainty

Dunne’s (1997, 2005) assertion of the uncertainty of praxis has relevance for physical education
teachers, especially with regard to assessment and accountability. As discussed in all four
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assumptions, the behaviour analytic discourse on CK and PCK suggests that it is possible to pre-
dict whether different demonstrations of movement and teaching tasks will result in correct/
appropriate or incorrect/inappropriate behaviour (Ayvazo and Ward 2011; Iserbyt, Ward, and
Li 2017). Borrowing ideas from Dunne (1997, 2005) we would ask: correct or appropriate in
relation to what? The tendency to measure PCK in PETE appears to be related to a wider dis-
cursive trend whereby society expects ‘black-and-white’ answers from scholars, and accountabil-
ity and performativity are guiding principles of contemporary educational systems (Ball et al.
2012).

The notion of uncertainty urges us to consider what ‘right solutions’ are in relation to teaching. It
may not even be necessary to look for the right way and indeed, there may be multiple right ways of
knowing. Physical education teachers might employ all the strategies they had planned and things
still take place in unexpected ways. A behaviour analytic perspective does not leave open this possi-
bility. The notion of uncertainty in relation to movement in physical education and PETE has been
acknowledged in research questioning standards of excellence (Backman, Nyberg, and Larsson 2020;
Barker et al. 2018; Larsson and Quennerstedt 2012; Nyberg and Larsson 2017). We believe that PETE
would benefit from introducing questions as those previously mentioned, not only concerning move-
ment but also when it comes to content such as body image, experiences in nature, interpretation of
sports historical events.

Conclusions

We have aimed to contribute complementary ideas that could extend conceptions of PCK in physical
education and PETE. Behaviour analytic approaches to PCK have, in our view, been narrowly inter-
preted as: teachers’ representations of CK; the instructional tasks that are used to teach CK; and the
adaptations of those tasks to student needs. In this paper, we have proposed that PCK should involve
more. Using strategies of theory building (Shoemaker, Tankard, and Lasorsa 2004; Thomas 2007;
Whetten 1989) and drawing on the concept phronesis (Dunne 2005; Cooke and Carr 2014; Jones
2017; Standal and Hemmestad 2011), we have claimed that PCK could also involve actions such
as identifying contextual characteristics for ‘new’ and integrative movement cultures in physical edu-
cation; interpreting students’ actions and reactions; identifying and acting on diversity during phys-
ical education teaching; developing a sensitivity for what is morally ‘right’ to do in a certain situation;
and accepting and managing the uncertainty of not knowing in advance what a ‘correct’ action is.
These knowledgeable actions are not easy to teach (or assess), however, this does not mean that
they are not a part of PCK for physical education teachers. We have provided some suggestions
for how these aspects of PCK could be introduced in PETE practices but this warrants more
attention.

Note

1. Poeisis is an activity that results in a durable outcome or product, where the outcome can be stated before the
maker begins the activity. For poeisis, knowledge should be technical, neutral and located beyond both the con-
tent or the knower.

Disclosure statement

No potential conflict of interest was reported by the author(s).

ORCID

Erik Backman http://orcid.org/0000-0002-4660-717X
Dean M. Barker http://orcid.org/0000-0003-4162-9844

10 E. BACKMAN AND D. M. BARKER

http://orcid.org/0000-0002-4660-717X
http://orcid.org/0000-0003-4162-9844


References

Alderman, H. 1997. “By Virtue of a Virtue.” In Virtue Ethics: A Critical Reader, edited by D. Statman, 145–164.
Edinburgh: Edinburgh University Press.

Alvesson, M., and K. Sköldberg. 2000. Reflexive Methodology. London: Sage.
Amade-Escot, C. 2000a. “The Contribution of Two Research Programs on Teaching Content: ‘Pedagogical Content

Knowledge’ and ‘Didactics of Physical Education’.” Journal of Teaching in Physical Education 20 (1): 78–101.
doi:10.1123/jtpe.20.1.78.

Amade-Escot, C. 2000b. “How Students Manage the Didactic Contract. Contribution of the Didactic Perspective in the
Physical Education Classroom.” Paper presented at the annual meeting of the American education research
Association, New Orleans, April 24–28.

Arnold, P. J. 1979. Meaning in Movement, Sport and Physical Education. London: Heinemann.
Arnold, P. J. 2001. “Sport, Moral Development, and the Role of the Teacher: Implications for Research and Moral

Education.” Quest 53 (2): 135–150. doi:10.1080/00336297.2001.10491734.
Ayvazo, S., and P. Ward. 2011. “Pedagogical Content Knowledge of Experienced Teachers in Physical Education:

Functional Analysis of Adaptations.” Research Quarterly for Exercise and Sport 82 (4): 675–684. doi:10.1080/
02701367.2011.10599804.

Backman, E. 2008. “What is Valued in Friluftsliv Within PE Teacher Education? - Swedish PE Teacher Educators’
Thoughts About Friluftsliv Analysed Through the Perspective of Pierre Bourdieu.” Sport, Education and Society
13 (1): 61–76. doi:10.1080/13573320701780522.

Backman, E., G. Nyberg, and H. Larsson. 2020. “Moving Beyond Rigid Orthodoxies in the Teaching and Assessment of
Movement in Swedish PETE-a Student Perspective.” European Physical Education Review 26 (1): 111–127.

Backman, E., P. Pearson, and G. Forrest. 2019. “The Value of Movement Content Knowledge in the Training of
Australian PE Teachers: Perceptions of Teacher Educators.” Curriculum Studies of Health and Physical
Education. Advance online publication. doi:10.1080/25742981.2019.1596749.

Baker, S. 1990. “Reflection, Doubt, and the Place of Rhetoric in Postmodern Social Theory.” Sociological Theory 8 (2):
232–245. doi:10.2307/202208.

Ball, S. J., M. Maguire, A. Braun, J. Perryman, and K. Hoskins. 2012. “Assessment Technologies in Schools:
‘Deliverology’ and the ‘Play of Dominations’.” Research Papers in Education 27 (5): 513–533. doi:10.1080/
02671522.2010.550012.

Ball, D. L., M. H. Thames, and G. Phelps. 2008. “Content Knowledge for Teaching: What Makes it Special?” Journal of
Teacher Education 59 (1): 389–407. doi:10.1177/0022487108324554.

Barker-Ruchti, N., D. Barker, and C. Annerstedt. 2014. “Techno-rational and Intuitive Knowledge: A Phronetic
Analysis of one Coach’s Practices.” Reflective Practice 15 (1): 53–65. doi:10.1080/14623943.2013.868794.

Barker, D. M., K. Aggerholm, O. Standal, and H. Larsson. 2018. “Developing the Practising Model in Physical
Education: An Expository Outline Focusing on Movement Capability.” Physical Education and Sport Pedagogy
23 (2): 209–221.

Barker, D., H. Bergentoft, and G. Nyberg. 2017. “What Would Physical Educators Know About Movement Education?
A Review of Literature, 2006-2016.” Quest (grand Rapids, Mich ) 69 (4): 419–435. doi:10.1080/00336297.2016.
1268180.

Berry, A., F. Depaepe, and J. van Driel. 2016. “Pedagogical Content Knowledge in Teacher Education.” In International
Handbook of Teacher Education, edited by J. Loughran, and M. J. Hamilton, Vol. 1, 347–386. Singapore: Springer.

Bunker, D., and R. Thorpe. 1982. “A Model for the Teaching of Games in Secondary Schools.” Bulletin of Physical
Education 18 (1): 7–10.

Capel, S., S. Hayes, W. Katene, and P. Velija. 2011. “The Interaction of Factors Which Influence Secondary Student
Physical Education Teachers’ Knowledge and Development as Teachers.” European Physical Education Review
17 (2): 183–201. doi:10.1177/1356336X11413184.

Chen, W., and I. Rovegno. 2000. “Examination of Expert and Novice Teachers’ Constructivist-Oriented Teaching
Practices Using a Movement Approach to Elementary Physical Education.” Research Quarterly for Exercise and
Sport 71 (4): 357–372. doi:10.1080/02701367.2000.10608919.

Cooke, S., and D. Carr. 2014. “Virtue, Practical Wisdom and Character in Teaching.” British Journal of Educational
Studies 62 (2): 91–110. doi:10.1080/00071005.2014.929632.

Depaepe, F., L. Verschaffel, and G. Kelchtermans. 2013. “Pedagogical Content Knowledge: A Systematic Review of the
way in Which the Concept has Pervaded Mathematics Educational Research.” Teaching and Teacher Education 34
(Aug.): 12–25. doi:10.1016/j.tate.2013.03.001.

Dervent, F., P. Ward, E. Devrilmez, and E. Tsuda. 2018. “Transfer of Content Development Across Practica in Physical
Education Teacher Education.” Journal of Teaching in Physical Education 37 (4): 330–339. doi:10.1123/jtpe.2017-
0150.

Dunne, J. 1997. Back to the Rough Ground: Practical Judgment and the Lure of Technique. Indiana: University of Notre
Dame.

PHYSICAL EDUCATION AND SPORT PEDAGOGY 11

https://doi.org/10.1123/jtpe.20.1.78
https://doi.org/10.1080/00336297.2001.10491734
https://doi.org/10.1080/02701367.2011.10599804
https://doi.org/10.1080/02701367.2011.10599804
https://doi.org/10.1080/13573320701780522
https://doi.org/10.1080/25742981.2019.1596749
https://doi.org/10.2307/202208
https://doi.org/10.1080/02671522.2010.550012
https://doi.org/10.1080/02671522.2010.550012
https://doi.org/10.1177/0022487108324554
https://doi.org/10.1080/14623943.2013.868794
https://doi.org/10.1080/00336297.2016.1268180
https://doi.org/10.1080/00336297.2016.1268180
https://doi.org/10.1177/1356336X11413184
https://doi.org/10.1080/02701367.2000.10608919
https://doi.org/10.1080/00071005.2014.929632
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tate.2013.03.001
https://doi.org/10.1123/jtpe.2017-0150
https://doi.org/10.1123/jtpe.2017-0150


Dunne, J. 2005. “An Intricate Fabric: Understanding the Rationality of Practice.” Pedagogy, Culture and Society 13 (3):
367–390. doi:10.1080/14681360500200234.

Foucault, M. 1995. Discipline and Punish: The Birth of the Prison. 2nd ed. New York, NY: Random House.
Goffman, E. 1959. The Presentation of Self in Everyday Life. New York, NY: Doubleday.
Grossman, P. L. 1990. The Making of a Teacher: Teacher Knowledge and Teacher Education. New York: Teacher

College Press.
He, Y., P. Ward, and X. Wang. 2018. “Validation of a Common Content Knowledge Test for Soccer.” Journal of

Teaching in Physical Education 37 (4): 407–412. doi:10.1123/jtpe.2017-0204.
Herold, F., and M. Waring. 2018. “Is Practical Subject Matter Knowledge Still Important? Examining the Siedentopian

Perspective on the Role of Content Knowledge in Physical Education Teacher Education.” Physical Education and
Sport Pedagogy 22 (3): 231–245. doi:10.1080/17408989.2016.1192592.

Iserbyt, P., P. Ward, and W. Li. 2017. “Effects of Improved Content Knowledge on Pedagogical Content Knowledge
and Student Performance in Physical Education.” Physical Education and Sport Pedagogy 22 (1): 71–88. doi:10.
1080/17408989.2015.1095868.

Iserbyt, P., P. Ward, and J. Martens. 2016. “The Influence of Content Knowledge on Teaching and Learning in
Traditional and Sport Education Contexts: an Exploratory Study.” Physical Education and Sport Pedagogy 21
(5): 539–556. doi:10.1080/17408989.2015.1050662.

Jones, C. 2017. “Care and Phronesis in Teaching and Coaching: Dealing with Personality Disorder.” Sport, Education
and Society 22 (2): 214–229. doi:10.1080/13573322.2015.1015976.

Kim, I., Y. S. Lee, P. Ward, and W. Li. 2015. “A Critical Examination of Content Knowledge Courses in Physical
Education Teacher Education Programs.” Journal of Teaching in Physical Education 34 (1): 59–75. doi:10.1123/
jtpe.2013-0166.

Larsson, H., and M. Quennerstedt. 2012. “Understanding Movement: A Sociocultural Approach to Exploring Moving
Humans.” Quest 64 (4): 283–298. doi:10.1080/00336297.2012.706884.

Leonard, R. 2010. Von Neumann, Morgenstern, and the Creation of Game Theory. New York: Cambridge University
Press.

Macdonald, D., D. Kirk, and S. Braiuka. 1999. “The Social Construction of the Physical Activity Field at the School/
University Interface.” European Physical Education Review 5 (1): 31–51. doi:10.1177/1356336X990051003.

Marks, R. 1990. “Pedagogical Content Knowledge: From a Mathematical Case to a Modified Conception.” Journal of
Teacher Education 41: 3–11. doi:10.1177/002248719004100302.

Mattsson, T., and S. Lundvall. 2015. “The Position of Dance in Physical Education.” Sport, Education & Society 20 (7):
855–871. doi:10.1080/13573322.2013.837044.

McCaughtry, N., and I. Rovegno. 2003. “Development of Pedagogical Content Knowledge: Moving Away From
Blaming Students to Predicting Skillfulness, Recognising Motor Development and Understanding Emotion.”
Journal of Teaching in Physical Education 22 (4): 355–368. doi:10.1123/jtpe.22.4.355.

Nyberg, G., and H. Larsson. 2017. “Physical Education Teachers’ Content Knowledge of Movement Capability.”
Journal of Teaching in Physical Education 36 (1): 61–69. doi:10.1123/jtpe.2015-0180.

Polanyi, M. 1969. Knowing and Being. Essays by Michael Polanyi. Chicago: University of Chicago Press.
Ricoeur, P. 1978. “The Metaphorical Process as Cognition, Imagination, and Feeling.” Critical Inquiry 5 (1): 143–159.
Rink, J. E. 2010. Teaching Physical Education for Learning. 6th ed. New York: McGraw Hill.
Rovegno, I. 1995. “Theoretical Perspectives on Knowledge and Learning and a Student Teacher’s Pedagogical Content

Knowledge of Dividing and Sequencing Subject Matter.” Journal of Teaching in Physical Education 14 (3): 284–304.
doi:10.1123/jtpe.14.3.284.

Ryle, G. 2009. The Concept of Mind. New York: Routledge.
Schempp, P. G., D. Manross, S. K. S. Tan, and M. D. Fincher. 1998. “Subject Expertise and Teachers’ Knowledge.”

Journal of Teaching in Physical Education 17 (3): 342–356. doi:10.1123/jtpe.17.3.342.
Shoemaker, P. J., J. W. Tankard, and D. L. Lasorsa. 2004. How to Build Social Science Theories. Thousand Oaks, CA:

Sage.
Shulman, L. S. 1987. “Knowledge and Teaching: Foundations of the New Reform.”Harvard Educational Review 57 (1):

1–21. doi:10.17763/haer.57.1.j463w79r56455411.
Siedentop, D., and E. Eldar. 1989. “Expertise, Experience and Effectiveness.” Journal of Teaching in Physical Education

8: 254–260.
Siedentop, D., and D. Tannehill. 2000.Developing Teaching Skills in Physical Education. Columbus, OH: McGraw-Hill.
Standal, O. F., and L. B. Hemmestad. 2011. “Becoming a Good Coach: Coaching and Phronesis.” In The Ethics of Sports

Coaching, edited by A. Hardman, and C. Jones, 45–55. London: Routledge.
Thomas, G. 2007. Education and Theory: Strangers in Paradigms. Berkshire: McGraw Hill.
Tinning, R. 2010. Pedagogy and Human Movement: Theory, Practice, Research. Abingdon: Routledge.
Ward, P. 2009. “Content Matters: Knowledge That Alters Teaching.” In Historic Traditions and Future Directions of

Research on Teaching and Teacher Education in Physical Education, edited by L. D. Housner, M. W. Metzler, P.
Schempp, and T. Templin, 345–356. Morgantown: Fitness Information Technology.

12 E. BACKMAN AND D. M. BARKER

https://doi.org/10.1080/14681360500200234
https://doi.org/10.1123/jtpe.2017-0204
https://doi.org/10.1080/17408989.2016.1192592
https://doi.org/10.1080/17408989.2015.1095868
https://doi.org/10.1080/17408989.2015.1095868
https://doi.org/10.1080/17408989.2015.1050662
https://doi.org/10.1080/13573322.2015.1015976
https://doi.org/10.1123/jtpe.2013-0166
https://doi.org/10.1123/jtpe.2013-0166
https://doi.org/10.1080/00336297.2012.706884
https://doi.org/10.1177/1356336X990051003
https://doi.org/10.1177/002248719004100302
https://doi.org/10.1080/13573322.2013.837044
https://doi.org/10.1123/jtpe.22.4.355
https://doi.org/10.1123/jtpe.2015-0180
https://doi.org/10.1123/jtpe.14.3.284
https://doi.org/10.1123/jtpe.17.3.342
https://doi.org/10.17763/haer.57.1.j463w79r56455411


Ward, P. 2014. “A Response to the Conversations on Effective Teaching in Physical Education.” Research Quarterly for
Exercise and Sport 85 (3): 293–296. doi:10.1080/02701367.2014.933653.

Ward, P., and S. Ayvazo. 2016. “Pedagogical Content Knowledge: Conceptions and Findings in Physical Education.”
Journal of Teaching in Physical Education 35 (3): 194–207. doi:10.1123/jtpe.2016-0037.

Ward, P., Y. He, X. Wang, and W. Li. 2018. “Chinese Secondary Physical Education Teachers’ Depth of Specialized
Content Knowledge in Soccer.” Journal of Teaching in Physical Education 37 (1): 101–112. doi:10.1123/jtpe.
2017-0092.

Ward, P., I. Kim, B. Ko, andW. Li. 2015. “Effects of Improving Teachers’ Content Knowledge on Teaching and Student
Learning in Physical Education.” Research Quarterly for Exercise and Sport 86 (2): 130–139. doi:10.1080/02701367.
2014.987908.

Ward, P., W. Li, I. Kim, and Y. S. Lee. 2012. “Content Knowledge Courses in Physical Education Programs in South
Korea and Ohio.” International Journal of Human Movement Science 6 (1): 107–120.

Ward, P., and M. O’Sullivan. 1998. “Similarities and Differences in Pedagogy and Content: 5 Years Later.” Journal of
Teaching in Physical Education 17 (2): 195–213. doi:10.1123/jtpe.17.2.195.

Ward, P., E. Tsuda, F.Dervent, andE.Devrilmez. 2018. “Differences in theContentKnowledge of Those Taught toTeach
and Those Taught to Play.” Journal of Teaching in Physical Education 37 (1): 59–68. doi:10.1123/jtpe.2016-0196.

Whetten, D. A. 1989. “What Constitutes a Theoretical Contribution?” Journal Academy of Management Review 14 (4):
490–495. doi:10.5465/amr.1989.4308371.

PHYSICAL EDUCATION AND SPORT PEDAGOGY 13

https://doi.org/10.1080/02701367.2014.933653
https://doi.org/10.1123/jtpe.2016-0037
https://doi.org/10.1123/jtpe.2017-0092
https://doi.org/10.1123/jtpe.2017-0092
https://doi.org/10.1080/02701367.2014.987908
https://doi.org/10.1080/02701367.2014.987908
https://doi.org/10.1123/jtpe.17.2.195
https://doi.org/10.1123/jtpe.2016-0196
https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.1989.4308371

	Abstract
	Introduction
	Analytical approach
	Pedagogical content knowledge
	Definitions
	Assumptions of PCK in physical education and PETE
	Assumption one: the teacher needs to be able to perform activities with the correct technique, know the tactics and have knowledge about rules and etiquette in order to have PCK
	Assumption two: the teacher needs to be able to detect errors and design task progressions in order to have PCK
	Assumption three: the teacher needs to be able to select and modify appropriate tasks as well as give feedback in order to have PCK
	Assumption four: the teacher’s level of movement CK and PCK can be quantitatively measured


	Phronesis
	Phronetic pedagogical content knowledge – implications for PETE
	The place of context
	The place of interpretation and diversity
	The place of uncertainty

	Conclusions
	Note
	Disclosure statement
	ORCID
	References

