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Socialisation and learning to teach using the teaching
personal and social responsibility approach
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ABSTRACT
Occupational socialisation theory (OST) is a dialectical approach to
understanding teachers’ recruitment, training, and lived
experiences in school settings. Research using this model has
shown that socialisation influences how physical educators
interpret or ‘read’ pedagogical models. However, this research has
not been extended to the teaching personal and social
responsibility (TPSR) model, which differs from other models in its
concurrent focus on responsibility and physical activity outcomes.
This study, therefore, sought to understand how physical
educators learned to use the model in light of current and prior
socialisation. Participants included eight physical education
teachers (five females, three males) from two schools in New
Zealand. Data collection included four individual interviews with
each teacher and systematic and ethnographic observations of
teaching. Results indicated that prior socialisation and influences
within the current school influenced fidelity to the TPSR model.
Social support and alignment of the model with other school
initiatives supported implementation, whereas a lack of clarity and
competing priorities reduced fidelity. Results are discussed in
relation to OST, and future directions for research are proposed.
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Occupational socialisation theory (OST; Richards, Templin, & Graber, 2014; Templin &
Schempp, 1989) has been used as a framework for studying the recruitment, training,
and career-long socialisation of physical education (PE) for nearly 40 years. During this
time, teachers’ backgrounds and biographies have been found to play an important role
in the development of subjective theories or personal understandings of PE (Grotjahn,
1991; Richards et al., 2014). New socialisation experiences that align with individuals’ sub-
jective theories are incorporated into their worldview, while inconsistent information is
filtered out. PE teachers now employ a variety of curricular and instructional models
(also referred to as pedagogical models; Kirk, 2013), in their teaching and model-based
instruction has become a focal point in many physical education teacher education
(PETE) programs (Lund & Tannehill, 2010; Metzler, 2011). Previous research has illus-
trated that preservice and inservice teachers’ subjective theories play an important role
in understanding how they interpret or ‘read’ (Gore, 1990) these models, including
sport education (Curtner-Smith, Hastie, & Kinchin, 2008), adventure education
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(Zmudy, Curtner-Smith, & Steffen, 2009), and teaching games for understanding
(Vollmer & Curtner-Smith, 2016). However, less is known about the ways in which socia-
lisation experiences influence PE teachers’ interpretation of other pedagogical models,
including teaching personal and social responsibility (TPSR; Hellison, 2011). Developing
this understanding is essential to researchers and practitioners concerned with developing
high-quality TPSR programs because one’s reading of the modelling has the potential
influence their delivery of it, which has implications related to fidelity of model implemen-
tation. This is particularly relevant to TPSR given that it has strong affective domain goals,
which differentiates it from many other approaches to teaching PE.

The TPSR model

The TPSR model (see Hellison, 2011 for a full overview of the model) is recognised as a
high-quality pedagogical model, and is referenced in most PE curriculum texts (Lund &
Tannehill, 2010; Metzler, 2011). It is a student-centred pedagogical approach that seeks
to use the attraction of physical activity contexts to foster personal and social responsibility
(Hellison, 2011). This emphasis does not negate the importance of PE curriculum out-
comes, with an expectation that goals related to both affective development and PE curri-
culum will be achieved (Hellison, 2011). TPSR has four major goals; that participants
become more respectful, involved, caring of others, and self-directed learners. While
achieving these goals within PE is important, the intention is that they will be transferred
outside the classroom into other areas of life (Gordon & Doyle, 2015; Hellison, 2011).

While applications of TPSR have traditionally focused on after-school or community-
based programs (Hellison, 2011), there has been increased research interest in TPSR when
implemented in school-based PE over the last decade (e.g. Hemphill, Templin, & Wright,
2015; Jung & Wright, 2012; Lee & Choi, 2015). Evidence indicates that appropriate appli-
cations of the model can foster a positive learning environment and impact student behav-
iour (Wright & Burton, 2008), develop conflict resolution skill and respect for others
(Escarti, Gutierrez, Pascual, & Llopis, 2010), and foster a better understanding of personal
and social responsibility (Gordon, 2010). Further, some research has noted success in
helping PE teachers learn to implement the TPSR approach through ongoing and sus-
tained professional development (Escarti et al., 2010; Hemphill, Templin, et al., 2015).
However, as is true of models-based practice more generally (Casey, 2014), it has also
been acknowledged that additional work is needed to understand how teachers learn to
implement the TPSR model (Martinek & Hellison, 2009), and the extent to which they
implement it as intended (Wright, 2009). In the current study we sought to understand
the role of occupational socialisation on their ‘reading’ of the TPSR model when
learned through a continuing professional development (CPD) initiative.

Overview of OST

While OST has been used to understand PE teacher socialisation for nearly 40 years
(Templin & Richards, 2014), it and other intergenerational models for the transmission
of beliefs and behaviours have been criticised by those noting that PE does not operate
in isolation from broader social and cultural institutions that influence understandings
of gender, ethnicity, and sexuality, among other things (Tinning, 2004). As a result,
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some authors have turned to theoretical perspectives rooted in the writings of Giddens
(e.g. Cassidy & Tinning, 2004; O’Connor & Macdonald, 2002), Bourdieu (e.g. Brown,
2005; lisahunter, 2004), and Foucault (e.g. Larsson, 2014; Wright, 2002) in efforts to
understand teachers identity formation and the influence of social factors within and
beyond PE. While these critiques are important, OST remains a viable and widely
adopted lens through which to view the recruitment, training, and ongoing socialisation
of PE teachers, as is captured in multiple recent review articles (e.g. Pike & Fletcher,
2014; Richards et al., 2014; Templin & Richards, 2014) and the publication of a new
book focused on PE teacher socialisation (Richards & Gaudreault, 2017).

The OST framework examines ‘all kinds of socialisation that initially influence persons
to enter the field of PE and later are responsible for their perceptions and actions as teacher
educators and teachers’ (Lawson, 1986, p. 107). The perspective has been described as dia-
lectical because, in contrast to structural-functionalist models of socialisation, scholars
using OST recognise social actors’ sense of agency in their ability to resist the influence
of individuals and social structures that seek to socialise them. As such, the socialisation
process is viewed as a ‘a contest of social thesis against individual antithesis’ in which both
the teacher and socialising agents are subject to change (Schempp & Graber, 1992, p. 331).
Influences that socialise individuals into and through careers in PE are typically described
along a temporal continuum, which includes acculturation, professional socialisation, and
organisational socialisation. Experiences across these phases of socialisation influence the
ways in which PE teachers ‘read’ and implement pedagogical models in practice (Curtner-
Smith et al., 2008).

Acculturation examines the ways in which individuals are socialised into careers in PE
through interactions with parents, teachers, coaches, and counselors while they are still
school-aged children and adolescents (Valtonen, Reunamo, Hirvensalo, & Ruismäki,
2015). Enjoyment of sport and physical activity, positive experiences participating in
school PE, and an interest in working with young people have been cited as factors that
facilitate entry into the profession (Curtner-Smith, 2001; Curtner-Smith et al., 2008;
Curtner-Smith & Sofo, 2004). This pre-training socialisation leads to the formation of sub-
jective theories (Grotjahn, 1991) related to the purposes and goals of PE, which can be dif-
ficult to change through formal teacher training (Richards, Templin, & Gaudreault, 2013).
Most recruits, however, do not have full insight into the technical aspects of teaching (e.g.
lesson planning, assessment, and grading), which results in faulty or incomplete subjective
theories (Richards et al., 2014).

Professional socialisation refers to PETE training, which typically occurs in a higher
education setting. When recruits’ subjective theories do not align with the messages
espoused by PETE faculty, they may exercise their sense of agency and resist the socialisa-
tion process (Richards et al., 2014). Graber (1991) referred to this resistance as studentship
and noted that, because PETE faculty hold a position of power over preservice teachers, it
is often covert. Well-planned field experiences (Curtner-Smith & Sofo, 2004), student-
centred pedagogies such as autobiographical essays and case studies (Hemphill, Richards,
Gaudreault, & Templin, 2015; Richards et al., 2013), a focus on reflective practice (Tsan-
garidou & O’Sullivan, 1997), and a shared technical culture among faculty (Graber, 1996)
are among the factors that contribute to effective preservice training.

Organisational socialisation occurs on the job and in the context of the schools (Van
Maanen & Schein, 1979). This phase of socialisation is ongoing and stretches from the
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time one enters the field through departure or retirement (Lynn &Woods, 2010). Schools
operate as custodial bureaucracies in which the status quo is maintained informally
through the institutional press (Curtner-Smith et al., 2008) as veteran teachers and admin-
istrators attempt to perpetuate the prevailing norms of the institution. This can lead to the
‘washout effect’ as new teachers abandon practices learned during PETE to comply with
institutional expectations (Blankenship & Coleman, 2009). School environments that
support PE, and where teachers and administrators embrace innovative practices
learned through PETE, are more likely to result in smooth transitions into teaching
(Richards et al., 2014; Stroot & Ko, 2006).

‘Reading’ pedagogical models

Extrapolating from Gore’s (1990) notion of ‘pedagogy as text’, Curtner-Smith et al. (2008)
noted that different ‘readings’ or interpretations of pedagogical models were possible
based on teachers’ socialisation experiences. These different interpretations result in
different deliveries of the model, which result in varying degrees of model fidelity. In
one study of the sport education model, Curtner-Smith et al. (2008) found that beginning
teachers delivered three different forms of sport education. The full version as intended, a
watered down approach that includes only some of the model elements, and a cafeteria
approach through which the teachers only select elements of the model that fit with
their current approach to teaching. Further, the results of this study indicated that experi-
encing a quality PE program during acculturation, participating in an effective PETE
experience that focused on sport education, and a supportive school culture led to
implementation of the full or watered down approaches to the model. Low quality PE
during acculturation, an ineffective PETE experience or one that did not emphasise
sport education, and a school culture focus on maintenance of the status quo led to the
cafeteria approach or no implementation at all. Similar findings have surfaced in
studies related to adventure education (Zmudy et al., 2009) and teaching games for under-
standing (Vollmer & Curtner-Smith, 2016), which reinforces the role that socialisation
plays in teachers’ reading and implementation of model-based instruction.

Previous research that has examined the implementation of TPSR-focused CPD has
been mixed. Some evidence indicates that programing can be effective in increasing the
extent to which teachers implement responsibility-focused strategies in their teaching
(Beaudoin, 2012; Hemphill, Templin, et al., 2015). Other studies have, however, indicated
that TPSR is not always implemented in accordance with the core principals of the model
(Mrugala, 2002; Pascual et al., 2011), leading to some concern related to model fidelity
(Wright, 2009). One potential explanation for the lack of fidelity is that prior research
has often neglected to consider the socialisation experiences of teachers involved in
CPD initiatives and how subjective theories (Grotjahn, 1991) developed through that
socialisation influence the ways in which teachers ‘read’ (Gore, 1990) the TPSR model.
Therefore, the purpose of this study was to examine the experiences of eight PE teachers
involved in a long-term TPSR-based CPD initiative with a focus on these experiences in
relation to their prior and ongoing socialisation. Research questions included: (1) how do
the teachers implement the TPSR approach?, (2) how do teachers prior socialisation
experiences influence their receptivity to TPSR? and (3) how do teachers describe facilita-
tors and inhibitors of TPSR implementation?
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Method

Participants and setting

The CPD program involved eight full-time New Zealand High School PE teachers (five
females, three males), four from each of two schools (see Table 1 for demographic infor-
mation). High Tower High School was a coeducational school of 1160 students in a small
North Island beachside community. Langston High School was a coeducational urban
school of 914 students situated in the capital city of Wellington. The Heads of Department
from each school, Fredrick and Ashley, were both participants in the CPD program. All
but one teacher were experienced teachers of PE with the majority in mid-career (10–
20 years experience). Permission was received from the Victoria University Ethics Com-
mittee to complete this research.

Overview of the professional development initiative

The CPD program ran throughout a full teaching year and was based in the teachers’
schools. Phase one involved a full day workshop for all eight teachers at High Tower.
The second author, who is an experienced practitioner and researcher in the TPSR
model, facilitated this workshop, which started with an introduction to the philosophical
underpinnings, intended outcomes, and four major themes of TPSR. Following this intro-
duction, the workshop examined how the model could look in practice with teachers par-
ticipating in a series of practical activities that demonstrated the model being integrated
into units of work. In line with Hemphill, Richards, et al.’s (2015) recommendation, the
teachers were introduced to the Tool for Assessing Responsibility-based Education
(TARE; Wright & Craig, 2011), which is designed to enable an analysis of TPSR model
fidelity. Teachers were then given an opportunity to practice using the TARE instrument
while observing a class taught by a peer.

Phase two involved the implementation of a TPSR-focused CPD initiative that mir-
rored Hemphill, Richards, et al.’s (2015) recommendations. Teachers were paired up
with a partner to work with over the year with the expectation that they would work
together informally to help and support their developing understanding of TPSR. The
second author visited all teachers within the first four weeks. At that time teachers were
observed teaching a TPSR lesson by the researcher and their partner teacher using the
TARE assessment. At the conclusion of the lesson both teachers and the researcher
debriefed the lesson using the TARE results as the basis for discussion. The second

Table 1. Overview of participant demographic information.
Name Gender Teaching experience School

Frederick (HOD) Male Mid-career High Tower
Alicia Female Mid-career High Tower
Shelia Female Mid-career High Tower
Harry Male Mid-career High Tower
Ashley (HOD) Male Mid-career Langston
Jessica Female Over 30 years Langston
Daisy Female Two years Langston
Cynthia Female Mid-career Langston

Note: HOD = Head of Department.
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author continued to visit and observe teachers throughout the year on a monthly basis.
These observations were followed by a discussion on the lesson and, when appropriate,
suggestions for improvement. On two of these visits, at the middle and end of the year,
TARE assessments were completed and used as a prompt for discussion with the teachers.
The researcher also met with the four teachers, as a group, at the two schools on three
occasions. These meetings were used to identify problems, offer suggestions, and share
good practices. The CPD program was designed to be ongoing throughout the year and
offer teachers both external support from the second author, and internal support from
their peer teacher and other teachers in the department.

Data collection

Individual interviews
The primary source of data was semi-structured interviews with the participants (Patton,
2015). All eight teachers completed three individual interviews at the beginning, middle,
and end of the yearlong CPD program. The interviews were completed at the teacher’s
school in a quiet office and took between 45 and 60 minutes. All interviews were
allowed to continue until their natural conclusion. Six of the teachers subsequently com-
pleted a fourth interview one year after completion of the CPD initiative. Two teachers,
Jessica and Daisy, were unavailable for participation in the follow-up interview due to per-
sonal situations. The purpose of the first three interviews was to understand how the tea-
chers experienced the implementation of TPSR as well as the challenges and facilitators
they encountered. Example interview questions included: ‘what have you found to be
the challenges involved with implementing TPSR into your program?’ (interview one),
‘what does TPSR look like in your class?’ (interview two), and ‘how confident do you
feel in your knowledge of TPSR at this stage?’ (interview three). The fourth interview
sought to ascertain the degree to which the teachers were influenced by the CPD initiative
a year after its completion and to query the teachers’ socialisation experiences. Example
interview questions for this interview were ‘what kind of PE teaching did you have at
your high school?’ and ‘how does TPSR work for different kinds of students in your
classes?’

Ethnographic observations
The second author completed five or six observations of each teacher teaching TPSR-
based PE lessons over the year. The observer arrived approximately 10 minutes before
the class commenced and then observed the full 60-minute teaching period. During
these observations he took ethnographic field notes (Patton, 2015) guided broadly by
an interest in establishing how the teachers were implementing TPSR into their own prac-
tice, the students’ responses to the model, and the culture of the class. Field notes were
subsequently transcribed for inclusion in the dataset.

Systematic observation of teaching
In response toWright (2009) and Hemphill, Richards, et al.’s (2015) recommendation that
additional attention be paid to the implementation fidelity of the TPSR model, the second
author completed three TARE (Wright & Craig, 2011) assessments on each teacher over
the year. While Hellison’s (2011) conceptualisation of TPSR includes flexibility for
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teachers to implement the model to suit their setting, it is important that this flexibility
does not progress into a toxic mutation whereby the name is retained, but the practice
varies drastically from the model’s intention (Gordon, Jacobs, & Wright, 2016).
Through direct observation and time sampling ratings in five-minute intervals, the
TARE instrument evaluates teaching strategies (i.e. integration, transfer, empowerment,
and relationships) and student behaviours (i.e. self-control, participation, effort, self-direc-
tion, and caring) viewed as integral to the implementation of TPSR (Hellison, 2011).
Higher ratings on the TARE indicate that the model is being implemented with greater
fidelity. The interrater reliability for the instrument has been documented through pre-
vious research and been found to range from 0.78 to 1.00 for each item (Wright &
Craig, 2011). Further, the second author, who conducted the TARE observations, was
trained to use the instrument by the developers and is experienced in its use.

Data analysis and trustworthiness

The lead author used a combination of inductive and deductive analysis along with the
constant comparative method to analyse the data. By combining inductive and deductive
analysis the results could be interpreted through the lens of OST (i.e. deductive), but the
researcher remained open to new insights that extended or challenged the theory (i.e.
inductive; Patton, 2015). Through constant comparison, the results were formed and
reformed throughout the data analysis process to account for the coding of new data
(Glaser & Strauss, 1967). As the data analysis process continued, coded data were
grouped into themes (Patton, 2015). Once all of the data had been coded, the authors
reviewed the themes and created a thematic structure that included themes and subthemes
that communicated the participants’ perspectives.

In conducting qualitative research trustworthiness is enhanced through methodological
decisions that seek to enhance the quality of the study design (Lincoln & Guba, 1985). In
the current study, the researcher adopted the following strategies: data triangulation,
member checks, peer debriefing, and the maintenance of an audit trail. Collecting data
from multiple participants and multiple sources facilitated data triangulation. Member
checks were built into the research design as interviews asked participants to reflect on
comments they had made previously. The second author acted as a peer debriefer by
reviewing the thematic structure and providing feedback that helped to identify the
final themes. Finally, an audit trail was maintained through the collection and analysis
of data to develop transparency through the research process.

Results

Fidelity to the TPSR approach

Fidelity to the TPSR model was examined both through systematic observations of taught
lessons and through discussing implementation with the participations. The final TARE
assessments completed on the teachers demonstrated a range of fidelity to the model in
the reality of their practice (see Table 2). When considering the degree to which the
four major themes were evident in the lessons it was found that the integration of
TPSR into the physical activity section of the lesson, empowerment of students, and
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positive teacher–student relationships themes were all well established in the majority of
teachers. The theme that was largely missing was transfer. Based on the TARE obser-
vations, six of the eight teachers were applying three of the themes either extensively
(4) or frequently (3) with some attempts at transfer occasionally (2), rarely (1), or in
two cases, never (0). Daisy and Harry, however, generally demonstrated little application
of the themes in their practice. In relation to student behaviours (see Table 3), self-control,
participation, and effort were generally high for all classes. Self-direction and caring, which
could be considered more TPSR specific, were scored lower, although they were present at
some level for all classes. It can be concluded that model fidelity was reasonable high,
although there was variation both across TPSR themes and between individual teachers.
Daisy and Harry implemented with less fidelity than the other teachers.

Interview data revealed that, as a result of their current and prior socialisation experi-
ences, the teachers in this study self-reported varying levels of fidelity to TPSR. Several of
the teachers discussed the importance of making a concentrated effort to be deliberate
about implementation. They also, however, noted that at times they struggled reconciling
the requirements of TPSR with some of the more traditional pedagogies they had become
accustomed to using.

Table 2. Personal–social responsibility themes from TARE observations.
Teacher Integration Transfer Empowerment Relationships

Ashley 3 1 3 4
Daisy 2 0 1 2
Jessica 4 0 4 4
Cynthia 3 0 3 3
Fredrick 4 1 4 4
Harry 2 1 2 2
Shelia 4 2 4 4
Alicia 3 1 3 4

Note: (0) never: throughout the entire lesson none of the teacher’s words or actions clearly
convey or align with this strategy, (1) rarely: not generally implemented into the teach-
ing but may be reflected in some isolated words or actions on the teacher’s part, (2)
occasionally: some of the teachers’ words and actions connect to this strategy either
directly or indirectly during the lesson, (3) frequently: theme is addressed directly
and evidenced at several points in the lesson through the words and actions of the
teacher, (4) extensively: theme is seamlessly addressed and evidenced in multiple
ways throughout the lesson through the words and actions of the teacher.

Table 3. Student responsibility themes from TARE observations.
Teacher Self-control Participation Effort Self-direction Caring

Ashley 4 4 3 3 2
Daisy 3 3 2 2 3
Jessica 4 1 4 4 4
Cynthia 4 4 3 3 3
Frederick 3 4 3 3 2
Harry 3 3 3 2 2
Shelia 3 4 4 4 4
Alicia 3 4 4 3 3

Note: Rating scale: (0) very weak: few if any students displayed this responsibility,
(1) weak: some students displayed this responsibility, (2) moderate: many stu-
dents displayed this responsibility but many did not, (3) strong: most students
displayed this responsibility throughout the lesson with only minor and/or iso-
lated exceptions, (4) very strong: all students displayed this responsibility
throughout the lesson with no observed exceptions.
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Being deliberate about implementation
The majority of the teachers attempted to implement TPSR as intended through the CPD
initiative. Shelia explained she changed her class in order to empower students and
promote self-directed learning: ‘students are teaching each other, assessing each other
by having criteria for a certain skill and then actually observing each other, and then
giving each other feedback’. In describing how his class had changed, Ashley noted that
‘I would say it looks like students taking a bit more responsibility for themselves and
their peers, not just their learning, but their enjoyment and their participation in class’.
In approaching the teaching process, Fredrick explained that ‘I’ve tried to be more delib-
erate in my planning and actions to integrate TPSR… that would be the difference for me
from a traditional PE program and the current approach I am taking’. He went on to
discuss how, over time, TPSR became integrated into his regular process so that ‘I
would be making references to transfer and not have to be so conscious about doing it.’
One observation recorded the following discussion in one of Fredrick’s classes around
the need for effort and demonstrated his attempt to develop the idea of transfer of
learning.

So where else do you make an effort to see improvement… in other classes good, now think
about it first and then tell the person next to you where you think it could also be important
in out of school situations.

Jessica explained how she was changing her instruction to give the students more
responsibility: ‘I think I’m trying to get them to… take responsibility, for example,
rather than dictating the warm-ups, I’ve been having them come up with some on their
own’. Daisy explained that TPSR became such a part of her teaching practice that the stu-
dents begin anticipating certain elements of the model. She recalled a time when she forgot
to debrief at the end of the lesson and ‘and the next minute the kids were saying it for me
naturally… [they talked about] self-direction and transfer without me having to prompt
them’. Alicia gave an example of how she deliberately implemented the model into her
regular teaching practice:

By saying soft defense in basketball, that instantly opens up a half a lesson… [I can talk about
the differences between] a competitive game and a social game… it is developing to the point
that I can literally just pull them out of my bag and start thinking that way.

Struggling with traditional pedagogies
Teaching with a TPSR approach requires teachers to give up some of the control over their
classes, which can be uncomfortable. Some of the teachers in this study, particularly those
such as Cynthia and Jessica who had been teaching for many years, noted that this was a
challenge for them. Cynthia commented that:

the biggest challenge is that I’ve been teaching for a long time and as part of that you can get
stale and not open to new ideas, and I think I sort of just felt comfortable in how I had been
teaching.

Jessica explained that ‘sometimes I felt like I was letting the control go, which can be a bit
scary… I was scared to try new things, and then other times I was unsure of how to scaf-
fold the power over to the students’. On one occasion she commented that she had not
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slept the previous night as she was nervous about allowing students a choice of two warm
up activities and did not know what would happen. By the end of the year observational
notes recorded there had been a substantial change indicating a more complete implemen-
tation of the TPSR model:

Students were offered choices throughout and worked with full engagement. The final
activity involved students deciding on what skill(s) they wanted to work on and then
working at their own pace in groups. Jessica positioned herself away from the action and
said she was available if anyone wanted help. One girl took advantage of the opportunity
and spent time with Jessica working on her serve. What a change from the beginning.

In line with Curtner-Smith et al. (2008) notion of a watered down version of pedago-
gical model implementation, some of the teachers noted that they were interested in
adopting some (but not all) elements of TPSR, or using the model only in specialised
circumstances. Cynthia explained that she ‘modified certain aspects of TPSR’. While
she was reluctant to use the full version of TPSR, she ‘tried to still keep the TPSR
levels… we have them on posters around the gym… refer to them as vocab words’.
Alicia felt as if the model was more appropriate for use in classes where children have
behavioural issues. From her perspective, TPSR ‘has a place within some programs
more than others… it worked well for Frederick’s [class for students with behavioral
issues], but for my regular class, I think they felt like I was treating them like babies,
almost’.

Other teachers felt themselves slipping back into old teaching habits, particularly when
the schedules got busy. These traditional practices were more automatic and required less
planning. After beginning with a strong focus on TPSR, Harry lamented that ‘I slipped
back to my old habits, I suppose just going back to my normal teaching style… you are
just used to being in charge of your class and giving up control to the students is hard’.
While Frederick wanted to implement the full version of the model, he noted that some-
times he felt himself retreating to traditional practices:

I think on those days when I’ve gone to class and I haven’t done enough planning it’s easy to
resort back to your default settings, and I found that as some weeks went by and your work-
load is a little heavier, it’s easy to go back to the things that are easier for you. It’s taken con-
scious thought to do it well, and when I have consciously put time aside to plan with TPSR in
mind it’s worked really well.

Background characteristics

Participants discussed their acculturation as being focused on sport and involvement in
physical activity. They also had positive things to say about their preservice training pro-
grams through professional socialisation. Some went on to discuss elements of their back-
ground that either served to introduce them to TPSR specifically, or helped make them
more receptive to responsibility-focused instruction more generally.

Teachers’ acculturation and professional socialisation
In concert with previous socialisation research (Curtner-Smith, 1997; Curtner-Smith
et al., 2008) participants in this study described themselves as being involved in ‘a
lot of athletics’ (Alicia). Frederick, for example, explained that he was a ‘very active
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student [who] played a lot of different sports’. Ashley ‘got on really well with PE tea-
chers [in school]’, and Harry ‘had a strong interest in sport through high school and
then that just carried on to university’. Ashley had fond memories of school-based
PE, recalling that ‘I got on really well with my PE teachers and am friends with one
from school days. I remember [PE] as being sport based, little structure and lots of
activity’.

When talking about their teacher training programs, most of the participants
spoke in general terms and highlighted the field-based nature of the program and
their perception that the faculty were qualified, both of which are supported as
best practices for teacher training (Richards et al., 2014). Ashley explained that
there were ‘long placements in the schools’ and that ‘basically, you learned on the
job,’ while Harry added that ‘I think I learned most when I was actually putting
the theory into practice, and I went to a lot of schools [during field-placements]’.
Alicia added ‘we had awesome lecturers at [my university]. They had taught for a sig-
nificant amount of time and they hadn’t been out of teaching long, so they knew what
it was’. Cynthia explained that she really enjoyed her preservice teacher education
program, recalling that ‘I always got really good feedback when I was out on schools
… it seemed to suit my personality at the age that I was at… it was one of the most
brilliant years of my life’.

Receptivity to responsibility
Several of the teachers had either prior exposure to TPSR and/or were generally receptive
to the idea of incorporating responsibility-based instruction into PE because of their past
experiences. Daisy believed that she came into the CPD project with somewhat of an
advantage because ‘we obviously discussed it in a course at uni[versity]… [so] I already
knew a little about [TPSR] and I’d actually used it with a difficult class I had… so I
went into [the CPD] already knowing the basics’. Ashley observed that ‘I always had an
okay knowledge of Hellison’s [TPSR], so there was a head start in there’. Cynthia did
not learn about TPSR through her university training, but was exposed to it when ‘I
went to a PE conference in the 90s where Don Hellison… did some teaching on what
he called social responsibility in those days’.

While Alicia’s exposure to TPSR was limited, she believed that teaching for social
responsibility was important, particularly in relation to advocating for the discipline: ‘as
phys ed you get sick of other people pigeon holing you, that you are just a practical subject
… there are other [social] skills that you learn… I feel like [TPSR] makes it a bit more
obvious’. Jessica also believed in the importance of teaching social responsibility, noting
that ‘philosophically, respect for self, respect for other, working collegially and coopera-
tively, I think that’s hugely important [for PE]’. Fredrick provided perhaps the clearest
example of how his experience teaching in a school for at risk children helped him to
see the relevance of TPSR:

For the first few months I was very teacher directed… and it was just clearly not working, it
was just a waste of time. So I refocused the way I was teaching and worked on some of their
weaknesses with their interactions… I would run PE sessions with them and try and teach
them some personal skill, so that really helped me focus on that element and less about
the PE… that experience was quite influential for me.
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Contextual facilitators of implementation

Data analyses indicated that several socialisation factors operating in their current school
contexts acted as facilitators to the implementation of TPSR. These facilitators included
the alignment between TPSR and other educational initiatives, and social support that
was facilitated through the CPD initiative.

Alignment with educational and social initiatives
During the time of TPSR implementation, the New Zealand government was promoting
an initiative called Positive Behaviour for Learning (PB4L), which focused on ‘explicitly
teaching learning behaviors, rewarding students for positive behavior, and using restora-
tive practices to repair relationships when there’s been poor behavior’ (Jamie). Several of
the participants, such as Frederick, believed that TPSR ‘aligns significantly with PB4L’.
One teacher, Ashley, also observed how TPSR is ‘aligned with the Maori improvement
initiative, ki eke panuku, which is positive for connecting to our students’. This facilitated
their implementation of TPSR, as the teachers were able to connect what they were doing
in PE to larger initiatives. Daisy explained that ‘[TPSR] linked really well to achievement
standard 1.1, which was looking at influences on students’ participation… [TPSR] worked
quite positively [with that standard] because it gave them more to write about’. She
explained that this ‘increased my attention to TPSR’.

The connections between TPSR and PB4L allowed the PE teachers to connect their
work to larger school structures in deeper, more meaningful ways. Frederick explained
that the school ‘principal is interested about the connections between TPSR and PB4L,
so that’s an area we’ve chatted about’. Ashley recalled that:

I’ve had two deans who have heard about what we’re doing and they would like to start using
it school wide… they’d like to start using it as a basis for some of the behavior achievement
objectives, particularly with year nine.

Alicia added that, because of the alignment, the school principal viewed TPSR as an oppor-
tunity for further integration of the departments at her school. She explained that ‘our
school is just on the cusp of looking at more integrated learned and de-siloing our depart-
ments… [TPSR] will be able to help us further the mission of transfer from PE’. Finally,
Ashley explained how his knowledge of TPSR, and the alignment it held with school
initiatives, helped him receive a promotion:

The TPSR work gave me a number of practical stories that aligned with the PB4L initiative
and they were really helpful to draw on at my interview as it showed I was able to implement
this theoretical idea [PB4L] into my own teaching. I think it helped me get the promotion
over some really experienced candidates.

Professional development that embraces social support
Several participants commented on how the TPSR CPD was implemented in a way that
gave them multiple opportunities to connect with one another. The initial training at
the start of the CPD program ‘had a huge impact on my understanding because it was
so good to just sit down with another PE department and go through what [TPSR] is actu-
ally going to look like’ (Ashley). Even Cynthia, who was fairly critical of TPSR in general,
appreciated that the CPD ‘was good as a department… it was nice for us to be doing
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something together. All of the other CPD we do is school wide and not subject specific’.
Several teachers were particularly excited about the opportunity for peer feedback. Alicia
explained that ‘Shelia already knew quite a bit from her university, so it was really helpful
to watch her teach as I got used to using the model’.

Beyond the support provided through the CPD initiative, several of the teachers noted
the importance of social support they provided one another on a more informal basis. This
type of social support, which is indicative of a community of practice among teachers, has
been found to be instrumental to teacher learning in previous research (Richards &
Templin, 2011). Daisy believed that it was important for the department to be on the
same page and doing so helped to motivate her to use TPSR: ‘if it wasn’t a department
thing I think I’d introduce [TPSR] anyway because I see the benefits, but I am not sure
how much I would push myself’. Fredrick was one of the department heads involved in
the CPD initiative and he took a very deliberate approach to building social support
among his teachers. He believed that:

We are very collaborative and share a lot of resources… this has helped with TPSR… The
people who are not fully integrating it are definitely in the minority, but they are gradually
being exposed to it… gradually it’ll become part of their process and hopefully they feel
empowered to do it rather than forced to.

Contextual inhibitors to implementation

While there were several factors in the school settings that facilitated the implementation
of TPSR, there were likewise those that acted as inhibitors. These were elements of the tea-
chers’ biographies and current organisational context that limited the extent to which
TPSR was applied. Specific inhibitors included that TPSR can be a confusing model to
implement, and that the teachers struggled with other priorities in the gymnasium.

Implementation can be confusing
Some of the teachers lamented that TPSR was a confusing pedagogical model to
implement, particularly because they felt as if it was not accompanied by clear, straightfor-
ward teaching strategies. Unlike other models such as sport education (Siedentop, Hastie,
& van der Mars, 2004) and teaching games for understanding (Mitchell, Oslin, & Griffin,
2006) that are accompanied by deliberate strategies for implementation, TPSR includes a
loose framework with the expectation that teachers will take ownership to develop specific
strategies to support the model goals (Hellison, 2011). For some teachers, this created a
disconnection between theory and practice, which Fredrick discussed using the following
analogy:

Sometimes [with TPSR] there’s no right way of doing things, so it’s like I am flying an air-
plane while trying to build it, and so that can be a challenge… there are some teaching
approaches, for example, Mosston’s Spectrum of Teaching Styles, that have strategies and
learning activities associated with them… TPSR doesn’t have that.

During her first interview early in the CPD initiative, Jessica noted that ‘I think the real
problem was that I was unsure how to implement it… this looks great on paper, but
how do I actually change my teaching strategies to get it going?’. This perceived lack of
clarity led some teachers to feel as if it was difficult to implement the model, even if
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they agreed with its philosophical underpinning. Jessica made this point clear by explain-
ing ‘it’s not as if I don’t agree with those goals, but it is difficult to implement without
having examples. I would like to see a few more examples to confirm my thinking’.

Cynthia had a difficult time understanding how TPSR differed from her typical teach-
ing: ‘you might do a TPSR activity which isn’t any different than any other activity you
might do in PE anyway, so how can you credit that to TPSR?’ She went on to explain
that this could have been clarified with more concrete examples by noting that ‘regardless
of how brilliantly anybody writes about anything academically, unless you can visualise
how it works in practice it is a waste of my time because I won’t understand how to do
it’. In part, this helped to explain Cynthia’s initial reluctance to implement the model.
She explained that, at the beginning of the initiative, ‘I didn’t really know what I was
doing and what I was supposed to be doing and I didn’t seem to have much direction
at all.’ And it was just almost too hard sort of thing so Alicia added that her initial con-
fusion was caused by the CPD providers ‘sort of jump[ing] in with the assumption that
we already know a little about [TPSR]… I definitely was not using it in my own teaching
[before], so I was getting really confused’.

Other priorities in the gymnasium
Some of the teachers struggled with the amount of time TPSR took away from physical
activity in the gym. Daisy explained that the biggest challenge for her in implementing
TPSR was ‘probably not having enough time… I feel like there’s a lot going on and
you’re talking about key vocab words you want to introduce… and then general
content knowledge of sports, it’s really hard to balance it all’. The disconnect between
TPSR and traditional goals in PE was especially difficult for Cynthia, whose socialisation
led her to be ‘very conscious of giving [students] time on task and doing physical activity,
and I find it frustrating to have to do a lot of talking and having them stop from moving to
do evaluating and reflecting’. For her, the disconnect between TPSR and physical activity
was something that was very difficult to reconcile:

I haven’t come up with some decent ideas that allow maximum physical activity with the
TPSR focus… I just think about last term we were on fitness and…when you give people
choices they just don’t complete as many tasks, whereas if I teacher lead the lesson the
work gets done faster and more efficiently.

Beyond the tension between TPSR and physical activity, some of the teachers felt as if there
were other school and governmental initiatives that got in the way of TPSR. Harry felt a great
deal of pressure to implement the Collaborative Learners, Respectful Learners (CARE)
program, which he described as ‘a nationwide program a lot of schools are doing that
relates to respecting the rights and feelings of others’. While theremay have been some oppor-
tunities for this program to overlap with TPSR, Harry indicated that his focus on this initiative
‘put me on the back foot [relative to TPSR] and I don’t think I took up as much as I poten-
tially could have… in terms of day to day teaching, CARE would be number one’.

Discussion and conclusions

The purpose of this study was to examine the experiences of eight PE teachers involved in
a long-term CPD initiative focus on TPSR in relation to their prior and ongoing
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socialisation. Results derived through qualitative data analysis indicated that, while many
participants sought to be deliberate about implementing TPSR, several also struggled to
relinquish traditional pedagogical approaches, and found themselves retreating to these
approaches when they felt stressed or pressed for time. Further analyses indicated that
socialisation factors in participants’ backgrounds and current occupational settings influ-
enced the ways in which they ‘read’ (Gore, 1990) the model. The socialisation experiences
that drew the eight participants into the field of PE, including positive experiences in
school PE and involvement in youth sport and physical activity, were similar to those
observed through previous OST research (Curtner-Smith, 2001; Curtner-Smith et al.,
2008; Richards & Templin, 2011). Several also described positive experiences in preservice
teacher training programs that included quality indicators such as field experiences and
qualified faculty members (Graber, 1996; Richards et al., 2014). Similar to previous
research (Curtner-Smith et al., 2008; Vollmer & Curtner-Smith, 2016) participants were
more likely to be open to the implementation of TPSR when their prior experience
included an overview of the model or experiences that helped them see its value (in this
case, the value of responsibility pedagogy).

While background factors influence initial receptivity to TPSR, previous research has
documented the role that school cultures play in determining the likelihood of models-
based practice (Curtner-Smith et al., 2008). School cultures tend to operate as custodial
bureaucracies that inhibit chance while promoting the status quo (Lawson, 1983; Richards
et al., 2013). Such an environment can inhibit model-based practice (Curtner-Smith et al.,
2008), especially in the case of something such as TPSR, which deviates from traditional,
custodial views of PE. However, when innovative climates that promote collegiality and
social support can be fostered, change is possible (Richards et al., 2014). The teachers
in this study noted support in the form of well-structured, ongoing CPD as well as a
departmental culture that embraced innovation and sought to empower teachers to take
an active role in the change process. This environment, analogous to what has been
described elsewhere as a community of practice (O’Sullivan, 2007; Richards & Templin,
2011), can facilitate growth and serve as a positive catalyst for continued learning and
change. The positive pressure for change may be compounded even more when teachers
feel as if that change helps them to come into alignment with larger social structures. Tea-
chers in the current study, for example, were able to recognise the connection between
TPSR and larger school missions for responsibility.

While these types of communities can facilitate change, the individual dispositions of
teachers involved in these contexts cannot be overlooked. Those teachers whose anticipat-
ory and professional socialisation have led to the development of subjective theories (Grot-
jahn, 1991) that do not align with models-based instruction are likely to resist change even
in the presence of supportive environments (Curtner-Smith et al., 2008; Vollmer &
Curtner-Smith, 2016). While this resistance can be covert and come in the form of stra-
tegic or feigned compliance with programing (Lacey, 1977), sometimes it is more overt
and pronounced. This was observed in some of the teachers in the current study who
rejected the notion of integrating responsibility into PE because they felt as if it would jeo-
pardise physical activity time. It is, therefore, important for CPD provides and others
working with preservice and inservice teachers to understand their starting point relatively
to receptivity (Richards et al., 2013). Some teachers may not be ready for change. If that is
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the case, changes are more likely to be superficial than real, and traditional practices are
likely to reemerge at the earliest convenience (Sparkes, 1991).

An additional inhibitor to change discussed in this study is the lack of clarity related to
specific strategies for implementing TPSR. Unlike other models such as sport education
(Siedentop et al., 2004) and teaching games for understanding (Mitchell et al., 2006)
that are accompanied by deliberate strategies for implementation, TPSR includes a
loose framework with the expectation that teachers will take ownership to develop specific
strategies to support the model goals (Hellison, 2011). This led some teachers to a point of
frustration because they did not know how to best teach the model. In a larger sense, the
lack of clear teaching strategies could lead to ‘toxic mutations’ of TPSR whereby individ-
uals develop hybrid and altered forms of the model that they call TPSR, but that deviate
from the true spirit of the model. These mutations could threaten model fidelity beyond
the work of individual teachers, and is something that the larger TPSR community may
want to consider. The trick seems to be providing clear enough strategies to facilitate
appropriate implementation without being so prescriptive as to threaten practitioners’
ability to develop a sense of ownership and empowerment in their work.

The results of this study shed a great deal of light on the ways in which previous and
current socialisation experiences influence teacher motivation to use, and fidelity to
implement, TPSR. School cultures are critical in determining the likelihood of implemen-
tation. Specifically, in those environments in which administrators and senior members of
the PE faculty discourage innovation, the implementation of models-based practice is
unlikely (Curtner-Smith et al., 2008). However, even within innovative cultures, change
is unlikely among teachers who embody a custodial orientation to teaching (Richards
et al., 2014). Specifically, those who have no or limited exposure to the model during accul-
turation and professional socialisation, and those who hold a subjective theory (Grotjahn,
1991) of PE that does not include affective development, may be less likely to implement
TPSR. Given the ways in which TPSR differs from many other pedagogical models in PE,
developing an appreciation for and receptivity to responsibility-based instruction seems
paramount. It is, therefore, critical that practitioners’ voices be taken into consideration
when developing interventions and CPD initiatives focused on TPSR. There are some tea-
chers who are not comfortable with TPSR and it may not be the best pedagogical model for
them to learn at that point in time. A model such as sport education, which deviates from
teacher-driven, direct instruction, but maintain a central focus on sport (Curtner-Smith
et al., 2008), may be a more appropriate alternative.

In conclusion, this study extends the literature related to ways in which socialisation
experiences influence teachers’ ‘reading’ of pedagogical models in PE. Both past socialisa-
tion experiences and those in the present structure of the school influenced teachers’
receptivity to TPSR and the fidelity of model implementation. Future researchers
should continue to examine the influence of socialisation on instruction in models such
as TPSR, sport education, teaching games for understanding, and adventure education,
which have already received attention in the literature. Additionally it is important that
researchers examine models such as the skills themes approach, cooperative learning,
and personalised system of instruction, which have not been studied through the lens
of socialisation as of yet. Future research should take a multifaceted approach that incor-
porates fidelity checks of model implementation using systematic observation (Hemphill,
Templin, et al., 2015; Wright, 2009). These fidelity checks can then be triangulated with
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teachers’ perception of model implementation to provide a more detailed picture of how
teachers implement the model.
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