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Listening to students’ silences – a study examining students’ participation and 

non-participation in physical education 

Background: For years researchers have been engaged in revealing the impact 

of the hidden curriculum in PE on students’ participation and non-participation. 

The hidden PE curriculum encompasses the knowledge, the relations, the 

assumptions, the norms and the beliefs that students unconsciously and 

unintentionally learn through the process of education. As the hidden 

curriculum reinforces particular values and attitudes among students in a very 

subtle and often unnoticed fashion, it limits students’ possibilities for becoming 

aware of, and thus reporting, how the tacit messages communicated through 

the hidden curriculum impact on their position of participation and non-

participation. Thus, in this article we argue, that examining students’ silences, 

that is the things students do not voice, is significant for the understanding of 

the impact of the hidden curriculum on students’ participation and non-

participation in PE.  

 

Purposes: In this article, we aim to develop insight into students’ silences in 

order to elucidate how aspects of the hidden curriculum serve to reinforce 

some students’ non-participation in PE. Much attention has been devoted to 

particular values and attitudes unintentionally transmitted by teachers in PE. 

However, in this article we examine how the everyday exchanges between the 

students themselves may also convey a hidden set of meanings, that impact on 

students’ actual experiences of the PE curriculum and thus, mitigate the 

intended effects of students’ participation. 
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Research Design: The backdrop for this article is a single-case study 

carried out in a multi-ethnic and co-educational secondary school in 

Denmark from January to December 2014. The article draws on material 

collected through focus-group interviews with 7th grade students 

(including participant-diagrams filled out by students) along with 

observations of their PE classes. The observations took place once a 

week throughout the whole calendar year. 

 

Findings: In the article, we point to students’ intentional silences that are 

highly reflective of the normative expectations negotiated within the 

peer group. In addition, we show that the pressures toward social 

conformity have a direct impact on the positions of non-participation 

intentionally taken up by some of the less socially respected students in 

PE. These students were highly aware that how they behaved in PE and 

what they voiced in the interviews, might have consequences for their 

peer group connections within PE and for their social reputation among 

peers outside of PE. In addition, we add to current literature on student 

silence, by pointing to a category of non-privileged silences. These 

silences revealed that a minor group of students were not aware of or 

had not recognized their position as non-participants in PE. Moreover, 

they appeared unable to imagine that things could be different and to 

voice a desire for change. 

 

Conclusion: We argue that our findings reveal critical aspects of 

students’ non-participation that would be difficult to access if we did not 
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listen to, hear and attempt to understand students’ silences. In order to 

extend the knowledge base on students’ participation and non-

participation in PE, we hope that this article may also encourage other 

researchers to let students’ silences breathe and speak. 

Keywords: Adolescent; Curriculum; Inclusion; Physical education; 

Voice 

Introduction 

For years research has highlighted the impact of the hidden curriculum on the 

reproduction of inequality and reinforcement of exclusion processes in PE and 

education more broadly (see, e.g., Bain 1975; Fernandez-Balbao 1993; Kirk 1992). 

The concept of the hidden curriculum refers to ‘the tacit messages, the daily 

regularities, the relations, and the norms and values that lurk undetected, behind, and 

beyond the content of daily lessons and subject matters’ (Dodds 1985, cited in 

Fernandez-Balbao 1993). As the hidden curriculum encompasses the knowledge, 

attitudes, norms, values and assumptions unconsciously and unintentionally learned 

by students through years of education (Kirk 1992), the hidden curriculum is 

embodied at a deep level (Sandford and Rich 2006). Thus, students are often not 

aware of and therefore, cannot negotiate and/or reject the messages sent by the hidden 

curriculum. Moreover, as the hidden curriculum acts as a ‘subtle and often unnoticed 

means of reinforcing particular values and attitudes’ among students, it is often 

neither recognized nor acknowledged by students (Laker 2000, 73). This makes it 

difficult for students to voice and communicate just how much the attitudes, the 

beliefs and the body practices reinforced by the hidden curriculum restrict their 

participation in PE. Thus, the argument can be made that the hidden curriculum serves 
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to silence students who take up a non-privileged position in PE and that aspects of the 

hidden curriculum might best be documented and assessed through students’ silences.  

In PE, hidden curriculum research, has been particularly focused on revealing 

how assumptions held by teachers transmit stereotypical expectations of girls and 

boys’ behaviours; expectations that reinforce particular values and attitudes amongst 

students, construct gender differences and thus serve to uphold the culturally 

constructed and gendered order of sport (see, e.g., Azzarito 2012; Flintoff and Scraton 

2006; Gorely, Holroyd and Kirk 2003; Oliver and Lalik 2004; Oliver, Hamzeh and 

McCaughtry 2009; Rønholt 2002). What this research also shows is that this type of 

learning might have significant consequences for students’ engagement in PE. Thus, 

some students learn that they are legitimate participants in PE while others learn they 

are not (Casey 2017). However, as this learning is not only ‘driven’ by the teachers in 

PE, the hidden curriculum is embedded in the everyday exchanges that occur between 

teachers as well as between the students themselves (Casey 2017; Rønholt 2002). 

Thus, students also support this learning through their own curricula (Casey 2017). 

For instance, the nature of students’ peer relationships and the values promoted by 

peer groups, such as cliques, might also convey hidden messages, that impact on 

students’ experiences of the PE curriculum. However, the significance of students' 

peer group relations and interactions are aspects of the hidden curriculum, which have 

not yet attracted much attention in PE research. This suggests that there is still much 

to learn about the effect of the hidden curriculum from those students who are 

silenced. 

 With these considerations in mind, in this article we examine student silence 

as an important means of investigating the hidden set of meanings embedded in the 

everyday exchanges between the students in PE. By identifying issues that typically 



	  

	  

6	  

6	  

remain unstated by students, yet have implications for students’ participation and non-

participation in PE, we might prevent this hidden curriculum ‘from remaining a black 

box of unspoken truths’ (Tekian 2009, 823). Treating silence, not as an absence of 

empirical material, but as an integral part of language that can be studied in its own 

right (Minh-ha 1988), we agree with Poland and Pederson that ‘what is not said may 

be as revealing as what is said’ and as such, that ‘what is left out’ may sometimes 

‘exceed what is put in’ (1998, 293). 

 

State of the art 

Student voice research  

A number of researchers have theorized and argued for the significance of including 

students’ voices in educational research (Batchelor 2006; Cook-Sather 2002, 2006; 

Robinson and Taylor 2007). Within PE, the publication of Graham (1995) is often 

referred to as the methodological milestone, marking the important shift to extend the 

focus of researchers to provide students with a voice. The concepts, practices and 

meanings associated with the term ‘student voice’ and thus the approaches used to 

elicit students’ perspectives have proliferated considerably in the last 30 years and as 

such vary across different studies (Cook-Sather 2014; Hill 2003). However, what 

student voice proponents generally agree is that student voice work is important as it 

enables, supports end empowers students to take active and meaningful roles in 

decisions related to their learning and thus provides students with the opportunity to 

critique and reform education (Batchelor 2006; Cook-Sather 2002, 2006; Robinson 

and Taylor 2007). Moreover, arguments have been made that authorizing student 

perspectives motivates students to participate constructively in their education (Cook-

Sather 2002).  
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 With the growth of student voice research responding to and acting upon 

young people’s voices in PE, increased attention has also been given to students’ 

silences (Long and Carless 2010). However, as we will argue in the following, only a 

few empirical studies have been specifically devoted to analyses of students’ silences; 

that is, to the things students do not voice.  

 

Issues of silencing  

One major concern within the student voice literature has been the silencing of 

students; that is the voices we do not listen to, the voices we do not hear and/or the 

voices, we do not acknowledge (Long and Carless 2010). In relation to the first, great 

efforts have been made to correct the imbalance in the voices that have shaped 

practice to date. For instance, much attention has been given to the voiced experiences 

of girls (Flintoff and Scraton 2006) and, more recently the voiced experiences of 

ethnic minorities (Harrison & Belcher 2006). In addition, some attention has been 

directed to the voices of the physically ‘less skilled’ and disabled students (Fitzgerald 

2006). What is distinctive for all of this research on students’ voices is the priority 

given to the non-compliers and/or the non-participating students in PE (Long and 

Carless 2010). However, as shown in for instance O’Donovan (2003) it is crucial that 

the voices of those students presently taking up the most central position of 

participation in PE (typically the boys and/or the physically highly skilled students) 

are not silenced in research examining the development of more inclusive practices in 

PE.  

Another concern raised within the PE literature in relation to the silencing of 

students, is the stories that are not acknowledged by participants themselves and so 

cannot be shared. Most notable, has been the research documenting how the hidden 
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curriculum ‘acts as a highly selective, powerful screen that filters what we pay 

attention to and what we ignore’ and as such limits students’ ability to become aware 

of their own ‘victimization’ (how they become victimized or victimize others) and ‘to 

envision other worlds and possibilities’ (Fernandez-Balbao 1993, 231).  

  In terms of what and how messages are communicated, the silences 

initiated by the hidden curriculum are closely related to the silences initiated by the 

media and popular culture (see, e.g., Burrows 2010). As the hidden curriculum 

‘foregrounds or backgrounds particular discourses and social relationships depending 

on whether they serve the purposes of the dominant groups’, so does the media and 

popular culture (Fernandez-Balbao 1993, 231). For example, Burrows (2010, 149) 

points to the important insight that interview commentaries ‘do not necessarily yield 

the ‘truth’ in children’s experiences of physical culture. Rather, their talk serves to 

illuminate the discursive resources children have available to draw on and the ways 

they position themselves as “healthy” (or not) subjects in relation to these.’ This same 

point might be claimed in relation to the discursive resources available to students in 

positioning themselves as participants or not in PE, and so is highly relevant to this 

article’s intention of examining students’ silence as an integral part of student voice. 

Listening to students’ silences we might be able to better understand how students 

give meaning to these discourses and as such go beyond the surface meaning of 

students’ voices.    

Issues of silence 

Closely related to issues of students being silenced are issues of students being silent. 

Enright and O’Sullivan (2010) add to this discussion with insightful empirical 

examples of students’ reluctance to speak and share their minds. Likewise, research 

has pointed to students’ distinct personalities and students’ social relationships as 
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reasons to why some students do not feel confident and/or able to participate in and 

contribute to group discussions (Fisette 2008; Lalik and Oliver 2007). Thus, in 

particular students who are socially isolated and/or quiet might refrain from voicing 

their opinions. In efforts to include these voices, which might fail to be represented 

within more traditional interview methods, alternative approaches for data collection 

have been suggested (Sparkes 2009) and widely employed in research with students 

in PE (Fitzgerald and Jobling 2014; MacPhail and Kinchin 2004; Oliver 2013; Oliver 

and McCaughtry 2010).  

An important point made by Long and Carless (2010, 215) in relation to 

participants unable to share their stories, as well as in relation to participants 

unwilling to share their stories, is the potential that ‘these stories might have 

something new to offer, something qualitatively different from stories already told.’ 

To access these stories, one strategy may be to overcome the issues of silences and 

silencing referred to above. However, finding ways to analyse and better understand 

students’ silences may also enable us to access these stories. 

 

Silence as a possibility for learning about students’ non-participation in PE 

What is clear from this review is that students’ silences have been acknowledged and 

discussed within the PE literature. But, what also becomes evident is an apparent 

tendency to treat silences as ethical and/or methodological problems to overcome 

rather than as data alongside students’ voiced utterances. Closely related to this 

tendency is the observation that in the majority of this research, silence has been 

studied only implicitly and as a context for analysing and understanding students’ 

voices.  

Within childhood research scholars have called for more studies to critically 
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reflect on and take account of silence when embracing children’s voices:   

Given the overwhelming embrace of children’s voices in childhood research, 

one might expect that silence would constitute a central feature of voice-based 

accounts of children’s worlds. However, a search for published work which 

considers silence as an important feature of voice research in childhood 

reveals little to none suggesting that childhood scholars have failed to 

critically examine the more complex and problematic features which 

constitute voice such as silence (Spyrou 2016, 8). 

Based on our review the same might be said about PE scholars. This is rather 

surprising since, we argue, the context of PE appears to offer a unique opportunity to 

explore and come to fully understand students’ silences. Physical education is notable 

in that to a large extent and in opposition to the more traditional subjects in school, 

students express themselves through their bodies. Thus, the bodily dimensions of the 

subject makes it possible to analyse students’ silences in relation to what they say 

through their physical behaviours and performances.  

 

Theory 

In this article, our conceptualization of silence is based on Lisa Mazzei’s work on and 

categorization of silences. Mazzei, who is based in the USA, is associate professor in 

qualitative research methodology and curriculum theory. With reference to her study 

on racial identity and awareness among white teachers, Mazzei (2003, 2007) has 

theorized and written extensively about silence as data. From Mazzei’s perspective, 

silence is not just an absence of empirical material. Rather, it is ‘a place where the 

researcher goes to find out more, but unlike speech it is not always as identifiable, 

tangible, or observable’ (Spyrou 2016, 10). Despite this potential of the silences 
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contained within our data to reveal our subjects’ feelings, still the non-voiced and the 

silent are often treated as non-data and so ignored and left out of qualitative research 

(Mazzei 2003, 2007).  

As succinctly expressed by Spyrou (2016) because of its apparent nothingness 

a major challenge is of course to hear what silence is saying. According to Mazzei 

(2007), in order to recognize the significance of silence, we need to go beyond what is 

immediately observable and present in data. This means that silences are to be 

discovered in the ‘hidden, the covert, the inarticulate: the gaps within/outside the 

observable’ (Mazzei 2003, 358) and what should be ‘listened’ for, are the questions 

not answered, the sentences, phrases and expressions not finished. That is, what is 

being intentionally or unintentionally left out and repressed (Mazzei, 2007). Adding 

to Mazzei (2007), Lewis (2010) has argued that hearing silence and recognizing that 

silence is not empty requires the researcher to be reflective about why and how (s)he 

recognizes, notes, responds to and interprets children’s silences. Further, it requires 

the researcher to be reflexive towards the situational dynamics in which the 

interviewer and respondents are jointly involved in knowledge production (Lewis, 

2010).  

When our definition of empirical data is expanded to include the silent, we 

need to rethink how we take into consideration issues of validity and credibility 

(Bailey 2008, Spyrou 2016). This also accounts to the common use of quotes in 

qualitative research to validate the authenticity of children’s voices and perspectives 

(Spyrou 2016). Hence, not all types of (silent) voices may be quoted. Therefore, to 

provide insight into students’ silences without compromising the rigor of good 

qualitative research, we describe as detailed as possible the contexts in which students 

remained silent and the strategies used by students to omit, ignore and/or resist 
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questions from the interviewer. As our main focus is on students’ silences, their 

voices are shared only to the extent that they add in illuminating and/or explaining 

specific types of silences. 

In this article, we use the categorization of silences suggested by Mazzei 

(2003) as a starting point for attending to and analysing the silences contained within 

our data material. In an effort to discern, articulate and clarify the various voices with 

which silences speak Mazzei (2003, 364–366) identified five types of silences: 1. 

Polite silences that happen when people fear to offend someone; 2. privileged 

silences, when people are reluctant to acknowledge or admit their privilege(s); 3. 

veiled silences when people disguise what or who they are; 4. intentional silences 

when people choose not to speak because they are not sure what reactions or 

sanctions it may provoke; and 5.unintelligible silences which do have a purpose, but 

are not readily discernable or comprehensible and so remain unintelligible to the 

researcher. 

Although all five types of silences could be identified in our data material, in 

the analysis section, we devote our attention to students’ intentional silences. As we 

will also exemplify, yet, different types of silence may sometimes ‘overlap, reflect or 

refract one another’ (Spyrou 2016, 12) and as such categories may not be clearly 

bounded. Moreover, as no taxonomy of silence could be exhaustive (Spyrou 2016), 

we point to a sixth type of silence, which is not included in Mazzei’s typology of 

silence, however, which we identified in our process of analysing our data material. 
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Research methodology and methods 

Research methodology 

The backdrop for this article is a one-year project examining inclusion and exclusion 

processes in PE. To gain insights into the variety in students’ participation and non-

participation, the project was designed as a single-case study. This design has several 

strengths including the ability to investigate a phenomenon in its natural setting, use a 

variety of research methods and obtain rich description and in depth insight (Merriam 

1998). Thus, the case study design enabled us to understand the students as they 

engaged in practices and interactions within the context of physical education. 

The case in focus is a strategically selected secondary school. Just like other 

Danish public schools, the selected school enrolled students from 6 to 15 years of age 

that attended the 10 compulsory school years. In focus in this project was the lower 

secondary school; that is the 7–9th grades. The secondary school was placed in a 

socially deprived neighbourhood and had a high percentage (60 %) of students with 

an ethnic minority background. Moreover, as in most other Danish schools, girls and 

boys were mostly being taught together, rather than in separate groups. As these are 

all characteristics known from earlier research to negatively influence students’ 

exclusion from PE (for a review, see, Munk and Agergaard 2015), the school is best 

thought of as an extreme case (Flyvbjerg 2006). That is a case in which the exclusion 

processes in PE were expected to be unusually strong. 

Research design 

The research project was organized in two parts; the first taking place from January to 

June 2014 and the other from August to December 2014. In the first part of the study 

the intent was largely interpretative (Merriam 1998). So, the aim of this part of the 

study was to understand how the inclusion and exclusion processes play out in PE.  
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To listen to and hear students’ voices also means to respond (Cook-Sather 

2002; Robinson and Taylor 2007). Therefore, the insights provided by the students on 

the inclusion and exclusion processes in PE served as the knowledge base on which 

we developed a new PE curriculum approach aimed to promote students’ participation 

in a way that also enhanced their experiences of being socially included in the PE 

context. The new curriculum approach was implemented in the second part of the 

project in which the intent of the study was largely evaluative (Merriam 1998).  

The change of curriculum approach 
In the first six months of the study the PE programme was observed to be based on a 

multi-activity curriculum, which was seen to emphasise competition and winning in 

leisurely sporting activities rather than students’ individual progress and development 

(Agergaard et al. 2017). Followingly, the purpose of the curriculum change was to 

offer students more opportunities for differentiated self-improvement and learning. 

More specifically, it was hypothesized that inclusion of non-participants in PE can be 

promoted by a mastery oriented curriculum model. 

To promote the curriculum change the TARGET approach was applied (Ames 

1992). TARGET is the abbreviation of the words Task, Authority, Recognition, 

Grouping, Evaluation and Time, which describe the main element in the model. As a 

particular strength, the TARGET approach both takes into account the structural and 

behavioural characteristics that may be developed through the organization of PE 

classes and through the behaviour of the teacher. Thus, while lesson plans were 

designed in line with the structural, content-based TARGET elements - Task, 

Authority, Grouping and Time - an external teacher was instructed in the two 

teaching-behaviour elements; Evaluation and Recognition.  
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The external teacher was a female in the late 30s. Most significantly, however, 

the external teacher differed from the observed internal PE teachers in her teaching 

approach in PE. Hence, whereas the internal PE teachers appeared most experienced 

with applying a performance approach, the external teacher had extensive experience 

with applying a mastery approach. 

In the curriculum change two units where taught. In the first unit, the theme 

was ‘Motivation and the joy of movement’. The theme was taught, discussed, 

reflected upon and understood alongside the planning and testing of an ‘adventure-

race’. In the second unit, the theme was ‘Sport in society’. This theme drew from 

Quidditch, a team ball game known from the Harry Potter series. A detailed outline 

for the teaching of a PE class based on the TARGET-approach and an example of a 

lesson plan can be found elsewhere (Agergaard et al. 2017).  

Data collection 

This article draws on data material collected in the 7th grade class participating in the 

intervention. Twenty-four students were enrolled in the class; 13 of them being girls. 

The students in the class were ethnically diverse. Thus 8 of the students had a mother 

and/or a father who was not born in Denmark.  

The data material included in this article comprises a) focus-group interviews 

which included use of participant-diagrams filled out by students and b) observations 

conducted throughout the whole study period from January to December 2014.  

Observations 
Descriptive field notes were taken in every PE class for the whole of the study period. 

The PE classes took place once a week. In total, the first author observed 31 PE 

lessons (18 lessons prior to the curriculum change and 13 lessons in the period of the 

curriculum change). Observations were focused on students’ patterns of participation 
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and non-participation, their verbal and non-verbal communication, their body 

language, their interactions with peers and the ways in which they related to each 

other, to the teachers and to the practices and values in PE. Thus, the observations 

were essential for understanding the physical education context in which the inclusion 

and exclusion processes occurred. Finally, data from the observations informed the 

activities and discussions at the focus group interviews.  

Focus group interviews 
In addition to the informal conversations and interactions with all students during the 

observations, a total of 16 students were interviewed in focus groups (each consisting 

of 4-6 students). 3 focus group interviews were conducted just prior to the curriculum 

change, while a further 3 focus group interviews were conducted towards the end of 

the curriculum change. The intent of these interviews was to develop a sense of 

students’ perspectives; their feelings, their thoughts, their intentions and the meanings 

they attached to what goes on in PE. Moreover, as focus groups allow data both from 

the individual and from the individual as part of a group (Massey 2010), the focus 

groups interviews offered an opportunity to explore how views are ‘constructed, 

expressed, defended and (sometimes) modified’ by students during the course of 

conversations and as such to observe the process of collective sense-making 

(Wilkinson 1998, 186). Closely related to this direct outcome of interaction, is the 

capacity of focus groups to reveal social, and otherwise unarticulated, norms, values 

and expectations among students (Massey 2010). As succinctly expressed by David L. 

Morgan, a qualitative social research professor widely recognized for his expertise in 

focus groups, the real strength of focus groups is not simply providing access to what 

students have to say, but providing insights into the sources of students’ complex 

behaviours and motivations (Morgan 1996). 
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The groups were composed to reflect the diversity of students in the class and 

thus, were based on our initial observations and on inputs from the internal PE 

teachers. First, students were selected so that each group was representative of the 

class as a whole in terms of gender and ethnicity. Second, to ensure dialogue and 

discussion and the sparking of ideas across the range of perspectives pertaining to 

students, students from diverse positions of participation and non-participation in PE 

were represented in each interview. Moreover, in the second part of the study students 

were selected so that the ones who had shifted position in various ways (in the 

direction of increased participation, in the direction of decreased participation and in 

shifting directions respectively) were all represented in each interview. Third, to 

stimulate discussion between participants, students’ social relations and peer groups 

dynamics were considered.  

The focus group interviews were structured around a discussion guide. To 

stimulate students’ interactions, the guide was built around a number of informal and 

creative activities. Moreover, these activities encouraged the interest and engagement 

of the non-participating and and/or verbally less articulating students. To augment 

engagement with students’ own concerns and agendas, and thus to avoid transferring 

my own preconceived notions of students’ participation and non-participation in PE, 

the starter activities and questions tended to be open ended. Likewise, discussions 

were generally allowed to flow with the direction of students’ answers. 

Yet, efforts were made to limit those students who tended to dominate 

discussions and who tended to sway discussions in particular directions. Likewise, 

shy and reticent students were encouraged to contribute to discussions by, for 

instance, catching their eye or direct questioning. Being sensitive to students’ distinct 
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personalities, dispositions and reasons for staying silent, however, however, ‘silence 

as a will not to say or a will to unsay’ was also respected (Minh-ha 1988, 74).  

These efforts did, however, not change the circumstance, that the social 

dynamics within a focus group interview are always to be “a mixture of contextual 

and personal influences, some assisting rapport and the exchange of ideas, some 

impeding it’ (Hill, 2005: 73). This is exactly what makes listening to silence rather 

than or, at least, in addition to voice essential. 

To capture the complexity of students’ experiences and ways of participating 

in PE (or not) we developed a diagram consisting of four circles. The four circles 

were formed to indicate different levels of participation with the central circle 

indicating a high degree of involvement in PE and the outer circles indicating more 

peripheral engagement. In the focus-group interviews conducted toward the end of the 

curriculum change, students were asked to consider what they perceived as the 

defining features of the four levels of participation and to mark their own level of 

participation prior to the curriculum change, in the first unit of the curriculum change 

and in the second unit of the curriculum change on an individual diagram.  

All interviews were conducted by the first author, tape-recorded and 

transcribed verbatim. In the analysis to follow, all students and teachers mentioned 

are anonymous and information about individual students and teachers is limited. 

Analytical strategies 

For this article, we have worked intensively with analysing the informational and in 

particular relational intentions of students’ communication in the focus group 

interviews (Tammivaara and Enright 1996, 219). Whereas the informational 

intentions refer to what students communicate, the relational intentions refer to ‘how 
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the information is understood within the relational context of the interactions’ (Dunn 

2005, quoted in Freeman and Mathison 2009, 93).  

In particular, we were inspired by associate professor in Child and Family 

Studies, Oliver Tom Massey. In his article from 2010, Massey describes a qualitative 

data analysis model that emphasizes thematic analysis and which specifically takes 

into account the capacity of the focus group method ‘to uncover the unique 

experiential data that determines the complexity of social situations’ (2010, 25). Thus, 

the data analysis model explicitly refers to information contained within ‘group 

meanings, processes, and norms that add new insights and generate new hypotheses 

and is the unanticipated product of comments and exchanges of group members’ 

(Massey 2010, 25). 

Results 

Listening to student voices 

Based on the diagrams completed by students we have developed a schematic 

overview of the changes in the students’ positioning of themselves as participants in 

PE (see figure 1). The figure consists of 16 fields each representing the individual 

diagram of one student. So, each field contains the indications made by one student 

on his/her individual diagrams.  
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Figure 1: The 7th grade students’ self-perceived position of participation in the 1st 

unit (■) and the 2nd unit (○) of the curriculum change as compared to before the 

curriculum change (Δ). Thin arrows illustrate outward movements in the direction of 

decreased participation in the period of the curriculum change and thick arrows 

indicate inward movements in the direction of increased participation in the period of 

the curriculum change. The colour of the field illustrates if the position of the 

students’ change in the direction of non-participation (light grey), participation (dark 

grey) or both (white) in the period of the curriculum change as compared to before the 

curriculum change. The thick dashed line indicates the border between positions of 

participation and positions of non-participation expressed by students. 

According to the diagrams very few students took up a position of non-participation 

in PE prior to the curriculum change. Moreover, several students appear to have 

moved from a position of participation prior to the curriculum change to a position of 

non-participation in one or both units of the curriculum change. This data is supported 

by the general opinion voiced by students in the focus group interviews that they 

would like PE to return to ‘normal’. 
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However, our observations prior to and during the period of the curriculum 

change made us consider some of the more complex and problematic features that 

constitute voice. In particular it made us eager to go beyond what was immediately 

voiced by students and to critically attend to the students’ silences.  

The non-privileged silences 

First of all, based on our observations and contrary to the diagram, Emma and Ethan 

were not the only students taking up a position of non-participation in PE prior to the 

curriculum change. Quite a few students were observed not to participate (Munk and 

Agergaard 2015). Many of these did not have the required physical skills, or at least 

the physical skills they had, were not recognized by other students (Munk and 

Agergaard 2015). So, they were often found at the periphery of the activities, for 

instance on the side-lines or behind a post. Likewise, they mostly avoided any contact 

with the ball and they made sure not to interfere in the game. If unintentionally 

coming into possession of the ball, they immediately passed it to another player. The 

higher skilled students did not appear to pay much attention to these students. They 

only seldom passed the ball to them or in other ways engaged them in the game. 

Likewise, the non-participatory students were rarely invited to take part in 

negotiations about the rules of the games or the composition of the teams. 

So why did these students not place themselves in a position of non-

participation prior to the curriculum change? And why did they not voice any 

dissatisfaction with PE prior to the curriculum change, despite the observed lack of 

involvement?  

As pointed out by Mazzei (2003, 364) when explaining privileged silences: ‘If 

we don’t agree that we experience privilege or are unable to identify this privilege, 

then we are also unable to speak about this privilege.’ The same point might be made 
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in relation to the non-privileged silences. Thus, many of the lower skilled students 

seemed to have neither recognized nor acknowledged their position of non-

participation and the non-privilege of being physically lower skilled. These students 

did not make any complaints about their position in PE, or refer to any of the above 

situations when asked about their own or other’s participation in PE, both during 

observations and in the focus-group interviews. 

In addition, many of these students placed themselves in the inner circle of the 

diagram, indicating that they did not perceive themselves as non-participants in PE. It 

is possible that these students did so to protect themselves - to conceal that they were 

(lower-skilled) or who they were (non-participants) - and as such are examples of 

what Mazzei (2003) describes as veiled silences. However, our interview data 

indicates that these students might actually not have been aware of just how much 

their non-privilege of being lower-skilled limited their scope for participation prior to 

the curriculum change. For instance, when talking with students about the diagram, 

most of them were opposed to skill level having any significance on their own or 

other’s (non)-participation in PE. Rather, non-participation appeared to be linked with 

an unwillingness to participate or a lack of interest in doing sport; it was the students’ 

attitudes rather than their skills. In the case of students referring to other students’ 

position in PE, their rejection of skill level having any significance to participation, 

might also be an example of the type of ‘polite silences’ described by Mazzei and as 

such indicate a fear of offending other students in terms of their low skill level. 

Correspondingly, observing these students, they appeared quite satisfied with 

how things were in PE. They seemed happy just to be with their friends and to be 

allowed to play on the team. Although often assigned or taking up a very passive role, 

you never heard them complain or protest. What seemed to matter more for these 



	  

	  

23	  

23	  

students were their social relationships to other students, to show their affiliation with 

these and so keep up a more general sense of belonging. This was particularly 

noticeable among the female students often found arm-in-arm. The significance of 

students’ social relationships was also supported by the focus group interviews prior 

to the curriculum change in particular when students’ talked about team selection. 

Hence, students told that, when forming the teams, many girls as well as many lower 

skilled students in general, made use of a strategy of choosing ‘their good friends’ 

(Munk and Agergaard 2015). Turning to the curriculum change, many of the lower 

skilled students, who were apparently satisfied with their current position, appeared 

resistant to the teachers’ attempts to encourage engagement in PE. Likewise, based on 

what they disclosed in the focus group interviews about their experiences of the 

curriculum change, they did not seem to either recognize or appreciate the 

possibilities of changing their position of participation that were offered to them 

through the curriculum change. Indeed, the curriculum change did not seem to make 

the lower skilled students acknowledge their non-privilege, it just became a veil 

through which students’ vision of participation became clouded (Mazzei 2003, 357). 

As such students remained unable to imagine that things could be different, to 

envision a more central position of participation in PE and to voice a desire for 

change.  

The curriculum change 

Turning our attention to the curriculum change, students’ positions of participation 

and non-participation were often more complex than immediately audible in the 

focus-group interviews. 

First of all, our observations suggested that there were certainly more students 

who enhanced their participation in PE in the two units of the curriculum change than 
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the diagrams suggested. For instance, several students were observed to welcome the 

changes initiated by the external teacher and to gradually change their position of 

non-participation into a position of participation. For instance, many of the students 

previously taking up a marginal or outsider position in PE now appeared physically 

engaged in the games played and highly occupied in the tasks given by the teacher. 

Moreover, some of the students now also began to take part in discussion and 

negotiations with other students. So, why did not all of these students disclose what 

they liked about the curriculum change and share their experience of increasing 

participation in PE in our interviews with them?  

 Secondly, our observations identified a group of students who moved from a 

position of participation into a position of non-participation. In this regard, in 

particular four girls stood out and deserved further attention. Not only did these four 

girls change their participation in PE in a very visible and bodily expressive manner. 

Based on our observations they also had a very dominant and respected position 

within the social hierarchy of the class both within and outside of PE. However, it was 

not until much later that we came to recognize just how significant these social 

relations appeared to be for other students’ norms, behaviours and patterns of 

participation in PE and their voices; regarding what they shared with us and what they 

kept silent about.  

As mentioned above the four girls, along with other dominant and socially 

respected students in the class, showed a striking resistance towards the curriculum 

change. When introduced to activities the four girls verbally and/or bodily expressed 

this resistance; they stared at the ground, looked indifferent or simply refused to 

participate. Also of note was their desire to turn the planned activities into their own 

games if the opportunity arose, while keeping their efforts to a minimum if they 
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deigned to take part in anything the teacher planned.  

Our study suggests that the rebellion initiated and maintained by these girls 

also had a significant influence on the positions taken up by the socially less respected 

and influential students in the PE classes during the period of the curriculum change. 

So, although in our observations many of these students appeared physically and 

cognitively engaged in and preoccupied with the activities in PE during the 

curriculum change, they were unquestionably also very aware to take note of how the 

most dominant and socially respected students comprehended the activities and to 

modify their involvement in accordance. Likewise, although a few students were 

obviously observed to welcome the changes initiated by the external teacher and to 

gradually ignore the behaviour and expectations of the most dominant and socially 

respected students, in the focus-group interviews they were tentative when disclosing 

what they liked about the curriculum change and sharing their experiences of 

increasing participation in PE. 

It seems, therefore, that the fear of being socially sanctioned by the socially 

most respected students in the class controlled and restrained some students’ 

participation in PE during the time of the curriculum change. Also, others have found 

that the peer group dynamics within PE significantly influence students’ participation 

in PE (Grimminger 2013, 2014; Hills 2007; O’Donovan 2003). However, while these 

researchers find that the most dominant students in the class may limit or hinder the 

participation of other students, in this study we find that the socially less respected 

students may themselves reject or resist participation in PE in order not to break the 

established norms and lose their reputation and acceptance among classmates. 

As the fear of being socially sanctioned controlled some students’ 

participation in PE, so it also seemed to restrain their voices in the interview. In 
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particular, the socially less respected students appeared to be torn between the 

expectations of the interviewer and the expectations of the most dominant and 

socially respected students in the class; between sharing their experiences of 

participation and refraining from praising the curriculum change. In several instances, 

the former concern seemed outmatched by the latter. Except for a few students’ 

utterances, most of what was voiced in the interviews with the 7th grade students was 

dissatisfaction, anger and critique of PE in the period of the curriculum change. This 

‘downward spiralling’ of dissatisfaction and in particular how this appeared 

counterintuitive to the observations made by the first author throughout the period of 

the curriculum change, left us with a feeling that students withheld something: 

Something that could only be accessed by critically attending to the social dimensions 

of their voices and to that what was expressed through students’ silences. 

Students’ intentional silences 

According to Mazzei (2003), intentional silences happen when participants 

intentionally choose not to answer because they fear what their voice might reveal 

about themselves and what the reactions and judgement of the rest of the group might 

be. In the context of our study, the negative attitude of the most dominant and socially 

respected students in the class seemed to make some of the socially less respected 

students reluctant to share their positive experiences of participation in the period of 

the curriculum change. For instance, this reluctance became evident in the way some 

students resisted to elaborate on questions relating to their increased participation. As 

depicted in figure 1, Ethan was one of the few students placing himself in a position 

of non-participation prior to the curriculum change and in a position of participation 

in both of the two units of the curriculum change. This was also a development noted 
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by the observer. However, when Ethan was asked further questions about his changed 

position of participation, he did not provide an answer.  

Interviewer: Why did you move inward Ethan?  

Ethan: I don’t know? 

Interviewer: Has PE changed? 

Ethan: A lot 

Interviewer: for better or worse? 

Ethan: Mostly it is worse, so I don’t know why I participate more now 

Interviewer: Does it have anything to do with something not related to PE then? 

You have started boxing in your leisure time haven’t you? 

Ethan: Yes 

Interviewer: So maybe you are just happier about being physically active now? 

Ethan: Yeah that might be the case 

It is possible that Ethan simply did not know what to answer and that his answers 

were eventually guided by the rhetorical questioning of the interviewer. Another 

possibility is that we simply failed to make questions understandable to Ethan. 

However, Ethan’s reluctance might also have been prompted by a fear of being 

negatively judged by the other students. A fear of giving a ‘wrong’ answer, that is, an 

answer breaking the norm negotiated by the most dominant and socially respected 

students of the class, not to praise the curriculum change or to value the new PE 

approach above the traditional PE classes. A fear of what an answer might come to 

mean for his social reputation and position among classmates. To admit that he had 

enjoyed participating in PE would point to satisfaction with the curriculum change; a 

curriculum change that had become ‘blacklisted’ by the dominant and socially 

respected students in the class. In particular, Ethan’s fear becomes apparent in the 

way he immediately grasps the opportunity, offered by the interviewer, to explain 

away his increased participation in PE with something that has nothing to do with the 

curriculum change, but with circumstances outside school. Following from this, the 
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excerpt might as well be an example of the wavering silences first described by 

Spyrou (2016) within the field of childhood studies. According to Spyrou (2016) 

wavering silences are the partial, the uncertain and the undecided silences that waver 

back and forth from concealment to disclosure. 

 Another strategy used by the students in the interviews to circumvent 

the risk of losing their good standing among classmates, was to simply confirm the 

answers of other students. By only stating what others had already voiced, students 

could make sure not to break the established norms or at least not to be the only one 

breaking these. Alice, one of the socially accepted girls in the class, explicitly referred 

to this fear when explaining that not everyone did, for instance, find the teacher ‘that 

bad’. According to Alice, however, students refrained to voice such opinions, because 

they did not want to ‘be the only one to make this judgement’ and ‘to be turned 

against by everyone else in the class’. Alice, it turned out, was the only student who 

made this kind of comment, but earlier in the interview, also other students, and in 

particular the socially less dominant students, had admitted, that they gave in to 

certain pressures when talking about PE and in particular about the PE teacher in their 

peer groups. This social context of students’ voices also became evident when 

students made known that they had actually liked or appreciated one or more elements 

of the curriculum change. These students would often go on to mention that they 

knew of other students sharing this same perspective or having these same feelings. In 

the same way, the social significance of students’ voices became apparent in the way 

one statement of satisfaction could prompt a cascade of similar responses. 

When looking at the data and interview material, we also became aware of 

several contradictions within the individual student’s responses. There often seemed 

to be contradictions between what was voiced by some students at the beginning of an 
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interview and the contemplations made by them later on, when they realized that there 

might be a fellowship of students bold enough to voice another truth than the truth 

advocated and propagandized by the highest-ranked students in the class. What, was 

voiced by these students in the beginning of the interview, was not necessarily less 

authentic or true than what, was voiced by them later on (Spyrou 2011). Rather what 

these contradictions reveal are the complexities inherent in children’s voices.  

The multidimensional nature of students’ voices 

On the surface, what children voiced was dissatisfaction with how the curriculum 

change had changed their PE classes. However, when the researchers scratched the 

surface, embracing students’ silences as an important feature of their voices, what 

they actually, or at least also, expressed was a need to fit in, to be socially accepted 

and to be part of the community gathered around the most dominant and socially 

respected students in the class. Crucially, this layer of meaning actually does reveal at 

least as much about the conditions of participating or not in PE, as does the surface 

meaning; conditions that might have more to do with the already established social 

hierarchies between students than with specific circumstances within PE.  

In particular in the 7th grade class studied, the PE climate seemed to be greatly 

influenced by the already established social hierarchies between students, and this 

meant that the agenda of the curriculum change was simply outmatched by the agenda 

of the socially most respected students, who strived to uphold their social positioning 

within and outside PE. To this end we support the suggestion of Liz Todd (2012, 196) 

following her evaluation of ways of including young people with disabilities in a 

secondary school, that there might be ‘merits in moving away from seeing the 

purpose of seeking children’s views solely in terms of neglected perspectives’ and in 

looking ‘at what children’s views tell us about power structures and the causes of 
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social inclusion and exclusion.’ As this may be told in a more indirect way, however, 

these merits necessitate that we do acknowledge the complex and multidimensional 

nature of students’ voices and silences and that we do strive to go beyond their 

surface meanings in order to understand the multiple narratives contained within 

them. 

How the desire to fit in, influences what is not talked about and not told by 

students, was also touched upon by Elke Grimminger in her study on how children 

handle situations of non-recognition (by other students and the teacher) in PE. Thus, 

Grimminger (2014) found that the less sporty children deny and stay silent about non-

recognition experiences in PE even if these are obviously recorded by the videos. 

Conclusion 

In this article, we set out to explore silence as an integral part of student voice. 

Analyses of student silence were used as a strategy to elucidate how aspects of the 

hidden curriculum serve to reinforce students’ non-participation in PE. Whereas much 

attention in hidden curriculum research has been devoted to particular values and 

attitudes unintentionally transmitted by teachers in PE, in this article we examine how 

the everyday exchanges between the students themselves might also convey a hidden 

set of meanings, which impact on students’ actual experiences of the PE curriculum 

and thus mitigate the intended effects of students’ inclusion. In particular, we show 

how students’ peer group relations and interactions are highly significant to the 

position of participation or non-participation taken up by students in PE. What we 

also show, however, is that the tacit messages and hidden meanings that are conveyed 

through students’ peer group relations and interactions are not always obvious to the 

students themselves. Thus, it was mostly through silence, that such messages and 

meanings were ‘voiced’ by students. 
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In the case of our study, students’ silences were highly interwoven with and 

reflective of the positions of participation and non-participation taken up by students 

in PE. First, among the most dominant and socially respected students in the class, the 

will not to say was intentionally enacted as a way of showing their resistance towards 

participation in PE.  Second, in the context of the interview, pressures toward social 

conformity were highly significant to students’ will to unsay. Likewise, these 

pressures were reflected in the position of non-participation intentionally taken up by 

some of the socially less respected students in PE. So, these students seemed highly 

aware that how they behaved in PE as well as what they disclosed in the interview, 

could have consequence not only for their peer group connections within PE but also 

for their social reputation among peers outside PE.  

In addition to describing students’ intentional silences in PE, this study adds to 

existing typologies of silences by pointing to a category of non-privileged silences. 

Students’ non-privileged silences revealed that some students were not aware of or 

had not acknowledged their non-privileged position as non-participants in PE and so 

were unable to imagine that things could be different and to voice a desire for change. 

 Apparent from our analysis is that these are critical aspects of students’ 

(non)-participation that are difficult to access if we do not listen to, hear and attempt 

to understand students’ silences. As such, students’ silences became a possibility for 

learning (Poland and Pederson 1998), a point of departure for the discovery of new 

aspects of students’ participation and non-participation in PE. Our hope is that this 

article may encourage other researchers to let students’ silences breathe and speak.  

References 

Agergaard, S, S. Dankers, M. Munk, and A-M. Elbe. 2017. “Understanding 

Implementation and Change in Complex Interventions. From Single- to 



	  

	  

32	  

32	  

Multimethodological Research on the Promotion of Youths’ Participation in Physical 

Education.” Sport in Society 21 (2): 314-330. doi: 10.1080/17430437.2017.1284804 

Ames, C. 1992.  “Achievement  Goals,  Motivational  Climate  and  Motivational  

Processes.”  In Motivation in Sport and Exercise, edited by G.C. Roberts, 161–176. 

Champaign, IL: Human Kinetics Books. 

Azzarito, L. 2012, ”’I’ve Lost my Football’. Rethinking Gender, the Hidden 

Curriuculum and Sport in the Global Context.” In Inclusion and Exclusion through 

Youth Sport, edited by S. Dagkas, and K. Armour, 72-86. London: Routledge. 

Bailey, L. 2008. ”A review of: ’Inhabited silence in qualitative research: Putting 

poststructural theory to work; a practical guide to the qualitative dissertation.’” 

Educational Studies: A Journal of the American Educational Studies Association 44 

(3): 282–288. doi:10.1080/00131940802511567 

Bain, L.L. 1975. “The Hidden Curriculum in Physical Education.” Quest 24 (1): 99-

10. doi: 10.1080/00336297.1975.10519851 

Batchelor, D. 2006. ”Vulnerable Voices: An Examination of the Concept of 

Vulnerability in Relation to Student Voice.” Educational Philosophy and Theory 38 

(6): 787-800. doi:10.1111/j.1469-5812.2006.00231.x 

Burrows, L. 2010. “Push Play Every Day. New Zealand Children’s Constructions of 

Health and Physical Activity.” In Young People’s Voices in Physical Education and 

Youth Sport, edited by M. O’Sullivan, and A. Macphail, 145-162. New York: 

Routledge. 



	  

	  

33	  

33	  

Casey, A. 2017. “Student Interactions in the Hidden Curriculum. European Physical 

Education Review 23 (3): 366 – 371. doi:10.1177/1356336X16642189 

Cook-Sather, A. 2002. ”Authorizing Students’ Perspectives: Toward Ttrust, Dialogue, 

and Change in Education.” Educational researcher 31 (4): 3-14. doi: 

10.3102/0013189X031004003 

Cook-Sather, A. 2006. ”Sound, Presence, and Power: ’Student Voice’ in Educational 

Research and Reform.” Curriculum Inquiry 36 (4): 359 – 390. doi:10.1111/j.1467-

873X.2006.00363.x 

Cook-Sather, A. 2014. ”The Trajectory of Student Voice in Educational Research.” 

New Zealand Journal of Educational Studies 49 (2): 131-148. 

Davies, B. 1982. Life in the Classroom and Playground: The Accounts of Primary 

School Children. Boston: Routledge & Kegan Paul. 

Enright, E., and M. O’Sullivan. 2010. “Carving a New Order of Experience with 

Young People in Physical Education: Participatory Action Research as a Pedagogy of 

Possibility.” In Young People’s Voices in Physical Education and Youth Sport, edited 

by M. O’Sullivan, and A. Macphail, 163-165. New York: Routledge. 

Fernández-Balboa, J-M. 1993. “Sociocultural Characteristics of the Hidden 

Curriculum in Physical Education.” Quest 45 (2): 230-254. 

doi:10.1080/00336297.1993.10484086 

Fisette, J. 2008. “A Mind/Body Exploration of Adolescent Girls’ Strategies and 

Barriers to their Success or Survival in Physical Education”, unpublished doctoral 

dissertation, University of Massachusetts, Amherst. 



	  

	  

34	  

34	  

Fitzgerald, H. 2006. “Disability and Physical Education.” In Handbook of Physical 

Education, edited by D. Kirk, D. MacDonald, and M. O´Sullivan, 752-766. London: 

SAGE. 

Fitzgerald, H., and A. Jobling. 2014. “Student Centered Research: Working with 

Disabled Students.” In Critical Inquiry and Problem Solving in Physical Education, 

edited by J. Wright, D. MacDonald, and L. Burrows, 74-92. London: Routledge. 

Flintoff, A., and S. Scraton. 2006. “Girls and Physical Education.” In Handbook of 

Physical Education, edited by D. Kirk, D. MacDonald, and M. O´Sullivan, 767-783. 

London: SAGE. 

Flyvbjerg, B. 2006. Five Misunderstandings About Case-Study Research.  

Qualitative Inquiry, 12, 219-245. doi: 10.1177/1077800405284363 

Freeman, M., and S. Mathison (2009) Researching Children’s experiences. New 

York, NY: The Guilford Press. 

Gorely, T., R. Holroyd, and D. Kirk. 2003. ”Muscularity, the Habitus and the Social 

Construction of Gender. Toward a Gender Relevant Physical Education.” British 

Jounal of Sociology of Education 24 (4): 429-448. doi:10.1080/01425690301923 

Graham, G. 1995. “Physical Education through Students’ Eyes and in Students’ 

Voices: Introduction.” Journal of Teaching in Physical Education 14: 364-371. 

doi:10.1123/jtpe.14.4.478 

Grimminger, E. .2013. “Sport Motor Competencies and the Experience of Social 

Recognition among Peers in Physical Education: A Video-Based Study.” Physical 

Education and Sport Pedagogy 18 (5): 506-510. doi:10.1080/17408989.2012.690387 



	  

	  

35	  

35	  

Grimminger, E. 2014. The Correlation of Recognition and Non-recognition 

Experiences in Physical Education with Children’s Self-Concept: Are there really 

Gender Differences? Journal of Physical Education and Sport 14 (2): 222-231. 

doi:10.7752/jpes.2014.02034 

Harrison, L., and D. Belcher. 2006. “Race and Ethnicity in Physical Education.” In 

Handbook of Physical Education, edited by D. Kirk, D. MacDonald, and M. 

O´Sullivan, 740-752. London: SAGE. 

Hill, K. 2003. New Narratives, new Identities: Reflections on Networked Learning 1 

and 2. Unpublished reflections. 

Hill, M. 2005. Ethical Considerations in Researching Children's Experience. In 

Researching Children’s Experience. Approaches and Methods, edited by S. Greene, 

and D. Hogan, 61-86. London: SAGE.  

Hills, L. 2007. “Friendship, Physicality, and Physical Education: An Exploration of 

the Social and Embodied Dynamics of Girls' Physical Education Experiences.” Sport, 

Education and Society, 12 (3): 317-336. doi:10.1080/13573320701464275 

Kirk, D. 1992. “Physical Education, Discourse and Ideology: Bringing the Hidden 

Curriculum into View.” Quest 44 (1): 34–56. doi:10.1080/00336297.1992.10484040 

Kouli, O., and A.G. Papaioannou. 2009. “Ethnic/Cultural Identity Salience, 

Achievement Goals and Motivational Climate in Multicultural Physical Education 

Classes.” Psychology of Sport and Exercise 10 (1): 45–51. 

doi:10.1016/j.psychsport.2008.06.001 

Laker, A. 2000. Beyond the Boundaries of Physical Education: Educating Young 

People for Citizenship and Social Responsibility. London: Falmer 



	  

	  

36	  

36	  

Lalik, R., and K. Oliver. 2007. “Differences and Tensions in Implementing a 

Pedagogy of Critical Literacy with Adolescent Girls.” Reading Research Quarterly 42 

(1): 46-70. doi:10.1598/RRQ.42.1.2 

Lewis A. 2010. “Silence in the Context of ‘Child Voice.” Children & Society 24 (1): 

14–23. doi:10.1111/j.1099-0860.2008.00200.x 

Long, J., and D, Carless. 2010. “Hearing, Listening and Acting.” In Young People’s 

Voices in Physical Education and Youth Sport, edited by M. O’Sullivan & A. 

MacPhail, 213-225. New York: Routledge. 

MacPhail, A., and G. Kinchin. 2004. “The Use of Drawings as an Evaluative Tool: 

Students’ Experiences of Sport Education.” Physical Education and Sport Pedagogy 

9 (1): 87-108. doi:10.1080/1740898042000208142 

Massey, O.T. 2010. “A Proposed Model for the Analysis and Interpretation of Focus  

Groups in Evaluation Research.” Evaluation and Program Planning 34 (1): 21-28. 

doi:10.1016/j.evalprogplan.2010.06.003 

Mazzei, L. A. 2003. “Inhabited Silences: In Pursuit of a Muffled Subtext.” Qualitative 

Inquiry 9 (3): 355–368. doi:10.1177/1077800403009003002 

Mazzei, L. A. 2007. “Toward a Problematic of Silence in Action Research.” 

Educational Action Research 15 (4): 631–642. doi:10.1080/09650790701664054 

Merriam, S. B. 1998. Qualitative Research and Case Study Applications in  

Education. San Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass Publishers 



	  

	  

37	  

37	  

Minh-ha, T.T. 1988. “Not You/Like You: Postcolonial Women and the Interlocking 

Questions of Identity and Difference.” Inscriptions 3: 71-77. 

http://ccs.ihr.ucsc.edu/inscriptions/volume-34/trinh-t-minh-ha/ 

Morgan, D.L. 1996. ”Focus Groups.” Annual Reiew of Sociology. 22: 129-152. 

Munk, M., and Agergaard, S. 2015. “The Processes of Inclusion and Exclusion in 

Physical Education: A Social-Relational Perspective.” Social Inclusion 3 (3): 67-81, 

doi: http://dx.doi.org/10.17645/si.v3i3.201  

O’Donovan, T. M. 2003. “A Changing Culture? Interrogating the Dynamics of 

Peer Affiliations over the Course of a Sport Education Season.” European 

Physical Education Review 9 (3): 237-251. doi:10.1177/1356336X030093003 

Oliver, K.L., and R. Lalik, 2004. ’”The Beauty Walk’: Interrogating Whiteness as the 

Norm for Beauty within One School’s Hidden Curriculum.” In Body Knowledge and 

Control : Studies in the Sociology of Physical Education and Health, edited by J. 

Evans, B. Davies, and J. Wright, 115-129. London. Routledge 

Oliver, K.L., M. Hamzeh, and N. McCaughtry. 2009. ”Girly Girls can Play Games/las 

minas pueden jugar tambien: Co-creating a Curriculum of Possiblities with Fifth-

grade Girls.” Journal of Teaching in Physical Education 28 (1): 90-110. 

doi:10.1123/jtpe.28.1.90 

Oliver, K., and N. McCaughtry. 2010. “Lessons Learned about Gender Equity and 

Inclusion in Physical Education.” In Inclusion and Exclusion through Youth Sport, 

edited by S. Dagkas, and K. Armour, 155-171. London: Routledge. 



	  

	  

38	  

38	  

Oliver, K. 2013. “Beyond Words: The Visual as a Form of Student-centered Inquiry 

of the Body and Physical Activity.” In Physical Culture, Pedagogies and Visual 

Methods, edited by L. Azzarito, and D. Kirk, 15-29. London: Routledge 

Poland, B., and A. Pederson. 1998. “Reading between the Lines: Interpreting Silences 

in Qualitative Research.” Qualitative Inquiry 4 (2): 293–312. 

doi:10.1177/107780049800400209 

Robinson, C., and C. Taylor, C. 2007. ”Theorizing Student Voice: Values and 

Perspectives.” Improving Schools 10 (1): 5-17. 

doi:12048/10.1177/1365480207073702 

Rønholt, H. 2002. “‘It’s only the Sissies . . . ’: Analysis of Teaching and Learning 

Processes in Physical Education: A Contribution to the Hidden curriculum.” Sport, 

Education and Society 7 (1): 25–36. doi:10.1080/13573320120113558 

Sandford, R., and E. Rich. 2006. “Learners and Popular Culture.” In Handbook of 

Physical Education, edited by D. Kirk, D. MacDonald, and M. O’Sullivan, 275-291. 

London: Sage Publications. 

Sparkes, A.C. 2009. “Ethnography and the Senses: Challenges and Possiblities.” 

Qualitative Research in Sport and Exercise 1 (1): 21-35. 

doi:10.1080/19398440802567923 

Spyrou, S. 2011. “The Limits of Children’s Voices: From Authenticity to Critical, 

Reflexive Representation.” Childhood 18 (2): 151-165. 

doi:10.1177/0907568210387834 

Spyrou, S. 2016. “Researching Children’s Silences: Exploring the Fullness of Voice 



	  

	  

39	  

39	  

in Childhood Research.” Childhood 23 (1): 7-21. doi:10.1177/0907568215571618 

Tammivaara, J. and D.S. Enright .1996. ”On Eliciting Information: Dialogoues with 

Child Informants.” Anthropology and Education Quarterly 17 (4). doi: 

10.1525/aeq.1986.17.4.04x0616r 

Tekian, A. 2009. ”Must the Hidden Curriculum be the 'Black Box' for Unspoken 

Truth?” Medical Education 43 (9): 822-823. doi:10.1111/j.1365-2923.2009.03443.x 

Todd, L. 2012. “Critical Dialogue, Critical Methodology: Bridging the Research Gap 

to Young People’s Participation in Evaluating Children’s Services.” Children’s 

Geographies 10 (2): 187-200. doi:10.1080/14733285.2012.667919 

Wilkinson, S. 1998. “Focus Group Methodology: a Review.” International 

Journal of Social Research Methodology 1(3): 181-203. doi: 

10.1080/13645579.1998.10846874 


