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Key Processes in the Socialization of Student Teachers

The social processes involved in both theé formation and main-

tenance of iden;ity are determined by the social structure.

 Conversely, the identities produced by the interplay of organism,
individual conscicusness and social structure react upon the
given social structure, maintaining it, modifying it, or even

:eshaéing it...If one is mindful of this dialect:}c one can

avoid the mislea.ding' notion of “"collective idecnt'i;:ies" without

having recourse to the uniqueness sub specie aeternitatis of '

individual existence. (Berger & Luchmann 1966, pp. ,173-;174)

The problem of teacher socialization is one. instance of the larger
sociological. question of the relationships between individuals and in-
stitutions. Brim (1966, pp. 3~4) outlines two major interests in this
study of personality in relation to society:'

One interest is in how individuals adjust to society and how

in spite of the influence of society on them they manage to

be creative and to transform the social order in which they

have been born. The other is the interest in how society

socializes the individual—how it transforms the raw material

of biological man into a person suitable to perform the

activities of society. ’

Historically, the study of teacher socialization has fallen into
the latter of these traditions.® Following Brim's (1966, p. 5) advice
that "the inquiry at all times is concerned with how society changes
the natural man, not how man changes his society,” most studies of the |
sociélization of teachers have fit within this functionalist mode of
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" is portrayed as a relatively passive entity always giving way to social-

_and creators of values" (Popkewitz 1976, p. 4). The argument. is made

s

Oz, ..

@

‘irqqiry and have emphasized acoounts of how the individual adjusts to

the constxaints of social structure to the neglect of analyses of the
individual’s role in resisting and in transforming the social structure.
In this dominant functionalist view of the socia__l_ization process, "Man

{2ing forces; an empty vessel to.be filled with the basic value orientations
and cus'aons of the society of which he will became a patt"- (Lacy 1977,
p. 18).

Oon the other hand. there have been ma.ny recpnt attempts (e.g., in.
the area of occupational socialization) to ﬁarticgulate challenges to the
strong determinism of the functionalist view by the development of models
of thesocia]izata.onprocesswhichpbeyondmreassesmntsofthe
irﬂividual fitting into the ipstimtion (e.g., Olesen & Whittaker 1968).
These "dialectxcal models” of the socializatlon process focus on the con-
stant intarplay between mdividuals ‘and the institutions into which -
they. are socialized (Berger & Luchmann 1966) . Acocording to this view,
mwhile social structures are compelling in the construction of identity,
the concept of socialization should define people ,as both rqcipé.éﬁt%

that, while pecole are necessarily constrained by social structural

‘limitations, they at the same time play an active part in shaping their

identities, often acting in ways which contradict the dominaat norms |

and values which pervade . .social setting. "The i{':gtimtions of our" - \

. society #re characterized by contradiction as well as by simple reproduc-

tioix* (Apple 1978, p. 2). | \'(ariation in perspectives is seen as a
necessary part of _the socialization process, apd, in facti\it is the
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linking of these differential perspectives to specific organizaticnal
contexts which becames the focal point of =udy.’ "

| Given these two majop-orientations tr, the study of sociilization, "
anattalptwillbemdeinthepresentpaper toanaiyzeﬁ\eexistim

_ literature on teacher mcialimtion with a particular emphasis on social-

ization during the most universally acclaimed segment nf professianal

-preparation, the student teachmg experienoe While acknowledging that
the socialization of heachers is a career-long process,‘1 in fact, a process

which has its origins even before the advent of formal t.rainirg (lortie

1975), it is felt t.ha‘- both the complexity of the process and the scarcity

of smdies on sociali‘zation subsequent to formal training neoessitate
a limited imee’igationatﬂﬂspointintime_

Therefore, an attempt will be made to examine the major explanations
for ‘socialization during student teaching with a view toward articulating
a model of the socialization process which incorporates but at the same |

. time goes beyond functionalist accounts.. This analysis will draw

?

on works £rom the larger area ‘of occupational socialization and recent
analyses of student teacher socialization and will present a dialectical
view Of teacher socialization which has implications for teacher educators
and for future research. o

Functionalist Studies of Teacher Socialization L

. lortie (1973, p. 486) asserts that “we, now stand in the desirable
position of having alternative explanations and aq'hasea mihble" for
the aocialimt:lonof teachers. He thenpresent,s four posit ons on the

.~

kcy prooesses ixwolﬁed in teacher socialization. _ They are: )
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- 1r:;wws on early childhood | ’ °

' 2) An msis on peer influence -

. 3) Anelphasiaonpersonswiﬂx evaluauvepower

) 4) An exphasis on pupils as' socializing agents

Vo -In addition to the various influences outlined above, three other

e key processes can be detacted in the literature on teacher socialization:
e 5) An emphasis on lateral roles and the socializing infivence .
‘ ~ of ruapmfessioral agenu | | ©
6) An elphasis on the ecology of the ‘classroom

7) Anaq:lasisonﬁninﬂwneofamdxers\banmemd
the bureancratic structure of the schools
Studies related to each of these major enphases will now be briefly
examined In an attenpt to assess the state of our knowledge about the |
st‘;t:'erqt‘.l and nature of the influence of these various socializing fomes

™
(Y

An Enphasis on Early Childhood
There are two major explanations given for the primacy of early

Cegt

o

life experiences in teacher so_cialiratipn. First, Lortie (1936, 1975),
inaxguingﬂlepos:‘.&on that biography as opposed to forral training

_ is the key element in teacher socialization, states, “Sccialization

! ‘. ' into faachi.ng is largely self-socializatior; one's personal disppsitions-
o are not only relevant, but,in fac;:; stand at the core of becnmi.ng a

. teacher" (Lotrtie 1975, p. 79). According to-this view, teacher socializa- .

ﬁonmlazgaymio@athemtemnuuonofmdﬂigmaem
. ‘ durimﬂaﬂmsuﬂsotmsspentasasmdentinclmeconnctwith
teachers: It is the activation of this latent cultwre during formal
training and subsequent mambership in the professi.on ﬂnt is the major

“*  influenge in shaping cne's conception of the teaching role and role

. °
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performance. . Lortie's argument is partly based on several studies where "

teachers attested to the nngent.in nature of their formal traming and

frequently referzed to the continuing influence of their earlier rentors.
'mem:e.meladcofuseofaeedmim ebyﬂxeseteachere IR

0

pQMted to the concimiation of Ey imegexy j.nto prdfessional practice
(Lortie 1975). This ewphasis on an "apprenticeship 'of observation" is

also given a prominent place in the analyses of Maddox (1968), Fuller
and Bown (19"5), and Pruitt and Lee (1978) and receives some support from
a stndyconductedbyl’etty and l-bghen (1980).

. Anpother variant of the early life emphasis is put forth by Wright
- and Tuska (1968). wo argue within a Feudian framevork that choice of
' the pmf@sion and sibsequent teaching behavior is largely an expression
-of psychodynamic processes initiated in childhood. Consequently, teaching
" is seen as the acting out of early fantasies. In both of these'views
- fonnal training is seen as a "low impact enterprise" vt:ichplays little -
| part: in altering earlier ideas about teaching, 5 Infact, Lortle (1975, ° , -
p._80) evenquestions the use of the tem socialization t> describe
. -entxy into the teaching role.
~ !I'he aomotations of the term socialization agun somewhat
. askew vhen applied to this kind of induction, since they
‘imply greater receptivity to a pre-existing cultuze than
. seems to prevail. Teachers are largely self-made, the inter-

A}

raiizat.ion ef comnon knowledge plz 3 only a limited part'in '

their moverent to work responsibility. ‘ o

In suwary, thispositimaffim ﬁatﬂxeproepczt!»etaad\ern
ot a tabiila rasa awaiting irscription and locates the major socializing
influences at a point prior to the eévent of formal training experience.
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adgarand\’rhr:en (1969) presmt;ﬁaoreticalmdelof teac:her

) socialintion uh:lch stresses the internalization of values held by - ¢
sanctioning cblleagues. According to this view, aooianzation ifsa
. "power process” in which the neophyte gravitates' mrdﬁavimaheld

bjﬁnsemﬁ\evaluativapmeroverhisﬁ\erperfonm Evidanoaisu\en

B

p:esem:edbased onﬂﬂsm&lwhich damnstntes ﬂxepmcesswithregard

to the attitud&i”b‘:‘ Begimrqumﬂmm dimensions of teacher
role autbnomy. thile th 3 study focused on begiming teachers as opposed -
to teachers-in-trainiiy, it provides a theoretical raticnale t& the

~ major ﬁxms't?in investigations of.suﬁem: teacher socialization: studies
ofﬁxesociauzmg :I.nﬂuenee of ﬁzecaoperatingtead\er ¢

As Friebus (1977) corréctly points cut, most st\.ﬂies of student - - ———
tead'ersocianzatinnhaveattamtedtousessﬂ\em&ﬂxemoperadng “
teacher as a socializing agent. He attributes this. to the fact that .
the cooperating teachsr is the person in.closest contacc with the student
teachez. andtheonewhohastheprmxymsponsihiutyformesmdent

A3

" teacher's activities, 'I‘he nteratn:e in tead\er edmation is filled

wiﬂxamsertiensasmt'he keypoaitimofﬂaecwperaw\gtucherin

'.  the socializat.lqn of student tsachers (e.g., smtmyer & Lindsay 1958),

motmmmwm' attit\ﬂesuﬂhdavionin

Acao:dingly, there is a plethora of 1literature which focuses on the =

e : R S {

.rdaﬂnnhoﬂnao!ﬁnkmthntmdus" mmle,
"‘ﬂmmmnam’wd\mmteﬂatatumuad\enm .
. their oooperating teachers as their most signifieant socializing agents

(e.g., Karmos & Jacko 1977) -and others which demonstrate that the -

“
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- e .. ..The other person with formal evaluative powe.t over the student teicher

attituces and béhaviors of, student teachers shift. toward those of their |

cooperating taachersby thé end of é:e‘experieme (e.g., Scott &ABrinkl..e.y
"QISGO: i’rioe 1961; Ianfiaccone 1963; Yee- 1969; Roberts & Blaonkenship'w'lu,"‘

Seperson & .once 1973. Zevin 1974). E\:rthexmre, there is some evidence

o thatthemfluerbeofthecooperaumteadxercarriesovermtoﬂae

’ ey
4

beginning years of teaching (McAnlay 1360) . These studies typically
conclude- that because of the high degree of influence exerted by cooperating
heacher training iristitutions sl'mld place a priority on the. trainim;

of these key agents to support influexw desired by the’ university
training program. 'rhis author could £ind only one study, Boschee et al.
(1978), which failed to Jitlude that the cooperating teacher is a major
influence in student te: cher socialization However, hacause of a seriols™
methodological flaw which'is felt m be associated with this study, it |
is concluded that ﬁtta:e weight can be given to its findings.

It should be pointed out at this time that, while on the surfare |
the potency of the cooperating teacher's influence seems appavent, in |
each of the studies cited ahlwe the shifting of student teacher attihfdes
and behaviors toward those of ﬂ\eircwperatimmctmmsaggwn

: phenomenon. | Ineachinstar\ceﬁxeremmshidenttead\ersvvlmdid >

rot £it into the duninant pattem This. point will be explored furfher ‘

inalatersectionofthepaper v

is the college supervisor. Here, conttazy to the findings which datonst.rat:e

the st.mng infiuence of aooperating teachers, thena is littl.e empiriml

evidence that the college sypervisor exerts any substantial influence in °
the aocialization of student tambers. Most studies have concluded that
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the college wupervisor has little impactlin comparison with the competing
~influence of the cooparat..rg«:eadxer {e:g., Morris 1974; Zevin 1974; Bowman 197"9).
"' However, two recent studies have detected specific if somestiat. Limited
influences which sipervisors & exert, Friebus (1977) eoncludes that.
' s.;per'nsors play a significant role in "coaching” the student &adxe.r ' |
(i.e., providim ideas about what to do in a particular lesson or situation).
, Tabachnick et al. (in p:ess) found that supervisors played a 1qgitimuhg
role with regard to student tead\ers' develqpment of utiutari.an pex-
‘spectives on teaching, through a focus on procedural_ rather than substantive

N ‘ issmsinsupe:v:lsoxyoonferermandsanimrs. Byfomsi.ngupmmwﬁumg

are to be done in classroams, to theexclusionof cmsider.i.ngm, themiveraity
originated dismsmns which tended to engurage acquiescence and comqmity to

—

z;_..‘.:_‘;~.'. e a_i_stjm m mutines - . . . : . ,.__':

&

In any case the evidence with regard to the influence of colleqe

gupeIVisorq is minimal incmgarisonhothatconbemixgﬁmecooperating IR
teacher's influence. Together, studies of the influence of cooperating

-

teachers and coliege supervisors are supported by the theoretical framework.
: ‘ ©« of Edga: and Warren (13q9) and place little or no emphasis on 2 prospective -
., teacher's predispositions and intentions.’ 'I,hé_mjor sources of Socializing -

influerce are located within the formal training process.

..
]

mﬁs on Peér Influence

T Consi..tmt with Becker et al.'s (196;.) oonclusions oomerning the

o .stmng inflmnceofapeermbmluueinthepmcessofoccupatioml
' socializat.i.on, a few stndiea have attenptedhcassessmeﬂxersudaan
influence exists in the case of atudent teaching.: Althoudh there have
, been relat.i.ve].y few inquiries into thia area, studies have deonstrated ' n
. 'that.oﬁxe: student teactu&dophyamhatlimited mleinpmv:l.dj,ngj_' ) E
mt.inml _suppbrt for the:l.r peers {Friebus 1977: Karmos & Jacko 1977)




i stilies of “classroam inteactions (e.g.s Tee 1968; Brophy &:Good 1973~ < -

fuﬂiﬁ;éumuhmmwnotinmﬂapmsmdmmqf
— the teaching role- (Ianmpo:me & Button 1964; Friebus 1977). Genecally,

these studies conclude that the peer a\bmlmm is not very important .
bnamotaladcofomormuu for: smdentheudsera to interact in
mgre than limited ways.

©

ializing Agents,

pt

An Erphasis on ilsas i

& >

Lortie (1975) arguasthatﬂ\epsychicmardsofteadxingm L. T
hrgelyfmomsp:pilsnﬁmﬂnnfmﬂnsewithfomlmlmuve

pmerweronesperfomnce Consequently, i:.wwldseanthatmpih

have a grenbdaal of potential'for ghaping the behavior of the teacher. |
‘mis posxtion is consisfant with bidi.rectional models of childhood social- .
ization (e.g., Bronfenhremmer 1973) and has been frequently hwnbtrahed )

. -

Fiedler 1975). misauﬂbromn.donlyfirdoneshﬂymichatwmm »

mmxnmmmmmmmwwmw e
Friebus 919?7) fomd that chudmn played an htportant role ur the

. legiti.mation of a stident teacher's professional. identity a-nd 1n pro=-

vidlmmesuﬁanttaadurwiﬁxamofworfnlm. These -

_ﬁnﬂings led Friebus (1977, p. 266) to conclude that “the puph.s are .

mt passive ontities to be manipulated by the student taachers out
ratherﬂ\eyphyanactivemleinthemvementofmimsintoﬂ:e L. °

Lot S

- (1966) study of the role of pupils in shaping the aoc:.onnguiat.i.c patterns
- of beginning heachers deserves mention. In this/ study it is a:nvimingly

:ole of teacher." Alﬁxough there is a. scarcity of st.udies whicb have TS
:lnvutigatad this inﬂuenoe with xega:d tw student teachers, Hal].er'



davonstrated that pupils ekert a powerful influence through a Skinnerian

process of operant conditioning‘on the, éomplexity of a teacher's language
use in adult-adult interactions outside of the classroom setting.
P:imzy‘teadmers’mreﬁowﬂtnuﬁlizetpre catplexmdésof speech

much less frequently than secondary teachers, and the longer time that

;ﬁmeprimxytéad\érshadspentinmechssrom, the less likely they

weretnusemre canplexmdesof speech. MHaller concluded that a teacher's
acuonsa:emsaaeexteatsmpedbyrepeated mtetacynswithchﬂdrm

; To date, no one has tested Haller's ideas with reference to student ..~

.

[P, SR GUSUR

wsachers. This whole area of the reciprocal nature of the tgachez- o
student relationship as it relates to teacher socialization offess a
great deal of got:ential for futur: x:esea.rch. |

—— e T ey _—

An Emphasis on Lateral Roles and the Influence of Monprofessional ;Agents

Olsen and Whittaker (1968) define lat.eral roles as those roles in

' which a trainee is involved that are not directly a part of the formal

ialization process* (e.g.. husband, father). They t:hen shw evidence

in the case of nursing students that lateral roles directly influence

‘the formal eoci.alization process lazgely thmugh the creatidn of conflicts

in time and mterets. As was the case in smdien of pupils as socizalizing

' agents, there is a scarcity of studies which have addressed the impact

" of mnpmfessioml agents asaociated with the lateral roles of student

taachers ' However, there are two stnﬂies w’fxich have detmstrated that
friends, spouses, dati.ng partners, and relatives exert a limited influence
in the soclalization of the prospective wacher Karmos and Jacko (1977)
demonstrated that friends, parents, aad spouses were influential in



providisg personal and ertional support to student teachers. However,
Frisbus (1977) concluded that spouses and dating partners exert primarily
a negative influence on socialization by often making demands on trainees
vhich oconflict with formal training obligations. The issue of lateral |
roles and their impact on the professional socialization of .teacmrs
remains largely unexplored at present.

Anmplusismw:vftmmasm
. et

Fenstermacher (1980) argues that the institutional d\apacberisucs of
sci'mling are the mest powerful determirants of a teacher's intentions and
actions. Inportant -among these characteristics is the ecolqgical enviromment

of “the classruam and its inpact on the socialization of student teachers.

Doyle and Ponder (1975, p. 183) define the ecological system »f the classroom

.8, "that network of interconnected processes and events which impinges upon

bd\aviéx in the teaching enviromment." According to this view, learning to
teach  involves "learning the texture of the classroom and the set of behaviors
congruent ﬁiﬁl,ﬂ\é envirommental demands of that setting" (Doyle 1577, p. 51).
The claim is made that these envirormental deands escablish limite ca the
range of teacher classman behaviors and that those behaviors congruent with
the ecology of the classrom\ are more likely to persist thap those that are
incongruent with the classroom independent of attempts to train prospective
teachers in the use of specific skills (e.g., through microteaching) and
regardless gf the specific model provided by the cooperating teacher (Copeland
w80): - | '

Several researchers have docmtad the structural charactariética of

classroams that impinge upon the work of the teacher. In addition to Jackson's

(1968) now classic work, Life in Classrooms, Dreeben (1973), Sharp and Green




‘attampted tn dalineate the specific teaching, strategien that helped these.

12
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. (1975) , Doyle (1977) and Dale (1977) all discuss the material conditions‘of

the classioam and how they Iimit teachers' actions. For exauple, Dog;le
(1980, p. 505) outlines five distinctxve features of classma'\s that to same

14

extent shape the work of the teacher; nultxd:mensionality, smultaneity,
i.mediacy, unpredictability and h:.stoty In the 1977 study on which this
work was based Doyle stud:.ed 58 student teachers over a 3-year period and

student teachers cope with the camplexity posed by classroom envuomental

Ore of the most sxgnif:.cant aspects of this rapidly growing area of

research is that it has begun to challenge some previously” mken-ror-granmd

rotions of how student teachers are socialized. As was pointed out above,
thare is a wealth of evidence inlicating that student teachers often move
closer and closer to the attitudes and beHtaviors of thelr cooperating teachers
by the end of the student teaching 'evcperieme. The l%st common explanation
for this process is that the cooperating teacher is the primary cause of this
convergence. However, Copeland (1980, p. 197) argues that “the.relati.onships
that have been detected between cooperating teachers and student teachers
may be the result of shaping forces exerted on both by the eoological system
of the classroom." ' |

while not denying the influence of cooperating teachers on student
teachers, Copeland (1980) argues that this influence, is mediated by a variety
of forces that are ot under the direct control of either the cooperating
teacher or student teacher (e.ﬁput\ﬂes and past experiences of the pupils) .
Copeland's arguments are supported by the results of a 1978 study in which he
condxnwd a test of this "ecological hypothesis" versus the view that the

modeling behavior of the cooperatinij teacher is the most significant influence

14
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on stydent tem:hers 'I‘he criterion variable was the student téachei"s con-
|7+ tinued use of a specific skill (asking probing questions) that vas taught
- R ﬂngh m:.croteadung The results of this study clearly show that the class-
. Yoom ecological syshem had a significant effect oh the student teachers'
continued use of t.he target skill. “Student teachers who taught in a classroom
~ ecological system accustomed to thie use of the target skill 'were more” likely
o utllxze the target skill t.han were those students who mught in a sv!stem
in which the skill was J.neongment" (Copeland 1978, p. 98). On the othe.r
hand, the model provided by the cooperating teacher had little or ro effect .
on students' contimied use of the skillﬂ during student teaching:
hﬁﬁle studies that examine the impact of ‘classroom ecological systems
on student teachers are few in nurber (Doyle's 1977 study is another good *
example of tms lme of nwesugatbn) , the results which do exist raise
serious questions concérning widely held notions of the nature of cooperatiré
teacher-swde;mt teacher relationships. Howevér, while these studies more
accurately reflect the camplexity of student teacher socieliZation, . they
still fa:.l to account for the role of the student teacher in shaping the
ecological envirorment of the classmm while these studies do acknowledge
the role of the cooperet:.ng teacher in shaping the ecological corditions
of ﬁme"clessman, they si:-.ill view the student teacher as a passive role |
perforter respording to'enviromental demands. Vhile there is no denying
+ that the perspectives of student teachers -ere shaped by the ecology of
the classroom, thereisagreatdealofevidemetobedism:ssed shortly
&mtsuggeststhatthissmpm is more partial or incamwplete than the
. ecological smdies.wc‘nl;d lead one to believe. | L

tp—
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a An Emphiagis on the Ixiflueme of a Teacher Subculture and the Bureaucratic

Strocture of Schools

Closely related to the stulies emphasizing the influence of persons
with evaltntive‘power and those on the ecology of the classroom are a series
of studies concerned with the socialization of student teachérs toward the
daminant beliefs and practices characteristically associated with the bareau~
cracy of the schools and a teacher subculture therein. Consistefit with
Becker's (1964) assertion that people will terd to take on the characteristics
> required by the situations in which they participate (situational adjustment),
these studies typically minimize the importance of a neophyte's predispositions 0.

LY
L

(latent culture) in relation to the influence of normative behaviors -
in school settirgs. Several of these studies center arourd the work of
Wayne Hoy and his corcept cf pupil control ideology Hoy and Rees (1977)
define the concept of pupil control :Ldeology along a cushod:.al—tnmhistic
dimension: ~"A custodial pupil control ideology st.ress& the maintenance
of order, d.i.strust of students, and a p\m:l.tive moralistic approach t©
pupn control. A\manistic ideology atphasizes an accepting trustful
view of pupils and an optimism concerning their ability to be self-
disciplining and respmsible-." |
. : - Based on an‘assumption that st\ﬂent teachers generally find them-
- selves confronted with a mlat;.vely custodial pupil‘ control orientation

) /
-on the part of experienced teachers, Hoy predicted in several studies
a
. that student teachers would be socialized toward a more custodial orientation

- .
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by the erd of the experience. Accordingly, Hoy (1967, 1968, 1969)

tion by fhe end of the experience. Aoootdimly. Hoy (1967, 1968, 1969)
and Hoy and Rees (1917) did find that the pupil control ideologies of
* student teachers were.generally more custodial after student teaching
‘than before. Hoy and Rees (1977) also found that student teachers became
- significantly more bureaucratic in their views (e.g., more confomim ._ |
" and impersonal) by the end of the student tsaching experience. Consequertly,
oy and Rees (1977, p. 25) concluded that 'the forces of bureaucratic - '
' socialization seem strong and efficient.” | ' "
" Although the results fron these studies selrclear amihighlycon—
sistent, orie should be careful in generalizing these findings to all
: student teaching situations. Two points will be made regarding the
= - limitations of these studies. First, Helsel and Krchniak (1977), in a
. stdy which examined the professional and bureaucratic role conceptions '
of education st\xients and experienced teachers, found contraty tc their
predictions, that e:@erienced teachers were less bureaucratically oriented
than the education students. This would seem to cast scme doubt,on the
assumption that education students are always confronted with pressures -
to move toward more custodial and bureaucratic norms. In fact, in each
of the studies citedabove, thereweresanesmdentswhodid not fit e
into the duninant pattern  The mvenent toward custodial and bureaucratic
perspectives was a general phem'nexm and .the p:ocess of socialization
was eouewhat i.ncmplete. Whether- in fact this was a function of different
_ latent cultures activated during the toaining experience and/or a result
of specific onganizational factors is an interesting point for" inveetigation.
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Secondly, the studiee on pupil control ideology were limited: to
-i_mestigatiom of the respondents' expressed attitudes.' No attempt was
made to assess whether trainee ideologim carried over into .classroam
actions anl in what contexts. Keddie's (1971) finci:l.ngs regarding the
differences between the educaticnist and teacher contexts together with

~ mxch evidence on the oomurrence of “inpression mansgment" during occupational

@ - socialization, tobediscussedlater, castdwbtontheasmmtionﬁut '. o

. there is complete cany-over In fact, Hoy (1967, P 264) states that
"oontawora:y social systam pressures as well as interpersonal processes o
probably mtervenetommmecmgname ‘Mills (1963) has defined o
this congruence between beliefs and actions as one of the oentra)t problems
of the social sciences. The e:and.r;tim of pupil control ideologies

. mmiaﬁmmcmsmacﬁomisapmbmmanwgmm:mm._
— ' Several researchers have utilized Van Germep's "¢1960) concept qf -
|  "rites of passage” mdescribeﬂ\ewvmentofshﬂentﬁead\emmto\
. the f.agdun; zole (Iamncm & Buttm 1964; Willower 1969; Salzillo
7+ &VenFlest 1977; Polansky & Nelson 1980). According to this view, the studert
taadm, afteraptocessof separationfmﬁ\esnﬂmtmleandapariodof
transition, umuﬂlyhmatdmbammw This position

is highly consistent with uoy'- assartions regarding bureauctatic socializa~
] tion. In both cases, the emphasis i.s on the sitmtioml adjustment of

the neophyte to the beliefs and practices supporrive of organizational
.no:ms ngver vtﬁlethispositimon"ritesquassage 'into teaching
has been cogqtly argued on 4 thaoretical level, there is same enpirical -
. evidence which casts doubt on the usefulriess of this’metaphor for describing "
" ' teacher socialization. Specifically, vhile Iannaccone and Button (1964) -
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‘were able to apply the notion of "rites of passage" within the boundaries
© et Student teaching, they were unable to conclude that the student ‘i:eadzirg .
. experience as a whole.functions as a transitional period lsading into a °
" gtable teacher subculture, The lack cf a discrepancy in attitudes
between student teachers and experiénced teachers on several measures )
PN andﬂxe*cvetentof student teachers away frcmthedaninan‘tattitxﬂes
expmssedbye:q:eriencedteadxe:sorcthers ledthemtoconclude that.
. Wemimlireﬂtoabarﬂonﬂaﬂxeozyﬂntshﬂentteadﬁmfunctigns
_go initiate menbers into a teacher subculture" (Iannadcone & Button
1964, p. 28). The term teacher subculture inplies a rmgger;ei& of
perspectiva which does rot seem to exist,
In ccmlusicn while adcmledgmg that there is mch empirical.
" support in addita to that cited above for the assertion that student
' teachers geqerally, and to a lunited degree, take on the perspectiv&s
) of their more expe.rienced colleagues (e.g., Horowitz 1968; Coulter & '
'l‘aft 1973), it cannot be concluded that all student teachers move in s

A

more bureaucratic directjons. mile it nay be partially true that "a
-~ larduark in one's assimilation into the profession is when he decides
- that only teachers are important® (Waller 1932, §. 389), it is also true
' that. schools are places for cupeting ideologies (Anderson 1974) and
thattherea.remretlanafmteadmrswhcdomt fit intotheburegu-

cratic mold (Grace— 1978) . The processes of teacher socialization are
characterized by differentiatiaon as well as by 'tuvu:yene’ity.g

¢’ _ A §mthesis of the Functionalist View of Teacher Socialization )
|  lortie (1973, p. 488) correctly concludes that the prccess of teacher .
socialization is "undoubtedly a cmp% process ot readily captured by

t -, ) ll 19
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a si.mple.' a\a-facto_r frame of refefence.: Toe studies cited above clearly
indicate that there are a variety of forces contributing to induccion
. ._miie'tha energing trend toward vi‘efding teacher gdciaiizatim as a
malti faceted process has been a definite ifprovement over the previous
' | . ;nplmsis on aingle—factnr solutions, the emphasis is still on the guﬂent
\.4 '. teacher as a relatively passi.ve ehtity adjusting to ‘outside forces. The o )
| igsue of intemalization is ot pmblanatic. In the case of studia |
o . enphasizing biographical taflirs the student teacher is a slave'to the
- . - past. vhile in studies emphasizing socia_l__st.mcmral elements, he/she
" mashvetothepment. Innexthercaseistmtraineeseenasan
active force contributing ' to his/he.r own socializati.on |
/e following section will delineats sae of ‘the specific limitations .
8 geen in the functionalist position. Then, an alternative and more dialectical
e ---—-————mdel of teacher socialization, which reduces the pervading emphasis on
Situational determinism found in the literature, will be presented
The fumtlomlistperspectivehas cantributed mich tomrupdersmﬂing
of the progcess of teacher aochlization, but it has failed to acoount
for the variations inteachingpe.rspectiveswhmhareanmevitable .,
~ result of the pu:ocess As Apple (1979) points out, any theory of social- ___'"_".:':_*.’
ization mist be able to account for the rejection of porms, 'metvexy ‘
existervofammmpliesandevencmatmthepossibilityofiu : LT
violatic. (Darkhein 1938) .10 ¢ I
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A Critique of the Functionalist Pexspective on Teacher &cia]i%on

Wrong (1361), in a widely cited critique of the then dominant
functionalist crientation in scciological literature, characterized an
emphasis or situatiom; adjustment with a corresponding neqlect; of
individual autonomy as an "wer-socialized concept of man.” The a@zasis
on the plasticity of the individual which served as the target for
Wrong's (1961) polemic is clearly represented in the studies on teacher
soc:.alirat.mn cited above. There is much evidence uithm the literature
" of, occupational socialization which supports Wrong's position and which
casts doubt upon the a&quaén;é of a functionalist perspective on- .
teacher sociali_zation_. _ For example, Olesen a.nd Whittaker (1968, pp. 6-7) '
. describe a position of soft detafminism® which is becoming more and "
nm;e prevalent in studies of cocupational socialization. 6
Students in professional socializ_ati’on are subordinate to their
~ teachef’s in the role arrangements of the professionmal school..
) The faculty roles, after all, are those in which the institution
and the profession invest the authority and responsibility . =~ | . ° ‘
hopace,orderandsamtig;xﬂzeprogr@sofﬂeaspirantsto i
- " the profession. It is, however, possi ble to grant this aspect
: of the organizational arrangements and at the same time to /.
recognize that young people who "take the student role, unhke
the suumssive zmb:.es of our cancat:ure, do in fact shape .
. the mleandtakeanactivepartintheirmned@mn.
There is much evidence from studies of socialization into the
mdical pzofessions and limited ‘evidence from recent ‘studies on student
teacher socxalizati.?n which supports this view. Fiz_'st, consistant with

'
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Goffman's (lys9) theories .oonoeming ’tha prevalence of “ifpression manage-
ment" in social interactions within orgapizati.onal sett.i.ngs, several .
studies have found that ne);tym actively control the i.mages that o

° " faculty have of their performance. Beginning with Becker ét al. s

e i ’ *(1961) dem.npt:.cm of the "acadanic perspective clnracteristic of

. docinxs-in-t,raining the evidence is clear that students seek cues
”',\.-._{ ' as to the kinds of pepformances vhich will be valued by fac\:ltyandthen )

B e active,.yengageinﬂxedesiredbemviqm evenmentheyare{ptpart

[P P

. of an internal helief “eystam (Davis 1968; ¢ Olésen & ‘Whittaker 1968; Bucher
~ & Shelling 1977) msow (1965) has characterized this situation of
- behavioral’ c::nformi.ty without supportim value commitment as “chameleonism®
and argues that it is the modal condition in adult socialization. The
following quote from Bucher and Stelling (1977, p. 109) illustrates this
process with regard to the interactions of psychiatric residents and
their clinicel .supervisors during case conferences. "The most cammon
tactic was that the remdent psyched out what the supervisor want%m
. hear ama presented his material accordingly. The resident did not expect
|  gain anything positive from thess encountérs, but sinply to please
_ the supervisor sufficiently to minimize friction
G ' Beckeretal. (1961, p. 296)a£guethattheexistemeof this
| . académic perspecﬁ.ve is. an ‘inevitable part of the pmcess of professional |
aocializaﬁ.cn. , |
Insofar as faculty members have some influence on the fate
. of students beyond the fact that what a student learns in school
—- | mey affect his,Life in sane way; insofar as the faculty can
- | - hurt students ﬁy'giving them low grades or bad recommendations,
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we tidy expect that students will respond by attempting first

of .all to impress the faculty with what they have learned.

‘Teachers commonly complain about this, but they should realize

that it is probably an inevitable, though unintended, cori-

*sequemeofthepwerth_ey'wieldoversmdenéfﬂuwghﬂ\e v

use of examinations and grades.’ " ‘

There is also some evidence that “fronting" beeween 'upervisors
andab.ﬁantsxsanintegralpartofthesmdmtteadumemeﬁm : 0y
and that smdent teachers, to some extent, definé the situations in

>
~ /“
-

P their supervisory interactions (Shignan 1967; Sorenson 1967; Gibson 1976;

e

Lacey 1977; Tabachnick et al., i press). For example, Lacey (1977, p. 93)
presents an exanple of what he considers a common strategy employed by -~
 student teachers when faced with the often conflicting demands of cooper-
ating teachers and college supervisors: |
° Tt teacher-tutor (cooperating teache.) was, of necessity.
more in favor of audiovisual methods than the E-tutor (college
¢  supervisor). missh!plymant'ﬁmtinpracticg;ten-qsone
| uegmw"of&emmmammmpméed |
the best response and discussed the impossibility of the
entire exercise with the E-tutor.
The very fact that necphytes engage in this process of presenting
a favorable image ‘o supercrdinates is evidence that the socialization
process is not totally complete, Students, while necessarily constrained :
by social structural forces, actively shape their existential situation,
thus ‘expressing. some control over the direction of socialization efforts.
The behavioral conformity'which is evident in studies of a functionalist “
o | pe'rs\nsibn'my often by only a veneer (Shipman 1967) . | S .

0 ~ : ' : -
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"‘ * Ai'othet aegment of evidence pointing toward the dialectical nature -

] of mapmcess of omupat.ioml socialization is the fmdi.ng that the
. ’ mdeh.ng of mentors is ot a global process, but instead is somewhat
selective. mlemnhofﬂteliterauueonﬂ\esocialiwg influence
— | _ of cooperating teac.hers implies that neophytes :lndisc:iminately and un-

¢

~itically: engage i=n the pract.i.wsn modeled by the.i; cooperating -teachers,

‘there a:e some indications,both in studies of student teaching (Copeland )

1978) and in studies of medical socialization (Buc;xer & Stelling 1977 :
. that mbdeling is partial and highly selective. Stadents to some extent .

- ~ contribute to the fommation of their mm profesai./ identities. " - E
Trainees selected particular characteristics or_traits vhich > . S
they admired and sousht to amilate. They selected specific -
attitudes from a mamber of ditfgrent ix\;\ivid\m.s rather than
choose sameone as a global model. 'I'ne trainees were clearly
being highly selective in the traits they sought to elmlaté;

_. other characteristics of available models were ignored, con=

- sldered irrelevant, or-evaluated negatively (Bucher & Stelling .

‘1977. pp. 151-152). S - S
Because Of thefomalsamtioningpowers ﬂ\atcooxaeratingtead'zers
and other super:ordimhes wield over student taachers. 4t may seem that

7 evaluations and criticisms from these agents would increase pressures

toward modeling and play a large part in legitimating the aspirant's

clain to the professional role. Hovever, there are data which indicate

a

ﬂﬁt traineces place a great’ deal of emphasis on the:.r own self-evaluations,'
= - often disa:unting'qﬂticim"vﬁ:!dx ue coptrary o self-assessments. :
% " 'Por exmple, Friebus {1977) found that stulent téachers frequently

-
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referred t uareelves as a major source of 1egitimation. Wnile the

parfomances of student teachers are cortingously being evaluated, ' -
u&uatﬂ\emtimmnmmmumﬁ\eirevuuators. These

. student. assesaments as to the nature and source of critic:lsm often have
cmsaquemes for theway students respond and play acmcial role m

the fomtion of their professional identities.

Y Accorddm Budweramsmuing (1977),asuainéesgainmastaxy

over professional tasks, depeéndency on external soumes of validat:.un
*decrease and self-validaticn beccines “increasingly sal.ieni:. "Alﬂ'oucﬁt
’siqrnls fmoﬂxerswereclearly inpomnttot.raime? therewere no
cues more mportant, more frequently mentimed than ti\osa the ttainees
derived from lmkim at thamselves" (Bucher & Smlli.tq‘ 1977, p. 166) .

The tacitneas of. uuch of the kxmledge base in md\ilq\ (Diamnt.i. 1977)
wmndsesntocontributeadditiomlpressuramdtheselecdve .
receptien-of 'fomal criticisn and to increase the significance of self-
validation in student teaching, The implication of the existence of h

: aelf-validaﬁon in occupatioml sochlmum is that trainees are able

wmmumlmfmdimtfmmwebymm

. some degree of control over the socialization process.

Mymhudmﬂnmmmeofmsimw, selactive

* modeling and- eelf-legit:lmt:l.on in pmfessioml socialization is a strateqgy .

tafemed to by 01esen and Whittaker (1968) as "studem:ahip. In employing
thisoperspective, students actively control the level and d:l.mction of

their efforts to leirn, often engaging in activities which contratict

what the faculty may wish them to 'le‘gm. For example, during the Clinical

. years described in Boys in White, medical students directed their efforts

25
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toward those activities which they thought would provide them with the:
mst \7;‘ied reperhoire of experience and the most responsibility for .
i.xﬂapander.t action. Frequently, this meant avoiding or de-eunsizing 5 =-
those activities which, althoush required and valued by faculty, were
‘ not seen as consistent w:l.th the smdents' guiding critetia of experierne
and responsibility (e.q., hbo:;atmy reports). The use of study tipe’
by students for concentrating only on those items which they thought.
would be tested also conflicted with faculty desires (Becker et.al. |
merea:ealsodauinthecaseof student teadungvmimpomt
.o tOWArd an auphasis by trainees on. those activities which sﬁndent.s and
; ot neoessarily faculty see as mntrimwxg to pmfessioml gmﬁ\ ‘ .
" Ebre:ample tl'xefindmg ﬁutsuﬂmtmadmwphodeveloputintarian
' perspectiv&s on teaching and focus la:gelyonvhatwiu work to solve
. the. immediate problem at hand rather than considering the possible

[}

....
1

- ethical ard lnng-range consequences of classrocm actions is evidence

that this perspective is active durmgi the student ue%;hing experience
| (Tanraccone 1963; Hooper & Johnston 1973; ‘Popkewitz 1977; Tabachnick
- " . 1980; Tabachnick et al., in press). While the lack of opportimities for S ,_,
. smdenttaachatstamteractwitheadzotherpmbab;ymnmizesﬂxe A
| collective nature of tlLe student response there are pmbably instances ) |
X »  characteristic of a more uallective-tesponse (e.g., leveling of effort)
T . vhich exist in student teaching. It would seem that these more collective
’ aspects of rstudentship" would most likely ‘he operative in contexts
| vlmrestudent teachers do have cpportunities to mta;_bt (e.g., caipus




So far, most of the evidenge vhich has been presented for the R

reciprodal nature of the process of teacher socialization has focused
on undercurrents which may not be apparent on the surface. There may
still be behavioral conformity even with the employment of “impression
management,” selective modeling, self-validation,fand "studentship.”
tbwevér. there are also cases of active and visible resistance during
taacher sodializatiom i.e., overt behaviors whichi run contrary to
¢aminant and accepted patterns. For example, in each of the previously
~ mentioned studies concerning the socializing influence of persons with
evaluative power and the hureaucratic structure of the school, there
were instances where students did rot conform to the daminant patterns.
In every study the statistical analyses examined genér&L;rends and
 ignored the significance of individual cases. Price's (1961, p. 4M4)
caments with regard o his findings are illustrative of thé equivocal
nature of these swdies- |
'nus study has shown that a considerable change occurred .1n
student teachers' attitudes during the student teaching semester
and that there was a tendency for their attitudes to change |
in the direction of the attitudes held by their respective
supervising teachers. On the other hand, a close inspection
of the attitude scores showed that the findings were mot - -
entirely true on an individual basis,
Study after study on student teaching conducted from a ftuntioralist

perspective has indicated.that incongment influences operate in minimizing
the statistical ocorrelations :epnesenting dominant trends (e.g., Yee 1969).
| However, because the studies have largely ignored discrepant cases, a h

!
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function of their methods of statistical analysis, we have very little
information ;bout .this process of variation. There is c;efin{'tely a need |
for studies which describe the contexts in which student teachers become
"deviant” and the visible manifestations and co > of this deviance.
. However, there are some exceptions to this lack of attention to the
differential nature of student teacher responses. Lacey (1977) describes
" several e.xanples of student teiche- penetrations.into social structural
limitati.ms.. For _exanple,' in one extreme instance, student teachers
‘removed a uniw;ersity tutor from a foirnal power position in a campus
seminar and elected their own leader. While concrete descriptions of
the deviant behaviors of student teachers are rare, those e:énples
which do exist indicate that some student teachers overtly resist pressures
to behave in desired ways .11 .
" The final poist to be made with regard to the limitations of a_
functionalist perspective on feacher sccialization concerns the frequent ..
;ssunption of the existence of a uniform te;cher‘ subculture into which
‘students are socialized. As was pointed out earlier, there is same
enpirical evidence that s;xch a homggeneous situation does not exist
(Iannaccone & Button 1964) . While certain ideologies and practices
may clearly be dominant, schools are also places for the confrontation”
of competing ideologies. While lortie (1975) failed to find examples
of "countes-identifi: s," several other studies do indicate that there
are those neophytes who come into teaching interested in changing the’
system rather than being changed by ! c and that many of these "radicals"
often persist (Anderson 1974; Lacey 1977; Grace 1978). A consensus view
Of the school and of the nature of the teacher's role is clearly inadequate

-
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to describe the conflictful nature of the profession and the changes

‘which have taken place in schooling. As Andersor. (1974, pp. 10-11) B

points .out, “There is not an unambigquous image of the teacher with

which the recruit can identify. Schooling is presently the subject of g

a good deal of public dissatisfaction and radical aihermtim are now

being widely discussed," 12 Y )
#hat this means for the study of teacher socialization is that

there are constant choices facing a teacher- training. Teacher social-

ization is now seen as involving a consént interplay between. choice ‘ "

and constraint and the actions of student teachers are necessarily - t

purposeful . 'l‘he flexibility of the institution is a negessary element |

in any conception of teacher socxalization. simational adjustment

is only part of the process. Contruy ww of the evidence, teachers-

:m—trainmg are rot passive entities hotally subject to the vidssit\ﬂes

of the institution and its representatlwes. While studies from a .

functionalist perspective have contributed much to our understanding of

| the process of teacher socializaiion, they present only a partial analysis

irn that they fail to account. for boththe overtandct;vert instances

of resistame deacribed in the present section. There is a need to

extend the already miltifaceted functiomlist model to account for the

autonomy of the individual. As Lacey (1977, p. 48) points cut, "too much

4

a@mh&shengimwﬂémfwtﬁmtdumem,uﬂm
.litﬂeattmtimpaidtoﬂ\emmlmhmmlehemméfﬂndnmé}'

A Dialectical View of Teacher Socialization
. mhere have been several attempts to develop models of occupational
socialization which are sensitive to the contim.® .nterplay between
individuals and. institutions. These franmrks have been developed
both in relation to mdical socialization (Bucher & Stelling 1977) and

29
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coordinated set of action-idea systems, to account for the purposeful

with the problems of the student teaching experience. '1‘11er are: (1)

28
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teacher \social.ization (Iaoey 1977). In the present paper. nmart of a glassifi-
cati;n systax{ developed by Lacey (1977) _with regard to the socialization of
student teachers will be enployed to add an additional dimension to the
dominant functioralist perspective. |

t, Lacey (1977) Gevelops the concept of social strategy, a

and differentiated responses of student teachers to social structural

and biographical limitations., According to this view, student teachers

can pi)tentially engage in th:ee broad categories of responses when faced
strategic compliance, (2) internalized adjustment, and (3) sttategiq
redefinition. , . .-

' Strategic compliance and internalized adjustment are bot.h. subsumed
under Becker's (1964) notion of situational fadjustment':. In the case of
strategic compliance, the individual outwardly -cmplies with the demands
of the situation but retains private reservations about doing so. This
strategy is sinilar to the nchameleonism” described by Rosow (1965) and
is closely 1 with the eamplm of impression management and fronting
cited earlier. -This is prim.rily a utilitarian response to situational
pressures and is| potentially a source of instability in the orgax;izatton.
On the other hand, with the employment of internalized adjustment, the
individual complies with the constraints of the situation and believes
them to be for ﬂp best. While in both cases there is behavioral con-

formity, "it is ox'lly in the case of internalized adjustment that there
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is.an underl ying value/ commitment. Conformity on valt}es and behavior -

may vary quit:e independently. : " .
Lacey (1977) then develops the term strategic redefinition to describe | '

&
e

the overt instandes of deviance which were alluded to earlier. Strategic
v : ' pedefinition exists when the student teacher is acti.vely engaged in trying
| ' to change the range of acceptable behaviors thhm an institution. It
~ is this category of responsewhichmstadds t.he activeand creative -
- ingredient to the model of teacher aocializatiqn. _Vhi.le_ Lacey (1977)
seams to rese l this termm for only”thase attempts at redefinitéon "
that are ful, it is felt here'that it vould be more useful to
broaden the definition of strategic redefinition to include both those
“attempts which are succasful and those which are not. In this way |
the model cart now account: for all instances of overt deviance. Obviously,
one cannot determine which of the two types of strategic redefinition
— . has ogcurred until the process has been conpleted. Furthermore, each of
| the two varieties of strategic redefinition may lead to different out-
©+  comes. For .example,-::. if an jndividual fails in a-change attenpt, he/she
may choose to leave the orgaxxizaﬁnn or to encage in one of the s}:rétegies
| of simatmml adjﬁéﬁnent.'.' On the other hanc;, if the attempt i; success-
ful, the betnvior would now fall within the range o&acceptable responses .
within the ix'Btitut:lon. . : .

Each of the three varieties of social strategy is only intérpretable
in the context of specific situations. Accordingly, them is no need
for consistency in a student teacher's responses across situations.- 'me.
student teacher’ may engage in different strategies dependmg upon his/
her assessment of the constraints surrounding a situation at a partiwlar
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, .+ . point in time. The important point about the use’Of the notion of'social-

‘ +  strategy is that the individual now has some degree of choice in his/her

| relationship to the social situation. He/she now has the freedam to
| . manipulate the sinntiox; while at the sare time being constrained by it.

‘This process of choice in the amployment of a social strategy is . -

' made possible through an intetnal dialogue, a process which has beeri
eloquently described by Olesen and Whittaker (1968) and which is supported
in part by the basic postulates of symbolic mteractionist - theory (Blmner .
1969) and eﬁwmetmﬂology (Cia:m:el 1973) . According to these views, the
indiv:.dtal engages in a contimnual process of interpretation of events and |
in the construction of meanings about those events. He/uhe then selects
an activity partially based on these interpretations and meanings.

With the addition of Lacey's (1977) termirology to the functionalist
perspective we now have a more dialectical model of teacher soci.a‘lization.
The multidimensional term of social strategy is substituted for situational

T e adjustment and the possibility exists for investigating the role of 'the o
student teacher in resisting and redirecting formal socialization efforts.
While there is presently a scarcity of empirical data on the ways in which
student teachers influence their agents of socialization and the structural
conwct «:f their work settings, this does not mean that such re].atiomhips
do mot exist. Mre stﬂdies need to be conducted which examine the bidirectioml o

. rature of influence. Rosenfeld's (1969) study concerning the influence of

student teacherg on their cooperating teachers is a notable exception tn'

, . this lack of evidence.

N A;bﬁxexseglentofﬂ\edialecticalm&elmichmrrantscamentis

the relationship between biography and social strategy. In the pre-

sentation of his framework, Lacey (1977, p. 70) recognizes the importance

’
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of this linkage. "It is important to tie the concept of latent culture

in with the concept of social strategy. Latent culture provides the

 basis for but also limits ?fnm ‘of strategies available to an
| ixﬂtvid\nl :Lnanygiven situati

.
-

& 'me works of lortie (1975) ard Wright and Tuska (1968) and Coulter
(1980) have convincingly dammstrated that piogramical factom do play an

inportam role in tie choice of social strategies. Additionally, Lacey (197‘7)

shows hw a student beachet's choice of an academic major influences

. his/her subsequent cho:.ce of social strategi&s during the student teaching
" semester. The choice of a strategy is certainly not made from an unhmited

range of possibilities. l-bwever, ﬁze individual actor, while constrained
by both biographical and s:.tuatioml properties, still plays an active
role in his/her own professional developmént. Studies which ire able
to link the choice of particular social strateg::.es in specific contexts
t:o the influence of biographical factors would provide an important L
source of information on teacher socializntion.

" as Wrong (1975, pp. 66-67) points out:

a cross-sectional, simtional view of interaction, important

unsgh it is, remins insufficient. We need also a longitudinal,

bmgra;!ﬁcal perspective to account for motivational constants

ﬂutcamntbeurderswodbyevenﬂ:emst subtle scrutinyof

the interaction situation alone,

While it is felt that the model presented here adds an important
dimension to the analysis of teacher socialization, it is not intended
as a’complete portrayal of the process. For the nost part, this model
lends itself. to studies of the microsystems of teacher socializat.ion.

As Bronfenbrenner (1976) correctly points out, any study of ecolog;cal'

. envirorments must include several layers of analysis. Bronfenbrenner

(1976, pp. 7-8), drawing on the work of Brim (1975), outlines four



different levels of analysis which mist be ultimately included in any
_ couplete description of social influence. They are:

L ) the micro-systém--an imnediate setting in uhich oocupants |
- engage in particular foles for particular periods of tims . L
. - A(e.g..theclassman) R -
(2) ‘the meso-gghan-—the intarrelationships among the major H

‘ aettmgs 4n which an occupant engages in a role (e.g., the
' “school and the m‘xivarsity)
_(3) the exo-systain—the foml and informal cormte social

s S strucwresmﬂdumpimeuponorempassthemso-sysm .
(e.g., State Deparu'aents “of Bdmation)
(4) the &ncro-gxgtan-—the overazdnng institutions of a culture

] él

of mich.\micm-,_m-. and exo-gsystams are the concrete
'x;énifestaﬁ.ans (e.g., the ecommy); |
'read\er soqializat.i.on.i.s most certainly influenced by fom; outside )
of the immediate environments of school and university classroams. For
e:mnple, Waller (1932), Geer (1968). and lortie (1975) have clear].y
. demonstrateéd how the structure of. the pmfession (e.g., methods of selection,
. "mmdsmm:es,sgmoftgnmmmemmmﬂmme '
| .socialization of teacfxers. ‘vhile a few. atta:pts have been made to con- |
struct multitiered models of occupaticnal socialization (e.g., Bucher &
~— - Stellirg, 1977). mone of ﬁlesemdelshasmpassedallof ﬁxelevels
mentioned by Bronferbrenner (1976) . Although the extension of the
dialectical model of teacher socialization to include intersystem relation- -

% . hwmmofﬂ\epreséhtpamr,madeq\pm description
- of teacher socialization mist ultimately include attention to these factors. -

&
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analysis extend beyord the level of microsystems.

Implications for Teacher Educators | ,

" There are clearly reasons why eermn ideologies are dominant andeven '
 become reified in social settings. How and uhy reality comes to be

constituted in particular ways is an important and to date neglected

area for investigations of teacher socialization and requires that one's
~ 13

. The construction of a bmder and a nore dialectical model of
teacher socialization has many iuplica;tions for taadxer educators and
.ﬁor fumremseard'sefforts Afewof theaewxllbediscmssedinﬂle

| preaentpaper First,onceoneaclur ﬂd;esﬁutshmttaaclersare

a::tively engaged in controlling t.hei: professional nociali_zat!m,

1 only to & limited degree (i.e., that resistance to instituticnal demands

is a by-product of socialization efforts), the inplicit asswption in many

-'-wd\etedwatimgmgramﬁ\atsuﬁentteachmmWwpm

activities in general will 1eaddadesiredoutcaneshacauaspmblmtic An
Tabachnick et.al. (in press) pomtmwmwwmtwm;
' There is ro justification for the paive notion that practical -
school experience must be useful in intmdming students to
a widenrang"e_of téaching abilities. Nor can it be taken-for-
granted that the time spent in classrooms will illuminate
relationships for students between what teachers do and the
purposes and consequences of 'teach‘ing...Pmpoaals which "goive"
problems of tmacher education by scheduling more student time
in classrooms ;rest upon the apparently untenable assumption
that more time spent in that way will automatically make
better teachers.

25
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o sme teaching is neither all beneficial in its effects, as the
.. _ Mnttesumnials mﬂﬁxeimasedmsisonﬁeldexpeﬂemes

wouldleadusu:beneve.mrisitmlyapmmsofadapdngm
panonmlmmoldpatterm.asmnycridcswuldhmusbelieve | §
" Instesd, suﬂmthead\ingandoﬂnrplmndexperiumintaaderm
tion insvitably ent4il camplicated sets of both positive and negative

consequénces from the standpoint of the’ mumtion.“ As Becker et al.
_(1961) point out, students do not simply become what the socializing
* institution wishes them to became, Merely exposing neophytes to a
seriés of well-planned and logically consistent activities may often
result in stulents engaging either overtly or covertly in undesizable
= : strategies. The recont emphasis on the application of systems manage- -
© " nent theories to the plamning of teacher education prograns (e.g.,
 Hosem 1971) 1s an inadsquate means for insuring that trainsss will o

S develop desired characteristics. On the other hand, the kinds of fomative
% " spproaches to hlaning taacher education experiences set forth by Combe et

| © al. (1975) and Dow (1979) recognize the reciprocal nature of the teacher |
: socialization process amd areable to account for the trainee's role in shaping .
© . his/her om professional identity. o |

‘" ' Secondly, supported by stulies on the influeme of the cooperating - " - —
»» m;“mu-ammmmau education today to ”
e advocate the increased training of cooperating teachers in the use of
. sophisticated techrologies for the clinical analysis of teaching (e.g.,
Copeland & Boyan 1975). However, Gioe one accepts thie reciprocal nature
of the socialization process, it becoes doubtful whether the use of

. N\
these new technologies without corresponding changes .i.n the structures
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of roles and formal power relationships will change any more than the
surface stmcture'pf supervisory relationships. Although cooperating
teachers may gain possession of fore complex skills in the analysis
of teaching and in commnication, they still will be faced with the

P

, counterposing prssures of a student culture and with individuals who

are able to insulate themselves from undes:.rable crit:l.cism Even with
formal powers largely invested in the roles of cooperaf_ing teacher and
college supetvisor, it is still the student teacher who largely controls
the activit.i.es of supervisipn It would seem that a desirable goal for
.teadaer_ educators would be to mirimize the amount of ritualized behavior
that occurs in sup?rvisoxy relationships so that gsignificant and lasting
change becomes more of a possibility.” It is very difficult to jmgii:e
helping a trainee through'the obstacles of professional socialization

if the necphyte does rot share his/her inner world with the supervisors

for fear of retribution. Formal power relationshipe which presently |
exist in student téaching seem to minimize the chances for this authenticity
in supervisory encounters (Tabachnick et al., in press). Proposals which
enphasize the Wtof the interpersonal aspects of the supervisory
process while also advocating changes in concrete power relationships

* toward more collaboration seem to offer much hope in this direction: ,
(e.g., Blmvberg 1974). ‘

Another practical implication of a dialectical view of teacher socializa- |

tion is in terms of what teacher educators can do to sensitize teachers-
in-training to the numerous cmioe points which are available during

the process of formal training., Tabachnick et al. (in press) conclude
that the actions of student teachers are frequently constrained\by internal

-9

‘
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AN factors not existing in the concrete social structure. For example,
| . Z:ﬂent;s often justified rather mechanical classroom actions by citing
rules and regulations vhich in fact did mwt exist. This finding is
mmis;s:t with xa::z's" (1§’M) assertion that many .trainees' tend to accept ‘.
I ﬂaepracuos they observe as the upper and outer limits of what. is
" possible in classroom Jractice (excessive realism). Teacher educators
“should maximize “the opporhmigies for removing such false wvarriers and
for creating what Xatz (1974, p. 59) calls "a balante of realism with -
adequate opemess to the range of what is possible.“~ In striving to
achieve this balance. teacher educators should accurataly portray the
mnfli.ctful nature of the pmfasion so that students can choose social
strategies based on the widest possible range of information., thile
. "attanpts by smdent tem:hers tn mdeﬁne situatiom may often fai]., at
" . the very least students s!nuldbe aware that there are competing definitions
 available. Failure to recognize the contradictions in schooling only
serves to pe.‘rpemate the status quo. "Teachers who are ill-equifped
edtnationally a:'\d.p:ofessiomlly' to deal with value alternatives may e
ultimately react by making a firm stand response with no room for|djalogue”
- (Grace 1971, P 117). - ' o

-~

Inplications for Further Research on Teacher SOcializatJ.m
Itlnsbeu:maevidmt from a dialectical perspectiveonteachet eocial-
ization that mny"of the significant aspects of a teacher's nocializauon , .

arembeddedinﬁ:emntimlminteractiomwiﬁdnthepmmeitself.
As Olesen and Whittaker (1968, pp. 296-297) concluded after their study
of socialization into the muxsing profession,

2
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It was not in the high.council of nirri’culun planners, nor
in the skill of the nost aoph:.st.tcated and mdersunding
instructor, nor in the late night cramming for exams that
pmfas:.gml soci_al}zatmn occurred. Embédded in the fre-
gnaéntiy bansl, scnetimes dreary, often uninteresting world
of everyday living, professional socialization was of the

-

, comonplace ) .
" This means that, in order for research on teacher socialization
+to illuninateﬂxeheartof the process, it must be able to capture to i
» extent the existentlal reality of becmﬂ.ng a teacher. Researd‘t
igns which focus 'aeclusively on teacher socialization through pre-
ined catagories are too inflexible to reveal those aspects of the
;mcessmidiane:geomethemearchhasbegunandarebmndmbe
incomplete. The methods of parti.cipant cbseyvation (e.d., Bogdan 197")

seen especially appropriate for capturing both.the inner and outer warlds

of a teacher-in-training, especially in combination with the more tra-
ditional scientific methodologies. - *
There is presently a need for many and varied studies of teacher

socialization along the lines df same of the more dialéctical analyses

of induction into the medical professions. Especially useful would be
those ,studies which follow the neophyte from the inception of formal
training into the.realm of professional practice. To date, fow sur.h
m\gimdiml analyses haveheencarried out with regard to teaching.’
thforresarduersonheadxe:socializationisakintotheone
outl:l.ned by Davis (1968, p. 251) for investigations of occupational
socialization i.n general:
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"It remains to follow the lead of Hughes and to generate models
of professional socialization that are far more faithful to
this picture of thinking, feelifg, ever-responding and cal-
culating human actors groping their way through the ambigiities

.posed by the confluerice of their lived pasts and inagined futures;

. models, in other words, which in their sociological richness
' and conplexity transcend the dominant one available today--
that of neutral receptive vessels into whom knowledgeable, .
. L e:cperémmers of a prof“essi.on pour approved skills, attitudes,
Itishopeﬂthatthepresentpaperhasplayedsmepartinqon-.
tributing towara the develoment of such models of teacher socialization
There is.a great deal of exc:l.tingwokammmins to be done.
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lps Dreitzel (1973) points out, this historical emphasis on a unidirec-
tional model of socialization is also true with regard to the Literature
" in childhood socialization. Recently, several researchers (e.g., Bell 1968;
Bronfenbrenner 1973) have challenged this conception of the soci_alizatim
process and have presented bidirectioml models which acknowledge and attempt
to explain the child's influence in socializing his/her significant others.
2ot it be clear at the onset that the intent of this analysis is not
to set wp a "straw person* argument against structural-functionalist views
\ of aocml:.zati.m ard to reject out of hand the numerous contributions. that
eQmesoomtedwittuntmsperspecuvehaveclemym t our under-
- of the processes of teacher socialization On the contrary, the

intent of this paper (especially the latter poru_pn) is merely to attenpt
to show medlfbrﬂnmecﬁonofmnwahmewhimnaeexistedin
the st.udies\of teacher socializauon The posxtmn is taken here that both
the stmctural—fmctimalist and "conflict® models of society are needed for .
an adequate wﬂetStaniim of the camplexities of teacher ‘socialization,
It:.sﬂxedani:mxceofttvsummral functimalistvievardthecorrespoxﬂing
o | neglect of "counter rtqdels' that is at issue.
§ " 3500 Popkewitz (1976) for a detailed discussion of this point.
dortic (1959) argues that the most significant influences in professional
socialization take place after graduation fram a professional school and ‘
vhere role performance is undertaken in a psychologically meaningful context.
, -Mwmm@mmMmamfmm

and the present paper focuses primarily on student teaclﬁ.ng there is sqme
o ' discrepancy in the placing of socializing agents into specific categm:ies.
v For exangle, while Lortie assesses che influence of other teachers under the

H
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""" category of peer influence, the present paper puts classroom teachers into -
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The stulies that ase reviewed in this section were selected after a =
canprehenaive review of published works on tedcher socialization and include
smmmm@mmwwsummmmwmm 'l'hen.,thoee h

studies hea:in; directly on the socialxzatim of smdent teachers were

selected for inclusion in this review. In a fewcases. studies thatwere
not directly concerrd with student teachers (e.g., Haller 1966) were included
uhen it was felt that their results hal important implications for the sty %
of stadent teaching. hlso, on several cocasibns the reviev vas extended -
to include ungublished vorks on student teacher socialization in aress where
Ssteptiens’ (1967) assertions with regard to “spéntanecus tendencies” .

are also consistent with this avphasis on biographical factors. |

" Tposctiee et al. (1978) base all of their findings on a multiple-choice
instruent developed by Jersen (1972) to measure different educational
philosophies. At 1o point, neither in the ofiginal presentation of the
instrument nor in its application by Bosche et al. (1978), is there any
information presented about. attenpts to establish reliability and validity '

for the instrument. Accotdh\gly.ﬂnrewmxgasontoheheveﬂntthe

instrument measures in fact what its users claim it masures It should
also be pointed out that all of the studies listed here’pertaining to the’

influence of the cooperating teacher,with the exception of Iannaccone (1963)6

arebasedmlusively@maelf-:éportdatagaﬂ\eredﬂuwghmmm '
q.\eatinnmiras. me:ehavebemveryfewd:aemtmu\ﬂiesonﬁ\emmre‘ .,'_

-of cnoperatim teadxer—suﬂaxt teacher relationships

°mnnn et al. (1957, p. 287) define socialization as “the processes:
by which people selectively acquire the values and attitudes, the interests.

T
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' axﬂalullsninsmmﬁ'ecult\mecunentinJ&Bgmupsofwhichﬁ\eymor
.saektnbacmeanavbe: ‘l‘hep:ofessionof teachi.ng is internally dif-
ferentiated by the selectivity of the acquisition process, a fact which, [
N al :ecognizadbymwnetn. (1957), has been underplayed or even ":
| ‘ bynnnyst:ﬂiesont_aad\ersocm:.zaum.
Ogharp and Green (1975) and Grace (1978) also demonstrate that a direct
- correspondence canmot be assumed between teaching ideologies which exist at
a fairly high level of abstraction and teaching perspectives (i.e., coardinated ,
o sets of action idea systams) that guide classroom practice in specific situations..
._9. ' Dale (1977) argues that the reason for this contradiction is tlntﬂaesouroe
| of teachers® responses lies in the material conditions of their work (e.g., = °
" teacher pupil ratio) rather than in the theoretically based propositiors. As
~ Fenstermacher (1980) points cut, a h’eadm's intentions ":Ln-.\_:s;" is not ' E
necessarily synonomous with: their intentions "in-storage.” o
10mig is not to clain that proponents of stmctm:al-fmctiomlist views
. of hcmliznuon are unaware of Durkheim's assertion. In fact. Parsons
(1962. p. 79), in a response to a criti.que .of %e "oversocialized" view of
- ‘socialization in stru::tural ~functionalist theory, clearly states "of course c
= huunbelaviorismtdeteminedbysocietyasaqahstthehﬂivi&nl“ .
There is ro intent|here to impute to structural-functichal theorists generaliza-
stiqB to which ‘few of them would actunlly subscribe. As mvies (1976, p. 38) |
correctly states, "th:.s view is as silly and dangerous as anyl:lnng that-
fun:tional socwlogyhnseverprcdmed mepointismerelytlutsuﬂies
' _of' teacher socialization conducted within this general perspective place -
_ ﬁarenameonageﬁeralizedview.ofmmmasmnfomutcream -
-mﬂmplicitlynegatethemleofﬂ\eirﬂividmllndnpimﬁ:edirection -
of socialiuti.on pr:ocesses aAs Wrong (1975, p. 62) points out, "by presupposing
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implicitly a conformist psychology, we fail to gi.ve equal weight to mivetsal
notives ‘and mechanisms res confoimity." - Furthermore, as Eisenstadt

‘ ’and Curelarv (1976) point out, thsa-éméis on humans as ‘-'tfbm?&'aoda‘uzéa
mIe players" was not true of early strwtural-ftmtionalist warks like
Parsm's‘meStrucumeost.nlAction. It is only in thelaterwar:ksof

. strmml-fmnuomlm and particularly in studies of teacher socianmt:.m
- that, the view of the socialization process has becaue too one-sided. .
| u‘Barnes ard Ellner (1977) and Dow (1979) also provide exanples of overt
'resistance by student. teachers to the mstxtutimal requ.i.ranenw of a teacher
education program. “ .
12'me rotion of a uniform teacher subcul'mre mtn which heacher education °
students are socialized is analogous to the tendency within stmc;t\ral-

e functional theory to imply that social systems are held together by consensus

' on prevailing values and institational arrangements. This emphasis on .
value consensus within social systems and the corresporﬂ.mg neglect of cm-
flict and coercion has been extensively and effertively critiqued by many
conflict theorists (e.g., Dahrendorf, 1958; Rex, 1961). These arguments = -
of conflict theorists are equally applicable to the mtion of t:eacher st.b-

: culmrewhichasswnesvaluecorsgmus that in fact does not exist. For a
.sumlary of the arguments of thé ’conflict tlmeoiists, see Eisenstadt and
Curelarv (1976). - ‘ ' | - |

: 13See Zeichner (1978) for an ahalysis of the cont.radictozy results inﬂ
studies related to the .student teaching experience
Mone important area of research that has attempted to link the microlevel

" - and macrolevel in the study of teacher socialization can be classified mder

_the rubric of the sociology of knowledge and’is concerfied with ideological
biases implicit in the selection and distribution of knowledge for teachers.
.These stﬂi&ﬁ (e.g., Bawden 1972;- pale, 1977, Popkewitz, 1979; Giroux, 1980)
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argue in part that the knowledge distributed to teachers-and the "pxr;fessionalﬂ
language of teacher education serve to turn the attention of individuals

away from the contrad:.cuons in the existing social order and to inhibit
reform. See Green (1978) for a discussion of the processes of "mystxficaum
and the education of teachers and Bdelman (1976) for a general -discussion

Oz the mie of language as a mechanism of social control. Popkewitz et al.
(1979) discuss the “conservative® role plaved by research in teacher edu:ation

. that fails to make these existing categories and actions within teacher

education problematic.
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