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A ~ ABSTRACT

L The'purpose of the study is to explore in./what terms,
and by what means, student teachers make sense of their

.od
teach1ng practlcum experience. This includes focu51ng on-

_fthelr conceptual1zat1on and transmission of the1r v ;

experlence° ‘what is communlcated how, and p0551bly why Thei
underlylng“ purpose 1s to investigate student teachers

sense for social structure, particularily their awareness of

, how social structural and cultural constraints ‘influence

their own and others' teaching behavior. The aim is to show
how this "sense" penetrates their everyday meanings,:

act1v1t1es and plans of actlons. ) ’ R

The 'study 1s on the one hand gu1ded by an interest in

studentbteachers 'soc1allzat1og which takes place through
their formal education and their teaching'practicum"
experience,’ but on the other hand "the study is grounded in
the debate over the p0551b1l1t1es ‘and shortcomlngs of
1nterpret1ve~\50c1ology, partlcularlly the symbolic
interactionist and phenomenologlcal approaches. It is
arqued in this thesis that interpretive soc1ology, contrary
to what is so often maintained, is p051t1vely capable of
dealing with "structural" and "power" issues, and that the_
notions of structureland‘power are central concepts in the

explanation of human action from an interpretive point of

view.

‘From now on, when symbollc interactionism and social

phenomenology are discussed together it will be abbrlvated

as SI/Phenomenology.
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The study is a descriptive study of the lifeworld of

student teachers'at the-University College of Education in
Iceland,.ltvwas~conducnedxoyer three‘months: from January to
March;, 1953. Tne/gethod used for data collection were |
interviewing, tape—recording of several group discussions

yﬁth six to'eight students, tape-recording of large group

discussions’, participant observation, documentary analysis

" and questionnaire,

The focus of analysis is on student teachers"

"knowledge" of school life and teaching: of "constraining”

- aspécts of educational institutions, including ideological

and material constraints; of pupils and pedagogical
.'_ . ] . . .
guidance, including barriers to "good" instruction; of
\

relevant interpretations and vocabulary, including actions

congruent w1th these 1nterpretat10ns.

Maln flndlngs of the study revealed:

-

1. the pragmat1c and’lnstrumental nature of student

teachers' orlentateons.

>

2.‘,the "toilect1v1zﬁn9 strategles by ‘which individual
e N
eiperlences are collectlvely dlscussed ‘and evaluated.

3. _that student teachers'idefinitions of teaching are posed

-

within ‘a context which po1nﬁabto thelr avareness qf

. soc1al structural and cultural constraints upon beachlng

behavior. i , Vo o N

4. that contrary to many soc1olog1cal studies on teachers.

-

and student teachers, student teachers cop1ng

LY

strategies" are not exclusively directed towards the
¥

vi
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constraints of the classrooms but quite as much to the
material and ideological constraints of the school and
the wider set of social expectations.

that in order to‘know\kow to cope, student teachers are
forced to perform considerable "interpretive work,"
locéting specific meanings within a larger set of social
and cultural meanings in order to find out the
"appropriate" meanings of things and events and ;ctions
conéruent with these meanings.

that instead of seeing teaching practiqum as a means for

relating "theory and practice," it can properly be seen

as the hidden curriculum of teachers' training.

and finally it is concluded, given the above facts, that

student teachers can properly be characterized as their

own social ethnographers.

vii
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Chapter 1

INTRODUCT 10N

In spite of(§ long iistory of interpretivé studies 1in
the sociblogy of education (Waller, 1932: Beéker, 1952,
1961; Cicourel & Kituse, 1963}, the last decade was
primarily characterized by thedretical and methodglogical
‘debates over the possibilities and limitations of
interpretﬁve approaches within the sociology of
education.? Foremost among the érificisms raised against
interpretive sociology, either of phéndmenological or
symbolic interactionist origin, concerned the perceived
inability of these approaches to deal with "structural" ‘and
"power" issues (Sharp & Ggeen, 1975; Karabel & Halsey,
1977). As Sharp and Green (1975, p.24) put it:

"The phenomenoldgical framework does not enable us

to pose the question why it is that certain stable

institutior = "zed meanings ehe*ge from pra;tice

rathHer than others or the extent to which Llnr

channellin: ~»f Interpreted meanings is soajnlly

structured an. related to other significant aspects

of social structure."
However, in spite of noticeable changes towards more "macro"
and "structural” kind of analysis in educational research in

the latter part of the last decade, the above criticism was

* I use the concept of interpretive sociology in the same
sense as Howard Becker used 1lnterpretative sociology, i.e.
to characterize collectively the various sociological
orientations which call for a subjective interpretation of
social phenomena.

)



never fully accepted by sdcioloéists of education. David
Hargreaves (1978), for ekample, argued that much bg the
criticism of interpretive\Pociology wae based upon uncorrect
assumptions abdut the nature of these approaches. And
contrary to the widely accepted criticism, Hargreaves argued
that the notions of "stnuctufe" and "powet" are essential to
interpretive sociology, quoting both Becker (19 3; and
~Waller (1932) to show how these studies "have made important
contributign'to the study of power" (1978, p.11TT‘3ut Qhat

interpretive sociology does, however, is to avoid

unnegessary reification of sociai structures, tﬂat is
treating them as if they had an objective and inﬁependeht"
existence separated from the social context in which they
are supposedly being observed through "indicators" (Heyman,
1979, p.244), or seeing them in purely behavioristic terms
as merely a given probability of certain events to appear.
It is ene of the fundamental assumptions of the‘present
study that interpretive approaches have the potential. for
overcoming the traditionai - theoretical and methodolegical
- dichotomies between "macro" and "micro" and "structure"
versus "action" so prevalent in the sociological literature.
By focusing both on how the individual perceives and’
interprets the world and the "boundary conditions; for the
structure of social action (Cicourel, 1964, p.203),

interpretive éociology is able to show how even the most

"mundane" activity is both the situated accomplishment of

social actors as well as being constrained by the wider




social setting in whic' the activity takes place.

1.1 Purpose of the Study

The purpose of the study is to explore how student
teachers make use of "background knowledge" of various
aspects of social life; of constraints} po@er relations,
'expectations, etc., in accounting for their past educational
experiences as.well as in anticipating and and planning

their future activity. In other words, it seeks to study

their common-sense knowledge of social structure, or what we

we call sense for social structure, and how this "sense" is
manifested in their everyday discussions about teaching.
This includes, first, constructing a "model" of social
actors which iliustrates the significance of these aspects
of social life, and secondly, analysing phenomenologicélly
student teachers' perceptions and concepfualizafionsvof
tedching: of difficulties encountered in their teaching
practice; their explanations‘of these difficﬁlties; their
objectives; their evaluations of schools; their definitions-
of "teéching," "learning," "ability," etc., and the nature

of their vocabulary.

1.2 The Significance of the Study

Research on teacher training has frequently drawn
attention 'to an apparent "discontinuity" between programmes
of trainingvand’the later classroom activity and values of

teachers (Denscombe, 1982; Hanson & Herrington, 1976; Lacey,



1977; Lortie, 1975; Morrison & McIntyre, 1972; Wehlage,
1981). Unfortunately, these "facts" of educational life are
seldom explained in any rational way, but usually in tétms
of student teachers' "responses" to material or ideologiéal
constraints. By merely stating the "conditions" under whigh
these these "attitudes” aré formed, and ignoring the A\

subjective meanings irvolved or the sense in which these \

"facts" are the situated accomplishments of student \

teachers, most of thgse studies do not go, in my view,
beyond the model of man Harold Garfinkle (1967)
characterized as the "cultural dope" or "judgemental dope
model" of social actors.

In contrast to such a "passive" or "irrational" model

of socialization, the present study adopts a

phenomenological stance which emphasizes the intentional or .
purposive elements of human interaction. Instead of seeing

student teachers as merely "responding” to "external"

[

constraints of their enviroment, "in the thoughtless manner

of Skinnerian rats"™ (A. Hafgreaves, 1978), student teachers

B /
are presented as practical social theorists, drawing "upon //

;
/
/

and applying public, socially distributed and idealized
‘knowledge, in order to come to terms with their social
reality ﬂGarfinkel, 1967; Giddens, 1982). It will be
attemptea to show that such "practicalltheérizing," or what
Cicougel (1970) described as the use of "interpret{ve
procedures," presupposes a fairly good (or,aaequate)

.
%

knowledge -of social structure! i




If successful in achieving these objectives, the study
should have some theoretical significance .as it tries to
deal explicitly withﬂsome of the most fundamental problems
in sociological theory, i.e. the problems related to the
dilemma of presenting socialAactors so free as to ignore all
social constraints upon their actions or so determined by
social conétraintsAfhat there is no room for consciousness
or. purposiveness in human life.

Part of these objectives is the aim of investigating -
the meaning of teaching practicum from the student teachéfs'
point of view, It will seek to‘probe what lies beneath terms
frequently used to JcscriSe thE’Tﬁhctioh and significance of
the teaching practicuh, sucﬂ:aé "relatiné theory and
practice," "giving insiéht," "providing éxperience," and so
forth. In attempting to grasbvthe "deeper"‘meaning of the
teaching praéticum in this sense, the.study should have some
implications for educationalists'concerned with fééChé:s
training programs and for the self-understanding of stuééntx 
teachers. It isvbelieved that this particular topic is a
very neglected topic in the litéfature on teachers;
ftraihing. \ )
1.3'Resear¢h%8trategy

Phenomenological researchers frequently'object to”
narrow categorization for dgfa analysis which may

' | .
unnecessarily confine the analysis. Schutz's phenomenology

of everyday life is an attempt ‘o avoid the use of too rigid



framework for data analysis, 1.e. to fit the data into
irrelevant predetetmined definitions, hypotheses, models or
theories. Accordingly, my attempt is to avoid as far as
possible the "iﬁpbsitibn" of predefined categories on
student teachers' accounts but to present their views as
originally as possible. However, it is assumed that there is
no "pure" description of social life and all interpretations

contain a point of view; a view of knowledge; of the nature

of individuals and society; and of the possible ways the
social ‘world can be investigated. This is taken to mean that
it is of crucial importanée'that such a'study should be
guided by an explicit model of social actors which Specifies
the conditions upon which the étudy is conducted. And.in
line with the theoretical foundations of the present study,

it is expected that such a model, or conceptual framework,

must be able to "grasp" the voluntary elements of social

action without ignoring the-social constraints ﬁpon human
actions. .

It is hoped that such a conceptual tramework will
increase the reliability of the study by specifyiag the
conditions under!which the data are selected, éiassified’and
compared. In this way, the,teader should be in better

position to evaluate the significance of the findings.
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],4-Assumptions
This study is baséd oﬁ>§everal aséum\fions réiated to

its theoretical framework. Of all known ang unknown

Aqssumptiohs uderlying the .study, séme need\¥pe;ial

attention. Simply.stated, it is assumed thatk -

1. the relationﬁhip between researcher and subjects is
éntirely voluntary on both sides. z |

2; the researéher is able to achieve enough "conceptual
distance" from his respondents to retain the neéessafy
objectivity without losing touch with their situated
meénings.

3. "the activities wheréby members'produce and manage
settings of organized everyday affai;s are identical
with members' procedure for making those settings
'account-able'" (Garfinkel, 1967, p.1). |

\ ,
1.5 Delimitations and Limitations
The study was delimited to a sample of 3rd year étudent
teachers at the University College.of Education in Iceland.

The m=7o- limitation of the study is that it presents a

.. static and storical view of student teachers' atcounts
which necess ~ limits the explanatory significance-of the

study.



1.6 Definitiqns‘of Terms

It is hoped that most of ﬁge terms used in this thesis
become understandable from their use. However, there are
‘terms which may become problematic to those who are not
familiar with the phenomenolgical terminology. In order to
help the reader in that case, few definitions are provided,
definitions which are either germane to phenomenology or
have been redefined by phénomenblogists.’
o Attituqe - "A general posture or stance taken toward

larger. spheres of llfe and 1nterest including a particular

'style' of th1nk1ng, for example: the the common-sensc
attitude; the scientific attitude."

Expefience - "The basic starting point of all

phenomenological considerations is the essential actual, or

immediate vivid, experience, that is, the subjective,

spdntaneodsly following stream of experience in which the

individual lives and which, as a stream of consciousness,
carries with it spontaneous linkageé, memory traces, etc.,
of other, prior, experiences.Q

Idealization - "A general principle issuing from many
kinds of past expériences and e#pressing confidence
expectations concerning future experiences. For example,
with the idealization of 'I can do it agaiﬁ', the conviction
bof the rel1ab111ty and basic stablllty of the world of

everyday life is expressed.”

> These definitions offered here are directly taken from
Helmut Wagner's glossary in his book Alfred Schutz' On
Phenomenology and Soc1al Relatlons (1970).




persons like himself, endowed with consciousness and will,

Intentionality - "The most basic characteristic of
consciousness: it is always the consciousness of something;
it is directed tbwards something, and in turn is "determined
by the intentional object whereof it is a consciousness”
(Schutz). |

Intersubjectivity - "A cateéory.which, in general
refers to what.is (expecially cognitively)-common to various

individuals. In daily life, a person takes the existence of

others for granted. He reasons and acts on the

éelf-understood assumption that these others are basically

. N \
desires ‘and emotions. The bulk of one's ongoing life

expefienées qonfirms'and reinforces the conviction that, in
principle and undér 'norﬁal' cricumstances, persons in .
contact with one another 'understand' éach other at least to
;he degree to whﬁch.they are able to deal successfully with
one another." v

Knowledge - "For a pérson in everyday_lifep knowledée'
is whatever he thinks is the éaSe. Essentially,‘it concerns
practical matters and, frequently, conéists of recipes for

all kinds of conduct and activity. Common-sense knowledge

may range from near-expertness to extreme vagueness. What a

person knows, in toto, is his stock of knowledge. Aé a
whole, this stock is incoherent;Uincbnsistent, and only
partially clear. It serves its purpose adequate;y as long as
its recipes yields satisfactory results in acting, and its

tenets,satisfactory explanations.ﬁ
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Life-World - "also: World of everyday life . The total

sphere of experiences of an individual which is
circumscribed by the objects, persons, and events ,
encountered in the pursuit of the pragmatic objectives of
living. It is a 'world' in which a person is 'wide-awake';
and which assert itself as the 'paramount reality' of his
life." .

Meaning - "The meaning of an experience is established

in retrospect, through interpretations. Subjective meaning,

is that meaning which a person ascribes to his own

experiences and actions. Objective meaning is the meaning
imputed to the conduct of another person by an observer. All

human conduct appears'in a subjective meaning context."

Relevance - "The importance ascfibed by an individual
to selected aspects, etc., of specific situations and of r.s
activities and plans.rln accordance with a person's
multifarious interests and invoivements; there exist various
domains of relevance for him. Together, they form his system
QgirelevanCes with its own priorities and preferences, not -
>necessarily always clearly distiﬁguished and not nécessarily
stable for longer periods. At any particular time, however,
tﬁis syétem fa1: into specific zones of primary or minor

relevances and of relative irrelevance."



1.7 Organization of the Thesis

" The problém, its significance, its delimitations and
limitations, its assumptions and its defined terminology
have been presented in the présent chapter. The remainds of
the thesis is organized as follows. In chapter two an
attempt is made to "contextualize," both historically and
theoretically; ghe present problem. Chapter three_proyides
the conceptual framewdrk used to'collect‘and analyse.the
data. In chapter four some of the methodological principles
underlying the conduct of the stpdy will be illustrated.
This is followed, in chapter five, by a b:iefgdiscussion of
the university“and'its enviroment. Chapter six presénté
student' teachers' accounts and;finally,‘id\the last chépter,
the\findings are outiined, impiicationé are dfawn.and

recommendations for further research are suggested.



Chapter 2
BACKGROUND OF THE STUDY
The main purpose in this chapter is to try to

éontextualize the present problem. Unfortunately, such

"contexts" are not so much given, but reflect what is
perceived as relevant"issues for the illustratiou of the
given problem. It is necessary to empuasize herevat‘the
outset, that instead of focusing on the literature on
teacher training, I primarily take the "immediate" context
of the present problemlto include theoretical and "
methoddiogical arguments over the applications of
interpretlve" approaches in the soc1ology of educatlon
partlcularlly 51nce the publlcatlon of M.F.D. Young's

Knowledge and Control in the early 1970's. These concerns

1nclude the repeated cr1t1c1sm of these early
_}phenomenologlcal studles, counter arguments,
reconceptualizations of prob}ems, changes of focuees, etc.,
as far ae they relate to the problem of the dualism between
"miero" and "macro" and "structure" andv"actrbn." '
However, it should be noted that the following
discussion is not intended to giue any details of the
-arguments touched upon here, merely to give’the'flavor of

central issues in this debate and major directions.

12
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2.1 New Sociology of Education

: - ‘ ’ ERE
By the early 1970's, a school of thought stressing the

significance of the content of education had formed. The
concept of "new socjology of education,"” which became’its

label, points to the self-understanding of its early

. proponents as harbingers of a new "paradigm" in educational
prop g p g

theorizing and research. And in line with the Kuhnian notion

of a "paradigm shift," the foremost ahong Fhe tactics of the

<
{

proponents of ;his "new" approach was the’ﬁrawing of
exceedingly sharp lines between "old"'%nd“ he "new" “
sociology of education. In a somewhat exaggerated wéy, thé
previous paradigm was‘dismisgéd as a dposfﬁivistic" version
of structural fuhctionalism; using "input-output model" and
a "normative"” orientations. And one of the more serious
criticism raised against the "old" paradigm was thgf,‘in
general, it took educators’ dqfinitions bf,"problems"'gived
and hence neglécted the task o° formulating their own
problemg. éo,-by "taking as unproblematic wﬁat'it is to be
educated," it'did "little more that produce what is often a
somewhat{guestidnable legitimacy to tﬁe varyous bressures
for administrative and»curricular Lreform'"/(YQﬁﬁg, 1971,

T . ) ! h
p.2). -

A\

| ) —

These interests in the sociologists and educators'
presuppositions reflect the phenomenological roots of this

new paradigm. Influenced by Alfredéséhutzfs social

i pheromenology, Berger and Luckmann's theoﬁy.of the "social ’

construction of reality" (1967) .and Mills' sociology of 2
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knowlé@ge, these early pfoponents concluded that categories
like "logicél,“ "reasoning," "validity," etc., are
necessarily sets of shared meanihgs of "what a good argument
is, what is logical, valid, and so forth" (Young, 1971,
p.5). It therefore becomes the task of the social scientist
t? treat such cétegorie%w not as absolutes, but as
constructgé realities .realized in institutional contexts.
While the "old"‘SOCioibgy of education had attached itself
to the laréer framework of the respected sub-disciplines of
social stratification, focusing on issues like the equality
o% educational opportunity, the class structure of
educational achievement and its relations to occupational
achievemént, the "new"dsociology, by takihg the "problems"
» :
identified by educators ("below average™, "really bright,"
and so on) as themselves phenomena to be explaingd} "was no
ionjer'conceived as an area of enquiry distinct from the
sociology.of’knowiedge“ (Young, 1971, p.3-5). So by making
probiématic the social basis of symbolic systehs, the forms
of their legitimgtioh, the interpretive procedures to~which
they give 'rise, énd the manner 6f their tr?nsmission,'this

new approach made the nature of teachers' perspectives, the

symbolic forms underlying classroom interactions, and-the

curricula, important areas of research.
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2.2 Into the Classroom .

In spite of all the difficulties involved in evaluating
the influences énd'significqnce of a particular "paradigm"
or research approach, it can probably be argued that the
most evident influence of the "nevw sociology" is the
“attention it has drakn to the symbolic systems underlying
classroom interaétiong. Classrooms became not just places
where social structural and cultural forces were played out,
but situations with explanatory significance for educational
outcomes kHamme;sley et al,, 1976): Nell Keddiehs (1971)
article "Classroom Knowledge," a study of teachers and
pupils following a fourth-year humanities course in a large
and heterogeneous comprehensive schooi, is an excellent
example. Drawing from the works of Cicourel and Kituse
(1963) and Dumont and Wax (1969), Keddie argues that
explanations of eddéational failures must take into account
both, "the defining process occuring within the school
itself and...the social oréanization of curriculum
knowledge" (p.133). So, by focusing on the "knowledge"
teacher§ have of students and what was taken as kno;ledge
suitable for diécuséion and evaluati?n in the classrdom,
Keddie sought to show how teachers'.assuﬁptipns influenesed
their relations witﬁ pupils.

Keddie made the distinction between teachers acting in
an "educatignist context" éné in a "teacher;contexté" the
former- being the justification given for actionsvfrom the

point of view of some educational théories and the latter to

& .

¢
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"the world of is in which teachcrs anticipate interaction
with pupils in planning lessons, in which they act in the
classroom and in which the lesson is over they usually
recount or explain what has happened"” (Keddie, 1971, p.135,
quofed from Robinson, 1981, p.805. Keddie found that
although teachers, ih their educationist context, vigorously
denied that abflity is associated with social class, they
then proceeded in concrete cases on the assumptioA that
there is the most intimate relationship between social
background and academic capacity. Teachers made comments
vlike,‘"she is bright for a 'C' [low ability]," evaluating
the student against criteria which the teacher felt

~ appropriate to "C" pupils. Curriculum knowledge was also
uﬁequally distributed. Keddie found out that what "counts as
knowledgef when suggested by gn "A" (high'ability) pupil may
be dismissed as error or incomprehension in the case of ”CF
pupil.

In this way, Keddie seeks td show how the system of
streaming that provides students with readily av lable
labsls, and teachers' "ungrounded" assumptions attached to
these labels, contribute to the "differentiation of an
unaiffe;ented curricuium" and the production of academic
failures. Keddie concludes (1971, p.156):

"There is between teachers and 'A' pupils a
reciprocity. of perséective which allows teachers to
define, unchalleﬁged by 'A' pupils, as they may be

challenged by 'C' pupils, the nature and boundaries



of what is to count as knowledge. It would seem to

be the failure of high-ability pupils to question

what they are taught in schools that fontributes in

large measure to their educational achievement."

However, in spite of the widely accepted credit given
to the "new sociology" for stressing the fact that
"relations in educational institutions are humanely
constructed products" and a "welcome antidote to the
deterministic and reifying fendencies of the 'old' sociology
of education" (Karabel and Halsey, 1977, p.58), this early
programme of SI/Phenomenclgical approach to classroom

analysis became very soon at the heart of the debates over

"interpretive" apﬁ}oaches in the sociology of education.

2.3 Criticism and Counter-Criticism

In spite of the boom in classfoom studies which
followed Young's book, new focuses, followed with a hard
criticism of these early stuaies,-began té appear. A well
known arficle by Westbury (1973), "quventional Classréoms,
'Open' Classroom and the Technology of Teaching," became the
antecedent to many of the later directions and criticism of
Young's et al. studies. In this article, Westbury sought to
answer the question, How does it come that teaching
techniques iike "reéitation," "chalk and talk," etc., in
spite of being’éeen as rather poor pedagogical methods,

continue to persist? In brief,'Westbury's answer is that

such formal teaching methods, like "chalk and talk," "guided
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choice," "recitation," etc., often frowned upon -by teacher
trainees as pedagogical techniques, were'hot so much a
matter of choiee as thetbest pedagogical devices, but as
"coping mechanisms," i.e. as devices for teachers in
enabling them to satisfy their teaching goals in spite of
the practical and material difficulties which they often
faced in their classrooms. The "problems" Westbury
particularily had ip mind were various mechanical or
demographic constraints, such as rooms, desks, resources,
teacher/pupil ratio, and so on.

» This theme was further taken up by Sharp and Green
(1975) in their case study of three infant classes in
Mapledene Primary School, but now more explicitly directed
against these'early studies of the "new sociology,"
particalariiy Keddie's article. In this study, which was
conducted in a new school which had established a local
reputation for its use of "progressive" methods, Sharp and
Green attempted to -suggest ways in which the structure of
the teachers' world acts as constraints on the teachers'’
behav1or. They found that the pre551ng problem faced by
teachers 1; "what-to- do" with the flexible space and time
dimensions which are provided yet with the constraints of
high teacher—pupil ratios. The "solution" adopted is
summarized by Sharp and Green by the concept of "busyness,v
children need to be seen to be occupied, the evaluatlon of

what they are d01ng_becom1ng a secondary aspect.

-t
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‘Althouéh this‘finding,vand the study as a whole, is a
valuable discussion of the process of learning within
classrooms, it is their theoretical conclusions which are of
specific interest. Quite reasonably, Sharp and Green ask
(Keddie), whether it is "possible to conceive'oﬁ the
teacher, faced with material«problems of classroom
manégement, operatihg radically differently?" (ibid, p.13)
Teachers are not ffeéfwheeling individuals who have thé
freedom to "negotiate"'the nature of their classroom
activities, but are constrained by the traditions,
expectations and power whi;h surrounds their position., Sharp
and Green argued that Keddie's failure to locate- her
geachers in a‘social; materiai, context is largely due to
~the inability of Si/phenoménology to deal with the notions
of "structure" and "power‘? at least as an external and
objective reality:

"The basic preoccupation of the sociological

phenomenologist is thus with the subtle texture of

meaﬁing which constitutes social reality. The

essenpial idealism of the perspective becomes

apparent given the focus on the knowing subjéct's.

construction of the 'external world' . Indeed, the

"external social' world is a mere subjective

construction of the 'constituting consciousness'"

" (ibid, p.20-21).
What is needed, they argue, is a complementary theory*ﬁ%ichp

enables us to situate teachers' world views and practices
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within the context of social and physical constraints
including the unequal distribution of power as a crucial

variable in the explanation of the differentiated content of

consciousness, which teachers may or may not perceive but
which étructure théir situation and set limits to their
freedom and actions. Their‘empirical findings} that the
teachers' child-centred vocabulary and accounts are
"cdnfused; and."inadequate" (p.167) and fhét there is a gap
between words and deeds, are taken as a "demonstration" of
the necessity of explaining their activity in terms of
sttuctural%factoré which they may,nét be aware of. In their
view, Marxism is the approach which has the potential of
"synthesizing" the meaning analysis of the phenomenological
~approach and more *structuralf analysis,

Unfortunately, Sharp and Green do not illustrate in
their study‘how this should be accomplished, or as Robinson
(1981) put it, "oﬁe could not deduce from-thei} work that |
any change:in the social relations of production would |
influence the way in which teachers cope with classroom
reality; 'proplem‘ children would net disappear” (Robinisn,
1981, p.82). A more important criticism for this debate came
from David Hargreaves (1978) in his article, "Whatever
Happeﬂed'To SYmbolic Interactionism?" Ih the article,
Hargreaves attaches Sharp and Gréen's study on both
theoretical and methodological gfounds. On the tﬁeoretical
level, Hargreaves argued that Sharp and Green present'an

entirely inadequéte version of SI/phenomenology and on that
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.ground alone their atteﬁpted synthesis fails (p.10). Sharp
and Green's view that interactionists are unable to cope
with power and that phenomenologists naively assume that man
is "free," Hargreaveé calls "arrant nonsense," guoting
Goffman's works to illustrate the nature of situational

constraints upon action and Becker's Outsiders (1963) and

Waller's Sociology of Teaching (1932) to show how
interactionists have "made an important contribution to the
study‘of power by showing how power is frequently negotiated
in interpersonal encounters."

On methodological grounds, Hargreaves has serious
doubts about Sharp and Green's findings. Confused ér
inadequate vocabulary and gap between words and deeds*is
nothing sociologists, especially phenomenologists, cannot
expect to find. Hargreaves points out that it is the
phenomenologists, rathef than khe mé?ﬁiﬁﬁJ th would assume
as a central tenet of their pefspective that accountsjgiven
in different. contexts (e.g. classroom versus staffrooms) or
to different audiencés (e.g: teachers, headmasters, pafents,
researchers) would“¥énd to vary with such situations and
audienges. He also reminds Sharp and Green of the fact that
it is a basic feature of common-sense knowledge that it is,
in Schutz's famoﬁs words,'"incéherent, 6Hly partially clear
and not at all free f:om'contradiction.“ In other words, a
phenomenologist would expect what Sharp and Green claim to
demonstrate. Yét, "the authors seem to be surprised by the

findings and bring it to the reader's attention as if they
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too should be surprised." (p.14)
Hargreaves furthermore points out that the few
qguestions Sharp and Green asked available to the reader are

~both highly abstract and are totally decontextualized from

any actual action the teacher perfofmed and hence there are
sufficient grounds for'beliving that the ["confusion” was
partly createdfby the researchers:‘
 "By making no attempﬁs to frame methods or questions
which would permit teacheis to display their
cultural resourées and competencies by which they
make sense of their own as well as pupil conduct in
the classroom, Sharp and Green aré forced to present
the teachers as if they are inrsome sense deficieﬁt;
they are preseéted to us as culturally incompetent
,fdopes‘. One of the central aims and strenghts of
SI/phenomenology is thereby discarded” (p.16).
This means that Sharp and-Green's”criticism of interpretive
socioiogy cbncerning the inability to deal with "structural
constraints™ must be reviewed. It is on this notion thét
Sharp and Green rest their claiﬁ that a Marxést analysis is
eséential to complemeét‘the limitations'of SI/phenomenology.
The heart of their analysis is the view that teachers'

actions are subject to a complex variety of social and

physical constraints, which the teacher may or may not be
aware of, or askSharp and Green once concluded, "the teacher
Ehho has adopted the ideology of child centredness may well

find himself unwittingly constrained to act" (b.viii). As
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Hargreaves admits, if the teachers are not so aware, and if
the consequential nature of such constraints can be
demonstrated, then Sharp and Green would be correct in
claiming that they.have exposed one of the limitations of a
' SI/phenomenological analysis. But if the teachers are aware
of the structural-.constraints, then'Sharp‘and Green's
attempt to‘expose the limitations of SI/phenomenology would
fail, for their structural analysis would consist.of no more
than a reiteration of teachers' experience. Thét‘is, their
sociological, structuralist account would consist of a
re-presenation of a cbmmon—sense'éccount (p.17).
Unfortunately, Sharp and Green give no indications that
they have undertaken such checks; they simply do not bother |
to ask the teachers about~their awareness of constraints!
However, there are some indications that the teaéhers are
indeed at least partially aware of tﬁe constraints upon
them, Harg;éaves continues. But when the teachers do not
‘betray indications of such an awareness, Shafp~and‘Gfeen‘
imposé’their own analysis of constrgints (p.18). But this is
completely unjustifiable. The factvthat the teachers do not
mention their awareness of certain constraints and their
conse&uences cannot be taken as evidence that they do not<
have such an awareness, unless the authors have carefully
_probea the teachers and their u;derstandings of constraints,
which wés not the case. Hargreaves concludes by saying that

it is possible that what Sharp and Green claim is a

sociologist's structural account is nothing more than a
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common-sense member account. Their analysis does not show
the limitations of a SI/phenomenological analysis as such;

rather it shows how they have failed to use SI/phenomenology

in all its potential (p.18).

2.4 Recent Developments

Recent developments ™in this debate over interpretive
sociology in. education have primarily attembted to |
"synthesize" these various trends since the early 1970's,
'st1ll focusing oﬁ the.notion of "strategies," but both as
"purposive" and "constrained." -

Peter Woods (1977) produced an important.extension'of
Westbury's notion of "coping mechanisms" by suggesting thét
in many instances the pressures on teachers is such that
their instructional goals begin to take second place to a
concern wfgg/personal "survival"“kpéllard, 1982, p.19)..
Among such "sﬁfvival strategies" Woods identified what hé
. called "domination," "negotiation," "socialization,"
"fraternization," ”abgence and removal," "ritual and
rbutine," "occupational therapy" and "morale boosting." And
in line‘with the symbolic interactionist's concern with the
notion of "Self;".WOOdS (1877, p.275) conténded that:

"what is at risk {s not only (the\teachers')
physical, mental and nervous safety and"well—beiﬁg,
but also his cdntinuance in professional life, his
future prospects, his proféssional identity, his way

of life, his status, his self-esteem."
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Since 1977, Andy Hargreaves (1977, 1978, 1979) has, as Woods
(1980) acknowledges, taken the analysis considerably
further, particula:ily with respect to the "external
context" surfounding the classroom. Hargreaves suggests that
new teaching methods are "creative acts" by teachers but .
they are as well "responses" to "institutionalized mediated
constraints," which are externally determined at a societal
level. In this way, teachers' strategies are seen as a
"crucial linch pin in‘the_wheel 6f/Easuality that connects
structural features of the society to interactional patterns
in the classroom and :back again, thereby reproducing those
struétural arrangements" (Hargreaves, 1978, p.75).
Hargreaves (1978) summarized several general
characteristics of coping strategies: first, they refer'té

"

general definitions of teaching behavior which cannot be

"reauceéfto a simple set of alternative teaching and control
techniques" (p.77), and are also based upon a set of
"tacitly accepted and t%ken for granted assumptions about
schooling, children and lea;ning" (p.94); seéond, they are

responses to societal constraints, including "contradictory

goals of the education system," "material resources" such as

buildings and class-size, and "differing educational

ideologies;" third, they are inStitutionaily mediated, °

meaning that the same societal constraints will be expressed
differently in different kinds of educational institutions,
a notion which is helpful to relate features of the society

to issues-in the classroom without "reducing statements
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about structure to statements about actions” (p.89);.- and
finally, whether coping strétegies persist or become
institutionalized depends partly upon. the response of

pupils, and that the claimed effectiveness of coping

. strategies (and hence the grounds for their

institutionalization) are "ultimately validated in teacher

'experience'" (p.93). : ' o

In the last few years, various authors,hPoilard (1980,
1982), Denscombe  (1980a, 1980b, 1982)% D. Hargreéves (1980),f
Stebbins (1977, 1979), havebjoined this discussion,
providing both further theoretical elaboration of this
notion of "strategies" and several empirféél demonstrationg

of its use.

Pollard (1982), for example, has attempted to refine

“Hargreaves' model of coping strategies by incorporating

Anthony-Giddéns' notion of ”duality‘of_structure‘and action"
to the model and to enrich the model on the micro'lqyelﬂ
Hargreaveé' macro-contexfualization of coping strateg{ésy
according to Pollard, tends to leave the influence of )
micro-social factors pnekplored and makes copingtstrategies
appear.as the product of individual teachers adapti 3 alone
to eXperiencgd constraints (§;22). What i? missed, Pollard
argues, is the influence of the children qn interaction in.

the classroom, the teacher culture and thﬂiinstitutional

bias. But first of all, Pollard (1982, p.21) argues, we need

1S

to contextualize teachers themselves, .as well as the roles

-which they occupy, by focusing on their situationally -
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specific perspectives, their goals and their interests.

2.5 Conclusion

We have seen hb& the notions of "coping strategies" and
"awa}enesg‘of social and materiallconsfraints" have become
central concepts in the attempt to overcome some of the
traditional dilemmas involved in the explanation of human
behévior, particularily as it relates to teachers; i.e. to
account both for the "active" or "purposive" but also the
"determined" or "constrained" elements in human behavior.

Although thisldebate discussed here haé exclusively
focuééd on established teaéhers there is some evidence that
thesé central questions could fruitfully be applied toi
student tea;hers' reality as well. It is, however, assumed
that to conduct sﬁch a study Qe need to incorporate these
concepts into a more genef%l model of social actors.

Hence, in the next chapter I will try to come up with a
‘médei, or conceptual framework, which presents studeﬁt

teachers'vactiVity as both "purposive" and "constraine&" by

focusing on their definitions of teaching behavior, both as

a "creative act,? but which take situational constraints

into what is seen'as possible ahd/apprbpriate course of

actions. - , ;



Chapter 3

CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK

-371 Introduction P

s

Earlier in the thesis it was indicated that the basic
theoretical foﬁndétions of the present study were sought in
the various interpretive.épproaches. It was furthermore
suggested. that the moét urgent task.of interpretive
sociélogy wés to provide a framework which would cut across
the "macro" and "micro," "structureﬁwfnd "action," |
‘dichotomies so prevalent in the sociological literature. And
in line with interpretive sdniology it was argued that such
a task haa; on the bhe,hand, to take éccount‘of the
msubjective" or "intersubjeétive" aspects of social action;
i.e. to be- "grounded" in Glazer and Strauss' sense in the
lifeworld of the social actors under study, but on the other
hand it had to tfy to meet the requirements of "objective"
science as far as possible, i.e.,-of presenting social

a

actors' situated mednings in a form’ subject to

~intersubjective check and control.* Unfortunately, there

does not, in my view, exist at present time any empirical

studies on student teachers, with the possible exception 6f'ﬁ

“Lacey's (1977L.Study of student teachers at the University

"""""""" . 3
* It should be noted here that the writér's conception of
objectivity is similar to Schutz and Berger'.s. As Peter
Berger” (1981, p.49) puts it, "objectivity, then, does not
mean that the sociologist reports on "raw facts".that are
"out there" in and of themselves. Rather, objectivity means
thec the sociologists conceptual scheme is in a dialectical

relationship with the empirical data.

28
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of Sussex, which have developed a relevant theo;étical
framework for the present problem. Almost éll the studies
whicp are fo:nd of any significance for the present purpose
deal with established teachers or other categories of
student's. However, it is my belief that these studies~are of
such a general nature that they are easily applicable to the
present field of study.

Most of the related studies seem to folloy a similar
path in their,approaéh.,They usually set out to study
teachers' everyday activities in terms of some given
concept, such as "Survival Strategies" (Woods, 1¢ ),
"Membgrship Competence"” (Denscombe, 1980), "Coping
Strategies" (Westbury, 1973; Sharp and Green, 1975; A.
Hargreaves, 1978); "Occﬁpational Culture" (Hargreaves,
1980), "Interest-at-hand" (Pollard, 1980) or "Definition of
the Situation™ (Stebbins, 1977, 1981). However, as these
aﬁthors-proceed, mahy or all of the other terms associated
with tbis approach are incorp;rated into the framework and
qpe prim;ry significance of the initial concept is somewhat
i;st.‘While this may serve. some organizational purpose, it

.

is the writer's view that all these concepts are necessary

for the theoretical purpose these studies are aiming at.

Furthermore, it is the writer's view that the notion

underlying all these approaches is found in Thomas's

., definition of the situation."™ Or as Delamont (1976) puts

it : ’ I

"Whilst there are divergences between the various
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schools " interpretive sociology there have been
methodglogical convergences. All in similar ways lay
stress on the study of everyday life and on actors'
own interpretations and definitions of the
situation; sociél order 1is seeﬁ as the
accomplishment of actors‘through their interaction;
social life is thought of as a process" (quoted from
Stebbins, 1981, p.243).
While the importance of the actor'é definition of the
situation is recognized by all parties, there certainly
exist various theoretical and methodological disagreements
over substantial issues between these approaches. In a

"somewhat exaggerated way we may say that symbolic

by

interactionists, armed with their notion.éf "social self,"
"identity," etc., treat the notion of definition of the
situation as a central concept in a sociological theory of
motivation; phenomenologists tend to focus on the
"construction" of the social world through feorganized and
negotiated definitions, while'thevethnomethodélogical branch.
of phenomehology attempts to évoid as far as possible the.
notion of "consciousness" and focuses instead on "ffames"
underlying everyday definitions of the situation, cultural
systems of categories and rules governing the creation and
communication of meanings, or what it takes to becbme a

"competent" member of a group.® In spite of such differences

*For further discussion of these differences between
,symbolic interactionism, social phenomenology and
ethnomethodology, see Stebbins (1981).

El
»
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it will be assumed here that these schools of thought héve
o .
enough in common to legitimate a "fusion of horizons," i.e.
a framework which makes use of concepts taken from these
different contexts. Accordingly, my conceptual framework
will Eonsist of few "themes," taken from the above schools
of thought, which have been used in studying the everyday
activities of teachers and student teachers. I will begin
with the most specific concept, that is the notion of
"Coping Strategies,” followed by more abstract concepts like

1
. L. . .
"Perspective," "Culture," "Membership Competence," "Basic

vs. Surface Rules," and "Sense for Social Structure."

3.2 Coping Strategies

How are we to understand the ideas and actions of
student teachers as they get close to the‘end of their
training program? Are theiriorieﬁtations'guided by
theoretical principles acquired at the University or by
practical principles acquired in the schools? By ideological
meanings acquired at the Univérsity or ungrounded
assumptions received from the.co—operating teachers? O;
maybe none of thése? Are their&plans of actions perhaps
guided by the knowledge of teaching they have de&el@ped as
‘pupils throﬁgh their former eautational life as Lortie
(1975) haslargued? Whatever is the case, and this is
primarily an empiricai QUestion, we should expect that
‘student teachers atﬁempt to define the situations in a way

which makes it possible for them to enter the teaching
. [ O N PR BN . .
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profession with as much eése as possible. There are
probably, for example, many things students "know" about
teaching: about the schools; téachers;_pupils; pedagogy;
etc., which are seen as having important practical
implications for how to do the job.

In the lést chapter we saw that the notién of-coging
strategies was an attempt by sociologists of education to
link stfuctural guestions to interactionist concerns by
characterizing teaching methods as "constructive", or
"meaningful"” responses of teachers to "institutionalized
mediated constraints."” We can recall that the underlying
guestion was "why" teachers adopted sﬁch teaéhing techniques
as "recitation," "chalk and talk," "guided choice,"
"busyness," and. so forth. The explanation was usually found
in Qarious "material" and "ideological" constraints upon
teachers: Jackson (1968) had emphasized the "immediacy" and
"fastness" of the classroom life; Westbury (1973) the
"material arrangements" of ;he classrooms and the "number of
pupils;" to this‘Sharp and Green (1975) added "political and
ideological expectations;" Woods (1977) saw the -
contradictions between teacherfs.commitments and the
changing nature of the teacher's work increasing; and Andy
Hargreaves (1978) saw "conflicting'educational ideologies, "
"contradictions within the educationai,system" and "material
resources” asAgrucial iﬁ this respect.

At the SUtset it is importéﬁf to emphasize this dual

nature of coping strategies; as "strategies" they refer to
‘ g : Yy
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their "intentional" and "creative" élements; but as "coping"
they refer to their "adaptive" nature, i.e. the idea that
there are structural limits to the variety of styles .in the
classroom. |

But now the question arises, how can these ideas
fruitfuliy be applied té Ehé study of student ﬁeachers? What
are the problems student teachers are coping with? In what
terms and with whét kinds of strategies in mind do they
think about the task of teaching itself, about instruction,
pupils, and so forth? Keeping Pollard;s point in mind, we
need to focus on student:teachers themselves, their

situationally specific perspectives, their goals and their

interests, not merely some abstract "roles" they supposedly
"play." For that purpose, Lacey's study (1977) on student
‘teachers at the University of Sussex, éan give some .
directions.

Colin Lacey made the concept of "sociai strategy,"\gjs
refinement of Becker's "situated adjustment(" his central
concept in understanding the educational life of student
teachers.rln essence, Lacey's definition of the concept
corresponds to our notion of coping strategies:.

"The term 'strategf"is appropriate because it

implies avpurpbsive; guiding, autonomous element,

within individual and group behavior. It is clear
that the uniformities in human behavior,_&hich'give
rise to recognizable patterns in research, indicate

that individual social étrategies for the most part

. .
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comply with or are modified by constraining social
forces. The implitation here “is that the constraints

of the situation and the individual's purposes

witﬁin,thaﬁ situation must be tékeq into account."

(Lacey, 1977, p.67)
And in similar way as Beckef et al. (1961), in their study
ofﬂmedical students, Lacey attempted to identify those
problems and wo:rieé which dominate .student teachers' lives
and their responses to these problemé. He described the
"collectivizing"_strategieé which students tend to use in
the university context, shafing their teaching problehs with -
peers and tutors, gaining support from the khowledge that
these problems are not ﬁnique to them, énd gaining |
récognition from . tutors for their ability ﬁo conceptualize
classroom realities. He contrasts these strategies with the
"privaﬁizing"Astrategies which students tend to use in the
school context, keeping their problems to themselves as to
avoid being judged as incompetent. Typical problems included
classrooms problems such as "control” issues.and "gétting
throﬁghrto fhe.pupils," and problems of providing plausible
interpretations of teaching specific to.eacb context. o
Typical solutions consisted}of "searching for material,"
exchanging "ideas that worked," "blaming the sjstem or the
child,” and "differentiate" between the university and the
schools, or as oqg,of técey’s stﬁdents said, "I agreed with

E-tutors in principle and with teacher-tutors in practice."

(Lacey, 1977, p.95) ~ »
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Lacey clearly recognized that student teachers'
definitions of the situation consisted of various elehents,
their own and others, and that actions énd ideas.were
somehow linked in what he1called "perspective" or "culture."
However, these'terms‘are not analyzed carefullf enough to
illustrate, for exahple, what the significance of'"getting
throug% to the pupils" is or in what sense "blaming™ is a
stfategy. This, I believe, is'mostly due to inadequacies in
Beckef's et al. theoretical model in which Lacey's study is
grounded. Becker et al. (1961, p.34) defined "perspective"
as: |

"co-ordinated set of ideas and actions a peréon uses

in dealing with some problematic shtuéﬁions, to

refer to a person's ordinary way of thinking and
feeling about acting in such a situation. These
thoughts and actions are co—ordinatéd in thé,sense
that the actions flow reasonably, from éhe actor's
point of view, from the ideas c5ntéined in the
perspective.f

And accordingly, "group perspectives" was defined as

"perépectives held cbllectively by a group of people™

(Becker et al.,’1961, p.33).

The main problem with this model éppears when we ask
what it means that actions "flow reasdnably".from a‘ |
perspective? In what sense does an actor "use" a
perspective? Is that a‘conscibus act? Or, how does the

individual, or the sociologist, recognize "ordinary" and



36
\

V"S}oblematic" situations? In my view, neither Becker nor
Lacey give any satisfactory answers to such questions. To
answer these and other similar quéstions about the function
of meanings in social interactions, I think that a more
phenomenological approach is needed. Alfred Schutz's
phenomenology of everyday life is primarily oriented towards
such an analysis and has, inﬁmy view, the potential to
explain more adequately how "perspectives," "situations,"
and "actioné" are interrelated. But first of all, Becker“é
notion of."perspective" has to be broken into several, |
logically rolated, concepts fof anélytical'purposes.

\

3.3 Perspective

For analytical proposes the ‘toncept of perspective will

be broken into three interrelated sub-concepts, i.e.
"interpretive schemes," "interest-at-hand," and "culture."
\
3.3.1 Interprétive Schemes
At the heart of Schutz's social phenomenology is‘the
view that all human conduct appear in a subjective meaning .
context. Schutz's social actor is pfimarily a-gréctical

’

social theorist, who'by applying "typical" knowledge in

- "typified" situations is able to come to terms with reality.
In any face-to-face interaction the actor brings to the -
relationship a "stock of knowledge at hand," consisting of

various social typifications, in terms of which he

constructs "typical" patterns of the Other's motives, goals,
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aftitudes or personality, of which his actual behavior is

" just an example (Schutz, 1963, p.244). But not only does the
individual's stock of knowledgelfurnish him wi;h means of
~coming to terms with feliow—men in face-to-face
"interactions, but as well with various kinds of knowledge,
and recipes of all sorts; for dealing with situations; for
handling and manipulating things; understéndihg persons we
have never met; in short, knowledge of various types in
order to apply in typical situations to get typical results,
This idea, I belive, is at the bottom at-Lacey's
"action-ideas matrix" and Betker's notion.of "ordinary
situations."

So, in terms of common-sense thinking in evef; v fe,
men have kndwledge of these various dimensions of the social
" world in which they live. Neediess'to say, such knowledge is
not only fragmentary since it is restricted to specific
sectors of this world, it is also frequently inconsistent in
itself and shows all degrees oiﬁclarity, distinctness and |
precision (Schutz; 1963, p.314i. Yec, in spite 6f‘alllthese'
inadequacies, common-sense knowledge of everyday life'is |

sufficient, for all practical purposes, for coming to terms

with‘fellow-men, social institutions, etc., and is thus
~continously confirmed in the course of our experience, in
circumstances both trivial and important.

~ The explanation of this relative "success" of our
common-sense knowledge for cOming to -terms with social

reality lies, according to Schutz, in the fact thaL‘our
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common-sense knowledge is socialized in various ways. Most
importantly, only a small part of it originates within our
own personal experience, the grearer part is socially
derived, "handed.down to ﬁe by my friends, my parents, my
teaehers and the teachers of my teachers" (Schutz, 1963,
p.313). So, from theloutset the world is not !my private

world, but an intersubjective world of culture:

"It is intersubjective because we live in it .as men
among other men, bound to them through common
inﬁluence and work;iﬁhderstanding others and being
understood by them. It is a world of culture
- because, from the outset, the world of everyday life
is a universe of significance to us, that'is, a
texture of meaning which we have to interpret in
order to find our beariqgs within it and come to
terms with it." (Schutz, 1963, p.309)‘|
This socialized nature of our knewledge is the very basis
upon which most interactions are accomplished. It allows
social ectors to assume what Schutz calls "reciprocity of
perspectives”, i.e. the assumption that in spite of |
different biographical situations, Qe share a common—sense.

about the nature of the world. In everyday interactions we

¢ As G.,H. Mead had emphasized, and Schutz repeated, the
typifying medium par exellence by which socially derived
knowledge is transmitted 1is the vocabulary and the syntax of
everyday language. So, growing into our world and into our
society, we acquire a certain language which embodies
various interpretations and typif‘:a ions of reality,
"proper" typifications from the point of the in-group, as
well as a number of "recipes" for ccming to terms with the
social life we participate.
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assume (over and above such things that the Other is an
intelligent being and understands my language) that things
have similar meanings to us, that we typify the world in
similar ways, in short, that our actions and talk refer to
the same "background" knowledge which makes‘sense of what we
ractually do and say:

“"In recurrent and weii;organized situations men are

able to act together with relative ease because they

share common understanding as to what each person is

supposed to do. Cooperation is facilitated when men

take the same things for granted." (Ciéourel, 1970, 4 V

p.29)
So according to this vieW'presenfed here, the very
conditions for social interactions are the social actors'
application of "mutual knowledge", or the applicatioh of
learned "interpretive schemes" whereby contexts of
communication are created and sustained and which are taken
for granted as "adequate" until further noti-e. In this
sense, even the‘moét mundane fo:ms of everyday conduct can
properly be called "purposive" or "intentionél." However, as
Giddens points out, these ferms should not be equated with

consciously held in mind orientations, which social actors

could state in abstract form is asked. Rather, these terms
should.refer to the ability of "practical reasoning", that

is, the ability to apply relevant knowledge in typified

situations in order to produce a particular outcome or
f2a)

series of outcomes (Giddens, 1982, p.76).
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When it comes to understanding how perspectives emerge,

Schutz's concept of interest-at-hand is instrumental in

|

going beyond the simple notion that perspectives are merely

" r. " . 3 a2 < 2
esponses” to structural arrangements. That, in itself, is

both too "materialistic" and does not count for rival

definitions of the same situation.

According to the phenomenological theory of experience,

the world is from the outset ‘experienced in the

pre-scientific thinking of everyday life in the mode of

typicality; which carries with it a horizon of possible

experiences with correspc ding references to familarity and

pre—acQuantéinceship (ibid, p.243). In other words, the

world is experienced, not as an arrangement of individual

unique objects, but as "mountains," "trees," "animals,"

"fellow-men,

Now, and this seems to be of special importance, I do not

" etc.,»i.e.'as types: ' .

"If ue see a dog, that is, if we recognize an object.
as being an animal and more precisely as a dog, we
anficipate a certain behavior on the paft of this
dog, a typical (not iﬁdividual) way of éatjhé, or
running, or playing, of jumping, and so on. Actuélly
we do not see his feeth, but haQing experienced ’
before what a dogts»teeth»typically look like, we
may expect that the teeth 6f the dog before us will

show the same tjpical features though with

individual modifications." (Schutz, 1971, p.116)
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need by any means to perceive of the concrete dog as just an
example of the general concept of a "aog.f Depending .on my
interests or purpose-at-hand, I could either have
diétinguished the dog from all oﬁher dogs in the world as my
friend and companion and ignofed all consideraﬁioné about
"typical" chafaéteriséics..Or, as an "experf," I could have
conceived the dog as a rare type of a more specific kind. In
other wdrdé,'which traits or qualities of a given object or
evéﬁt I consider as individually un;quégand which typical,
depends‘on'my actual intefest and the system of relevances‘
involved, i:e. upon the prgqtical and theoretical
problems-at-hand (ibid, p.243).

In terms of "defining.the situation,” this means that
what is formulated, communicatea or understood, is only a
fraction of what . could be noticed. In general, t@gse
elemehts are singled out which serve to define the situation
in the ght of the present purpose at hand. However, some -
factors present in the situation "impose"gthemSelves upon

the actor and thus constitute what Schutz (1971,,p.114)

called imposed relévances;

- "Imposed ugoh us as relevant are situations and
events which are mot connected with interests chosen

by us, which do not originate in acts of our

-,
[=ax

discretion, and which we have to take. just as théy
are, without any. power to modify them by our
_spontaneous activities except by transforming the

relevances thus imposed into intrinsic relevances."
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This notion of "imposed relevance" is of cru al importance
to‘the theory of definition of the situation and for
interpretive sociology in general. This aspect of |
SI/phenomenological sociology is clearly bypassed by Sharp
and Green in their criticism of interpretive sociology. But
in this sensé, teachers or student teachers' definifions of
the situation are likely to contain both "imposed
relevances” such as number of pupils, lack Qf materiali
resourcés, etc., but also elements reflecting their

. conceived goals and interests, abstract as Qell as spetific.

o

3.3.3 Culture ' - R

So far we-have spoken of the problem‘qf "defining the
éituéiion" in very abstract way and merely in terms of
individuals' relevances. But as'Schutz.remarked, thevhost’
important elé:;nt in the definition of the priyaté situation
is, however, fhe fact fhat the individual finds himself ”
always a member of numerous social groups (éqhutz, 1970;
p;é4). This;meanSwthét there is no such thiﬂg as an isolated
finteres;—at—hénd," m§r7ly a céhpleanystem of interests,
heterbgeneous,.ahd necessarily in a\context with the group
intereSts. In the vocabulary of the-Symbpiic Interactionism,
- all the dié%grent "roles" each individgai plays carries with
it ceftain "interests," often in conflict with each other.

So, interesté—at—hand are both chialiéed ané reflect.
our biographically detérminedeituatibn.’

" Schutz (1963, p.308-9) defined man's "biographically” -
determined. situation” as "a physical and socio-cultural -

. ) -

-~



And whether they originate in our "existentia ", group, i.e.
the gfoup to which I was born and with which I share a.
common social heritage, or so;called “volunta?}” groups,
i.e. groups which I join later in life or I form;‘the
socially approved system of'typification§~and relevances
within each group help’to define and select the eleménts
within each "typical" situation which are seen as "natural”
or "appropfiate" for a given puréose. Schutz.sumﬁarizes ﬁhis
idea in the following words: |
"So we are not onlf taught to define the enviroment
(that is the £ypical feature of the.relative,hatural
asbects of the world pfevailingiin thé in—grqup as‘
the unquestioned'but,always questionéble sum.£otals
of things taken for granted until further notice),
but also how typical constructs have to be formed in
accordance with the system of relevances accepted
from the ‘anonymous unified.poiﬁk of view of the
in-group.” (Schutz, 1963, p.313)
This conclusion points to the cultural or gréup influences
on any definition of situations and to potential'conflicts
within any definition. In the case of student teachers, we
could expect to find, because of their "dual citizenship,"
i.e. their participatibn in the University and school
~ﬁndtUres, conflicting definitions of teaching, offering
dlfferent solutions to- the problems or even 1dent1fy1ng

(cont'd)enviroment as defined by h1m within which he has
his positions, not merely his p051t10n in terms of physical
. space and outer time or of his status and role within the e
“social system but also his moral and 1deolog1cal position."sy

¥
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different situations as problematic. But as said before, how
they manage to "solve" or "mediate" between such conflicting

definitions is primarily an empirical question.

3.4 Competent Membership
Our discussion so far has revealed two important

~points: (a) that interactions arebaécomplished through
participation in a shared "frame of reference" or what \
Giddens (1982) calls "mutual knowledge" of social actors;
and (b) that what is supposed to be known in common to
everyone who share a system of relevances is the way of life
considered to be "natural," "appropriate" or "good," by
members of the in-group, and as such, it is at the offéin“of
the;many recipes‘for handling thingsAand men in 6rder to |
come to terms with typified situations. It is clear that
‘implicit in such an analysis is the concept of sociél
cbmgetence. A§\Schu£z illustrated clearly in the Stranger
(1970), sogiai competence, as the ability to see the world
in terms of the groups' relevances and éct accordingly, is
not easily acquired but requires a process of adaptation or

socialization,®

Tor the who have grown up within the cultural pattern of

‘e grot 2 recipes and their application are usually an
ungue =+ 2¢ mnatter of course" which gives them both
securi., ~d .ssurance. But for the approaching stranger,
who has nc cought within ‘his grasp the whole system of the

cultural pat:zern and relevances of the group, the pattern of
the approached group does not guarantee an objective chance
for success but rather a pure subjective liklelihood which
has to be checked step bv step ¢Schutz, 1970, p.92).

4
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In this way, "social competence" or "membershi
Yy

competence" refers both to interpretive ability, i.e. the

ability to recognise a situation as of a barticular type and

as warranting a course of action deemed appropriate amongst

the community, but also the. ability to implement the

appfopriate course of action under certain circumstances.’

Hence, 7it has been argued (Denscombe, 1880), that the

concept of competence is particularilynsuitable for T e
organiautional“analysis, or analysis of all kinds of routine /
-and practical activity. For one thing, official membership (/
of an organization does not guarantee competence, nor does
knowledge of the formal structure of the organization

provide tHe individual with the appropriate skills or
knowledge which is necessary for competence. As Dénscombe
points out,'it is not the official prescripﬁiqns which
explains the activity of competent members but how they
interpret situations, how they use the rﬁles, bend, neglect

or invoke them, which usﬁally requires practice. For this .
reason, we can expect thaf student teachers suffer from what
has become known as "competence anxiéty," i.e. the feelingr
of !=2ing judged as incompetent in Cepiggé/in a professional
manner, with the situaticns, including coping with éohtf61' ""
issues and proQiding.appropriate interpretations of objects

> The notion of "competence" as used. here is also found in
linguistics, in Chomsky's (1965) concept of "linguistic
competence," but expecially in Hymes' (1972) notion of
"communicative competence." But whereas in socio-linguistics
the concept refers primarily to knowledge of language itself
(vocabulary, grammar, and so on), and of the cultural rules
regarding its use, here it refers more generally to being
"good" or "adequate" at something.
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and events.,

3.4.1 BasiF vs. Surface Rules

DensJombeﬂs suggestions reflect Cicourel's earlier
critisicm of the use of concepts like "role" and "statusﬁ in
sociological analysis (Cicourel, 1970). In spite of
extensive use of concepts like "role" and "status" in the
sociological literature,-it is often not at all clear in
what way these.concepts are relevant, eifher for the actors
themselvés or the observer's understanding of the action
scene he seeks to describe (ibid,‘p.8). The general.problem
with these concepts is, as Cicourel continues, that we know
very little about how persons estabiisb "statuses" and
"roles" in everyday social interactions. And in spite of
many attemts to underpin these concépts with reference to
norms and expecﬂations, the presumed conformity or
nqnconfdrmity of actors to norms raises the question, which
Denscombe'rai$ed, of how does‘the actor;éeéide wHat "norms"
are operativé and relevant, and how does scue .roup or
community (or its representatives) decide that zctors are
"deviant?" (ibid, p.8). Without a model of the actor that
spetifies pr@cedures which allows the actor to make such
decisions, we cannot reveal how behavioral displays are
recognized as "role taking" ‘or "role making":

"The actor must be endowed with mechanisms or basié

rules that permit him tovidentify.settings that

would lead to "approppiate" invocation of norms,
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where norms would be surface rules and not basic to

how the actor makes inferences about taking or

making roles." (ibid, p.24)

‘Basic rules,. or interpretive procedures, thus permit the
actor to locate emergent meanings of a particular action
scene within the wider context of a larger set of meanings,
of general rules and policies. Role-taking and role-making
thus require that the actor acticulates or negotiates
general rules or norms within constructed action scene in
order to find the meaning of.one's own behavior or that of
some other.

This .notion of social competence as the ability to
"make sense" of situated ﬁeanings by locating them within a
much larger set of meanings, to take, for example, what is
said as an "index to" or "document of" a wider context of

meanings (and vice versa), has proved to be particulary ‘\‘
fruitful fo£ analySing classroom interactions (Cicourel, \
1974; Mehan, 1974, 1978; Hargreaves et al., 1975; Edwards &\
Furlong, 1978; Woods j977). Hargreaves, for example, shows
~how the notion of competence can bé‘profitably applied to
deviance in thehclassroom, which is the violation of the
rules in force there. As Stebbins (1981, D.259) summarizes:
"Deviance, Hargieaves et al. (1975, p.55) point out,
hinges on imputations‘hade by teacher about the
_behavior of one.or more pupils. The meaning of these

imputations depends on teachers and pupils'

competent understanding of the rules appropriate to
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the situation in which the infraction takes place

and of the events preceding that infraction. These

rules are generglly beyond the particﬁpants'

awareness; they are assumed to be operating in

certain contexts."
Of particular interest to us in this respect are student
teachers' "documentary" definitions of teaching, of
classrooméuand other asbects of school life. While any such
definition of a situation is certainly the outcome of
complex processes of taken fgr granted understanding of what
classrobms are, of interplay between meanings and power, of
négotiations over "working consensus," etc., most of the
time, acquiring social competence takes place through -
discourse. If not for other reasons than that language.is

the primary medium of intersubjectivity, i.e. shared

Q

meanings, conversational analysis seeﬁs to be an importént
aspect of our investigation of how student teachers come to
a shared definitions of situations, how they formulate their
actions, "repair" one's another misunderstandings, and so.

forth.

3.5 Sense for Social Structure
One of the central concerns of this thesis is the

student teachers' sense for social structure, i.e. their

"conceptions of structural and cultural arrangements. In more
general terms, this is related to the question of how social

structures influence human behavior and provide the

.0



49

boundaries fo their possible interpretations‘of the world.
It should be emphasized, in spite of repeated criticism of
social phenomenology in this respect, fhat "structural" -
analysis is nothing foreign\te'interpretive sociology. On
-the contrary, it is. for example one of. its fundamentai

A
“assumptions that human behavior is significantly infiuenced
by the setting in which it occurs. But on the other hand, it

\
tries to avoid unnecessary reifications of structures, such

as giving social structures an objective and independeﬁt
existence separated from the social context in which they
are suppoeedly observed‘through "indicators," or seeing them
merely in ﬁﬁge}y behavioral terms, such as siﬁbly given
"probabi{ZEy" of certain events to occur.
3.5.1 Structuration

Ethnomethodologists have always been particularily
interested in the processes underlying the creation of
"ebjective'social facts,” i.e. the interactional work that
assemble social structures KMehan, 1978, p.32). If wevtry to
understand eocial life in terms of concrete individUals,
living and acting toéether, the problem of how "structure" :
influences "actions" 1is grobably betger‘stated in terms of
ﬁow social structure is repfoduced in every socfaﬂii
encounter. Takipg this poiﬁt of departure, i.e. in seeing.
the pro@uction of sécial_life invterﬁskof "reproduced -
pracéices," aed seeing the constitution of society ae a

skilled accomplishment of its members, Anthony Giddens
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(1982) made the concept of structuration the basic concept

for inquiring into the relationship between "structures" and

" "actions." To study "structuration" then, is, as Giddens

puts it, to "attempt to determine the condition which govern

the continuity and dissolutions of structures or types of

structures (1982, -p.120).

Giddens argues that the study of structuration has

three basic elements or conditions: the study of the role of

meanings, power, and norms in the production of
interactions. This enables us, given a reconceptualization
of "stfuctures," frém that of merely méaning "patterns of
social rélationships," to that.of includihg rules and
resources in social in;eractions (Giddenéi 1982, p.131), to
show how the concept of "competence" is highly relevant for
any "structural” analysis. "Competence” and "social
structure" are thus related in thevfollowing way:
"The basic rules or interpretive procedures are.like
deep structural grammatical rules: they enable the
actor to‘generate appropriate’ (usually inno&ative)
responses in changing situational settings. The
interprétive pfocedure enable the actor to sustain a

sense of social structure over the course of

changing social settings." (Cicourel, 1970, p.24)

This is not to say that social structures are nothing but a

person's sense for that structure, but rather that
"competence”, as the ability to apply relevant knowledge in

typical situations, presupposes a fairly good knowledge of

1S}
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social life or sense for social structure. Such a "sense for

social structure,"” as Garfinkel (1967, p.76)>puts it,
includes knowledge of the conduct of family life, market
organization, distribution of honor, competence,
responsibility, motives among members, frequency, changes

of, and remedies for trouble, and so on.

3.5.2 Duality of Structures

We have looked at how "knowledge," in the form of
inte;preti&é procedures, "competence," and "social
structure"” are interrelated. A furthef illustration of these
relationships is found in Giddens' notion of duality of
vstrdctures, by which he means that structures afe both
"consfitutive by human agency, and yet at the same time are
, thé very medium of-this constitution" (1982, p.121). This
idea can be explaihed in the following way. The
commdhiéatipn of meaning in interaction involves the use of
interpretive schemes by means’of which sense is made by
participants of what each says énd/dges. The application of
such cognitive schémes, within a framework of "mutual
knowledge," depends and draws from a "cognitive order" which
is shared by a group or community. But while drawing upon
such a cognitive order the applicatibn of-interpzetive

schemes at the same time reconstitutes that order. In other

‘.'¥words, structures are not merely "constraining" but

"enabling" as well.
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An exéelient empirical illustration of this model,
applied to classroom interaction, is provided by Edwards and.
Furlong (1978). Their study shows that in conversational
interactions in which pupils and teacher engagé in
Elassroom, the participants botH make reference to their
sensé of structure and, by orienting to this senée as a
resource fof the organization of their everyday interaction
as is managed iﬁ“their talk, rgpréduce this sffucture in a
way which both énables and constrains their interaction. Or
in their own words, "Both 'sides'.ggg their structural
relationship as a basis for expressing and assigning
meaning, and”in doing sb they réconstitute that
relationship" (1978, p.152). Included in this "senée for
social structure"” Qas both parties' knowledge of the unequal
distribution of power in the classroom. Edward and Furlong:
showed that in orderly ciassroéms, teachers rarely make
their power obvious. But almost all their talk, and their
‘pupils' as well, assumes their authority. So the
construction of particula: ways of wofking was supported by
a framework of traditional teacher-pupil relationships which
did not need to be spelled out. The details were what needed
to.be géig. Other, more general, information about classroém
iife was not tfansmitted explicitly; it was assumed that \
pupils would make sense of what was said because they would
fit it into their general undérstanding of what classrooms

are like (ibid, p.93).

&



3.6 Summary

So far I have attempted to present a cbnceptual
framework, or model, intended tokinyestigate particular
aspects of student teachers' lifewofid, Social actors, in

this case student teachers, are presented as Qractlca

Sociakﬁtb . :‘?Uﬁxtempting to make sense of the varlous

'aspec%gyp_ in order to find their bearings
w1thfnm» PEo terms with it. This includes acquiriﬁg'
"knowledge' F  e strucaural and cultural aspects of

TR

ﬂéchools, of pupils, of possibilities and limitations of
‘instruction, and of various situationally specific meanings.
Theoretically, this has been apprdached in terms of the

theory of definition of the situation, analysed more

specifically in terms of "interpretive schemes,"
"intereSt—aF—hand," "culture," "membership competence," and
"sense for social structure." In essence, "practical
theorizing"‘refers to the application of "relevant"

. knowledge in different situations andv;he ability to
inﬁerpret objects and events in an "appropriate" manner.
Hence, it is part of the normal competence ef students tol
shift between such "provinces of meanings." This does not
have to mean that such "shifts" are always a eonscious aet
on studentS' behalf, in everyday life suchAshifts usually
take place in an unforced and routine way. It will be
expected, however, because of the conflicting definitiqns of .
the 51tuat10n we can expect students to be faced with, that

e

in thelr "problematlc 51tuat10n students are relatively

3



well aware of such shifts.
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Chapter 4
METHODOLOGICAL NOTES
One.of the basic charécteristics of ‘the
phenomenélogical approach is the attempt to minimize the
methodological duslism between "theory"_and‘"methﬁdology"
(Filmer et al., 1972). This, along with their concerns with

_the social actors' lived experience, has made social

phenomenologists particularily aware of their methodological
presuppositions and their conceptualization of the social
wérld. Gléser and Strauss (1967)\describe a careful méthod

by which social scientists can, in ofder to avoid irrelevant
categories or variablés, "ground"” their theory‘and'research ';‘

in the reality they are studying. They describe the

J

advantagés of their open approach over a pre—structufed

sfudy in the following words: | '

| "The consequences (of the traditional-approach) is
often a forcing of data as well as a neglect of
relevant ﬁoncepts and,hypotﬁeSes that may
emerge;..OUr approach, allowing substantive concepts
and hypotheses to'emerge firsg, on their own,
enabl§s the analyst to aécertain thch, if any;
existing formal theory may help him generate his
5ubstantiVe theories. He can then'be more objective
an&‘kggflépeoretically biased."” (qUotedwfrom wilsonj"
1977, p.251) N |

.AgVSuch an approach has various theoretical and methodological.

" implications for social research. For the first, there is a

55 ¢
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constant dialectic between.the dateﬂcollection ana the
analysis, Awh1ch means that the conceptual framework is
always subject to revision as the data is collected and the
researcher must always be ready to accept a klnd of data he
might not have exgeeted? The foliowing diagram, taken from

R. Rist (1382); illustrates this reciprocal relationship

between data analysis and data collection.

Pl oy Data Colleccion

‘y - -‘"

N

LN Toeal time
” devoted to the
5 projcct
\

W r'A e
L

i A Vo data 4nalynis
. % I

,..J

. Fig. I'. Rclationship between de@ collection and dzu anzlym in conducting. qualx(:uvc re-
search. (Source: Lofland, 1971, p=118)

A;*'uﬁﬁgf" : , ) o . " T
‘Geeoﬁdly, the notion of "grounded" theory has definitely

various 1mpl1cat10ns for data—collect1on technlques.

Although a given theoretlcal "paradlgm," or research

approach, does ‘not loglcallz determ}ne certain ;,,»”‘

data—collectign techniques (Reiehardt3& Coqk, 1979), social

oY)
£y

"phenomenolpgieté tend to-adopt some kind bf'qualitative and

ethnographic procedures; participant observation,

observation, interviewing, of*documentary research. As the

above reference indicates, the point,is to "get elose"'to‘
n . ’ ’ o ' '
" the data, and to discover and interpret th%?
. : . . o
< : . § g
meaning-structure of the reality under stldy.

%,
o
v .
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One important impljcation of this .is the necessity of
describing as far as pos$ible the conditions under which °
data 1s selected, presented and analysed. Hence, the

following discussion is intended to describe %ome of the

. : a ]
main stages in the conduct of the present study, focusing on

‘the issues of "gaining entry," "collection and presentation

pf data,” and the "anal§sis;"

4.1 Gaining Entry‘ N : s

In the literature on ethnogr-~hic research, the p;obien‘
of "gadning entry" is seen ac ol c‘Jcial importance (Baily,:'
1982rvRist, 1982). First, it is seﬁf—evident‘that there will
be no fieldwork if one is not :~ the field,'butyéiven the
nermission to dp the work. where that. is needed as is the
case in most- 1nst1tutlonal or organlzatlonal settlngs, thesl
quality of the study often depends upon the."klnd of person
the researcher turns out to be in the eyes of the iw

. 3
respondents"

-

"A person becomes accepted as a part1c1pant more

becausé ‘of 'the kind of person he turns‘out to be in-

fthe eyes of the field contacts than because of what

bd_g' fﬁf“the,research represents to them.\Eﬁeld contacts want
'“;;xto be reassured ‘that *the resear¢h¢norker is a 'good
gdy'ﬁand can be.trusted not?tb';dofthem ditt’ witn
;iu‘what he finds out.d (J.P.wﬁean 1954, quoted in .
Cicourel, 1964, p.4'22 . "

In my case, I began by contacting a teacher -within the

T

K]
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university with whom I was acquainted and who was able' to
’ ; [

give me some advice concerning the best way to proceed.
After speaking to the assistant headmastci T got.a list of
third year student teachéis and a permissi-a to conduct the

study in whatever way 7 chose, given the willingness of

\ ,\p

4 -

;studenm\teachers ‘to part1c1pate.f°xAlmost all. of the p

l

studentstl contacted were willing to participate in several
By

‘“group dlscu551ons and private 1nterv1ews or to allow me to

ERY

'tape record thelr "formal" meetings. From the outset, I made

)

,hlt clear to all the students who part1c1pated in the study

;that my primary 1nterest was to study their views and

evaluatlon of the teachlng practlcum primerily as they -\'
themselves discussed it in the1r own group. Fortunabgly, it
looked as if they were not partiéularily upset about the

. X | »
idea of parti- ipating, saying that they were "used to

talking about 1t, both in their own group and with others."

B .
¥ - (o
i

4.2 Collection and Presentation ofvthe Data‘(.,

In the study I made use of several data- collectlon

‘technlques. Observatlon part1c1pant observation, formal and

llnformal 1nterv1ew1ng, ethnographlc "note taking," and the

questlonnalréR The data were collectedﬁover a three month

period, from January to the end of:March, 1983. Eight

- students volunteered for an active participation in the

research, both for'individual interviews and for several

"-group dlscu551ons and two group d1scu551ons, 1n wh1ch about
-4

'° At that tipe the pre51dent of the Un1vers1ty was: on leave‘

-and was subtituted by the a551stant president.
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20 students in each group came together to discuss their

most recent studer ‘teacliing, were audio-taped. Con51derable
time was spent i1 obsevving, listening and talking- tq

« (1’
student teachers, sarious circumstances. Thelm ter

f

participated in their daily discussions and activities and
went to classes with them on occation. After a preliminary
analysis of their accounts,:a questionnaire was designed to
check the internal validity of the findings was given to the
students at the end of the period..About'SO per cent of the
population answered the questionnaire. Finaliy, the

. . . o ‘ . , & \ . -
assistant, president was interviewed and numerous décuments
med . ~

-ﬂ”

investigated. v _ Sy
In the process of the data collection. the issue of

validity played an important role. In order to avoid too

\

abstract and idealistic responses from the students, i.e. to

LF
get at their situated meanlngs,yﬁwo things were done. First,

questlons in interviews and group drscussxdns:were kept very
unstructured,‘allowing students to @kpress’their own views
and interests, and secondly,'the overall focus of.the study )
was on student teachers' experlence in their teachlng
practicum- their plans‘ dlfflcultles, evaluatlons,
ratlonales, vocabulary, and so on. This strategy was based
on the conv1ct10n that abstract and idealistic questions
create abstract and idealistic response. Whereas I wanted tbd
focus on their everyday meanings and how they were

transm1tted and d1scussed in their group, it was important

, ¢,to get them to talk about their everyday act1v1ty instead of

e e e
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a highly rationalized view of teaching.‘f

’ The study is also selectiJe in more than one sense.
First, I looked for matters tﬂét were important to the
participants in a collective way. I concentrated less on the
variations in attitudes to be found among students than what
was cdmmon to them although vawmiations which were seen @as.
significant to them were noticed, primarily to locéte thé
boundaries of their shared definitions. Secondly, the.
research problem itself acts selectively upon wha?lwgé’
focused on. Many things which were seen as irreléV$ﬁ£ £o;the
main objectives of the study were left unnoticed, Thféf}ﬂ;i,
necéssarily involves certain interpretive procedures on tﬂé”i<
part of the researcher which remain hidden, in so far as

N

these procedures are not specified to.théﬁfeader, by the
"conceptual framework." While fhés fact haﬁﬁbecomq common
grouné for criti¢isiﬁg many qualitative studies (Mehan,
1982), Ihbelieve that this problem is not at all peculiar to

) o . .
ethriographic and other qualitative studies but is found in

{53

all social reséarchfﬁand not least in thé,proceés of
"coding" questionnaire responses inﬁ&gthe "right" . "ﬁ%?
categories. : ” ?",;w

What is .actually presented in the thesis afe extracts
from the aud{otape data and my; fieldnotes. The data guoted

are the data which I usually found the most "typical" for

the collective views on the matter. In addition, some

pérdentage‘figures, taken from the questionnaire; will be
"' For the importance of this strategy, see Hargrcaves' s
(1978) criticism of Sharp and Green discussed~in =¥ _.zter 2.
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included in the text.'?

4.3 Analysis

As indicated before, the phenomenolOgical approach
attempts to reveal the meaning structure of social actors'
lifeworld, and- how these meanings- influence their actions.
And although my "conceﬁf&al*&ramework" is intended to draw
attention to specific aspects of student teachers' reallty
and guide the analysis of their accouhts, thus imposing
additional structure upon their own, its function is not to
"correct” their accounts or present the true meaning of -
their attitudest;Their views are necessarily organized
around their relevances: their interests, purposes and '
" pridblems, so by locating their meanings within the context
of the sociologist's framework determlned by the.research
problem as well the various institutionalized pr1nc1ples of
the discipline, additional "reading" of their meanings is
'hecessarily provided.

In line with the social phenomenologlcal approach, the

_maln focus of the analy51s is upon student teachers'

r’{"

h.experlence, in the form of soc1ally distributed and approved

*knowledge« This 1ncludes what is taken as knowledge of

'\, t -

hf:teachlng among the students, how the social world is deflned
and conceptualxzed the termlnology, and so on. And as sa1d

before, what 1s £¢Cu§ed on is primarily what is felt to be

'?2 It is 1mportant to note that all gquotations are my own
translations from icelandic. Any’ flaws or distortions whic..
may have taken place in the translation are solely my
responsibility.
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significant to them, shared, and transmitted.

Finally, it is important tp remark that by.emphasizing
what is shared by student teachers, the study necessarily
presents an ideal-typical view of students: a view of the
"typical" student teacher; dealing with "typical” problems;
to which "typical" solutions are applied. However, it‘Shoﬁld
be remembered that such an personal idealftype is a pure
construct.or "puppet" created for exclusively methodological
purposes to gain acceés Fo certain meahings. It is a
deliberate .exaggeration of certain selected features"of

student teachers' reality on the expence of others, but it

is certainly not an arbitrary creation.




Chapter §

[}

THE UNIVERSITY

5.1 An Overview

The University College of Education (Kennarahaskoli |

Islands), is one of two universities in Iceland, the otKer

being the University of Iceland (Haskoli Islands). The

University College of Education is an independent
institution, separated from the University of Iceland both
‘ administratively'and geographically. Both institutions,

43however, as most othar educatlonal 1nstrtutlons in Iceland

<

are under the auth rify of the Mlnlstry of Educatlon

At the University College of,Educatlon, the training of
regular as well as handicrafthand'domestic science teachers
for the nine;year comprehensive primary school and |
‘pre-school classes, takes place. To enter the program,
stqdents musr hold asdeéree from a recognized secOndary_
school which'usually consist of four years of study-
follow1ng the completlon of the comprehen51ve pr1mary school

-exam1natlon (Grunnskolaprof). N

=

In 1982, the University College of Education replaced

the secondary institution Teacher Training College

'* Teachers at the secondary level must hold a university
degree in their subject and complete a compulsory one-year
course in Pedagogy and Didactics at the University of
Iceland and which includes student teaching. Why  this
program is not housed at the University College of Education
is an interesting question worth investigating. However,
there is some evidence that a "stratification" of knowledge
"-in society has some explanatory signifi ance in. this
respect . -

63



(Kennaraskoli Islands). Since 1978, a fundamental

reorganization of the program has been going on. This
reorganization, which‘still is in progress, reflects the
movement towards "Qpen" and "integrated" studies which were
part of the ideology of "progressive" education which were
gaining support in Britain and the other scandinavian
countries at that time. |

The following five points indicate the main content of

3
N

ﬁhese plans from 1978:
1. Organize the program around main tﬁemes thch include
the integration of individual subjects.
2. that. students and teachers at the university work
together in the reorganization‘of the progranm, bothias a
~whole and on parts of it.

‘3. that the program becomes more organized around the

w

teachers' pedagogical task.
4, 'that studies in the pedagogical subjects and the
specializations  (subjects taught in the comprehensive
primé?%fSchool), relate more directly to a practical
school work, -
5. 'that students become'more active and inéependent in
their studies.
Iﬁ'spitéwof varidus practicai»difficﬁlties involved in the
~establishment of these ideas,'suéh as the instrﬁctorS' lack
of belief in this project and théir éommitmént to their‘
subject, the uniQérsity's authorities are relatively

satisfied with the development of these plans. Already, 2/3
( _
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of the program, the first and the second year, has been
reorganized along these lines, focusing on themes like, "The fﬁ;f
Child At the Beginning of School," "School and Society,"»and |
now the theme,."The Teacher in Service" is in progreés.

The claimed effectiveness of this new program 1s, among
other %hings,_defended with reference to student teachers'
work, expecially their. final theses. It is.claimedﬂthat
'undér the present éfganization, student teachers' theses
have become "better organized," making "better use of |
available material, more "compféhénsive," and so fofth.

\ In the development of the program, student -~achers
play an éctive-part. They have one representative for every
.four teachers in the University Administration Council, and
every year they participate in extensive grdﬁgzaiscussion

" about the status and development of the program. In these

R discussions, almost all kinds of issues are raiseq, many of
them directed explicitly at.the university's authofic%ps or
instruétqfs. ' ‘ - o

At present ;ime, about 300 students ére enrolled in the
program, of whiCh.about 104 are in their final year of
study. Of these ﬁ04, female ﬁtudent are the.great majority,

i.e. 83. However, the rate of male students has been

increasing over the last few years.



5.2 The Program’

The program is organized into three years of studx
leading to the degree of Bachelor of Education. It consist
of three equal parts, core subjects, pedagogical sﬁbjects,

t

and §pecializationsz the last one consisting of the main

subjects taught in the primary schools. Students are to
choose three subjects taught in the primary schools, two
b§ok-oriented and one vocational‘or artistic oriented.

o An jmportant part of the program is the student
teaching or the teaching practicum. All togefher the student
teaching covers 12 weeks of the program, first in
"observing" and later for teaching. Paft of the student
teachers' work is t§ construct & "teaching plan," ihcluding
stating the'objeétive, organization of the teaching material
which students intend to uée, and pédagogical‘underpinnings.
After every teaching period, two days are épent in
discussing tﬁe[ﬁéaching experience, difficulties, surprises,
suggestions, and so on. In the rest of the thesis, these

specific group dis.ussions will be refered to as the

Uppgjor.:
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-Chapter 6
MAKING SENSE OF TEACHING
In this chapter an account will be presented of some

important dimensions of the student teachers' erspectives
pe!

on teaching and schooling. The notion of "perspective" is
used in the Symbolic Interactiéhist and Phenomenological
sense as refering both to ideas or "frames of reference" and
actions. It contains a number of elements: a definition NE

the situation in which actors are involved; a statement of

‘the goals they are trying tolnvhieve; a set of ideas

specifying what kind of activ.: .es are expedi nd proper;

a set’ of activities congruent with them; idea% about social
objects within the enviroment and.the various inanimate

features of their resources -at hand; ahd finally, a

i

rationalization for being and acting therein.

Formally, the student teachers' perspectives will be

cohétitutgd by their total knowledge of the situation. I do .

not, however, pretend to present the students' perspectives

in all their infinite complexity, but want to invéstigate

specifically certain aspects of their perspectiVes; namely,

first, their perceptions of the teaching practicum; seéond,
their characterization of the "cultures" of different
schools including their perspective on the various

constraints they expect to face in the schools and their

- perspective on working in the classroom; third, their

orientation to pedagogy, in¢luding their views on

. LT T R . L. .
instruction ‘'and barriers to good’ instruction; and fourth,

67
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<

their perceptions of "competence,” including‘their sense for

competition between teachers and student teachers. And as '
\ _
indicated before, the\underlying purpose is to investigate

YSstudent teachers' sense for social structure and how their
common-sense knohledge'of social structure penetrates their
everyday conceptions‘and actions.

For the precise meaning of these terms, reference is.

. 7
made to chapter three. .

6.1 The Significance of the Student . _..rhing
In the last chapter we saw that the teaching practicum

or ctudent teaching constituted a significant part of the
formal organization of the uhiversit§'s program. In' the
vocabulary of the university's personnel, the function of
teaching practicum is to "relate theory te practice." The
assistant president_gave this the meaning of "giving
students insight into the teacher's job, his work,
colleagues, and so on." Because of the\role teaching'
practlcum played in the conduct of the study, we shall begin
thlS presentation by trying to illustrate the meaning the

u ;eachlng practicum has fLr students themselves; its

perceived importance, its role, its limitations and so

‘fofth.f

6.1.1 The Quest for Experience

L;

Among student teachers there is no doubt about the

1mportance of the teaching practlcum Over 50 per -cent of'
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the students rate student teaching as the "most important

preparation for their future“work as teachers," 22 per cent

as the second most important, and 22 per .c¢ t as number

‘three.'*

The perceived importance of the eaching practicum lies.
primarily in the fact that the in-school period provides

necessary "experience" of the "real school life," and an

'”“yéppqrtunigy to "test out" some of the ideas acquired at the

Nyt

1y

university:
"Here we talk about teachers and pupils. Different
ways. of approaching the problems are discussed and
who owns the probléms. Many teachers, and all the
studéntwtééchers who go from here to teach,_take
things too much on themselves. In the teaching
practicum these things are cleared up, i.e. what 'is
really happening. It is though probably different
between schools how much things are cleared up, it
is probably primarily a question of experience."’
(Interview with a female student) |

What needs.to be "cleared up" is both what studeﬁts}gain af,

the university as well as what they do ggg‘get there.-So;

the teaching practicum does not only provide student 0

teachers with an oppdtfunity to evaluate the échools'they
' Q2 '

_ visit but also an opportunity to evaluate the university

program in tefms-of-their expérience of the "real" school
life. o

. . . . . - Bt
'+ See qguestionnaire guestion no. 14 in gppendix A, -
N LV?' : )
B ali . . N

we
. "

> . . R A
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Contrary to what many stuaies on student teach.
indicate, students' criticism is not‘perticularily ccted
towards the-"theoretical" eeurses per se, theory courses are
often seen as bdth'"interesting" and even "heipful."AThe
guestionnaire data revealed, for instance, that about thirty
per cent“of student teachers found "Developmental and
Personallty Psychology" as the "subject whlch was of most
help in the latest teachlng practlce."‘5 ThlS is so,

\

although stugent teaehers "know" very well that "theories"

are not "directly" applicable to the probiems of the

schools, or as one female student expressed it, "it is
> . RN

‘impossible just‘to walk into the schools with sbme thedry

and begin to use it.

What is-criticised, however, is first‘gg all the view

o

of teaching; of pupils, instruction or the teacher's role,

“which is offered at the university. The vie%s presented at

the university are-seen both as "id 1st1c" and "out of .
touch" with the reallty "as it 1s"zahd 1s bhus llttle help

in coplng w1th the actual and 1mmed1ate problems student

‘ RCEns

*—‘*\
teachers face in the schools. Accordlngly, as ﬂhcey (1977)
found in his study of student teachers at the'Un1ver51ty of .
Suésex, the solutions that appeated to make senSe in the

\}

context of the un1ver51ty seemed far leSs relevant- in the

: context of the school. The following quotatlon-ls typical

" for student teachers' views in this'respect:

"The preparation, ideas and everything we get here

'*See questionnaire guestion no. 7 in dppendix A .

0
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at’ the university -is not what is hyPpening in. the-

schools...at least, this ‘does, not g1t together, What L
N ! \ o . , . ] :\ L e .,‘ :: ‘ﬁ\"
we learn here is not applicable in f£he schools. %

'while'you'are here you feel as théx@ ié 5O, much you
can'do’ but when you get 1nto the scﬂool th&reAlS so
Iittle you can do/,’ var1ous problems appear and so
en." (Ihterview mlth a female studeﬂt)
And similarilys T e

v ' "You‘trequentlyicoﬂe across completély differedt
‘things than'yhatiyou are studying /»; ana you do

. Qot‘see anyérelatlohagf (Female i mferviewﬁ ;.‘; >

" part of thlS "unreallstlc" vlew of teaohlng whlch is

presented at the unlver51ty is manlfested 1nj
,defrn1t1on of: the "problems" they faced in tie’ stﬁdent 1 ;fﬁg.
. o .
teach1ng, that is thejproblem of’"overaStlm,
~ About 35% of studehzzﬁaax thls as gne of the three most

f
»

1ng" puplls.‘~:'

serlous problems t&py faced in the teaablng practlcum
3 k

*But as the folloulng excerpt from vy data shows,

student teachers ‘are clearly aware of ﬁhe fact that thewﬁlew'

¥
L)

of teachlng preSented at’ the unlver51tj ls an ldeal ELcture*

-

Here at the un1vers1ty a spec1f1c pltture ig given

\4

of ‘the teacher S role. It is a- speclﬁlc image which

. 1s perhaps not excatly agfat is. What 15 an 1deal

teacher7 Who should say how an: idey L teacher should
| be? That depends upon so many th1n95\ It 1S not only

'each 1nd1v1dual not ondy T myself who decldes who 1
y - i - T
= am, there are so many. -others who imflyurfice me, for

. . P . B N .

] 0 .'v . "' - R . . - . |
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, 1nstance, Folleagues and school authorltles there
. are la&s and curriculum gu1des and pressure from

afe areﬁv1ews you get through your family,

how they- see you as a teacher and from many ‘ ,

sl o ‘\.‘\ ‘ - . -

.
.1“

other *groups as well. (Interv1ew wlthwa female .

‘3é5h3£ dent) ' c . -

w Ty

And next after the "unrealiétie“ view of ‘the school life ' "~

- 0,

which is ofgpred at the unlvergggy, “the lack of “practlcal;
\'}- -
'%¥oblem w1th the * program.d oy

“.p

gﬁldance" was seen as the greatesﬁ
RO c .
rThls "pr agmatlc %r1entatlon 1s clear%y &een,

.
ey
. A0

iP students’

: . AT

perceptlons of what they saﬁéés the "be_t preparatlon for o .'
A ) “_3
the ‘coming teacher,V i.e. "more student’teq@h pg”' ﬁtalking .

"
R

to established teachers,g and more dldaCtk&S e

< “ ~ o ~ - X
More student teaching......... [ PP P - 1 I )
More didactics...'veserenenyernnness ey By 28 : .
Speaking to established teaqhers......... gég.i;..xsr, L.
More sociologjical or - - _3 oo .
psychological, theorxes...,.\...‘... ..... Neeetereaeeee Yo
More emphasis on spec1alxzatxons.....tn..;....' ..... 0 - - -

T Total. it B PP S 100 » - S !

T . s

This "QGest«for eXperiencé" of the.realfQChooi life was

:

.-»further re1nforced in the sprlng reg;stratlon. The writer

witrnessed a great confu51on and anger when s. Jdents reallzed

that.ohe of the conrse offered,eone which they felt they

e O

‘"had‘to'téke," was rull ich,is something“that seldom , &
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happens. The course, offered by L teacher from the

N

'+ associated prlmary school was called something llkeg"The

Teacher in His Flrst Year of Servace" and from the course

descrlptlon it could be read that the, ‘focus was - 55 "thé’

feel1ngs, problemg and worrles aSSOc1ated w1th the flrst

year(s) of teachlng "fThe n&me of the course, its .
Cw m o \.

descrlptlon ahd the fagt " that the teacher was seen as rather

"praqmatlcally“ orlented ﬁgﬁdew dd?nts feel 1t was

LT :

absolutely nécssary to taxe

. . . J.;-j v

0 . - L N P

out" teachlng cw Rt s o . A o
Y . N R L

ThlS cr1t1c1sm of"@hexdack of “pracmlcal guldancer.was

' s CE

é%osely related to‘student teachﬁﬁs cr1t1c1sm(§f the %‘

1nternal cul&ﬁre of the unlver51ty Espbc1ally were’ many of.

the 1nstru§toﬁs subject to such cr1b1c1sm. They Were 3@
i ) ‘(‘, ‘\ 7
’cr1t1c1sed for %know1ng nothlng about what is happenlng in

<

n .
the pr;mary schools," for”’ }ﬁgof communlcatlon " and for

.fnot ";ct1c1ng"what they te- h." The follow1ng quotatlon is

<

a goo mmary of thege complalnts-

s

Y

"I flnd thlS SOwunorganlzed I do not see any yﬂﬁ'f: .
connectlon between what the instructors are d01ng
here. The students have cr1t1c1sed thls)lack of

communlcatlon betweenzlnstructors. The 1nstruct0rs ?

-

- are merely Ln51de thls 1nst1tut10n a:d know nothlng
about the primary schools and cannot even talk ,
together." (Interview w1th a female_student)

Hence, it is clear to student teachers that there is a "gap”
between what isyhabpening in the primary;schools and what is

’



. Denscombe V1980) puts'lt "The resources allocated through

LY2E

tea . g are left to the ‘stus

" university.needs to be "corrected.'

6. 2 School Ethnography

they feel obliged to take .into account in their routine

74

.\“‘»‘
Vh

being d scussed at the unlver51ty Accordlng to this view, a

o~

signi’ cant part of studen ‘,_ers' concérns . about.

'w\r \0

#its themselves to understand

. ¥

ané¢ ope with and much of what iésggesented at the

In the rest of this chapter I shall try to investigate
whatibecomes of'students' experiences of real" school llfe"
by focu51ng on their everyday talk and thelr "formal"

meetlngs whereby these .experiences are dlscussed and

: , : ] : _ L e
. - ) e o v ;GW"K

~evaliated. = ' ' ‘\’éﬁng' o ) iy,
LI . i Crl . . » . '!,ﬂ'\},‘,..\‘ i
. Q w P : e ’

a3 . o : TRl T
Wt B s . ARy
K - c T TP

- RN

Q-

* Teachlng does not occur in a soc1al vacuum. -As

the school organlzatlon confront them Qbeachers) with

-partlcular 1mperatrves dllemmas and p0551b111t1es which

-

“acticity." The notion of "culture" is sometimes used by,

isoc1ologists to characterlze such experiences and

S

relatlonshlps, which not only set part1cular "choices" and

"dec1s1ons"’at'part1cular times but also structure how these =
-t

cho1ces"'come about ‘and' are .are deflned in the flrst place. ' f" s
. < 2

Ny

If, as we argued before social actors can be characterlzed uw?

v El

‘as their own 50c1al ethnographers,' acting on,the‘basrs of

their "knowledge" of social life, we mdst~expect‘student

teachers to be engaged in practical invewtigation of the

"cultures" of educational institutions. Of par Tlar
- .~ : s
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_important‘aspect of this discussion'oﬁ their teaching

x

75

interest in this respect are their concepts of

i
"school-ethos" and "rules-in-use." : :

6.2.1 School—Ethos

“ Student teachers;spehd lot of time, both in formal
‘ .
migfings as well in their everyday life, discussing their "%

teaching experience; thehproblems they faced;.expectations o

: "y : , -
they experienced, and the-different nature of schools. An

-

experlence is their dlscu551on and evaluation of dlfferent

...

7 .
zg es of schools ThlS 1ncludes, ha51cally, what. it "would’

nu, 4 cotwd e
be llke to teacﬁf in igase%dlfferent klnds of schoals.,

Central to this kind of. eva}uqtlon was the hotion ofjﬁ
2 veo
cllmate or "school ethos"=
\

"The schools are. dlfferent, in fesoect-tolclimate,

attltude towards pupils and to the job in.general. . (
- _
You can both f1nd schools in whlch the teachers talk

’

very openly,about the probléms and try to find

common solutions to the problems, -but ypu can also o

1 -
own corner and where nothing is discussed.”

_(Interview with a female'Student)' - L.
v S

“glnwgeneral student teachers do not speculate ‘much over the

AR
-4. ,4n~§‘ 4'1»

orlgln-of these dlfferences between the schools, although
.the headmaster, the education of‘the teachers, etc., are
clearly recognlzed as 1mportant factor for the general ;

"orientation" of the school. What is more important is Yhat

3y

find schdols iﬁ%which.everyone just teaces in his Z,/} oy

-
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such "climate" or "ethos" tends to have an existence of its

own, or as one female student said when telling me of the

different schoOlsﬁ%he had experienced:

"it seems that there exists a special climate ih "~

schools which continues to éxist in spite of e

v,
S~

‘ ..
changing people, and which people learn When they.

enter the school " (Female'Student in an interview) ‘o=
’ C
From listening to student teachers discuss the ”ethos" Of\yv
Rt T
dlﬁferentgﬁchools,wlt became eV1deht that such knowledge was

"\!4,
\':
not gained fnom any off1c1al rules but .was" more often part

of. the "background knowledge"‘of the school 'somethlng whlch

needs to be d1 j”

‘not discussed in the open. 7'-%§e ‘of the group discussions
u&u‘i “b.n-y.,(;

(U QQQ]QF} February, 1983), ’1n which the’ toplc was the most

e

recent teaching practice, one. of the students was telllng
the others of an official "credit system," used for -

controlllng puplls béhaviour' which'existed in one of'the

b

;when you started to work more w1th the teachers, yoL
Frop s B 2 R .
QL R ~
m»got dlfferent V1ews oR. thlngs, expre551ons of what
was really going on and so forth. There was, for
- : : &,

,egample,long teacher who’yas'very much.against this

credit system and never used‘it.”’(Uppgjor, February

£

ered over‘a. perlod of £ ime and was usualf?‘/

4
‘ schools she had been in. TﬁTs in my view, is-a typlcal 45
;fxample of thed"ethnograph;c" work in wglch student teachers
are oonstantly\engagedf - 31_'3 i -
7?Ever¥thing,looked.soépeaceful and calm on}the- ! R
L%ﬁlq surﬁace bu? when you gét to know thinds*better~and _ :‘q

.
. n i .
o | . 5

Dy
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1983) .,v",

‘{ng ~p‘sof‘partwof‘thls‘;ethnographic" work 'is to figure out the
"prOperL%eanings" oflthings,rto look beneath the®surface
meanlngs and see what 1sm"really happenlng" as the
expression goes. Part ofﬂthls ablllty to interpret thlngs
e and events 1s thewknowledge-of "appropr1ate" expressrons to

'

. be used 1n the* 5chool settlng Frequently I heard student

o \J . 9 g
glve adv1ses"‘Such as the followlng

'\.v

r e

. 7 g ¢ ¢ k g )
"You must neyer ment;on low ab111ty class ,only e§ '

"}\_

‘A class hl;B ClaSSr and SO, forth When you do that

§ .»ﬁ,
vl.-\

the teach&rs Jhderstanduwhat .you mean and say, ah - =

4 " - R ‘

v
"

~yes. of courSe . (Group d15cuss:on in. February 1983) o

3
o v

ThlS 1s not“to say that the normatlve nature- oﬁ such Trules" -
and expectatlons ate always clear to sbudents at the tlme

they are in the settlng This is rather somethlng whlch

e ey i

4
becomes clear in retrospeet whqp thelr experlence is

’ 1 —f‘xav.r
compared with other student teachers' .experiences. Students
T . W '-4 ’ ) .
‘often admit-that at theé® time they were part of the setting,
the situation just "became thekreality?:

While I was in the school, the grouping Qf'classesi

- ran

v, - " into 'good' and 'bad' classes'seemed'qUEte natural'
: A%
<
. The teacher expla1ned thié for us as if this was the SR e
= .

only-: alternatlve, thlS rough grouplng But later you
' began to see the negatlve aspects of this,"
‘(Interview vith a femalejstudent)

However, and this seems to be of crucial importance, these

interactional ‘patterns are almost witho%E‘an exception seen

e



Q
as beyond th&control of the individual teacher and the task

is rather to try to "understand" it and adapt to it. A

common way of speaking about th%&?constraining‘aspect of
school life was in terﬁs of "group pressnre," "foilowing the
rules of the school,” or to "take account of the other
‘teaChers;" Typical expre551ons go like, "I think yan have to}
try to follgz the patterns which exist in the school you are
'in," or "I th1nk that you always take much account Of;the]_
other teachers,\i.e. the. group " The'need to follow such'
rules or patterns however were frequently made accountable

by taklng over, Eﬂ% other teachers definition of- the Zw g
,9‘ " o N

51tuat10n.

"I mean, one teacher 1m a school cannot 51mply actl

completely_dlfferent from all the others. I;feel

P

'that he is bedndhby nhat is happening around him
within the sthool, both because of the pupils and
.other teachers. Where I had, for instance, my last
ﬁthe q*operatlon between.teachers

!

- was excellent and the otﬁer teachers said that it

teaching practice

é@pshvery 1mporé§ht to have 1t llke that in order to
av01d evoklng fear or dlfflcultles among others.\

,

- Because if one teacher’ beglns to go somethlng on his
ow;ﬂ then it can easily affect ether teachers;
teaching and the pupiia as wel;hlltawoald create S
confusion." (Inter&iewawith?a female student)’

Although it would clearly be going beyond a-deseriptren_of

students,) views to speculate here over the reasons why.

R AT
b B
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knowledge of the foEQal orgahiiétioh of the school but.

T
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“students adapt to such "expectations," it is clear from

their talk that'the significance of these considerations are

very pragmatic; it concerns nothing less than the working

conditions of their comingﬁ%ob:

h v

"I think it matters very much where you finally end

up. I find\fﬁét the schools_whicﬁ are oﬁén fo%ﬁ;; |
‘discussions ébout what goeé oni eéc,, ao hgt sﬁfiér
as much.fquproblems, such as discipline problems,
because ‘the opeh‘rélétiohsh{p between teachers make
_them fealize:tﬁgt this is'not'only their“persoﬁal | .

problem.ﬁ'éinterview with a female student)

‘These efforts.to undefstand-schdﬁl liﬁe‘in order to
find one's bearings within it as we Wave described it;
remigds of Denscombe's (1982,“1986b) description of gaining

tuation of.a’

"competence," both the ability to recognize a si
) . ' : ' y

certain type and the ability to implement the course of
action deemed appropriate~5mongst particular community. As
Denscombe has poinéed out, and student teache - <clearly

recognize, such a comgetence does not result from a : U -

- i

>~—

requires a knowledge of how situwations are defined and rules
. X . 5

¢re used.in practice. " - " v o
. Ji - AR - ‘ o

6.2.2 Rules-In-Use
While the stable characteristics of each individual

school were discussed in terms of "school ethos,” or "school

climate," the notion of rules—in-use was the .corresponding

@ “
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wagy N

. R e ¥ .
notion applied by student teachers to classroom practices.
The concept {or other terms used to refer to the same

notion) refers primarily to the interactional patterns

" within the classroom and to the "working‘rules“ adopted

therein. Both when the student teachers' own teaching was
evaluated or planned, and also when . practicing teachers'
s _ , . . 2
practices were discussed, the notion was of crucial
importance. The following extract from my data is typical
for student teachers' views of‘entering-ainew'classroom
situation- .
: a o
"You come into someth1ng another person has created

, b
o Specific tradiﬁgons -an rms" definite

X uur"p,‘ nl ’ , '(J m

interactional;§§¢ﬁerns which the teacher and puplls
have created. §ou don't know.these patternsmand that
adds ‘to the difficulties involved in'jumping_into
another person;s role. Thislcreates uncertainity. In,

addition, you may'have'completely different oo

Y

£
Y ic{.

- attitudes than the othept;egcgeﬁrconcerning_tHe.7

methods to be used." {Interview with a female
student) = - g

. . ' ¥ L

In other ‘'words, patterns of classroom interactions are ~

<

pereeuved as dlfferent rules-in- usé But the notlon does not‘

%J

only refev to the 1nteract10nal,pattern\\between puplis and

"

3

between pupils &nd the teacher, 1t alSO refers, as.1nd1cated -

above, to the "waX of working" within .the classroom,;i.e, to..

’

the way work is organized, in the classroom.

i
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former teacher s rules. .The nextithgee quotatlons are, in my -

81

.
Al
&
\»

But although rules-in-use are seen as "constraining"
for newcoming student teachers, they are also important
stabilizing factor of classroom life and provide means of

controling the situation. The point is that rules-in-use, in

Fl

" a similar way as the'school—ethos, has a dynamic of its own,

over and-above the individuals who are part of it. Student ,

'teachersf for instance} frequently speak of bupils as being

"stuck” in the teacher's rules or methods or the

."d1ff1cult1es of 1mplement1ng somebhlng new" becauSe of the .

-

L
view, very 1llustrat1ve for stuaent teachers ‘fonceptlons of

"7/ RTTER . ""r,’:‘f&.’,‘
-~ ~ N e RO

rules- 1n—use- ‘“' T S

s

L 13‘4

"As 1. sa1d before, we had to- chanq&wour way of %

teaching because the puplls were not trained to do’

-o

what we thought they were. ‘This: may be\glfferent

between schools. But ‘you reallzed that: you have to
, v T oo

‘get to know the kldS and knowighat they can de to be'h

" able to dog;ome;hlng. - (Female student in a group

KN

) ) N L] .
‘discussion)~- L Lo .. v !

- The folrow1ng quotatlons are good examples -of how such

rules-in- use are central both to instruction ‘and d15c1p11n4

2o . - .
LN Rl

problems: 3' ‘ S ﬁ' o CH ‘ s W
ﬁItfwas quite“surprisihg how they’fthe pupilsj | ‘
participated in discussion, they.afe used to ithOU~Q;gm>: L

_ ] £ 2% _
bsee} only one pupil talked at a time, then the next, - ...

and so on, It was tremendous. You see, it was her

”[the teacher's] rule and you only'kept on discussing

. - .
N
A4 - - . .
v - .
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things." (Uppgjor} February 1983)
furthermore:

"...and if I used heri[the teacher's] methods, to
interact with the puplls, then I had the same powers
as She [the teacher] Then the pupils did much more
what. I wanted. I-think that the pupilstere not |
ready to take over some new methods from myself
(Female student in a group dlscu551onJ

above quotatlons imply the v1ew that in dontrast to the

school éthos, rules in-use are @argely under control of the

1nd1v1dual teacher Howevér as the theorlsts concerned w1th

.
. ﬂa‘l"\su." e

-varlous strategles" teachers and studént teachers use in

y-

‘such factor, but in .similar way as an "official"

LA

order t¢ come to terms w1th their prqplems and dllemmas have

B

p01nted out, there are constra1n1ng factors wmlch are

instrumental in determ;ning thé parameters of .such tules
i . ey RN B s

(Westbury 1973;‘Sharp and Green 1978% Wood 1977; A. . \
' . ) L .

Hargreaves, 1978) Student teachers conceive of pupils aS’one'

L

|
-

-
- AN
- ST,

sociolog{st“ Students are aware that'the parameters.oﬁ

classroom 1nteractlon are not ~com letel "imposed" but, have .
S p Yy pos UL,

to be negotlated to some extent - 7%’1 o e .

el

+ T
"When you go into the teachlno practlcum you enter

1nteract10nal rules wh1ch you receive from the other

teachers and which you are constantly remlnded of. I -

,th@nk that it depends also upon the puplls what

rules are in exlstence. I feel thatelt should e -

negotlated ‘between puplls and teacher.‘But I cannot '\

~

e~ RBa
5

R
Y

L

(SR
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o . .
Y oo . A

come up with some patent solution. for what would be
the best interactional rules.™ (Interview‘with a 'f

female student)

ThlS strategy of "negotiating" the parameters of teachlng is
Q
. central to manY'of studentuteachers' plans of actions and
. 2] «

evaluatlon of goodfaching-

o ’ LQ"I would construct a teach1ng plan and tell the

sors R J
N puplls everythlng aboutllt. Then 1t is, an emp1r1cal
) " - » " '
SR qUestlon whebher the plan is'. good or, not. (Male .
e i .student in an 1nterv1ew) ,5}' 3 i Yoo S ‘ R
* And furthermore: 'A o "- Ce )
: ‘ ’.‘0!;-'

Rt

%The . teacher should make 1t clear to the puplls that r

b
},t

he is. human and does not know everythlng I thlnk

N fggha% the teacher#ﬁs~1n full rlght to use -
B drctlonar%es_and so on." (Female student . :in an e a 5o
. ' » - : » ) - 9 »
1nterv1ew5 :

[t . ) CoL N N

2 > . " . ny
‘Another\ﬁelated classroom strategy" is to make pUpllS

'

happy Suj cess 1n teach1n \1s frequently seen i that
£ 9 k3

o . : o e : : v
contexts <'_; . -ﬁ_ , F? - . X

'% "You feel you have done angood,]ob 1f you‘have ’K

accgmp11shed mhat,you 1ntended to dO...lf puplls are ’

&

happy and you got through to them and. they feel

omfortable, (Female student Jin an 1nterv1ew)

‘.

'Puplls aremnot seen however, as the only determ1n1ng factor

~

in thrs respect‘ the general orlentatlon of the school, or

\

the school ethos,'ls also seen as*hav1ng the. potentlal of

creatlng boundarles to what is p0551ble in the classroom by

o

Lo
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\ : [V

7 : : 2 .
imp051ng psycholog1cal constraints upon teagd

I

"I think that it is extremely d1ff1¢uliﬁ”
own conviction and what you are doing contradicts
what is happening in the school. I believe that it ' g

would be one of the greatest shocks a teacher could e N

Vi,

get. I th} k that I am worrylng most about thls,

-1 -
a v

‘that my coanctlon w1ll contradlct what 1is be1ng
done ﬁut this 1s only a guestion- 05 whether you

WIll dapt to anyth1ng, somethlng you have 'been
doxn&éall your 11fe." (Interv1ew\w1th a female; f. o ;Q T
- . ! / X ‘ : #

5

- student) :.j R | N y
But in spite of " the- llmltatlons the puplls and the general) q: . {Jf‘ﬂg
orlegxatlon of . schools fﬁpose upon»the establlshment of frg; U;i&a f(fn
. classroom rules,' student teachers place much falth 1n the.‘ Fliigd{y

. ' S L
p0551b111ty of establlsh1ng approprlate 1Fteractfonal and ~ : .: ’
o T e

work1ng rules in the classroom Once that has been done, e,
"teachlng becomes relatlvély easy. ThlS v1ew corresponds

s Q'V' : o‘
structurlng-of classroom 1nteractlon and partlcular

[N

perfectly w1th Edwards and’Furlong,s study (1977) of ythe
y4y thelr}[

v.
v | .
! 2 .

v1ew that 1nteract10ha1 and 1nterpret1ve rdlesdbec? e, in o

b : . o
the course OF - tlme,.taken for granted by teachers and ) J o .
puplls. What makes thls plan plaus1ﬁie, and not only an '

‘unrealzstlc dream,ils that student teachers, aS/the teachersl ' S
I . - / I s

1n Edward and Furlong s=study, "know and assume that-
&

2

pupllS "know as kg&l, that in the end 1t\15 the teacher who

.. . e i ...”"
has the power: :“X\f C 2 5“ . F

»

+ : . . . ’ (H." . - 4 N -‘ .‘

R ggtfas not p0551ble for teachers to come into’ the b

ceN .. s

'!'
¢ e e RS

1." “.
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classroom and intend to be very liberal and take
pupils as equal partners, we are simply not. We
occupy different roles.‘Howevgi;)in the end we want
the powér, else nothing will be done in the class.”

(Interview with a female student)

So far we have looked at some of student teachers' situated
kY -

meanings, 1.e. as they directly rglate to their everyday

worries and evaluations. However, students frequently

N\

underpin their views with more abstract moral or pbﬁagogical

‘arguments. Such "rationalizations" often refer to the social

and

And

psychological importance of rules:

3

"I think that there must be a rule that kids cannot
do everything théy like, whenever they like...We
live in_a society in which it is not possible to do
everything and I think that the kids do not feel
secure without rules,'or at least as I know kids."
(Interview with a female student)

furthermore:

"I think that it is wors® for thé pupils if there ist
not, in the long run, yorking peace in the
classroom. If everything is always ‘upside down in
the class, . .hink that the pupils feel very
uncémfortable. I think thaf,vin the end, pupils want
rules and control, peace to work." (Male stuéent in
a group discussion) .

The aspects of student teachers' experiences we have

presented here do not constitute a part of the official



curriculum of the university and can therefore be
characterized as the "extra" curriculum of their training or
what more frequently have bécome known as Qhe hidden
curriculum. In the next section, houvo'ir, we shall look more
specifically into student teache s' perceztions of classroom
interactions, with special” focur on thei' attitudes towards
teaching itself, including the "assuwptions" uynderlying

their definitions of teachihg.

6.3 Classroom Strategies

Interpretive sociologists, especially‘phenomenplogists
and ethnomethodolqgists, have spent a great deal of energy
investigating the symbolic systems underlying classroom
interactions and the interpretive procedures to which they
give rise. Teachers' assumptibns about various aspects of
educational reality, such as *ability,“ "knowledge, "
"achievement" or the”"natural"_reiationships between these,
have gained specific attention in this respect.‘it }s often
assumed that the pedagogical views teachers hold determine
largely the kind of interactions which take place within the
classroom. The pfesent section seeks to illustrate some of

student teachers' views in this respect, focussing on their

conceptions of "instruction" and related issues.

+6.3.1 Understanding Pupils

We have already come ¢ :ross the view that

)

"understanding" pupils is essential for being "able to do

o
-
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something” in the classroom. From listening and talking to

student teachers it became evident that to "know" or "get
through to pupils" was absolutely a necessary coxlitiop for
successful intefaction with pupi.s, whether it concerns
instruction or discipline problems. This is reflected in a
repeated explanation of the difficulties students faced in
their teaching, i.e. the lack of timé they had for "getting
to know" the pupils:
"I feit that the main problem, however, to be the
problem of getting through to the pupils, to get to
know them really well. We spend all the time trying
to kﬁow each other. I am testing’the pupils, try to
find out who}they are, how I can meet‘them. They are
so different."” (Group discussion in February)
S6, subjective understanding of pupils has clearly serious
practical implicatioéns fof student teachers; %s one female
student explained: 
"I found it most difficult to undeESténd'them, how
they would see this, and try to fihd issues to
motivate them to try themselves, so that they would
read themselves... Then I realized that it was a
major hindrénce not having investigated the ‘
sitﬁafion before." (Female student in a grdup
discussion)
Thié view was clearly reinforced by the co—oberating
teachers. In one of the general groub discussions after the

latest teaghing practice, in which co-operating teachers
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participated, the view ‘was expressed by the co-operating
teachers that it was important that student teachers had
enough. time to "gét to know"'the'pupils.“ They also
expressed‘the view that the fall was not the most
appropriate time for the teaching practicum because at that
time even they themselves do not "know the pupils very
well." |

The guestion immediately arisei, what do student
teachers mean by "understanding" pupgis and why is it’seen
as important? While the notﬁon of understanding is seldom
ipelled out by.studeﬁts themselves, but is rather taken for

granted, it became clear that "understanding” pupils

‘consisted primarily of categorization or what

phenohehologists call "Eypification" of pupils; their
abiiity, social background, personal or other specific
charac%gristics of pupils. But it is importaht to note that
although the broad~méaning of "understanding” was taken for

grantéd by student teachers, categorization was not. In my

discussions with students it was evident that some -

-

categories were clearly difficult to cémmuniéate‘to
outsiders: | |
"I found that there was a wide range withi; the
class, Two or threé Qere extremely good,“understood
everything...but tﬂere were others who were not

eénough, what to say, what do you call it, eh, maybe

quick enough, and did not understénd

'¢ Uppgjeor, ngruary 1983
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everything."(Female student in an interview)
Others' definitions of the pupils were also frequently
challenged, both the university's professors but alsq the
co-operating teachers:

"This happened in my last year teaching practicum.

The teache; had defined two pup%ls”as having

difficulties with readinga for being "slow," and

took fhem aside and gave them special material. But

when I took ovprﬂ'and the teacher went away, I

did'nt eipgrience this as so ééfious problem that '

they couldn't fol}ow the others. But thisloﬁiy

prevailed, that theyfwere slow, the popcept "sio&"

was actuélly used, but the others were "good." Bu£

what is to be a slow learner?" (Feméle‘student in an

iﬂtérvieW)
But in spite of occasional occurence of such doubts over
specific definitons of pupils, categorization of pupils, -
expecially in abnormal psychological tefms, were not |
themselves éhallenged. Pupils were seen as havingi"schobl
phobia, " being "deprived," or "playing the role of a loser”,
and frequently student teachers even specifiedathe exact
number of pupils that had "difficufties"!-

Such terms or typifications, taken from developméétal
psychology, pﬁ?siolbgy, other academic subjects;or‘from
common-sense, were Seen as absolutely neccessary for coming

to terms with the class, to discriminate between pﬁpils and

for being hble to implement the "proper" method or treatment
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of individﬁal\pupils or to "ggt'fh;ough to them." It had to

do with, for example, whether or wﬁén.one‘should raise

’ <
specific problems with other teachers or the headmaster,
when one should talk t0¢a?ésychologist about individual

pupils,'and so on.

However, although such cafegbrization has some taken

for granted practical implications, most of them do not. The

situation is "problematic" in the sense that there is no

[hees

“cOokeryvbodk" khowledge - no "recipes" attached to most of

, ) d a
these  labels - which makes actions "flow" from such

definitions. The following .guotation is an exémple of this

ambivalence involved in relating "theory" and "practice." A

female student is describing what she felt absolutely
necessary for teachers to know about a class:

"I, would like to know something about their
N ™ " ) .
cognitive and personal development. Take adolescents

foi example, I would like to know abpﬁt their

situations, their social situations, their physiéal |

deveélopment, reasons for what happens in'.the > ‘X;

classroom. Then you start to think about‘thé_social

‘background of each individual student, .and, how he. -

is, his needs, who they are and what you havejbeens_

doing: Is it the conditions in the schéol which

?

explain his behavior, is it my teaching methods, the °

goals, do they not fit, does the material not,

interest him? Is something wrong with the stuaent,.

~ something physical, social? (Interview with a ‘female
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student)
In the coming section I shall’attempt to show how this
notion of "understanding" pupils and student teachers' ideas

of instruction fit together.

6.3.2 Instruction

"The  notion of "instruction," as a specific issue, does
not occupy considerable space in student teachers' talk.
When it does, however, it tends to be posed in "progressive"
terms, such as”in terms of "gquided choice," "favourable
~conditions for learning,” or "training of pupils to search
for themselves." The tegcher‘is even seen as not capable of
"teaching," he merely "provides cohditions" for learning. “ .
"Learning is a process_within the individual." However,
almost all the data reveal the central importance.given to
"didactics” by students as one of the most important and
useful preparation for teaching.'’ Didactics, both
"specific" and "geheral,"‘is not only seen as one of the
most iﬁportant preparation for teaching, but also one of the
most:zommbn complains over what was lacking in their,
preparation for their student teaching.

In students' view, "didactics" refers primarily to
methods for organizing and transmitting the material. This
corresponds to the view of teaching we havekfepeatedly come
‘acrcgs, i.e., as a queétioh of "method" or an "approach,"
something like a technigue the teéche; performs:

'’ See question 14 in appendix A
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The teacher has really nothing to do with learning.

~Ledrning is of coursé a process inside the pupil
himself. However, it is really the methods whigh
matter, methods 'which the teacher often creates."
(Interview with a male student)

THis instrumental notion of teaching clearly penetrates

student teacheré' everyda& vocabulsry. O@ér the first few
days at the university I frequently heard students use the
concep£ of "input" (Innlogn) without knoﬁing exatly what was
meant by it. Scon I found out that the term, which in
Icelandic has the same connotation of "putting in," was used
‘by student teachers to refer, in a very wide sense, to the
act of "introducing something new" to pupils, to "introduce
the material," or something of that sort. Bﬁt although this
meéning was taken by students as self-evident and not in
need‘of any further legitimation, some difficulties emerged
if they were asked to comment upon or explain its meéning in
more specific terms. The‘following part of a discourse was
characteristic of the responses under these circumstances:

Student: "I think it is absoiuteiy‘necessary,to have

rules about silence when input takes place, i.e.

when the'teacﬁer is transmitking something, so

everybody can follow." _ ' ;B

I: "Input into what?" ,

Studeht: "Into the class.”

I: "Into the pupils?”

Student: (annoyed) "Into the class!™
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This instrumental view of instruction was also reflectéd'in
student teachers' comments on a given statement in the
guestionnaire.'® The statement the’student teachers were
asked to comment on was something like, "I *aught these
"poor" kids semantics for six lessons but afterwards I
realized that they did not learn anything." 5urprisingly;
none of the respondents, who were about fifty per cent ¢~
the group, did criticise the view that the teacher is -~
actually teaching although no one is learning! MbSt of the
comments concerned things li%e "bad expression," the teacher
[ ,
was "badly organized," that semantics was not taught in the
primary schools," or something of that sort.

Interestingly, this technical view of teaching was not
seen by student teachers as opposite to the
"individualistic" oriehtation of the n;w, progressive,
approaches. In their opinion, all instruction is in a sense
a question of "method," whether it is the "traditional™ or
"progressive" style. The traditional style was not dismissed
because it was "wrong* but primarily for how "boring" it is

14

but also because such "feeding" style is seen as producing

‘more "passive" pupils than the other:
"I not not really think that the outcomes of the .
traditional method and the newer hethbds are so
different. However, it seem to me that pupils from

the so-called open schools are more active and

independent than the others, and in that ﬁensé, the

'®* See question 16 for détails. -
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newer methods have advantages over the'oﬂhér. You

J

can actually see the dlfference bgtween schools in
2

how pupils work. But I thlnk thl@@ls(pﬁlmarlly a
. K 0 "

student) ‘ﬂif?¢,J

However, the "open" schooks, w1th tﬁe1r "new".mcthods, are
not seen as produc1ng radlcally dlfferent "outcomes" in
terms of knowledge or skills. Or as one student expressed it
when discussing her experience in an "open" system:

"Well, it went alright, the kids were happy and I

was happy as well. But you never know what 1is

accomplished. I have some doubts sbout this open

systeéms in which children are supposed to learn by

themselves; the kids are extremely clever in

pretending, having these copies in their hand, read

perhaps &he first pages.” (Group discussion in

February 1983)
With respect to this emphasis upon instruction as a
"technique" or a "method" it is not surprising that
generally students see "good oﬁgani2a£ion" as the primary -
means for suécessgul teaching.IHowever, this should not be
taken to mean that a ";ethod" is all thaﬁ it takes,
instructicn is not seen by students as an isolated issue but .
‘a part of much larger context, presupposing as we saw

3
"understanding,” and being constrained by various external

\

factors such as exams and the official curricula.
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We shall, following Schutz (1970), characterize these
"external" constraints on teaching behavior as imposed

n

relevances upon student teachers' definitions of the

situation.

6.3.3 Imposed Relevances
As we have repeatedly emphasized, student -teachers do
not exberiénde themselves as free agents in the classrooh.
They aré both aware of the many "cons;raining" aspects of
the schools and also of the contgadicgory goals of the
educational system. We have seen how the broblehs of
"getting through fo the pupils" or "understanding" pﬁpils
are central to students views of instruction. And in line
with the "progressive“ ideolog}, pupil§ are se;n as
"different” and in need of different 7treatmeﬁts,ﬁ which
presupboses, as we saw, "knowledge" of each individual
pupil. Hence, every student/ﬁeacher "knows" that the
pupil/teacher ratio and mixed classés are closely related t
the nature of instructioﬂ/gggsible in the class:
"In these large classes you always get stuck in
these teaching methods, doing some rodtine stuff and
there‘are always some pupilé who are far ghead"and
others who do nét understand anything. You have
Qméybe ten pupils who feel_comfoftable and are
following what is happening, what about all the
others?" (Female student in an interview) -

So, although most students would prefer, under ideal

&
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circumstaﬁces, mixed ability classes, ‘under present
circumstances they see such an grganization of classes as a
poor alternative: | .
"I bélieye that with respect to the system as it is
to day, I think it is impossible to have mixed |
ability classes és most of them are noQ;..both those
who are ahead and those who ére'beﬁind get lost in
mixed classes. It is terrible to see kids who have
given up try;ng to follow tﬁe others ﬁaybe¢ten years
oldi and being fifteen now. They‘dnly sit and watch

the floor and have no chances of. keeping up." (Male

student in a group discussion)

"Such and similar views were behind the "facts" that 55 per

cent of students .preferred the "same age" and'"similgr

ability" organization of classes and only 22 per cent "same

age" and "different ability" classes.'’ These views were
also behind the;;fact" that almost 40 per cent of students
mentioned "dlass organization” as "number one" problem they.
faced in,the teaching practicum.

Exams-and the "official" curriculum are also factors

A

which are seen as imposing considerable constraints upon

instruction. First, studepts "know" that it is exgectedfby '
’ \

teachers, headmasters and parents that pupils have

]
sufficient an;ledge to move up to the next grade:
"When the pupils move up to the next gradeg above

'?Almost without an ekception; students remarked in the-

questionnaire that under existing circumstances nothing else
is realistic. See question 10 in appendix A.



97
then it is expected that they know enough to:leave‘
this class and the teachers do not take any chanc-s
of giving their pupils.less preparation than other

~.

— . o
teacher." (Interview with ‘a female student)

7 v _ . N .
The exams and the choice of curriculum material are also

closely related to 'the evaluation of teachers' "competence, "

particularily as it concerns the National COmpreheﬁsiQe
R . .

Examination (Grunnskolaprof). Hence, "gettlng them through"

becomes the teacher's ma1n concern . when it gets near to thls
B . | .

exam:
"The teachers are of conrseAalweys trying togsé&é
‘their own skin as everybody towerds these'eﬁams.;.in
which they are eutomatically evaluated thlS is whatfr

7most teachers think." (Male student 1n ‘an.- 1nterv1ew)

And furthermore. ;. i

"Teachers teach mostly what they expect w111 be‘f“

"

"asked about in the exams. You may wantntoytra1n
pupils in some Skills to do this or that, butvthéta.iu]¢.'

is not what will be;aSﬁed about on the National

Comprehensive Exam." (Male student in ‘an interview)

But aSide‘from this pressure»from the, National Comprehensive
gggm, and the "exXpectations" of*teachers, headmasters and 5
‘parents, student teachers see major d1ff1cult1es 1n the® 1dea
;of deneloplng their own teachlng materlal,'whrch makeS'the
'"official" cyrriculum material the only‘"fealistic". o
alternative: “ B

"If you want to prepare §our own material which , -

[
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would satisfy you then this job would become a 24

hours a day job. You soon learn to do what is

pfactical and possible." (Intérview with a female

student)
And finally, pupils themselves are seen as putting pressure
on what should be taughtg

"Similar things must be taught within the same

school, else the pupils will come aﬁd ask why they

-~ do not learn the same things as the others." (Female

student in an interview) ] | 0

What I have tried to show in this section is how
student teachers' definitiops of teaching, of instruction
and other aspects of the teacher's task, is posed in a
cohtext which explicitly takes account of the interactive,
-material and idé%logical constraints upon teaching behavior
and structures "realistic" alternatives of actioné. However,
it is important to note that these definitions, and actions
congruent ﬁlth .nese definitions, are primarily aimed at
’"getting b.," :o make'good'impression, to ~anile |
"problematic si:uations, or to gain recognition for their
abilitylto conceptualize school reality. In this,way,
student. teachers' sense for social structure is "mediated"
through their situated Qwh "culture," including their
interests and goals.

Thrbughout this discussion we hagg\dh occasions come
across the notion of "competence" as an éiplanatory device.'

In the last section of this presehtatiqn we shall try to
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focus more explicitly on the meaning of "competence," how it

functions and what it signifies.

6.4 Compétence Anxiety
In the recent sociological litterature on teachers the
concept of "membership competence" has gained inéreaged
attention. Formally, the concept refers to the quesfion of
"what it takes to become a competent member of a group.”
r—~—~~UHowever, probably the mdét visible indicator of this
g ruggle to become "competent" is the feeling of "competence
at§?etpu" In this section we shall try to focus on student
te#éhéfs' competence anxiety as it is found in their
péré&QEEQB/BT\{@e "social significance of noise," their
; . .
*pneggntation of;self," and their feeling towards "going out
N
to téach.j/"f//

d

\//

6.4.1 The Significance of Noise

We havé already seen that part of students'
"ethnographic" work conducted in student teaéhing consists
in finding out the "real" meanings of things and events. to
locate specific meaning within their préper context. One
such specific meaning was attached to "noise" in the
classroom.‘The point is thgt "noise" is usually related to
"discipline problems" which again is ;elated to the iceal of
teachers' "competence:"

"I mean, there are these demands from the schogls

that you keep discipline, and nothing is suppsed to
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to be heard from your classroom and you become

really afraid of not being able to copé with this.

There are different demands from the schools and

from different teacher, but most often you are

judged by this.” (Male student in an interview)
This relation between noise and expecﬁatibns and‘competence
is.further associated with the idea of ﬁcampetition" between
teachers. '

"I have the feeling that there is so much

competition between teachers and as a teacher ydu

are always afraid that there is too much noice in

your classroom but not in the next classroom. What

do the other teachers then say?" (FemaleAspudent in

an interview)
What is at stake-is the other teachers perception of your
competence as a teacher. A "competent"” teacher.is one wﬁo,
among other things, can cope with the discipline problems in
the classroom and keeb pupils quiet: Hence, one of the more
‘important "strategies" student teachers plan to adopt is
what De;scombe (1982, 1980b) characterized as "Keepin 'em
quiet" strategy.

This strategy is one of the primary examples of student

teachers' contextualization of classroom life, i.e. the act

of locating specific meanings of classroom events in a wider
set of social values operating in schools. In this sense,
noise has even more to do with "extra" classroom relations

than it has to do with the teacher-pupil relationship.
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6.4.2 Presentation of Self
Discipline problems are not'only an indicatéf of a
teacher's 1ncompetence ampng established teachers, but is
\\
also an issue of significance among students themselves It
was evident that in the group discussions, students ténded
to discuss discipline probl;ms in much more general and\

impersonal terms than in individual interviews in which \hey

talked more explicitly about their own experiences of_such\

A

) Y
problems. However, soon I .found out that discipline problems\
. \\‘

were discussed much more, and more'openly,.at that time than
ever before
"In the last year QQg] r, nobody.would recognize
that they were having discipline probl&ms. I think
it is rather difficult for teachers to acknowledge
that things ére not going well with them." (Female
sfudent in an interview)
Thjs seems to point to the dilemma Lacey'identified in his
study (1977) of student teachers at the University of
Sussex, that is the dilemma of communicating experienced
problems in brder to "share" these broblems and try tg push

towards a solution but on the risk of damaging their

"professional” image. At the final year of the program, this

temptation to "collectivize" such prdblems seems to have

gained priority:

r

"This is really the first time I find discipline

problems so pressing, this is probably becauséuqe
. /’ . ’
are getting so near to it." (InterView with a female

///

4
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student)
This reminds us of the tact that the student teachérs{
culture.cannot simply bé’taken as a homogeneous set oé
meanings. Student teachers are not merely coping with
"status" and ﬁtompetence" problems in the schools or at the
university but are.fighting for,a recognition in their own
group as well. This also draws attention to the function of

-3
students’ culture as an "intervening" variable between the

" v

social structure and the individual's orientation. It
becomes clear from listening.to student teachers that they
are not merely teiling each other stories of schools and

teachers, but are, as I remarked before, in a significance

sense negotiating the meaning of teaching. ‘ P

6.4.3 Going "Out" ;o.Teach | 0

As we have seen throughout this chapter, significant
part of students' considerations concern the university's
definitions of teaching. Although these definitions are
usually seén as "unrealistic" and "out 6f'tCUCh" with the
reality of the primary schools, they continue to occupy
théir coﬁgerns and pgrspectives. This ‘is cleariy manifested
in their éelk about going "out" to teach. My “note"[from'the
.midale of februéry gives some hints concerning this feeling
of leaving the university.
*fFebru;ry 1983 | . . |
"To day I was speaking to one of the female students

who has participated in the group discussions. She
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told my how she has been 'taught at the university
to become afraid of teaching that I am much more
afraid to go into teaching now than when I went to
teach after my matriculation exam.' As she was
telling me about this, a girl about 30 years old,‘
who had been listening to us, came and said that
this was quite true. She didn't know whether she
would 'ever go intolteaching again?' Then she told
me that she had taught five years before she entered
the University." | |
If the university's definitions of teaching are
"unrealistic" and "out of touch” How does it come that
students feel they have been "taught to be afraid" of
teaching? It seems to me that ihe answer lies in change of
students' "relevance structure" concerning teaching.
e
Throughout their training, various aspects of teaching have
: becomei"problematic" which were taken—for—grénted before:
"When I went into téaéhing aftef my Matriculatioﬁ
Exam I went with complétely different ideas about
teaching. I didn't realize that there were so mény
possibilities so when I go out to teach now I feel
much more insecure than.when I went before.”
(Interview with a female student)
As the foliowing excerpt from my data indicétes,'an

important aspect of this change in relevances concern the

definition of teacher's responsibility:

"I find the number of pupils in a class really
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'frightening, that is if yoﬁ~begfn to %ee yourself as
responsible for ali.tﬁese kids, tHgt they do well
~and feel wellt",(FEméle student in an interview)

-In spite of student teacHers' thavo;égle comments‘on
preparation they get at thé‘ﬁniversity, the attention which
has been drawé towards many "unproblematic" aépects of
teaching, such as the moral aspects of the teécﬁer's role,
may'perhapsitqrn out{t; be the most lasting influences on
student teachers. Let's end this presentation of student
teachers' defintions of teacﬁing with the words of one of
the students as she e&aluates whét she has gone thrqugh at
the university: |
"I often think that the university.does not perform
its task préperly. But sometimes I feel that I am
always'diécovering new interesing things I haVe‘béen‘
taught here at the university. Many things are done
here which are coming to help you in the long run
but it is expected that you search for solutions
yourself. I know that most students are asking for
readv-made solutions to all their problems but dd
ne =1 know how these solutiqns would look like."

“In 2w with a female student)



Chapter 7

SUMMARY, INTERPRETATIONS AND IMPLICATIONS

7.1 Summary

This study was designed to describe student teachers'
knowledge of structural and cultural constraints upon
teacheré, not as abstract propositions, but as it was
realized in their everyday evaluations and plans of actions.
The purpose 'was to demonstrate that student teachers were
notl"unwitting}y" constrained by the structural and cultural
aspects of their situation but that student teachers'
everyday definitions of teacﬁing "take account of" such
factors. There is evidence in the sociological literature

that social actors, in order to participate adequately in

social life, develop a sense for social structure. Although

this "sense" of social life is usually taken-for-granted as
a "natural" aspect of our everyday life, most of our talk
and actions tend to be posed in the context of this
knowiedge of social life.

‘Given the basic assumptions of interpretive sociology,
it was-judged appropriate to coﬁduct a fiela study, using
pérticipgnt observation methods, includiﬁg observation, .
formal and infor;al interviewing, documentary research ahd
participation in students' everyday activity.

| As the previous chapter showed, a central

characteristic of student teachers' lifeworld is the

pragmatic nature of their definitions of teaching and the

| 105
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corresponding practical reasoning, or what we called

practical theorizing, in which students constantly engaged.

{

This pragmatic nature of’their definitions is best

illﬁstrated by the fact that for them, school reality is
primarily a-reality-to-cope-with, a view which is summarized
in the pressing question, "What is it like to teach?" This
endeavor takes primarilyfthe form of constructing general

définitions of teaching: of the limitations and v

possibilities involved; of classroom problems and their
wider context; of .expectations of established teachers; of
other students; of classroom interactions, definitions which
proviae a set of boundary conditions within wgic% the

student must make decisions choices regardless of personal

views and dislikes. This includes making sense of various

aspects Qf school life; of varieties within schools, of
sitGated meanings, and figuring out the "proper" vocabulary
and explanatiohs appropriate to each type of school or
setting. Such definitions are not simply given, but require
extensivei"ethnographic" or fintefpretive" work, from which
students, through constant cgmparison of individual
experiences, come up with terms like "school ethos," .
"rules-in-use," "teaching methods," etc., in order to come
to terms with school~life.

Student teachers' Strategies for coping with their
difficulties, or the difficultiés they expect to facé in the

future, such as being "extremely well organized," "keep them

quiet," etc., are posed in this context of general
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definitions of school life. In this context, which is partly

4

‘posed in progressive educationist vocabulary acquired at the

university, instruction, discipline problems, expectations
r

of others, etc., are not seen-as isolated issues, each with

its own peculiar problems and solutions, but rather as

different but related aspects of various rules-in-use or of

teachers' approaches. Some of these rules, those which
reflect the general orientation of each schodl, were seen as
beyond the control of each individual teacher, but others,
particularily classroom rules, weré seen aébpartly“under the
teacher's control. However, although such "rules" or
"methéds" operating in the classroom were seeh ag_partly the
greation o£ each individual teacher, the wider .context of
the classroom - the organization of the school, its
dominating idedlogy, national exams, class size and wic.:
set of social valué§ - were seen as instrumental in
determining the parameters of such rules. A primary example
of suéh "contextualization" of classroom lifé}was‘found in
sfudent'teachers' interpretation of noise. The significancb
of noise was not particularily that it interruptea normal
classroom activity but primarily that it was a "sign," for

other teact.. ., of their incompetence. In this way, the

situated meaning of noise had more to do with "extra"
classroom social relations than it had to do with, say,
instruction.

This instrumental view of teaching is not only part of

student teachers' "sociolbgical" explanation of life in
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schools but constituted also a significant part of their
pedagogical assumptions. Pupils were seen as "in need of"
rules, society is seen as "requiring rules," the teacher's
task is seen as to "create éondiﬁions," not impose knowiédge
into childern, or to teach children to "search for them
selveé." However, if such methods are ﬁo be épplied
successfully, teachers have to "know" pupils, their abiiigy,

personalities, and so on.

7.2 Theoretical Interpretations

As we indicated before, the bésic queétion{Pﬁderlying
the study concerned student teachersf awéreness 6f
"structural” constraints upon teaching. This\guestion_was
again part of the larger théoretical dilemma, that of
presenting social actors so mechanistically detefmined as tox
deny any self-determination on the part of the inaiVidual,
or so free to construct their social world as to ignore all
constrainks on individual action. - |

This problem has primarily been posed within the theory

of definition of the éitﬁation, expecially from the'Symbolic'

Interactionist and Schutz's phenomenological pefspective.
From that point of view, the p:oblem}concerned ;he natﬁreh_
ahd séope of student teachers' definitions of teaching,
particularily the extent to which their definitions togk
"external" constraints upon teaching into aqcobnt. As we
have preséhted the data, student teachers' definitions of

the situation were found as consisting of several elements:
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knowledge of the social organization of schools; of
expectations of others; of assumptions about the nature of
social interactions in general and instruction in |
particular; of culturai values; and of conceptions about”
appropriate strategies to cqpe'with, to some extent,
perceived problems. We also found that‘these‘definitions
were not isolated "provipces of meanings)"‘but had a strong
practical overtone, guided by'fhe>aim ofr"getting by."
 Aside from éuch "awareness" of social and cultufal
coﬁstraints, we might want to ask about the autonomy.of
‘student teédhers' defintions of teaching, i.e. the extent to
which they may be seen as‘inciuding some "active" or ‘
"voluntary" elements. éor wit;out giving some autonomy to
their definitions, it could be argued that the definitions
tHemselves.are just,"determinedﬁ»by the social setting to
which they apply. The answer to that ques%ion'dépends, vi
course, upon definitions of terms, for example what we mean
by "active" or "volunatry," in thiS'cbnfexﬁ. But while this
" problém of self-direction or autonomy has usually been
“discussed in the Kantian sense as a .question of
"self*feflection,",or in the symbolic interactionisg notion

- of "self—dialogue,“ we have already argqued that the problem

‘ié probably better stated ih terms of application of

knowledge, appropriate knowledge in given situations. In the
former sense, as an awareness of the epistemological, social

or ideological presuppositions of one's gwn knowledge, °

student teachers, as most other social actors, would
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probably not rate very high. But in the latter sense’, as the
ability to apply relevant knowledge or implemeﬁt appropriate
actions in given situations, student teachers' activity must
be seen as both "purposive" and "intentional." This might’
need some further elabé;afion. We have already characterized
‘part of student teachers' efforts as "practical reasoning"
or "practical theorizing;" refering‘primarily to sense
making procedures aithough specifiéallwaocuseq on Fhe
possibilities and limitations of sjtuq&}oha;lyirelevantv ¢
strategies. Thié.includes what student'ﬁeaqheré have torr

v

‘"know" about teaching to become "competent" members of the

teaching profession, both as actors and as interpreters.?°®

For such definitions are in no way given to student teacher.

' '

They redu}re extensive interpretive work; understanding
situated meanings, ﬁsing appropriate vgéébulary, providing
plausible éxplanationﬁ, etc.,whiéh.is mésfly éained thfoughv
practice as' we argued before. The section of "Schooi
Ethnography" was primarily intended to illustrate this
process. This, however, is not merely an individual process.
By'lfsteniﬂg to Stuagnts it became _clear to me ghat students
were not merely félling each other stories abouﬁ their

e

teaching experience, instead, they were injLace§'s terms,

{ —

collectivizing théir‘problems, but what I prefer to

‘characterize as négotiating~the meanings of school life.

N
i

j

2o This is of course only an analytical distiLction, the
point is that an action, as a socially meaningful behavior,
‘requires interpretive competence on the behalf of the actor.
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In terms of the notion of "strategy,"” perhaps the most
origigal.aad autonomous strategy student teachers conduct 1is
their definitipns themseXVes. These definitions must both
take account of various elements of school'lifa but also
meet certain requirements concerning the use of right words,
exptessions, and so forthﬂgThis means that some adaptation
ﬁ%st be accomplished; i.a. to use a roabulary and
. _expressions which are seen as plausible expressioas but
which are not so devoid of "empirical" reference‘to be
inadeduate‘to deal with the social reality of the schools.
Tha student teachers' "solution" to this dilemma is to
select>ffom the vocabulary of the progressive ideology those
words and meanings which 'both indicate’knowiedge of the new
progressive educational ideas bu; are also useful to express
“their everyday.éxperienca in' not too complicated way. Tha
'expressibhs of "inbut," "teacher's methods, " "rﬁles—in—use,"

v

"cpﬁditions fgr leafhing\" are such expressions which both
ara taken as plaﬁéible expressions but.also provide student
téachers' with def1n1t1ons or views of teachlng which are
not so compllcated and which have rather unproblematlc
1mp11cat10ns for teaching. |

So, the most important conclu51on of the study is that
student teachers' deflnltlons of the 51tuat10n do in fact
take clear accounts of, and are posed in this context, of
"structural™ and "material" consttaints upon teachers. This
means that, contrary to Sharp and Green's view, student

teachers themselves'locate their definitions of teaching in
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a context of "external" social relations, dbing exactly what
Sharp and Green defined as the task of the sociologist. But
as Edwards and Furlong (1978) pointed out, every description
of social life is the outcdme of selective observation and
interprétatidns, and no scheme of reference (theory) is the
"tfue" one, and this hol@s true both for researchers and
student teachers. So in spite of somewhat differént
.roabulary, frame of referénce or relevance structures,
student teachers and established sociologists share some

methodological principles, such as posing the problem of

"validity"” in terms of predictability. Both are in a sense

aimed at verifying certain "theories,". although in one case
it is claimed to be for the sake of ‘the £heory itself but in
the other case it is aimed at "getting by."

Fiﬁally, it is cohcluded that it is essential in
socidlogial inquiry, as Edwards and Furlong (1978)
emphas%zed, to observe people ”doing things together"
(p.154), to avo%d the crudé determinism of explaining their
behavior by reference to "external" forces which cannot

themselves be,obserQed.

. 7.3 Practical Implications

The study provided exceptional opportUhities to inquire
into the nature of the Eeaéhing practicum and the meaning
and significance it had for student teachers. It seems to be
a rather common assumption, both in theory and practice,

that the most pressing "problems” facing student teachers or

o L4

A
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new teachers, are classroum problems. However, as this study
has revealed, "classroom problems" are neither the most
important problems nor confined to classrooms alone! To say
that issues like diécipline problems or instruction problems
were exclusively confined to classrooms would bé to
seriously distorp the structure of meanings withfn“studnnt
teachers' lifeworld. |

With respect to all the work which'goeé : o student
teachers' "ethnographic" work in the above sense, it is
remarkable that student teachers, at least in this case, do
not find any help at the.university to conceptualize or
evaluate this important aspect of becoming a teacher. By\ﬁur
completely ignoring and not challenging the ideological
meanings operating in §chools and the constraining relations
students are confronted with in the schoois, and giving it
to the students themselves to understand and cope with, the

student teaching part of the program can properly be

characterized as the hidden curriculum of teacher training.

Two implications seem to follow from the = findings.
First, it seems to me that there is a pressing necessity of
. . . ' e G
providing student teachers with a conceptual framework for

"analysing schools as organizations, in which teachers are

constrained by nariqus strpctural and cultural~factor§,
ideological meanings and power relations. Itlhas'to be
admitted that education is to a large extent a poiitical
enterprise in which teachers have only limitéd control over

goal and methods, and that "good ideas" are,often dead words
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without structural Changes in the educational system.
Secondly, with respect to students' interests in
"understanding" pupils, it seems to me that tn;y would
benefit more from various hermeneutical or phenomenological
readings, which are primarily guided by én interest in

intersubjective understanding, than from much of the

positivistic oriented theories of the child development or
behavioral principles which presuppose an intersubjective
understanding for its applidation.

It is hoped that the present study, although
essentially exploratory, may bring some insight by-
presenting the familiar in a diffe;ent light, or by making

explicit what is normally taken for granted.

7.4 Suggestion for further Research

In this study, .a limited aspect of studgnt teachers'
realify has been investigated and in a narrow nontext. This
account has‘almost entirely been a static view of Stndent
teachers' views; ignoring completelx how cnanges takes place
in their definitions of teaching. Although some suggestions
about how such changes take place may be deduced from such
an account, it is primarily an empifical guestion how such
changes take place. It would constitute an impbrtant
extention‘of this study to inveStigate how new definitions
emerge as students go through their’program or in their

first or second year of service. Not by presenting their

views in an abstract form as "progressive," "traditional,"
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"authoritarian," etc., but as specific situated'definitions

of the various aspects of teaching.

Another interesting direction which might be taken as
an extention of this study is to investigate how the
cultural meanings operating in the schools are related to
the wider cultural.meanings of the society. This would
include studying the coQtent of "typifications" which are
taken as plausible in educational institutions, how such
typificaﬁions relate to the dominating ideology or hegemony
of the society, and their function in the structuring of the
consciousness and the opportunities of pupils and teachers.

" How are, for example, psychoiogiCal explanations of pupils'
failures related to the dominating ideology of individualism
or how is the situated meaning of "noise" related to wider
societal meanings of conflicts and aggression? Such an
inquiry would necessarily be concerned with what‘sdhutz’s
called an "institutionalization of relevances,” a process

. which Schutz saw as the primary mode of social control in
~society, and what many "critical" theérists of education, ’
among them Apple (1979), and Giroux (19805, see as
instrumental in the reproduction of existing social

relations.
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You are ( ) male, ( ) female?
You are ( ) years o0ld?
Your teachinc experience, not including teaching

practice, is ( ) years?

Your pre-university education is

Name of school

In your latest teachﬁng-practice;'yOUr teaching "plans"
turned out:

i ) badiy

( ) all right

() rather well ' i'

( ) very well

What were the problems you faced in the student
teaching? (rate 1 .to 5 according to significance so that

number 1 is the most significant, 2 the second most, and

. 80 on)

( ) personal insecurity with'pupils

( ) pupils' lack of interest

() ovefestimaﬁiqn of pupils

( ) discipline problems

( ) underestimation of pupils

() class-size and/or ability mix of classés
( ) insecurity with colleagues/headmagter
() tb fili'uplthe lesson

Comment

Subjects you felt to be of most use in the student
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teaching? (rate 1 to 5 according to significance so that
numﬁgr 1 is the most significapt‘and 5 the least)

( ) behavioristic theories about learning and memory

() dévelopmental and.bersonality psychology

( ) sociology and social-psychology

() pedagogical éhilosophy

() general didactics’

( ) subject-oriented didactics

( ) teaching technology and its use

Comment .

8. In what way did the above subjects help you in the

student teaching?

o
L

9. Scholastic aéhievement is primarily detefmined by? (rate
‘according to significance)
() teééhing,methodé

() teacher's interest

( ) intelligence

( ) parents' interests

( ) qualitiy of teaching material

( ) pupils' ambitions

Comment

1

10. Most appropriate combination of classes is?



11.

12,
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( ) same age and similar ability

( ) same age and mixed ability

() different age and similar ability
( ) different age and mixed ability

Comment .

Discipline problems in schools are flrst and foremost
caused bQ’ (rate accord1ng to 51gn1f1cance | to 4 $0
that number 1 1is the most 51gn1f1cant, 2 the second
most, and‘so on.)}

( ) little respect for teachers

( ) lack of control in schools

() pupils' social background

() boring teaching material - ,
(’) inappropriate 51ze and ability mix of classes
(). that the school does not meet pupils’ needs

Comment

Are exams necessary in prlmary schools?

( ) yes, they show the teacher and the puplls where the
pupil is compared to other pupils

() yes, they motivate learning

() yes, they are social neccessity to discriminate.
between those who are able to continue stpdy and- others
( ) no.

Comment -




124

13. The best preparation for the teaching .job is?'(rate
according to significance)
( ) more student teaching ﬁ
( ) discussions with established teachers
( ) more didactics
( ) more sociological and psychological thegries
( ) more emphasis on.specializations

Comment

J4l Control over curriculum content is?
( ) determined by curricuium guides .
(') determined by regulations |
u( ) largely in the teacher's.hands-
( ) decided by the headmaster
15. Do students at KHI,get(;ealistic preparation for the
teaching job? o
() no
( ) slightly
’( ) quieg a bit

: /
() yes

n

, 16. What is being discussed?

- ‘ . l . ) ’ . .
Student teacher: "...this came by surprise because this

is a small school in a good area." \\\

<

17. Discuss the following statement: "I spent six hours in
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o -
teaching these "poor" kids semantic but later I realized
g P

tha't . they didn't learn anything.”

o3
D

18. What does "conditions for learning" mean?

Yoy
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13.
14.

15.
16.

17.
18.
19.
20.
21.
22.
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Tell me about your teaching practicum experience?
What did your teaching plans involve?
How successful were these plans?

If they did, why did these plans fail?

. Of what you learned here at the university, what was of

: , ‘ ) o
most help in your teaching practice?

‘What did you finally end up doing?

What part of your teaching experience do you think will
be of most help for you in the future?

How did you try to solve your problems?

How does the school of yoﬁr dreams look?

What made you feei successful in teaching?

What were pupils' moét visible problems?

How didbyou recognize problem-pupils?

What do you feel would be the best ability mix for a

class?

Do you think that exams are neccessary in primary
schools?

What do you mean by "o0ld" and "new" teaching methods?
What are the main obstacles in trying something new in
teaching? |

What do you mean by "discipline problems?"

Why do discipline problems exist?

Why do teachers not only teach what they want to?

How do you think the KHI\preparés Stddents~for.teaching?

Who decides what to teach in schools?

‘What is the teacher's role?



