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TNTRODUCTION

1. SCHOOLS AS AGENTS OF SOCTALIZATION : A GENUINE SUBJECT FOR STUDY
1

It is an historical fact that schools have been thought properly
to function, to use current terminology, as "agents of socialization",
and though today we are accustomed to drawing a distinction between
education conceived as the development of mind, and socialization

as a ?rocess whereby a person is led to become an acceptable member of
gociety, most people would, I think, still be ready to acknowledge
that, ﬁhatever may.be desired corcerning the relationship between
schooling and education, schools do in fact accomplish more than a measure
of proficiency in the discrete subjects which f£ill the educational
timetable. It is one thing, however, to entertain a vague conviction
that the many years of compulsory school attendance coniribute to the
process by vhich a child learns to become an acceptable member of
society, it is quite another to be able to say precizely just how it

is that s?hools achieve this effect.2 -

Sucﬁ difficulty may occasion doubl: perhaps schools do not after
all have any lasting‘influence however potent their sway ma2y be during
the impressionabie years of sqhool attendance, It is certainly true
that many teachers would reject any suggestion that they were engaged
in a process which had as its goal an adult whose behaviour showed a

willing,non-raticnal conformity to societal norms. The assertion, then,

1e See, for example, the essays in McCamn, P., (ed.) Popular Education
and Socialization in the Nineteenth Century, 1977, and Silver, H.,
The Concept of Pooular Education, 1965, and Silver, H, and Silver, P.,
The Bducation of the Poor, 1974, and Goldstrom, J.M., The Social
Content of Education, 1818-1870, 1972, . "

2. Thexre do, of course, exist theories which might be seen to offer an
elucidation of the part played by schools in this process, None
at present comnand a wide acceptance, and it will aid the clarity
of the exposition of this thesis if a detailed examination of these
theories 'is delayed until certain other issues have been considered.



that schools do in fact accomplish a socializing function with respect
to that large group which is our present society may be seen as
questionable.

It'is possible to state more precisely the debatable clain
regarding the contribution of schools to such a socialization process
if a distinction is drawn between what may be called "school role"
socialization, by which may be meant the process by which children
become acceptable members of the school community, and the socialization
for later citizenship, which is often desired by administrators that
schools should accomplish, and which I shall call simply, "school
socialization",

A person advancing such a c¢laim might begin by pointing out that
there are good grounds for supposing that school role socializzation
is a process which cannot_reaéonably be doubted to be undertaken; how-

ever unwittingly, by all schools. The grounds are at least twofold.1

Firstly,iit is difficult to see how schools could even function at all
if‘this were not so. It is as surely true that schools socialize
pupils in this sense as it is that long-term members of groups
everywhere are led to acéept the standards of behaviour which are
thought necessary by the groupg! controllers. At certain times

role distancing2 is possible, and over certain matters cynicism may
be a way of life, but, by and large, clerks, convicts, waiters and .
pupils entertain similar views concerning appropriate and justifiable

behaviour in their organisations, and their beliefs are roughly

congruent with those encouraged by the people in authgrity over them,

1. -See also Morgan, K., 'Socialization, Social Mcdels, and the Open
Education Movement', in Nyberg, D., (ed) The Philosophy of Open
Education, 1975, 110-145.

2. See Goffman, E., Encounters, 1972, 73-134.



Secondly, it is difficult tosec how children could find school
at all hearable if they failed to acquire what nay vaguely he
calledj "the schoolchild mentality". If we raise the question
as to why children, and. indeed adults, should begin to think of them-
selves and their obligations in ways prescribed for then, we find
ourselves driycn to talk of basic human needs - the needs to be
lilced, to overcome the anxiety which we feel when we find ourselves in
a minority, and so forth. In so far as individuals are free of
these needs, they will remain independent of the pressures to become,
in any consequential sense, members of a group. Few adults are of
this nature, and fewer children, and so there is reason to think that
children are led by readily comprehensible pGj“cbologlcal mechanisms
into the assimilation of the schoolchild mentality.

If, then, school role socialization is a process which cannot
reasonably be doubted to occur, an advocate of the view that school
experience is part of the process of socialization into acceptable
adult membership of our society ni“t be taken to be advancing at
least one of two views. Firstly, he mi.ght be suggesting that the process
by which schools lead children to become acceptable pupils instils in
children or leads them to acquire certain values, luiowledge or skills
\7Jiich are required of the successfully socialized adult, or that
school role socialization at least provides an introduction to, or a
necessary stage towards, the later acquisition of such values, knowledge
or skills. Secondly, he might be suggesting that school role socialisation,
though it undoubtedly occurs, is not really important. Vfnat miters
is that schools do, in fact, instil values and transmit knowledge
which, whether useful or not to the school as an organisation,

are required by society to be possessed by its members.



It would seem that both these claijaa are open to investigation,
"though it io not yet clear quite what precise data a research
worker nlglit seek to locate, and wliat methods he mi/*it best employ.
At this point a choice presents itself to the 'unoommittcd enquirer.
Within limits it is possible to interpret in a variety of ways
what may be meant by "socialization", and it will be upon "Ihe inter-
probation chosen that the success of the eiiquiry in terms of positive
empirical findings will depend. It is necessary, then, to preface
any investigation of school or school role socialization by attempting
a clear delineation of the concept of socialization bo that the
theoretical alternatives may be clearly understood.

It is, in fact, one of the aims of this thesis to sot forth
the philosophic considerations on which a reasoned decision be
EUido regarding the most fruitful way to conceive the socialisation
process, so tliat any contribution made by schools to the process by
which children are led to become acceptable members of society may be
made plain.

The opacity of these remarks nay be partly dispelled if I set
forth a brief anticipatory outline of the central argument set
forth jji the main body of the thesis, indicating the philosophic
position which provides the justification for proceeding along 'khs
particular paths I have chosen.

2. Fhllosoubic Contributions to the Study of Sooializaticn
2 (a)Conce'o'bual Analysis

In any stud*' of socialization processes conceptual problems may
be seen to arise the moment one ceases to accept the/c ifhat is meent
by "socialization" ic "unproblematic. On.e is, in fact, led rather
speedily to this vievmcint by even a cursory reading of rolavant
educational 1i uerature, for mutusJ. clwcges ox confusion have been

levelled by philcsophers end sociologists concerning ilxe concepts
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of socialization, social education and education itself, Vdiilst,
as I shall argue, the upshot of this controversy is that it

is reasor-ahle to draw a distinction between social, education and
socialization, a totally UD.contentious yet Informative explication
of the latter term has not, to ray Icnowlodge, yet appeared in
educational, writings.

This absence of accord does not appear to be confined within
the pages of educational journals. In the literature of several
disciplines ~ social anthropology, psychology'', social psychology,
sociology ~ one encounters diverse definitions, though some of
'bhsse do betoken similar assumptions. But there is none, as far
as I am aware, which is informatively precise and cepable both of
commanding- general assent, and of revealing the particular theoretical
standpoint from which the definition issues. This recuiring discord
prompts one to doubt whether a rapid dissolution of the problem of
the “oc3.n:ect" meaning of "scci.alization" may even in principle

properly be soumit b*/ recourse to short definitions found
in diverse fields of intellectual enquiry. It might in fact be
suggested that the practitioners in these disciplines are offering
a scientific refinement of a commonsense notion, ard. that it is to
ordinary usage tliat we must look to clarify the meaning of the terra.
Tills, on investigation, does not appear to be a very persuasive argument,
for although the terra was in use prior to its employment by social
scientists, it has only subsequently at the hands of those scientists
gained what precision it now has in everyday discourse.

In s'ach circumstances, one is led to consider whether an
explication of "socialization" may not call for the kind of conceptual
analysis which is usually regarded as an expertise practised mainly
by "pure" philosuphers. However, the limitations of conceptual

analysis when applied to this particular problem arc coon evidc’nt.
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The concept of frolollzation upon which tliis analysis #B to la
e:'.u).logBd will of nececsiiy be a concept drawn from one of the
disciplines of the social sciences, an! which has olready been
defined in terms rclevscit to the solution of particular problems.-,
As such, any conclusions reached may only incidentally yield
relevant insights if we wish to employ a nominally sisillax* concept
to describe the processes of school or school role socialization.
By way of illustration, the task of conceptually analysing the notion
of socialization as it appears in two very different theories is
undertaken during the course of the thesis, and the results
consideredc

Thus, in seeking guidance on how best we are to proceed with
the investigo.tion of school or school role socialization it now
begins to appea~r not only that a precise and relevant definition
of the concept of socialization is not to be reached by conceptual
analysis alone, and hence one cannot move straigirt from the analyci.c
of the concept to the gatheriiog of empirical data, but that a
cubstantial part, if not the whole” of a theoretical apxn?-ocach may
have eildrr to be accepted or rejected; Accordingly, the main
philosophic contribution to the study of school or school role
socialization may be found to lie not in the conceptual analysis
of "socialization", but in a kind of mota-thooretical investigs.ticn
into the most appropriate theoretical approach to be adopted,
2 (b) Theories end Research Auurcaches

In assessing the merits of iheoreticsJ. approaches the issues
may bo clarified if vc ii-wolce a distinction dra%m by Laadan vitloin
the class of what arc usually called "scientific theories" bet\;ce3i

J
two sorts of prepositional networks* Ijuudan illusirates the distinction

1* Laudan, 1,. Pr.n'Toss and its ?rdblt—’o.s* Towards a Theorqv of F:cionti.'".c
BfeaSlis 1&77, .'1.
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by noting first that we often use the tei-m "theory" to denote

a %-ery spécifie set of doctrines, hypotheses, axioms or principles
which can he used for makjng specific experimental predictions and for
giving detailed explanations of nntuz-al phenonema. Examples of

this type of theory would jnclude Mazifoll *8 theory of electromagnetism
and Einstein’s theory of the photoelectric effect. By contrast,

the term "theory" is also often used to refer to much more general,
far less easily testable sets of doctrines or assumptions. For
instance, we speak of "atomic theory" or the "theory of evolution".

In each of those cases, we are referring not to a single thecr”~ but
to a whole spectrum of individual theories. The term "evolutionary
theor’T-", for instance, does not refer to any single theory, but

to an entire family of doctrines, all of which work from the assumption
that organic species have common lines of descent.

We are accustomed, then, to referring not only to specific
theories but to collections of theories based on common conceptual
features, fundamental analogies and so forth, Txiere are, ii fact,
various criteria by which groupings of theories may be composed,

Kuhn, ) for example, relates theories by recourse to his notion of

a paradigm, whilst I..aicalos2 employs his concept of '"negative

heuristic" to compose 'Scientific research programmes", and laudan-*

writes of "metaphysical and methodological, commitments" which individuate

"research traditions". Ixi<*thiG thesis these criteria acee examined

1. Kuhn, To% Olee Strugture

il i w

of .Scientific Revolutions, Chicago, 1962,

xw

2. lakatos, 1,, 'Falsification and the Methodology of Scientific
Research Irograjrmcs ' in lokatoB, I, and itegrave, A., (eds.)
Criticism and The Grovrth of Knowlelzo, 1970, 91-196.

5. Lauden, L., op* cit., 78,



and it is suggested that the means by which theories may bo
collected together chould have reference to the probleza one
washes to solve. For our particu].ar purposes it is suggested that
theories may be assigned to separate '"research approaches" end, as
a first step towards determining which is li:e!” to be the most
fruitxtil way of investigc,tin.g school or school role socialization,
I distinguish two research approaches to the investigation of
socialisation processes.

Tlie first research approach raay, following Dawe, ' be called
the "social systems research approach". I argue that, amongst others,
the socialization theories of D-iirldieim axid Parsons are in accord with
tills research approach, since both these theorists appear to accept
its characteristic perspective. For example, they deal with social-
zation prirxarily in the context of the question of how social stability
is to be maintained in a society, and they assume it is maintained
I>rincipally by citizens being led to hold certain values, It is,
In fact, a fundamental assumption of this research approach that
societies are held together by affective bonds, whether these taJce the
form of moral solidarity or loyalty, as favoured by Burklieim", or
the acceptance that the 'turmoil of Freudian desires should only be
permitted expression in cer'bain forms, as Parsons—V seems to suggest.
According to this research approach, once these affective bonds
have, been forged, then, given a continuing objective situation in which
the values hold by a society’s members are conducive to social stability,
1. hawe, A«; 'The Two Sociologies' in British Journal of Sociology,

vol. 21,1970, 207-218.

2, In luridieim, E., Moral Education, Glencoe, I96I*
5. 1In Parsons, T., 'The School Clans as a Social System; Some of its

TIhr.otions in Aunerioon Society', in Harvard Educational Review,
vol. xzi:{, 1959» 297-510.
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public order and the smooth of oocie'by aalll cease to be
a problem.

A further clarifioatory point ,1s ncoeEsary In this iirbroduotoxy
preview. This concerns the aim of socialization processes as it
is conceived by social Systems theorists. According to these theorists
the aim of a socialisation process is to lnouj.Cfts or foster a range
of valuese Thet” values are distinguishable in that they are, or
are thought to be, conducive to the stability and preservation of the
smooth functi.oning of the group* Tlie u3.tim8.te justification for the
operation of socialisation processes, for social &"3termns theorists,
then, ¥3.11 Jiave reference to the maintenance of what may be called the
group’s "way of life'"*

Actuedly, when focussing on the group called "society", social
systems theorists v/rite variously of the justification of socialization
processes as being "tlie maintenance of social stability", "the avoidance
of civil unrest" and "the preservation of the smooth running of society",
There is no common or agreed form of words. TITie connotations ara roughly
similar, however, and lead one to recognise tliat another assumption
is here being made. This is tliat societies &iid indeed any other group
which operates socialization processes, has a function to pcrfoim.

1 the case of the group called, "society" the function may perhaps

be described; as I have indicated, as the preservation of a certain iray
of life. This "way of life" includes such thing®s as the organisation
of insti'tutions and religious wvrorsliip, the distribution of property

and tlie enforcement of certain ways of behaving# bhen the topic under
discussion is not society, but the group which is comprised of members
of a school, the justification for the operation of socialisation

processes may bo f.upposod to be the education of pupils# Tiie
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Goolalization processes \faich operate with respect to pupils in
schools, or to members of a society” then, have as their aim, according
to social systems theoriH”ts, the inculcation of values which are
conducive to the group’s functions being fulfilled. Nominal members

of these organisations who fail to acquire these values are thought to
be deviants or unsuccessfully socialised persons, or even unsooialisod
persons, and Bj.e subject to various kinds of sanctions or oven
expulsion.

Supported by these assumptions, a theorist working within the
social systems research approach might in his attempt to investigate
school or school role socialisation try first perhaps to specify the
values which schools foster in children. 1In the investigation of
school socialisation the values may or may not be those thought
necessary by schools to preserve order within their irails, The revealed
values must, however, be related to those by which it is supposed that
social order is maintained v/itMn society. To the extent that this
is achieved; positive findings regarding school socialization will
have been located.

Under the second research approach considered in this thesis,
which I shall call the "ethogenic"j approach to socialization, a vczy
different perspective is advocated. 1In considering socialisation, the
starting point is not immediately a view concerning the maintenance
of civil order in the sense of avoiding large scale civil unrest,
though the justification of socialization processes reixains the
maintenance of a group’s or society’s "way of life" and the discharging
of its functions. It is, in fact, tacitly assumed that social order
is not under any imminent threat from any violent faction. This being

the case, other factors vliicli affect the smooth running of social

1, For the origin of the term "ethogenic", see Eazvre, P. and Second, P.P.,

The Pr:'lcnation of Sncwlal wfraviorr, 1972, 9.
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life may bo more readily investiesuGd* Ebhogenists thirl: of the
collective' social life wMch comprisos a oocieiy as be:tixg composed
of myiiad ood.al interactions arhinh are soon as having to be
constructed on a moicent-to-momezit basic by the application of, and
adherence to, cei'tajja rules« For the raainteiiance of social order, then,
a society’s citizens need to be knowledgeable about, and adopt in the
adherence to, the rules wliich social intercouz'se. Operating
with tills perspective, socialization would be viewed as the process by
wliich children, and indeed all new members of groups, learn the rules
by which social intercourso is properly conducted within those groups,'
Tn the application of tliis research approach to school social-
ization, the suggestion would bo made tliat the ability to handle
countless adult social interactions requires as a forerunner the actual
experience of interacting with people in a more formal, rulc-govcmed
fashion than is often found within the family, end that since the
most frequent and sustained "formal" contact v/Mch children have outside
the family is at school, it is therefore proxoislng to look at the chi3.d’s
experience of inter-acting with teachers end other pupils to leaaxi something
of the development of the knowledge of interaction rules. One central
feature of the investigation of school socialization would then simply
be the attempt to discover the rules governing pupils’ social
intercourse in schools. This would in part constitute an investigation
of school role socialisation. It would then be followed by an
attempt to determine the relations between the roles for conducting
encounters in schools end those :hi adult Bocicty.
In this thesis, then, I propose to set forth two reseer-ob approaches.

I shall tr"/ to argue t/iat the social systems research approanh as it
1. The responsibility for this interpretation of socialization io my

own. To ®* knowledge, no ethogenic tbeoriot has written at length

explicitly on the topic of fvciali.sation, and certainly not on
school or school role socialization.
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j)f,s been or may be applied to sohool or school role socialization
is so beset with difficulties that consideration imist be given to
the possibility of adopting an alternative- That alcemalive, I shall
suggest; may be that which I call the ethogenic research approach., and
1 shall attempt not only to explicate its identifying characteristics,
but to outline the features of possible theories of school and school role
socialization based upon it which are free from serious conceptual difficulty
and susceptible to detailed empirical development.

Di attempting to accomplish these matters it is clear tliat my
arguments will rest on the criteria employed .in the appraisal of
theories and research approaches, and I shall in the nexxtb section .indicate
the kind, of criteria which irould be involved in tliis appraisal¥*
2 (c) The Appraisal of Th.eories and Research Approaches

Concerning individual theories, the first question which might be
raised concerns the plenitude or dearth of positive empirical findings
to wliich a theory has led. In comparing the merits of two theories
in this respect this criterion is siirhlar to that advocated by
Lakatos1 ;m his "sophisticated falsificationist doctr.me’h Lakatos
has suggested that the crucial consideration in deciding whether
one theory is properly to be preferred to another is whether it offers
any novel excess information compared with its predecessors, and whether
some of the novel information is corroborated. Recourse merely to
this criterion may be useful, only if one theory reveals a great deal
of information and the others almost nothing at all. Otherwise we would
find ourselves having to locate a measure by which empirical information
gathered from one theory may be weighed against that from another. 2
1. See Lakatos, I,, op. cit., 91-196,
2. It has been argued that the attempt to specify content measures of

scientific theories is excromely problematical, if not l.iterally

impossible. See Crunbaum, A,, ’'Can A Theory Answer More Questions Tlnn
One Of Its Rivals? ' In British Journal of the PM.losoi.ly of Science,

vol. 27, 1976, i-14. ' ' ~
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Certainly, a mere numerical count of facts would be a difficult if not
imposgible tagk.

In addition to this difficulty which attaches to the attempt to
employ the single Lakatosian criterion, there are others. Firstly,
it would appear that two different theories, eren if they originate
from the same research approach, may not lead to the gathering of
quite the same facts. Various writers have suggested that “the world"
does not present problems to the theoretician in '"unambiguous pieces
of veridical data", ZImpirical problems arise within a certain context
of enquiry and are partly defined by that context. Our theoretical
presuppositions about the natural ordér tell us what to expect and thus
what seems peculiar or problematic or questionable., Situations which
pose problems within one enquiry context will not necessarily do so
vithin others. Thus, whether something is regarded as an empirical
problem will depend in part on the theoretical. commitments we have made,
and consequently two theories which are to any degree successful
will reveal different, but not competing, facts about the world, for
they will be addressed in some degree to different problems. We camnot,
then, simply invoke numerical positive findings as the single criterion
by which to decide whether one theory is to-be prefeljréd to enother.

Weither, it may be argued, can we proceed simply in the opposite
direction and discard cne theory in favour of another if research guided
by -one theory produces negative findings or anomzlies. The reza.sons‘l
for this are, firstly, to abandon a theory because it is incompatible
with the data assumes that our knowledge of the data is beyond question.
Once we realise that the_ data themselves are conceivably questionable,
the 6ccu:c'rence off negative findings or anomalies does not require the

abandonment of a theory, for we may choose to direct our doubts towards the

1. Tor emplification of these points, see Duhem, P., The Aim and Structure
Of Phvsical Theory, Princeton, 1954, and Quine, W.V.0., Irom a
Logical Point of View, Cambridge, lMassachusetts, 1953.




data. Secondly, it imast be n:Scf.iov7lodged that tliero rury alizays be
inelrminable ambiguities in the testing situation,. In the empirical
examinciti.on of a theor}' it is an entire network of concepts which are
being put to the test, and should a prediction turn out to be erroneous,
rather than abandon the theoiy we- might seek to locate and rectify
internal misconceptionc#

Tills last point conveniently leads us away from the appraisal of
theories by reference to empirical findings towards a consideration of
their conceptual strengths and weslaiesses. An examination of the
conceptual features of a theory may merge into a consideration of the
merits of its related research approach, though it is possible to limit
one’s questions i.n the first instance to features of the particular theory.
Difficulties of a conceptual nature which afflict individual theories
and not related research approaches are often methodological, that is,
related to the gathering of data which would support or woalcen the
theory, and it is with regard to this point tliat individual theories
are examined in this thesis.

I turn now to the appraisal of research approaches. In discussing
the social systems and ethogenic research approaches 1 distinguish
serrerai conceptual features of the kind Kuhn calls "metaphysical paradigms"'
which help to constitute these research approaches, I suggest that
the questions we must raise in the appraisal of these meta,plysical
paradigms are two-fold. Firstly, we must determine the extent to which
the analogies which comprise the metaphysical paradigms are beset with
difficul-ties irrespective of their application to problems of school or
school rolG socialization; and, secondly, wo must enquire if the analogies
are being stretched too far when they are so applied* Tills latter
question reflects ry acceptance of Xuhn'’s vieJZthat the most decisive

reason for ceasing to employ particular metaphysical paradigms is

1. See Kuhn, T, op, oit,

2. ibid., 52-91.
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likely to arise from the analogies failing to cast liglit upon the statea
of affairs to which they have been extended, 'hi addition to the
g'.ppraioal of metaphysical paradigms, critical attention is also dir-
ected towards the ontological ooioraitiaents and methodological principles
by which research approaches are also in. part constituted. Finally,

it will be argued that it is pertinent to enquire whether the inter-
pretation of tlio notion of socialization end its allied concepts ass-
ociated with a particular research approach are consonant with those
which may actually be seen to be employed bobh in schools and 1i. our
society,

5¢ A Position in Philosorhy of Science

It is apparent that in attempting to appraise theories and research
approaches in the way I have outlined I am adopting a certain position
in philosophy of science. The full development of this vieirooint
requires too lengthy an exposition to be attempted here, and ny commitment
to it will perforce not here receive complete justificatory argument.

It is incumbent upon me, nevertheless, to indicate briefly aliat this
position is, so that the degree of dogmatism which underpins this thesis
is made to some degree more acceptable by the provisional nature of the
adopted stance being declared.

The position which juiforms this thesis may in part bo characterised
by the concern I expressed about the conceptual difficulties which attend
theories and research approaches. Expressly to make the absence of
conceptual difficuJ.tics a mark of their acceptability is to move away
from the notion of empirical truth as the decisive criterion, and, as
L?iudan has pointed out:

'he, few scholars who study the n&tiure of
science have found any room in their models
for the role of conceptual problems in the

rational appraisal of scientific theories.

1. Laudan, I,.. op. cit., 47.
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IMpiricist philosophieB of science
/(including those of Popper1 , Camap, %

and Reichenhach' } and even less strident

empiricist methodologies (including those

of Lakatos'”, Collingwood” and Feyerahend”)

- all of whom imagine that theory choice

in science should be governed exclusively

by empirical considerations - shnply fail to

come to terms vrith the role of conceptual

problems in science".

Moving aivay from individual writers and towards schools of thought,
Laudan also points out that, on the subject of theory choice, induotivisti
niglrb offer the general advice '"choose the theory with the highest
degree of confirmation", and falsificationists might say '"choose
the thcoiy with the liighest degree of falsiflability". Both pieces
of advice would appear still to refer only to empirical considerations.

Laudan*s remarks are made in the context of explaining or
reconstructing the actual historical course of science, his contention
being that scientists have aJ.wa.ys been as much concerned with conceptual
problems as with empirical confirmation. The concerns of the present
thesis are rather different, being principally to determine wliich of
two research approaches is likely to be more profitably embraced if

a particular problem is to be solved. However, with respect to the

1. See Popper, K., The Logic of Scientific Discovery, 1959, and
Conjectures and Refutations, 1965, and Objective Fhowledae, 1972,
and *Tne Rationalité,'- of Scientific Revolutions*, .in Harre, R,, (ed.)
Problems of Scientific Revolutions, 1975, 72-101.

2. Ca.map, R., Logical Foundations of Ibrobabilit'7« Chicago, 1962.

5. Roiohcnbach, E., The Rice of Scientific Philosophy, 1951,

4. 1f£d;ator?jL, op cit., and ’'Criticism and the Methodology' of Scientific
Research Programmes *, in Proceedings of the .Aristotelian Society,
vol. 69, 1968, 27-55.

5. Collingwood, R.G., BAutchiopra-D1Tv, I965, and The Idea Of History, 1956,

6. Peyorabend, P*. AggiliSiUIllhkil» 1975*
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criteria by -which one research approach is io he judged more favourably
o'den azioihcr, I adopt -\rhMI' I ihink -“rould he the position talc&én hy
Laudan* Hio view, I hoi;leve, ifo-jld ho that one research approach

has been, and I hold should he, preferred -to another, in proportion

as it lias led, or is lilcely to lead, to the gathering of more positive
empirical findings® while generating fewer conceptual problems of an
apparently intractable nature.

To reach a decision on these grounds would not imply the/b the
research approach adopted v/as "oor.root", nor that its fuiiJdanental
assumptions were true. Consequently-, to work witiain the confines of
one research approach rather then another would be merely to make a
tentative pragmatic decision#

A pragmatic position with respect to research approach or thecny
preference differs, as we have seen, from t}ie view taken by other
writers. To point the contrast,reference nay be made to the distinctions
draivn by 1’..aliatos2 between the three main schools of thougi'it concerning
the normative appraisal of research approaches, 3

Die first school of thought he considered is that which he calls
"cultural relativism" or "scepticism"* Adherents of scepticism regard
research approaches as Jjust families of beliefs which rank equally,
epistcmologlcally speaking. One belief system is no more "right" than
any other belief system, although some have more adherents than others.

There may be clianges in belief systems but no progress* Here lakatos

1, Laudan would recognise the earlier mentioned difficim.tj~concerning
the computation of positive empirical findings, and it would thus only
be in cases where one research approach or theoiy had over a period
of time 3ed to few positive findings whilst another an abundance,
that this criterion could be invoked,

2, La-katos, I*, 'The Ibcublcm of Appraising Scientific Thco;.'ios: Three
Approaches’, in koxral, J. and Currie, G,, (eds«) Matliematics. Science
cuid Epiqtomrlo-s 1978, 107120,

5, Lckatos vrritoo of "theorioG" in this paper,but his views arc applicable
to what I term "roscorch approaches".



-18-
mentions both Kuhn's views and Feyerabend'!'s "epistemological anarchism":
baccording fo which any belief system is free to grow and influence any
other, but none has epistemological superiority. The sceptic would

thus deny. the possibilit& of producing criteria by which one research
approach couid be judged epistemologically superior to another.,

By contrast each of the other two sohqols Lakatos considers asserts
the ﬁ;ssibility of producing such criteriar "Demarcationists", among
whose number Lakatos considers himgself, are precccupied with trying to
produce an impersdnal,'timeless criterion of appraisal which will help
us to identify scientific progress. "Elitists" deny the possibility
of constructing such a criterion of scientific progress which would
yield judgements with respect to individval research approaches, but
believe that reasoned decisions can be reached concerning the resesarch
approach it is preferable to adopt at any particular time.

The term "demarcationism" is usually associated with the problem
of demércating the scientific from the non— or pseudo-scientific, but
Lakatos useé it in a rather different sénse.2 A demarcation criterion,
for Lakatos, is one used to distinguish scientific progress from
degeneration, and a demarcationist is one who believes f;rstly, that
gcientists can discover truths about fhe world, that ié to say, can
formilate propositions whose validity is independent of the opinions
of men., Demarcationists believé, secondly, that criteria can be produced
by which it may be recognised which theories have not led, and cannot
lead, to the gathering of such knowledge. Such criferia also enjoy
the status of impersonal knowledge, though its articulation may, like
. other timeless factual knowledge, be a métter of dispute and
1. See Feyerabend, P.K., op. cit., and Feyerabend, P.K., 'Against Method!

in Radner, M. and Winokur, W., (eds.) Minnesota Studies for the
Philosophy of Science, vol. 4, 1970, 17-130.

2. Lakatos, I., op. cit., 109,
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increasing refi'nemen.t.1

Lakatos writes that demarcationists proceed by reconstructing
the criteria which great scientists have applied sub— or semi-consciously
in appraising particular theories or research approaches. When it
is found that theories, both past and present, do not meet these criteria,
demarcationists attempt to overrule or explain the‘failure of the
research approaches and theories.

Lakatos acknowledges that demarcationist historiography recognises
that all histories of science are inevitably methodology—laden and that
one cannot avoid. "rational reconstructions". Each different kind
of demarcationism = inductivism, falsificationism and Lakatos! own
methodology of scientific research programmes - 1eéds to a different
"internal reconstruction", with correspondingly different anomalies
and different "external" problems, These rational reconstructions, however,
can bé compared according to well—defingd Staﬁdards, and the history
of demarcationism itself constitutes a progressive research programme,

The school of thought that Lakatos identifies as "elitism" is
based on the negative'claim that there cannot be a wniversal criterion
éf scientific progress. Elitists would hold that research approaches
can only be appraised by scientists themselves or even by an elite of
scientists,and the appraisal is of a pragmatic kind, Lakatos charact—
erises pragmatism as the belief which is based on the denial of‘the

existence of Popperts third world:2

"Pragmatists do not deny that knowledge
exists, but knowledge for them is a state
1. Lakatos makes reference to Popper'!s "three worlds". See Popper, K.R.,

Objective Knowledge, 1972, and also, Musgrave, A., Impersonal Knowledge,
unpublished Ph,D.thesis, University of London, 1969.

2. La.ka,'l:OS, Io, OPe. Cito, 117"’8.
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of mind, or even a 'slice of li:E'e".| ‘One

theory is better than another fc.)r a person

or commmity P at a time t if it i w..

more 'satisfactory! for P at + ...

A theory is better than another if it

works better",

If now I txry to locate the view adopted in this thesis in relation
to the positions outlined by Lakatos, it can be seen that I ocawpy _
a position which might be described as mid-way between elitism and demar—
cationism. I cannot fairly be described as a sceptic in so far as I believe
it is possible to make a rational choice between available research
approaches and theories, Neither is my position simply a version of
of demarcationism, since I do not seek to locate and deploy criteria which
permit other than a pragmatic decision to be reached. I do believe, however,
that pfagmatists may employ general criteria justifying the adoption of '
one research approach and theory rather than another at a particular 'bimé,
and concerning Popper'!s third world I remain an agnostic. I am, then,
not wholly an elitist in ILakatos! sense. '
My rejection of outright demarcationism is ba.s:ad fundamentally

on the conviction ‘tha.t the quest for general criteria demarcating scientific
progress and degeneration is utopian. The necessity for pragmatic decisions
by scientists appears to me, ’that is, to be inescapable. I believe this
since there seems to be no way of knowing whether the collection of apparently
positive findings can indubitably confirm a theory as true. Recognising
this, some philosophers (notably Pierce, Reichenbach and Popper) have

svuggested that although our present theories are neither true nor probable,

1. Lakatos here is referring to Toulmin, and behind him, Wittgenstein.
*  See Toulmin, S., Foresight and Understanding, 1961, 99.
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they are closer approximations to the truth than their predecessors.;.‘l
Such an approach offers few consolations, however, since, as Laudan has pointed
out, nc one has been able even to say what it would mean to be "closer
to the truth", let alone offer criteria for determining how we could
assess such proximity. This is, of courée, not to deny that, for all we
know, some scientific theories are indeed true; equally it does not preclude
the possibility that scien‘bifir} theories ti:rough time inave not moved
closer and closer to the truth. |
I hold the view, then, that since we must embrace agnosticism
over the question of truth, scientiéts can only make pragmatic decisions
concerning the preferability of research approaches and theories, the
decisions being based both on the plenitude or likely plenitude of
apparently positive findings, and the seeming freedom from conceptual
difficulties attaching to the research approach and individual theory.
Such, then, will be the position adopted in this thesis. It is
beyond the confines of the ensuing discussion to defend it further
by detailed argument. It may be that this position will at some future
date be shown to be mtemble as a general position in philosophy
of science. On that I canmnot pronounce. I am more cdnfident, however,
that as applied to the field of enquiry which is the subject of this
thesis, it will hold. I believe, that 1is, that the arguments in the
thesis are sufficiently strong to establish that at the present time there
ave strong reasons for believing that the approach to school and school
role socialization I shall advocate l_is preferable to the social systems
research approach. |
1. Tor a discussion of some of the wéa.knesses in classical theories of
truth—approximation, see Laudan, L., 'C.S. Pierce and the Trivial-
isation of the Self-Corrective Thesis! in Giere, R. and Westfall, R.,
(eds.) Foundations of Scientific Method in the 19th Century, Bloomington,
1973, 275~306., A critique of Popper!s theory of verisinilitude is :
in Grunbaum, A., 'Is the Method of Bold Conjectures and Attempted

Refutations Justifiably the Method of Science?! in British Jourmal of
the Philosophy of Science, vol. 27, 1976, 105-136,
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In this introduction I have attempted to outline my major concerns
in this thesis, In the first chapter, however, my attention will be
confined to the problems which arise in attempting to analyse the

concept of socialization.

’
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CHAPTER ONE

THE CONCEPT OF SOCTIALIZATION

It is apparent that the description of the paxrt played by
school experience in the socialization process by which children are
led tc become accept&ble members of our society cannot’Be properly
undertaken until the concebt of socialization itself has been satisfactorily
‘elucidated. The clarification of the concept may be attempted in several
ways, and I propose in this section to explore the possibilities of various
approaches before indicating the avenue by which a relevant interpretation
may be reached. I shall begin, principally in the interest of
completeness, by remarking on the term's usage in everyday discourse.

1e M"Socialization'!" and Ordinary Language

It must, I think, be admitted at once that an investigafioﬁ of the
use of the tem in ordinary discourée is uvnlikely to prove particularly
informative, since the connotations the concept'today possesses appearv
to have been acquired from its uses at the hands of practitioners in
several disparate scientifié disciplines. It is, I believe, fairly clear
that on the rare occasions in which the tern "socializétion" ié used in
everyday conversation its meaning is heavily theory—-laden, aﬁd that
if we seek elaboratibn of the speaker's meaning, it is to the term's use
within the implied theoretical discipline that we must enquire.

This is not to say that the verb "to socialize'" or its cognate,
"socialization", were not current in the language well before they were
in specialized use by twentieth century philosophers, sociologists
and other behavioural scientists,. Accordingly, ve find the term present
ip the Oxford dictionary where "to socialize" is said to méan, "to render
social, to make fit for living in societj". Here, we scem to have the

-idea of preparing the individual for social life in general, rather
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than for citizenship of a particular country. m the dictionary we may
also find an illustration of the use of the term "socialization", drawn
from a work published in 1899, which indicates that the process of
socialization is “designed to produce the moral participant in society",
Here we have illustrated a usage which implies a concern which is

often seen as central to the socialization process: the inculcation of
values thought necessary for the smooth running of society.

It would not appear, however, that either of these two illustrations
have sufficient precision to be useful as a characterisation of the
central concept of our investigation., This being the case, and the’
analysis of conversational usage not a visblie recourse, it might next
be thought profitable to examine the disputes which have appeared in
specifically Educational writings concerning the supposed relatioaships
and differences between the concepts of sgocialization and éocial
education, for here perhaps we may find attention focussed directly
on our key concept in the context with which we are concermed.

2. Socialization and Social Education

The insistence upon the importance of the logical differences
between these two concepts has come, in the main, ffﬁm philosophers
of education brandishing the results of their analyses of the concept
of education, Philosophers1 have éoncluded that education is concerned
with the development .of mind in acc&rdance with the various forms of
knowledge., Thus Hirst writeszz
".ee to have & mind basically involves coming
to have experience articulated by means of various
1. See, for example, Peters, R.S.,'Education as Initiation!?, énd Hirst, P.H.,

'Liberal Education and the Nature of Knowledge!, both in Archambault, R.D.,
(ed) Philosophical Analysis and Education, 1965, -

2, ibid., 124-5.
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conceptual schema, It is only because
man has over millenia objectified and
progressively developed these that ‘he has
achieved the forms of Inman knowledge,
and the possibility of the development of
mind as we know i% is open to us today.

\A liberal education.is, then, one that,
determined in scope a.ﬁd content by know—
ledge itself, is thereby concerned with

the development of mind".

This conclusion has been taken as an essential evaluatory criterion

governing curricular projects which profess social education as their aim,

Curricula contaminated with the baser metal of aims which are non-

educational in this sense have been deplored as '"socialization", a less .

than wholly rational process designed to secure conformity to prevailing

social norms, Clarification of this distinction may be. made by

exanining the philosophical case upon which it rests.

The argument may begin with evidence that the concept of education

has in fact often been thought to be concerned with preparing children

for "citizenship". Here we might find cited the much quoted view of

Durkheims

"Education is the influence exerted by
adult generations on those who are not

yet ready for social life, TIts object

£s to arouse and develop in the child

a certain number of physical, intellectual
and morel states vhich are demanded of

hin both by the political society as a whole
and the special milieu for which he is

specifically destined". L

1, Durkheim, E., Education and Sociology, New York, 1956, T1.
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More recent evidence, culled from various government reports and

"goclal education™ projects can also easily be assembled. The Plowden
Report1, for example, seeg one obvious purpose of Primary education

ag fitting children for the society into which they will grow up,

and the Crowther Report2 advocates further education to help students
grow into "profitable citizens"., Again, it is suggested in the Newsom
Repor‘t3 that for the children under consideration the content of courses
should be relevant to their likely concerns in adult life. Reference
could also be made to a series of Schools Council Working Papers
inspired by thé Newsom Report. The most well-known of these publications,
Working Papsr Nb. IT, "Society and the Young School Leaver"4, gave
examples of courses believed to have been successful, These included
topics such ag "Work Experience", "Familiarity with the Adult World",
"Public Utilities" and "The 97 Bus Route',

The philosophic objection to this conflation of education and
preparation for citizenship is made on the grounds that the latter is not
primarily concerned with the development of the pupilt!s mind in
accordance with the forms of knowledge relevant in this area, but
rather with fostering an outlook which is acceptable to society. Pring,
for example, identifying preparation for citizenship with socialization,
writes that,

"Socialization is a suspect word to many

because it seems to imply not only a knowledge

1. DPlowden Report, Children and their Primary Schools, H.M.S.0., 1967,

2, Crowther Report, 15=18, H.M.S.0., 1959,

3., Newsom Report, Half OQur Future, H.M.S.0., 1963,

4. Schools Council Vorking Paper No. II, Society and the Young
School ILeaver, Hel.S.0., 1967,
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and understanding of society but

also an acceptance of the values and

norms of that society. Thus the Newsom

Report and the various Working Papers seem

as much concerned with the attitudes and

values of the pupnils ag with the know—-

ledge they acquire. Io train for citizen-

ship seems to mean that one should inculcate

certain values = respect for property, due

deference to authority, the duty to vote,

obedience to the law, loyalty to one's

country. These would be the sort of

features that distinguish the good citizen,

Therefore, these would be the qualities

that we must teach our pupils if they are

to be properly socialized. They must learn

the proper rules of behaviour“.1

This suggested difference between socialization and social education

has recently been criticized on the grounds that it contains an assumption
to the effect that the forms of knowledge are not ultimately a reflection
of societal interests. This is important since 6nce\the forms are
acknowledged to be so, it would follow that even if a teachert!s aim
was the development of the pupil!s mind in accordance with the forms of
knowledge, he would simply be deluding himself in thinking he was
purswing éducational ends., He would, in fact, be engaged in socializing
his pupils, since the forms of knowledge would simply be his society's
way of interpreting the world, though "society" here would have to

be construed widely indeed.

1. Pring, R., 'Socialization as an Aim of Education!, in Elliott, J. and
Pring, R., (eds.) Social Education and Social Understending, 1975, 20.
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To clarify.the contentious aspect of the philosopher!s claim it
is necessary to understand that the forms of kncwledge are taken
by Hirst to be, |

", .o the bagic articulation whereby the whole
of experience has become Intelligible to man,
they are the fundamental achievements of mind‘.?1

Peters has written of his agreement with this view:

"The structuring of knowledge into‘differentiated
forms of thought and awareness is not an
accidental or arbitrary matter, for there is
no other ﬁay in.which knowledge in depth can
be developed".?

Commenting on Hirst's forms of knowledgé, several sociologists,

including Ybunga, Adelstein4 and Jenoks5

have noted that they appear

to be based on some kind of absolutist conception of a distinct set of
categories. Jenck36 has pointed out that whilst Hirst acknowledges

that his forms of knowledge are "historically and descriptively socially
constructed", nevertheless they take on an ahistorical and absolutist
form. in his theorising vhich is quite wnjustified,

1. Hirst, P.H., 'The ILogic of the Curriculum'! in Journal of Curriouluﬁ
Studies, vole 1.y No, 2., 1969, 142-158.

2, Peters, R.S., Ethics and Education, 1966, 84.

3. Young, M.F.,D., 'Curricula, Teaching and Learning as the Organisation
of Knowledge! in Young, M.F.D., (ed.) Knowledge and Control, 1971, 19-46.

4, Adelstein, D., 'The Philosophy of Education, or the Wit and Wisdom
of R.S. Peters! in Pateman, R. (ed.) Counter Course, 1972, 27-39.

5. Jencks, C., 'Powers of Knowledge and Forms of Mind! in Jencks, C., (ed,)
Rationality, Bducation and the Social Organisation of XKnowledge, 1977,
23"38.

6. ibid., 33.
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It would appear that the crucial issue in determining whether
or not Hirst's forms of knowledge are sociely gpecific turns upon
the possibility cﬁ‘ there being alternative conceptual schemes which
permit coherent organisations of experience, Whether there may be
such schemes is a ~ve:::y difficult quéstion to answer, and certainly cammot
be entered into here. Fortunately, for oux purposes we may adopt
a pragmatic stance to the issue., Neither Jencks nor any other writer
has +to my knowledge produced persuasive evidence that a gociety exists1,
which cannot be taken to be simply at a primitive and confused level of
thought, whose members do not order their experience in accordance
with the categories Hirst suggests. ' Literally, for all the world
Hirst would appear to be correct, and on these grounds alone it would
seem wnobjectionable to base the distinction 'betwéen social education
and socialization on the conception of education as the development of
mind in accordance with the forms of knowledgé.

It might also be added that even if we were to accep'E that the
forms of knowledge were peculiar to our society, so that education and
socialization were ultimately indistinguishable, it would surely not follow
thaf we would have no use for a distinction beiween the process of training
for citizenship extolled by the government reports and the fostering
of thinking in accordance with the forms of knowledge, whatever their
status is taken to be, The distinction, then, must surely be allowed
to stand, and it enables us at least to declare that our interests
in this thesis are not to be in social education.

To distinguish social education from socialization in the sense

of preparation for citizenship does not, however, assist us greatly

1. Jencks mentions Casteneda, C., The Teaching of Don Juan = a Yaqui Way
of Xnowledge, 1970, but concedes that the "svidence" here is "strange'.
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in determining how we, who seek to provide ansvers to questions

concerning the nature of school and school rcle socialization, are best

to understand the concept of socialization, To achieve this aim, it

night be thought more profitable to.eschew for the present the scattered
remarks to be found in Educational literature, and to consider what insights
may be gained by a conceptual analysis bf ®gocialization”, and it is to

this task that I now turn.

3¢ Conceptusl Analysis and the Concept of Socislization

In availing myself of this recourse I proceed with certain
resexrvations., Clarification of a conceptemplbyedvﬁihin a particular
theory may only'incidentally yield relevant insights if we wish to
deploy a nominally similar concept to explain quite different phenonena.
The reason for this, and it is one which is now quite widely accepted
anong philosophers of science, is that concepts take their meanings
from the theories in which they occur, from what Feigl1 cells their
"locus in the nqmological net"., I believe this view to be quite
inconirovertible though it is still sometimes the casé that philosophers
.who operate mainly outside the philosophy of science attempt the analysis of
concepts which nominally are similsr to those employed by behavioural
scientists, believing thereby that they can ched som; light on the concepts
as they appear within theories, Not surprisingly, such philosophers
often find that they have subsequently to condemn the conceptual deployment
of particular theorists. La.hgford,2 for example, has criiicised the mannér
in which the concept of learning has been deployed by certain psychologists,
and H:amlyn3 has attacked Piaget's notion of development. (It is, of course,
1. Feigl, H,, 'Some Major Issues and Developménts in the Philosophy of
Science of Logical Empiricism! ' in Feigl, H. and Scriven, M. (eds)
Minnegsota Studies in the Philosophy of Science, Minneapolis, vol. 1,
1956, 3-3T7.

2., Iangford, G., Philosophy and Education, 1968, 75-91.

. 3. Hamlyn, D.,V., 'The Concept of Development! in Proceedings of the
Philosophy of Education of Great Britain, vol. ix, Wo. 2, 1975.
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possible that when thecorists are employing concepis which are nomipally
gimilar to those which have a usage within ordinery discourse, they

mnay dovertly and invalidly draw on the richness of implications found in
everyday language. Wheﬁ this ocecurs "ordinary language philosophérs"

may, of course, correctly criticise).

The impetus behind this kind of conceptual criticism often springs,
I think, from a conviction which involves what Popper1 has called
"the fallacy of essentialism", The "fallacy" is the belief in the
over-riding importance of definitions and their implications. Popper
is not, of course, suggesting that an improvemeht in the precision
of a formilation may not sometimes be highly profitable. His point is
that an increase in exactnesa has only a pragmatic value. If greater
precision is needed, it is because the problem to be solved demands it,
and not merely ﬁecause it is possible to clarify or refine a concept
further, something which he argues could always be the case. M‘ackenzie2
has further argued that a searching examination of the concepts employed
in a theory is most profitably undertaken only when there are strong
grounds for believing a previously accepted theory is unable to account
for.current knowledge.

If it is the case that concepts take their meaning from the part they
play within a theory and call for no greater precisioﬁ than is required
by the theory, then, in so far as we wish to solve a fresh problem,
the analysis of conéepts within particular theories intended to resolve
quite different problems, may only incidentally prove illuminating.

It is, then, only for the insights which may incidentally be
afforded that I shall examine two contrasting interpretations of the
concept of socialization., Before doing so, however, certain distinctions

between different approaches to conceptual analysis mist be made.

1. Popper, K., Unended Quest, 1976, 18.

2, Mackenzie, B.D., Behaviouriom and The Idmits of .The Seientific Mothod
1977, 105, :
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The first distinction is one which often finds its counterpart
anong philosophers themselves, Although most philosophers would
probably agree that the making of concepiual remarks was centrél to
their calling, by no means all would accepf that this was g worthvhile
end in itself, If & broad division can be made belween concepts which
find theilr characteristic employment in what with gcme looseness msy
be.called "scientific" theories, and those in ordinary discourse,
then it is probably the case that those philosophers who engage in the
analysis of the lattef, devoting their éttention, for example, tq concepts
such as "teaching", "education", and so forth, think of conceptuzl
analysis as valuable sgimply for the clarity it brings. When, on thg
other hand, philosophers of science direct their analytic gaze &t
particular concepts, their concerns are frequently wider than clarification
for its own sake. For exampie, whilst the former kind of philosopher |
may be concerned to elucidate the logically necessary conditions for
the proper use of a term, philosophers of science may be concerned with
"explication" in Hempel's sense1:

"An explication of a given set of terms ...

combines essential aspects of meaning analysis

and of empirical analysis. Teking its dep—

arture from the customary meanings of the

terms, explication aims at reducing the

limitations, ambiguities and inconsistencies

of their ordinary usage by producing & re—

interpretatioﬁ intended to enhanée the clarity

and precision of their meanings as well as their

ability to function in hypothesés and theories

with explanatory and predictive force. Thus

understood, an explication cannot be qualified

simply as true or false; but it may be adjudged

1. Hempel, C.G., Fundamentals of Concept Formation in Empirical Science,
Chicago, 1952, 12,
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more or less adequate according to the

extent to which it attains 1ts objective,

It would appear that the kind of analysis described by Hempel
is not relevant here, for its purpose is to overcome a perceived difficulty
within a particular sphere of investigation. Egually, the other kinds
of analysis undertaken by philosophers of science =~ clarifications of,
for example, concepts such as that of an "intervening variable", and
remarks concerning the proper interpretatioﬁ of "theoretical constructs! -
seen also not to be germene in that they are made with the intention _
of removing procedural dii‘ficulties.1

In addition to both these approaches one might mean by "concepiual
enalysis" simply an exsmination of the way in which concepts are used
and related within a theory. One might, for example, in considering
a theory of socialization, examine how socialization is understood by
considering how deviance is accounted for, and vhat explanatory resources
are available to deal with cases of unsuccessful socialization;

This latter type of investigation would sppezr to be the most
relevant'}or our purposes, but in order thal we may draw from the
coﬁsidered theories all ‘that is of interest, I shall begin by posing a
question which a conceptval analyst of the ordinary lapguage approach might
vell raise, The qﬁestion is whether socialization is a process which
logically can ever be considered complete, In posing this question, we
may thus proceed with both approaches to conceptual analysis in mind,
loéking for the answer to our question as it is suggested by the theory, and
also noting the way in which notioﬁs which attend upon that of
gocialization are treated.

The question we are to pose, moreover, is clearf&'of some importance

in itself, for if socialization is a process which can at some point

1 It is easy to exaggerate the differences between philosophers of science
and ordinary language philosophers. It is, of course, true that much
of the work done by the former - on, for example, the concept of
explanation = is undertaken both in the memner and the spirit of the
latter,
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be considered complete, its end-product may perhaps be called "a
socialized man", and, if so, we may need to know the distinguishing features
of such a person. If, on the other hand, the nature of the socialization
process is such that it can never finally be said to be complete, then
ve shgll have to consider what criteria may be applied to determine
the success or failure of the process.

3 (a) The Theories to be Considered

From among the various socialization fheories which have been
propounded, I shall at this point concentrate on Just two: that which
may be called the "behaviourist" theory1, and, by contrast, that advanced
by Berger and Luckmannz. Theré is no reason for choosing these particular
theories other than their relative completeness and continuing influence =
the former on psychological and social psychological reseaxrch projects,
and the latter on the thinking of sociolegists who are united in
their anti-positivism.

3

The theories are relatively complete” in that it is a fairly

straightforward matter to determine not only how the concept of socialization
itself is?to be understood, and what constitutes success and failure in
the‘socialization process, but also to discover how the related concepts
of "deviancy", "the unsuccessfully socialized person", and "the unsocialized
person", are to be interpreted. . -

It is upon these features of the theories that I shall focus attention.
For then, and only then, will it be possible properly to decide wvhether,

in the terms of the theory considered, socialization is an unending process.

1 The work of various writers could be cited here, and to some extent
the theory outlined will be a composite one. For an overview
of the literature see Zigler, E.F., and Child, I.L. (eds.)
Socialization and Personality Development, thsacﬁﬁsetts, 1977, 1-26.

2., Berger, P.L., and Luckmenn, T., The Social Construction of Reality, 1967,

3. The comparison referred to here is with theories which deal only with
paerticular aspects of socialization, such as that of Bernstein., See
Bernstein, B., Class, Codes and Contrel, vols, I-III, 1971=T75.
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(i) The Behaviocurist Theorv of Socialization

The +term "behaviourist' has a certain lcoseness of application,.
ks I shall use the term it will refer to those theorists vho thought, and
thos; who still think, that a certain set of "decision procedures" for
the design and evaluation of research is the principal requirement for an
intellectual enquiry to be properly termed'"scientific".

These decision procedures have their immediate origin in the wqu
of the logical posi%ivists and scientific methodologists whose view
of the structure of scientific theories was, in its original purity,
that such theories should be hypothetico~deductive systems1. General
laws or hypotheses should be asserted as postulates, and the consequences
of these ("theorems") should be deduced by strict logical and mathematical
rules, the theorems then being tested by experiment., Scientific théories,
they believed, differ from logical and mathematical systems only in that
their basgic terms are given‘empirical reference by operational definitions
which st;te the obser#ational conditions under which the terms may be
apﬁlied.

It is from such a view of scientific theories that "classical"
behaviourism sprang. However, as has been fointed outz, the logical toolg
for refining concepts and testing theories asgociated with classical behav—
iourism were used by later behaviourists in virtual independence of the
gyﬁothetico-deductive model of theoriging, which was found too difficult
and cumbersome for conducting many worthwhile investigations. The logical
and methodological tools actually used, Mackenzie has noted, included

" ... Operational definitions, mean;ng criteria
such as the verifiability criterion, related
~criteria for assessing the validity of hypo-
theses (vhether formally deduced from a
1. See Mackenzie, B.D., op. cit, 23,
2. Koch, S., !'Psychology and Emerging Conceptions of Knowledge as Unitary!

in Warmm, T.W. (ed) Behaviourism and Phenorenology:Contemporary
Baseg for Modern Psychology, Chicago, 1964, 12.




-36-

theoxzy cr not), and others, |
A1l these techniques; or "decision procedures", were taken to provide
a sufficient guide, even without strict adherence to the hypothetico—
deductive model, tec show not only how to evaluate scientific theories
and statements, but alsc how to put ideas into a form suitable for such
evaluation, |

In a behaviourist theory of socialization, then, an adherence to
such procedures is to be the distinguishing mark. No grand hypothetico~-
deductive theoretical system is to be foﬁndg but the use of allied
procedures can be noticed in the very definition of "socialization"

offered by.theorists of behaviourist inclinatiqna Consider, for exaumple,
the following definition:

"By socialization is meant the whole process

by which an individual born with behavioural

potentialities of enormously wide range, is

led to dcvélop actual behaviour which is confined

within a much narrower range — the range of

vhat is custoﬁary and acceptable for him

according to the standards of his group“.z
Theré is in such definitions a stress on overt hehaviour at the expense
of mental characteristics, and it is a short step from here to the limiting
of eaquiries to that which is easily amenable to measurement3. Such
definitions may be contrasted with those of opponents of behaviourism,'
such as Rafky, whose intéfest in socialization is not coloured by'any

commitment to the decision procedures accepted by behaviourist researchers:

1. Mackenzie, B.D., Op. cit., 105,

2, Zigler, E, and Child, I.,L., 'Socialization! in ILindzey, G.and
Aronson, E. (eds.) Iendbook of Social Psycholozy, vole. 3, 1969, 655.

3. Such measurement has, of course, to include the assessment of particular
attitudes or traits, but behaviourists find 1ittle difficulty in
producing cperational definitions of these.
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"Socialization is the process whereby the objective,
i.e., external and coercive world of social objects,
norms, values, institutions, and legitimations,
‘becomes subjectively real to the individusl. His
consciousness is structured in accordance with the
world view of his contemporaries and thus the
symbolic universe acquires for the individual what
William James calls the 'accents of reality'. The goal
of the socialization pfocess is an individual who
identifies with other people and situations".1
It is notable that in the approach to socialization implicit in behav-
iourist definitibns there is no reference to a distinction often drawn by
other kinds of theorist, that betwéen "primary" and "secondary" socialization.
These terms are employed by diverse writers, though they do not always mark
the same distinction.
Thus, in the Gittins Reportz, primary socialization occurs during the
period between fifteen months to three years, when significant relation-

»

ships within and outside the family are formed. For Iavighurst and

3

Nevgarten”, on the other hand, the process of primary socializatiorn is concerned

not so much with fundamental relationships as with the patterns of feeding,
sleeping, toilet training, control of‘aggression, and so forth, which need

to be established for the child. Equally, by "secondary socialization" may
4

be meant either occupational role socialization™ or the process: of induction

into ény group outside the family.5

1. Rafky, D.M., 'Phencmenology and Socialization: Some Comments on the
Assumptions Underlying Socialization Theory' in Dreitzel, H.P., (ed.)
Childhood and Socialigation, 1973, 50.

L)

2. The Gittins Report: Primary Education in Wales, H.M.S.0., 1968, 167.

3, Havighurst, R. and Neugarten, B., Society and Education, Boston, 1967, 12.

4. There are a number of works employing this concept. See, for example,
Becker, H.S., Geer, B. and Hughes, E., Boys in Vhite, Chicago, 1961.

5. See, for example, Iacey, C., The Socialization of Teachers, 1977, 20.
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T believe that one of the reasons for the neglect of this distinetion
by behaviourists is that according to their view of acceptable scientific
procedure, the outcome of the gocielization of an individual is under-
stood as the product of his "reinforcement'history" in particular situations.
This being the case, little of conseguence seems to lie in the distinction
between primary and secondary socialization, for the outcomes of both processes
are to be understood, they believe, in similar ways.

Although behaviourists have no use‘for a broad distinction between
primary and secondary socialization, they do have recourse to the idea
that people may, in accordance with their age, be said to te "at a
satisfactory level of socializatién“1. A person nmey be so described
when he has learnt to behave in the ways that scmeone of his age, cex
and group ought, in the eyes of society, %o behave, piovided it is within
his power to do so.

This has important consequences for the kind of criteria behaviourist
theoiists employ to determine whether or not the socialization of an
individual has been successful, For this view, combined with the insistence
that data be quantifiable, has led to the construction of evaluatory
proqedures which typically take the form either of inventories or scales
designed to measure individual attitudes or traits, possession of wvhich
in combination could be sgaid to constitute the successfully socialized
person, or of multi-dimensional personality tests, sections of which are
relevant to "social adjustment", An example of the former, which is,
I believe, widely.used in America, is the Stodgill "Behaviour Record Sheet"
which is designed to measure attitudes of children to determine the extent
to which they are deviant on such matters as sex, friendships and honesty.

Each child interviewed is accounted deviant on, for example, sexual matters,

1e See :DanZiger, Ko, SOCia.liZ&'tion, 1971, 31.

2, Stodgill, R.M., The Behaviour Record Sheet, New York, 1941.
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to the. extent that his completed questiomnaire reveals his difference fronm
the normal, that is, the average child, This kind of questionnaire
criterion of normalcy is also widely employed in this country. For
examnle, the "Bristol Social Adjué‘cment Guides"1 are used by many
Education Authorities., These Guides toke the form of questiommaires
vhich are designed to measure such things as "peer-maladaptiveness",
"hostility" and "unforthcomingness",

Among multi-dimensional personality tests are several which are
entirely or in part concerned with the évaluation of éocia,lization. There
is, for example, Bell's "Adjustment Inven"cory"z vhich assesses five
areas of "personal adjustment": home, health, social, emotional and
"total" adjustment. There is both an adolescent and an adult form é.f.'
the test, the latter including an assessment of "occupational adjustment,
Another multi-dimensional test is the "Scales for the Study of Behavioural
Problems and Problem Tendencies in Ch_i.ld:cen".3 This includes a rating
scale designed for use by teachers to "survey a ma.ladjuéted pupil or to
ascertain’ the characteristics of a class", In studying behaviour problems,
it lists observable activities. Each activity is rated on frequency of
occurrence. The listed behavioural problems include: defiance of
discipline, temper cutbursts, obscene talk, sex offences and so forth.4

It is, then, by the use of standardized "socialization sczles" that
tle behaviourist. seeks to reach a decigion as to whether a person is deviant
or, within the terms covered by the questionnaire, whether we have rezson
to believe that an individual has not been successfully socialized.

1o Stott, D.H., The Social Adjustment of Children: Msnual of the Bristol
Social Adjusiment Guides, 1958,

L]

2, Bell, H.M,, Nanual for the Adjustment Tnventory, Stendford, 1934-8.

%, Haggerty, M.E., Olson, W.C., and Wickman, E.K., Scales for the Study
of Behaviour Problemg and Problem Tendencies in Childyren Manual,
New York, 1930.

4. Other multi~dimensional tests could of course be mentioned. The most
widely used probably is, Hathaway, S.R. and McKinley, J.C., The
Minmesota Maltiphasic Personality Inventory, New York, 1943. See
also, Allen, R.li., Personality Assescsment Procedures, New York, 1958,
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Behaviourists are not limited by their approach merely +o the.
identification of those who have not been successfully socialized. It

is quite compatible with their principles to conduct investigations into

the failure of socialization processes. To understand the theoretical

basis of these explanations, however, it is to behaviocurist learning
theory that reference must be made., The literature here is extensive
and there are divergencies among behaviourist theorists which it would

not be profitable, with our present concerns, to pursue1. Instead, I

shall simply cite the work of the social psychologist, Homansz, who has-

formulated some of the general laws or propositions derivable from Skinner's
work in a way intended to give them general application, These form—
vlations include the following three propositions:

1) If in the pést the occurrence of a particular stimlus-eitvation has
been the occagion on which man's activity has been rewarded, then the
more similar the present stimulus—gituation is to the previous one,
the more likely he is to engage in the activity or some similar
activity now.

2) The more often within“a given period of time a man's activity is
rewarded, the more often he will engage in that activity again.

3) Tﬁe more valuable to a man is & reward he has received for some
activity, the more often he will engage in the activity.

I would suggest that the explanations of unsuccessfulvsocialization

given by behaviourists rest upon at least an implicit acceptance of these

propositions.
Such explanations might not, of course, make reference only to

such principles. An explanatory account might also allude to the fact

that in a pluralist society such as our own, it is to be expected that

individuals would be members of groups whose behavioural requirements

of members were incompatible. The disharmony, for example, between the

1. See, for example, Hill, W.F., Learning, 1964,

2. Homans, G.C., Social Behaviour: Its Elementary Forms, New York 1961, 53-5,
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values fostered in ceriain working class homes and those éxtolled by some
schools could reasonably te expected to weaken the effectiveness
of all the socialization_processes operative there.1

The explanatory resources to which I.have referred could lead
to the drawing of a distvinction by bechavicurists between unsuccessfully
socialized persons and deviants. Unsuccessfully socialized persons.
would be those whose behaviour showed only a limited and intermittent
comnitment to the values and ways of behaving expected of a groupls
menbers, The term "deviant", on the other hand, could be used ty behaviour—
ists to refer to people whose behaviour deviates from the group's norm
in such a manner that it has to be understood as a2 consequence of successful
socialization by socialization agents who are themselves devient., The
children of criminals, for example; may be raised in such a fashion that
the family traditions arec maintained., Neurotic parents also may
rear rigidly conforming children who later are unable to adjust to
changes in societal walues, and thus come to behave in ways which are
deviant in the eyes of contemporary socicty.

Bebaviourists,then, may distinguish hetween the unsuécessfully
socialized and the deviant. These terms are, moreover, not the only
ones which they may contrast with the"successfully socialized. They
mey also recognize another category of individual, that of the "upéocialized“
person? By the térﬁ "unsocialized person" they may include not merely
the infant who has not yet been led to conform to "proper" standards
of behaviour, but also two other classes of people who have not been
effectively exposed to a socialization process.

The first of these does not contain many wmembers. From time to time

one reads accounts of children who have not been reared in human

1. See, for example, Hargreaves, D.H., Social Relatiocns in a Secondary
School, 1972, and Jackson, B.and liarsden, D., Education and the

Vorking Class, 1962.
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society, and sc simply have not been exposed to any human socialization
process. Some of the feral children discovered in the past enter

this category, and other children.who have been confined in virtual
isolation may also properly be accounted aé unsocialized.

Secondly, in a large, complex society such &s our own, it seems
inevitable that no individual person will be exposed to the full range
of group norms to be found in the entire society. Once, in fact, division
of labour occurs, it is likely that there will be people who are not
fully aware of how one ought to behave as a worker in an occupation
different from their own., Further, not omly is occu?ational role social=-
ization relevant here, but religious socialization in any pluialistic
gociety also hasg similar implications. In a sociefy such as ours, then,
we are all in some respects, "unsocialized people”.

We come now, finally, to the question of whether, in the terms of
behaviourist theory, socialization is necessarily (from a logical poiat
of view) an unending process. It will, I think, be fairly clear both
that a distinction will have to be drawn between successful and complete
socialization, and that the poésibility of complete socialization
will be related to the type of society and socialization under consideration.

For the behaviourist, successful socialization is evidenced by
a certain score on a socialization scale of one type or another., But
vhile a behaviocurist would acknowledge that a person so tested might,
at that time and in respect of the areas assessed by the questionnaire;
be caid to have been'successfully socialized, there would be no basis
for the further assertion that.his socialization was complete. In all
but the most static societies norms are constantly being created,
strengthened or weakened, and the transmission at any one time of the
current norms would not then amount to a complete socialization

programme. In modern industrial societies a fairly constant effort



—43_

is thought necessary to lead citizens tc adopt a "proper' outlook on
the changing important affairs, and thus without unending efforts at
socialization the probability of widescale deviance or‘indifference

is increased. FEFqually, even if the socialization under consideration is
of a more limited kind -~ occupationel role socialization, for example =
there are, for similar reasons, no grounds for supposing that sociali-
zetion efforts may ever be no longe: necessary.

For the behaviourist, then, sooialization shouid not be conceived
in such a fashion that it appears a process which has a logical termination
in more than a pureiy formal sense. The end of the socialization
process may logically be "a sociaiized man", but such & being is not
uncontingently a person with a fixed set of attitudes., It is possible
only to speat of a person as socialized in the context of a particular
society at a certain time, and>thus if we wish to know how we are to
recognise a socialized pupil we gain litile by purely conceptual argument.

There is much still to be discussed in comnection with the
behaviourist approach to socialization, but whilst our enquiries are
limited to examining the profitability of a conceptual analysis of the
term as it appears in different theories, we may postpone further comment
to a later section of the thesis. We turn now to a éuite different

] _

theoretical approach, that of Berger and Luckmamn .

(ii) The Berger and Luckmann Theory of Socialization

The approach to socialization of Berger and Imckmann in The Social

Construction of Reality owes much to the writings of George Herbert Meadz.
Though Mead conscidered himself a "social behaviourist", he differed
from other behaviourists on reductionist issues which were crucial in

their methodological implications., He considered Watson's behaviourism

1. Berger, P.L.’ and LuCIma-nn, To’ ODe Citoy 147-204.

2. See Mead, G.H.,, Mind, Self and Society, Chicago, 1934.
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a grave oversimplification of the nature of human behaviour, and believed
that if a scientist was to work with an adequate conception of Ihwman .
behaviour he had to operate with mental concepts such ags intentions
and purposes. Mead was a behaviourist onl;;r in the sense that he
accepted a Darwinizn emergent view of mind which Sough'b to explain
distinctively Inman behaviour in terms of its genesis in infentile
rerz;pow.*lses.1 In Mead's work, therefore, we do not find anything like the
same concern with reproducible experimen;c, opemtioné.l definition or
other techniques of tﬁe later behaviourists. We find instead a laxge
apmount of speculative writing, which is often persvasive, but depends for
its cogency upon an appeal to our own intuitive understanding of the
origins of human behaviour. Berger and Iuckmanm would appear not only
to accept something very like this general theoretical stance, dut,
a8 we shall gee, even make use of terminology employed by Mead.

The central problem which these writers seek to resolve concerns
vhat is involved in becoming a member of society. Their interest lies
not in the membership of particular societies, but of societies in
general, or groups within them. Their answer, in brief, is that it is to
come to possess a sense of identity as a member of a group. In order,
hovever, fully to understand what is involved here it v;'ill be necessary to
comprehend the positions taken by Berger and Iuckmann with respect to
the cluster of distinctions which it was found necessary to make
in clarifying the behaviourist approach to socialization.

Accordingly, we may begin by citing "bhe:i.r definition of socialization,
For these writers, the process involves,

".ee the comprehensive and consistent
induction of an individual into the

objective world of a society or a sector of i'l:".-2

1. See Clayton, A.S., Emergent Mind and Education, New York, 1943, 47-55.

2. Berger, P.L., and Imckmenn, T., op. cit., 150.



Stated in this isolated fashion, however, there is a suggestion

of an accommodation by an autonomous individual to the social order, and
this is a distortion of their actual position. It is clear in fact
from their writings that the notion of an autonomous man, in the sense
of one whose views are not shaped by society, has no part to play in
their theoreticel perspective. For Berger and Iuckmann, socializa.tion
primarily involves children in the assimilation of ways of thinking

to such a degree that to think otherwise seems playful or preposterous.

Adopting Meadian terminology, they suggest tha‘t,1

"Primary socialization ends when the concept

‘of the generalised other (and all that goes

with it) has been established in the con-

sciousn_ess of the individual, At this

point he is an effective member of society and

in subjective pos.session of a self and a world",
To understand vhat is being suggested here, it .will be necessaxry to follow
their reasoning in some detail,

. Berger and Iuckmann begin by pointing out that every child is brought
up by parents or guardiens viho belong to a cer'baiﬁ cias;s and to other
kinds of social groupings, at least in a society such as our own., These
parents or gu.a.rdians' will have a distinctive outlook on the myriad
social gradations and on the correctness and importance of the ways
in vhich a person should conduct himself, They perforce impose their
viewpoint upon their children to a varying but often considerable extent,
for children from the earliest months of life form emotional attachments

to their parents, and initially +take their viewpoint as beyond the

1. Berger, P.L. and Luckmann, T., op. c'it., 157.
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possibility of challenge. Children thereby come to adopt a biased

and to some extent even an idiosyncratic perspective on what is

"proper" conduct and "correct" beliefs, Further, children not only

acquire perspectives on the world in this way, they are also led to accept

views of themselves from this source. To & considerable extent children

become to themselves what their parents take them to be,-

Berger and ILunckmann suggest that there is a progression by which

-children come to embrace their parents! viewpoint and accept it as an

objectively correct characterisation of themselves and of the social

world, There is & progression, presumably both temporal and logical,

in the minds of children which moves, for example, from "Father

is angry with me now" to "Father is angry wvhenever I spill soupﬁ to

"Everybeody is against soup spilling" to "Ong does not spill éoup“ ~ the

"one'" being himself as a member of a group vhich may include all of society.

Berger and TLuckmann suggest that it is only by virtue of this

identification with a group that a child's sense of his own identity attains

stability. The child now has not only an identity vis—-a-vis a parent |

or guardian but an identity vis—a-vis all those he encounters., For

Berger and Iuckmann, the importance of this can scarcely be over—estimated:
"The formuletion within consciousneés of the
generalised other marks a decisive phase in
socialization, It implies the internalization
of society as such and of the objéctive reality
established therein, and, at the same time, the
subjective establishment of a coherent and
continuous identity. Societf, identity and
reality are subjectively crystallised in

the same process of internaliza‘tion".1

1. Berger P,L,, and Luckmann, T., op. cit., 153.
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Primary socialization, they believe, is followed in most cases
by a secondary socialization, which is indeed only possible after the
former has been effected. At one point they define secondary
socialization widely as, |
",.. any subsequent process that inducts an
already socialigzed individuval intq the new
sectors of the objective world of his society".1
Later, however, in discussing what occurs during sscondary socialization,
they narrow their consideration to the individual's identification with
institutions of one kind or another. Secondary sccialization then involves,
"the internalization of institution or institution-pased sw.ﬂa--’\»ro:clclas;".2
They illustrate the range of factors involved here by discussing the
socialization of a cavalryman. They point out that a man becomes a
cavalryman not only by acquiring the requisite skills, but by becoming
capable of using their argot, or sharing tacit understandings, and,
crucially, by identifying with the role and accepting the norms to which
the members of his profession subscribe. |
Unlike behaviourists, Berger and Iuckmann, as we shall see, attach
congiderable importan;:e to the distinction between primary and secondary
socialization, They do point out, however, that it is possible to conceive
of a society in which no further socialization takes place after the primary
one, Such a society would be one with a very simple stock of knowledge,
a2ll of which would be generally available, Since, however, there is
no known society which does not have some division of labour and, con-
sequently, some knowledge available only to those who follow certain
occupations, secondary socialization is universally a practical necessity.
Ve turn now to the question of the criteria adopted by Berger and

Iuckmann to determine whether or not the socialization of the individual

1. Berger, P.L., and ILuckmenn, T., op. cit., 150.

2, ibid., 150.
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hasg been successful, In dealing with both primary and secondary
socialization, they assert that a person has been successfully
socialized if and when he fully identifies with the group of which
he has become a member. Although these writers make this their
principle criterion, and indeed their discussion of socialization
centres upon it, they would certainly not deny that in order to become
an acceptable member of a group & person must fulfil other conditions.
These other requirements would no doubt include acquiring the lmow-
ledge and skills which competent members must possess. This point is
worth emphasising since in the concern which Berger and ILuckmann
have with the individual member'!s viewpoint, the demands of other
group members do hot receive a great deal of attention.

Although Berger and ILuckmann give prominence to the same success
criterion when dealing with both primary and secondary socialization,
it is clear that the psychological impact upon the individual is
likely to be greater in the case of a failure in the primary socialization
process, for a failure in this process will result in the child not
properly forming the kind of attachment which writers like ]3ow1by'i
have suggested as important in the psychological development of children,

| It is, nevertheless, on .the topic of failures in secondézy

socialization processes that Berger and Iuckmann write at length,
Their discussion is conducted not at the level of individval case
_history, but rather takes the form of an examination of the ways in
vhich groups of varying complexity may by the very nature of their
organisation make complete identification by all members at least highly
unlikely, .

Berger and Luckmann begin their examination of failures in the

secondary socialization process by discussing a type of society more

1. See Bowlby, J., Attachment, 1969, 221-443 and Bowlby, J., Separation:
Anxiety and Anger, 1975, 45-T79.
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simple‘ than our owm. They claim that the kind of society in which
one is likely to find a very high degree of succegssful socizlization
is one in which there is a very simple division of labour and
minimal distribution of kmowledge. In such a scciety everybody
knows the occupation and status of everyone else and thai no changes
are likely, In consequence it is difficult to aspire in a mezningful
way to fulfil anything other than one's prescribed social destinye
A knight is a knight, and a peasant is a peasant, to himself as well
as to others, "Problems of 'iden“bity" a.:r;'e not likely {o be experienced
by many members, for the question, "Who am I?" is unlikely to rise

into consciousness, since the socially pre—defined answer is

"magsively real subjectively and confirmed consistently in all significant

social interaction .1

Under such circumstances a failure in the secondary socialization

process typically occurs when individuals from the outset fail to meet
society'!s requirements of its members. Such fallures are beyond
the individuall's control, and night be termed "biographical accidents",
which might be either biologicall or sgocial, For example, in a certain
type of society it may just not be possible to arrange matters so that
a cei-ta.in sort of individual readily accepts societyts view of himself,
since in that society a stigma attaches to the kind of person he is,
The cripple and the bastard have been two such types of individual
in certain societies. Such people have been decmed to be in some degree
unacceptable, and the dawning consciousness of thig inhibits feeiings
of unreserved identification with the group. In the terms of Berger
and Luckmann, any such person is unlikely to be successfully socialised
" .ee there will be a high degree of asymmetry

between the socially defined reality in which

1. Berger, P.L. and Luckmann, T., Ope ‘ci‘c.,184.

for,
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he is de facto caught, as in an alien
world, and his own subjective reality,
which reflects the world only poorly.t’

Berger and Luckmaﬁn then change the ﬁodel ci society and consider
one in which certain people are separated from the rest of the citizenxy
bud form an organised group of their own. By way of iliustration they
write of a socielty in which lepers are stigmatised and forced to live
together on the cutskirts of a village. VWhereas in the society previously
considered the pecple who were not successfully socialized remained
jgolated individuwals and were given no psychological support from any
organised group sharing a similar affliction, in the sociely at present
under considergtion this is not the case. Berger and Iuckmann suppose
that inside the leper colony it 1s understood that to be a leper is to
bear the mark of divine election, In these circumstances it is to be
expected that a failure in the socialization processes which ope:r:a.té
in the main society will be accompanied by a certain degree of success
in that of the leper colony., Individual lepers, under these conditions,
may to some degree achieve some genuine identification with the group
comprised by their fellow lepers., However, in so far as a leper wishes
to bé free of his disease, he will wish to be normal and thus will think
it better to belong to the group wﬁich lives within the village., It is,
in fact, likely to.be the cage that socialization processes operated
within the leper colony will be only partially succesaful,

Berger and Iuckmenn have up to this point considered only societies
vhosge socialization processes operate in such a fashion that certain
people are led, against their wishes, to think of themselves as different
from other members of society. Having glimpsed the possibility of a
sub-group within a society operating its own socialization processes,
Berger and Luckmann now begin to examine societies in which a. "heterogen—

. eity in the socializing personnel' afford an opportunity for the

1. Berger, P.L. and Iuckmann, T., op. cite, 185,



~51=

individuel hinself to choose to identify with a sub~group. We see this
happening in Kipling's novel; Kim, where the white boy is brought wp for
a time as an Indian native, Kin's identification with white scciety is
fractured, and for a timé, he prefers to tﬁink of himszelf as a native
Indian rather than a white boy. 1

Berger and Iuckmann point out that such a possibility of choice or
"individualiom" is directly linked to the possibilitj of unsuccessful
socialization of a kind we have not so far discussed. TUp to this point
we have considered only failures in sccialization processes which could
be said to be intentional. Once, however, we begin to consider societies
in vhich individuals may chocse to identify with a sub-group, then
cases of unsucqeséful socialization reveal weaknesses in the operation
of the dominant group!s socialization processes.

In societies where this is possible it is not only a few isolated
individuals like the boy in Kipling's novel who may raise the question
concerning with which group they wish to identify., Berger and Iuckmann
suggest that the question "Who am I?" will arise also in the minds
even of the successfully sociaiized by virtue of their reflections
concerning the unsuccessfully socialized. VOnce one person has exercisged
choice, others must grasp, at least intellectually, that choice is
possible,

Finally, Berger and Tuckmann consider societies such as our own
in which not only might "a heterogen¢ity of seccializing personnel
make "individualism" a possibility which may be widely entertained, but
a more fluid social structure also may lead to many individuals
identifying with something other than their "proper place" in society.
Berger and Luckmann point out that in such a society, the exercise of

choice at the secondary socialization stage may lead to the repudiation
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of the group with which thevindividual identified during primary
socialization. A man mey wish, that is, to recreate his past, We
see this in the case of the person of work;ng class origins who wins
the Cxford scholarship and gains the kind of intellectual freedom
vhich permits him to cee the mentsl straitjecket foisted upon

him in his early years. He is now the middle class scholar and
cannot think of himself as the lebourer!s son,

More importantly, the possibility of exercising choice én the
question as to which group one is to belong in a pluralist society
creates the possibility that one may simply pretend to others to
identify with a particular sub-group for ulterior reasons., A men
may, for example; adopt the manner and dress, and espouse the ideas
of "hippie" culture, simply to exploit the increased sexual opportunities.
As Berger and Iuckmenn point out, if this phencmenon becomes wide-
spread, "the institutioral order as a whole begins to take on the
character of a network of reciproéal manipulations", They further
point out that: | 1

"There will Ee an increased general consciousness
of the relativity of all worlds, including onels
own, which is now subjectively apprehended as

'a world!, rather than 'the world) It follows
tﬁat one's own institutionalised conduct may be
apprehended as 'a role! from which one may detach
oneself in onel!s consciousness, and vhich one may
tact out! with manipulative control. For example,
the aristocrat no longer is an aristocrat, butA

plays at being an aristocrat, and so forth ...,

This situation is increasingly typical of con-

temporary industrial society".1

! 1. Berger, P.L. and Iuckmann, T., op. cit., 192.
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Berger and Iuclmann do not dwell on the implications of the gituation
they describe, but it would appear that if the effectiveness of
socialization processes is to be judged in terms of the identification
of members with their groups, then 'clea.'r:ly' a sgociety such as ours can
tolerate a considerable failure rate without large~scale civil discrder.
This is, of coui'se, not to suggest that theAva.:cious skills, knowledge
and abilities to share tacit understandings;and so forth, mentioned
by Berger and Luckmann in their discussion of the many things involved
in learning to be & member of a group, are not abéolutely necessary if
groups are to function smoothly. It would not appear, though, from their
writings, that ,Bergei‘ and Imckmenn believe that an inwerd commitment
is strictly required of all members of our present society.

Having elucidated the terms in which Berger and Luckmann explain
failures in socialization processes, it remains to be considered
whether, within their theory, the concepts of the deviant and the
unsocialized person have any appliéation, and if so, what importance
they possess.

On the topic of deviance we may begin by noting that one of the
fundamental differences between the theory of Berger and Iuckmenn and that
of the behaviourists is the former's phenomenological concern with the
pei'son who has been exposed to socializing experiences, rather than with.
an objective examination of the degree of his conformity with attitudes
and behaviour patterns esteemed by the group. This being the case,

Berger and Imckmann have no pressing taxonomic need for the deviance label,
It is true that a person with an identity problem may think of himself A

as "deviant", but for Berger and Luckmsnn the terminology is of no
special significance, The_,ir concern is merely to explain how & person
comes to have an identity problem, that is, fzils to be properly

socialized, Similarly, the notion of an unsocialized person ian the
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senge of one who, perhaps for the reascns adduced during my discussion of
the behaviourist theory of socialization, simply has not been exposed to
a socializ:;x.tion process, couldreadily be employed by .Berger and Luckmanmn.
The introduction of this term woul.d n&b, h.oweve:r, appear to add greatly
to the ideas incorporated in their theory. These writers have, as

I have indicated, declared that the primary socialization process is
necessaxy if a child is to attain a "gense of his own identity". It is
not entirely clear vhat Berger and ILuckmann might mean by this phrase,
but néthing in their writings would appear to be conti*ad.icted by the
attitudes and behaviour of those few feral children about whom we have
reliable cvidence, Indeed, some terms like "a sense of one's own identity"
and "a senge of Belonging to a group", are in fact illumired by the
reports we have of these clildren who have been denied a normal human
upbringing.

It remains now only to answer the conceptual analyst's question as
to whether socialization is for these vwriters logically an unending
process or not, Once again i'b' is pertirent to draw a distinction
between successful socialization and the possibility that socialization
processes may no longer be required, On the question of success in
the socialization process, it would appear that this cé.n be said_.to
have been achieved, at any particular point in time, if a person has
no "identity problems™, Children aside, it seems reasonable to suppose that,
in our society at least, few people can be said not to entertain some
reservations about the groups to which they belong, and realism obliges
us therefore to acknowledge that completeiy successful socialization at
the secondary stage is difficult to achieve in a society such as our own.
Concerning the possibility that socialization processes could ever

be completed, Berger and Iuckmann stress that even in the case of
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primaxy socialization the processes are, as a matter of contingent fact,
never complgted:
“it should ... be stressed that the symmetry
hetween objective'and subjective reality
cannot be complets., The two realities correspond
to each other, but they are not coextensive,
There is always more objective reality tavailable!
then is actually intermalised in any individual
consciousness, simply because the contents of
- socialization are determined by the social
distribution of knowledge., No individual
internalises the totality of what is objectivated
as reality in his society, not even if the society
and its world are relatively simple ones!'.1
The process of socialization for Berger and Luckmann, then, must in
effect be accounted unending and the notion of a "socialized man" as
the terminus of the socialization is a purely formal one.

In this chapter my announced intention was to indicate the path
by which a relevant interpretation of the concept of socialization might
be reached. In proposing to examine two contrasting soeialization
theories, however, I did acknowledge that any insights afforded would
be incidental, I pr&pose now to review these insights, and to draw certain
conclusions concerning the way in which a promising, operable inter—
pretation of this concept might be reached.

Prom an examination of these two theories it would seem that theré
are two points which it is instructive to note., We may begin to develop
the first point by remarking agein fhat theories are designed to solve
problems, and that if we are to &sess the relevance of any particular

theory to our present enquiry it is essential to be clear just what

1. Berger, P.L., and Iumckmann, T., op. cit., 153~4.
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question has been posed to which the theory provides the answer, A
further complication may now be observed, TUnderpinning the guestion
posed and its theoretical sclution are asswrptions and commitments of
various kinds which may render the inccrpofation of any feature of the
theory into the solution of some quite different problem extremely
difficult, if indeed, it is possible at all, |

This point may be readily observed in connection with thé behaviourist
theory1gA The central guestion which theorists who conduct theix
investigations in accordance with behaviourist techniques are concerned
would, from a content analysis of their questionnaires, appear to be
the following: giﬁen that people are acceptable as members of a group
ingofer as they hold certain values, how can it ﬁé determined which people
hold those values, and which are deviant or umsuccessfully socialized to
some degree? Their answer, as we have seen, involves the ccnstruction
of cargfully contrived questionnaires, It is, however, not oniy the
rectitude of scientific procedure with which such questionnaires are
produced which should lead us to adopt a behaviourist theory of school
socialization, Other factors need to be considered., A common
assumption of behaviourist theorists is that the purpose of socialization
processes is to instil_certaih values, for it is the adoption of these
values vhich makes feople acceptable as group members and social life
stabie.2 Such a perspective on socialization processes may not be
& fruitful one to embrace when one's interest is in school socialization,

for it may simply be the case that the part played bty schools in the

1o I shall confine my illustrative remarks to the behaviourist thedory since
the assumptions which underlie the theory of Berger and Luckmann admit
of no short, coherent elucidation.

2., There is nothing in the behaviourist credo (which is, in fact, a body
of beliefs concerning the correct way to conduct scientific investigations)
vhich would prevent behaviourists from construing the socialization
process in a way such that values were not at the centre of the picture,
It is simply a matter of contingent fact that most socialization
gcales do focus on values,
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socialization of children lies not at all in the inculcation of values
conducive to the preservation and smooth funcitioning of society. |

In addition to this assumption there are others which in due
course I shall discuss. For the present il is sufficient for my purpose
to/remérk that embodied in all theories are persvectives and commitments,
an examination of which is necessary if any attempted application of the
theory to fresh prcblems is to be founded properly on reason,

The second point which emerges from the gxamination we have made
of the socialization theories of the behaviourists and Berger and
Luclkmanm concerns the cleaxr distiqction which is drawn hetween features
of the socialization process under consideration, and the consequences
which follow for those for whom the process has not béen successful,
for Berger and Inckmann, the clearest representatives of such failures
are cripples, bastards and lepers. Such people are, in the societies
considered, almost outcasts, They retain nominal membership of the
group but are treated quite differently from other members and often
harshly., ’Similarly, the use to which socialization scales most commonly
are put is to determine whether a member of an organisation, such as a
school, should be treated in a way in which other members are not.

In the case of a school pupil his score on a sociali§ation scale may in
certain circumstances lead to his being sent away from his present school
to a special kind of educational establishment. He remains a schoolboy,
but is treated differently from the majority of schoolboys, and the
treatment he receives is in no sense part of the normal socialization
process.

This point seems to me to be an important one for there is an
increasing tendency in educational writings1 to apply the term "deviant"

either to pupils who regularly ccmmit minor breaches of school regulations

1. See, for example, Hargreaves, D., Hester, S., and Mellor, F., Deviance
in Classrooms, 1975, and Barton, L, and Meighan, R., Schools, Pupils
and Deviance, 1979,
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and receive routine punishments, or even to pupils who are not doing well

acadenically and are taught in special groups within their own BCh(l)Olo

To use 'l:he‘ term in this way mekes it very difficult to distinguish

the process of school role sécialization from the arrangements schools

meke to deal with its failures, It is undehiable that school authorities

seek to bring childéren to behave in ways which are conducive to whatl

they see as the proper running of the school, and that, with some

children, they fail so completely that they are cdmpelled.. to arrange the

renoval of the children, by one means or another, from the school,

It would assist analytic clarity in any discussion of school role

gocialization if the terms " deviant' or Munsuccessfully socialized' were

reserved for tﬁese children, Certainly I propose' to do so in this thesis.
Before wé may proceed wi‘th the elucidation of the terms of any

direct empirical investigations either of school or school role socialization,

we must take up the point that it is necessary not merely to have a

knowledge of socialization theories which might ‘r;e applied to this area

of study, but to make a detailed examination of the assumptions which

7 wnderpin the theories. It is to the problems involved in this enterprise

that I now turn, for it is clear that a relevant interpretation of the

c'onc:ept of socialization can only be reached following such an examinaticn.
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CHAPTER Ti/0

THE _SOCIAL SYSTRIES AFPROACH TOvSOCIALIZATIdN

1. The Conceptual Foundations Of Theories

In this chapter I propose to identify cértain commitments and
assumpfions which are shared by three socialization theories which
possess the promising feature that they mey all, with varying ease,
be construed as theories of school socialization. These theorics
are those of Durkheim, Parsons and certain behaviouriéts. I shall
not in this chapter undertake any assessment of these theoriesg, thoﬁgh
their common conceptual features,upon which a later critical examination
will focus, will be elucidated. I shall preface my attempt to
specify these theoretical features with some general remarks con-
cerning the conceptual foundations of theories, since if it is the
case that any properly reasoned attempt to apply a theory to the
solution of a fresh problem must be based upon a prior assessment of
the theory's underlying assumptions and commitments, then it would
seem that an initial step would be to form a clear idea of such
conceptual foundations of theories., It is to this problem that I
now turn.,

There are in the literature concerned with the problemé of
scientific change three conceptualizations of the kind of foundational
features of theories in which we are interested. These include the
notions of a research programme, a paradigm and a research tradition,
I shall consider each of these in turn, seeking to determine their
relevance to the particular problem which is our concern, beginning

with Lakatos!'! conception of a research programme.,
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This notion, like those of a paradigm and a research tradition,
rests on a prior distinction being made between individual theories
and the more general conceptioné on which they, in various senses,
nay be said to rest, It differs from a paradigm and a research tradition
in that a threefold distinction is made, Lakatos states that researéh
programmes have three elements: a 'negative heuristic" or hard core of
fundamental assumptions, the‘reje.c'bion of any of which would involve
the abandonment of the entire research programme; the “éositive |
heuristic", which éontainsa "partially articulated set of suggestions
or hints on how to change .., modify, sophisticate" our specific
theories when we wish to improve them; and a series of theories where each
subsequent theory results from adding auxiliaxy clauses to the previous
theory, such theories being the sPecifi(; instantiations of the general
reseai'ch programmne,

Clearly, of these elements of ‘the research programme it is
only the hard core of fundamental assumptions In which we are at present
interested., If, however, ‘.v:e are to make use of this notion we need
some melans, some clue, as to how we may recog:xize.assymptions vhich
are so fundamental tha*% t0 abandon them amounts to ceasing to work
wi’.thin the confines of the programme., Iakatos provides no means
of such identification and consequently we are left merely with the
suggestion that theories are .not created ex nihilo, but are the working
out‘ of a p:fior conception of "the world" or a "slice" of it. 'Although :
to write of "an examination of the hard core of assumptions upon which
a theory rests", is clearly a way of expressing 'the enterprise we seek
1. Lakatos, I., 'Falsification and the Methodology bf Scientific Research

Programmes' in Lakatos, I, and Musgrave, A., (eds.) Criticism and
the Growth of Knowledze, 1970, 91-156,
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to elucidate, it is to other writers that we must look if we are to,
gain some ingight into the kind of data which is to be analysed. We
next turn, then, to Kuhn, and his ccnception, or rather conceptions,
of a paradigme1 '

1(b) The Paradigm

A difficulty one encounters in considering Kuhn's conception arises
from the different senses in which he writes of a paradigm. ;According
to Mastermanz, Kuhn uses "paradigm" in at least twenty-one different
ways, though these, for our purposes, may be reduced to two which
Masterman identifies as the main genses of the term., These senses are
termed by Masterman, the "sociological" and the "metaphysical", and I
ghall discuss the relevance to our concerns of bofh these senses,
beginning with the sociologiéal.

In noting Kuln's use of the concept of a paradigm "in a sociolcgical
sense", Masterman believes she hasg discerned Kuhn's intention that the
concept be used as a tool for sociological analysis, rather than the
rational reconstruction of the growth of a particular scientific school.

In this enterﬁrise Kulm'!s notion of '"normal science"3 is germane,

Normal science, he writes, is research based on one or more past scientific
achievements that some community for a time recognises, properly or
improperly, as supplying the foundation for its further practice,

These achievements ére described by Kuln as being sufficiently unprecedented
to attract an enduging group of adherents away from competing modes

of scientific activity, andvsufficientky open—-ended to leave all sorts

of problems for them to solve, Kuhn's only explicit definition of

1. KXuhn T.S., op. cit. See also Kuhn, T.S., 'Second Thoughts on Paradigms!
in Kulmn, T.S., The Essential Tension, Chicago, 1977, 293~319.

2, Masterman, M., !'The Nature of a Paradigm!, in Lekatos, I. and Musgrave, A.,
(eds.) Criticism and the Growth of Knowledse, 1970, 59-89.

3, Kuhn, T.S., The Structure of Scientific Revolutions, Chicago, 1962, 10.
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a pamadigm ig in fact in terms of an achievement which shares
these two characteristics,

We have, then, the idea that individual theories rest on
assumptions drawn from a prior sci'en'tific achievenent in the form of a
theory which hag the characteristics Kuln describes. We must enquire
whether such a characterisation of the fundamental assumptions of thecries
is useful for our purposes,

On reflection it would appear that Kuhn's notion of a paradigm as
a scientific achievement whose procedure ‘and commitments are adopted by
individual scientists who thus become a recognisable group, is both difficult

| to employ, and uwltimately irrelevant. To make use of this conception ve
should have to locate the scientific achievement upon which the ~l;heoi‘::.es
.of socialization we are to consider were modelled., This, in practice,
is by no means easy, if indeed it is possible at all, This may be seen
if we consider briefly the three theories to which I hawve alluded.,

In the case of Durkheim, it is not ea.sj to 'bhihk of his Lectures

on Moral Education as normal science of the kind Kuhn has in mind, even

if we translate them from the normative to the empirical mode. Indced,
few if any of the concepts employed are defined in such a way as to be
i:mnediately useful in any testing of Durkheim's contentions which by
normal standards would even be regardgd as scientific, Though Durkheim®s
views can certainly be located within a particular tradition, there is, as
far as T am aware, no reason to link his lectures with any prior
specific scientific achievement.

Concerning the Parsonian approach, the difficulty of locating the
originating scientific achievement lies not in that one cannot be
found, but that there are two areas in which one may look and possibly

find such achievements., Firstly, there is in Parsons' work some obvious
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connections with Freudts theories, though whether there is any one
Freudien analysis wnich would be widely agreed to enjoy the status of
ngeientific achievement" in Kuhn's sense is unlikely, Secondly,

there is the functionalist element in Parsons! thought. Whilst one

can readily find prior examples of functionalist theory in the histqry
of sociological thought, whether any specific example could be found
vhich is in Kulm's sense & scientific achievement and vhich is the direct
ancestor of Parsons' work is again unlikely, |

Concerning the behaviourist approach, a similar position is again
40 be found., It might also be suggested that behaviourism is a school
of scientific tilinking vhich may be more comprehensible vhen scen as
springing from'a philosophy of science derived from the work of certain
logicians than from any particular model scientific achievement.

Vhatever may be the case concerning the ancestry of these three
theories, it is surely an indirect way to proceed if one wishes to exzmine
the conceptual foundations of a theory to try to trace an originating
scientific achievement, and then to scrutinise that, rather than the
present theory. If a theory does have wealkmesses in its basic assumptions
then; in general, there seems no reason tc believe they cannot be located
without recourse to an analysis of any prior scien'bific achievement upon which
it was modelled, and from which it inherited difficulties., I conclude
from this that the notion of a paradigm as a scientific achievement
from which a theory is derived is not & particularly useful concept
to employ for our present purpose.

I turn now to what Masterman calls the "rge‘taphysical" sense of
Wparadigm". Masterman telieves that this interpretation of the concept

may be discerned when Kuhn equates "paradigm" with a set of beliei‘s1,

with a mythz, with & new way of seeinga, with an organising principle

+ 1. Kuhn, T.S., ope cit. 4.

2, ibid., 2.

3. ibid., 117-21.
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governing perception itself1, vith a ma.pz, and with something that
determines awhole area ef reality3.- If we now ask what precisely is a
parsdign, the clearest answer we can reach, according to Masterman, is
that it is a picture, & model, or something which is intended to be used
analogically to render a confused state of affairs ordersd and com-
prehensible, The explicit metaphysics, the fuller mathematicising inmovation,
the more developed experimental procedures =~ all those things which, taken
Yogether, are part of an established scientific achievement - appear later
than the attempl’cs to employ the paradigm, where the concept is understood
in its "metaphysical" sense,
A paradiém now is a picture or model of one thing which is used
to represent another - for example, a geometrical model made of wire
and beads, though it is primarily a glorification of a child's toy,
is used to represent a protein molecu1e4. It is, of course, true that
science abounds with pictures or models used analogically, and not all
are to be terined, "paradigms". What, then, is further required for the
correct use of the appellation ¢ It would seem that the picture or
modei must be capable of becoming a “research vehicle", of being
applied to new material to bring order and understanding to confused
states of affairs. ‘As Masterman puts it:
" Kuhn repeatedly compares the switch from one
scientific paradigm to another to the operation
of 're~seeing' anambiguous gestalt figure.
What, however, he must be feeling his way to,
in talking about an artefact which is also
ta vay of seeing'!, is an agsertion, not about
1e Kuhn, T.S., ope cit.,120.
. 26 1ibid., 108,
3. ibid., 128,

4,This example is drawn.from Masterman, M., op. cite, 77.
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the nature of an artefact, but about its
use ..o It is, in fact, actual artefacts used
anelogically which Kulm is after, as have been
many o_thei‘ philosophers gf science from

1 %o Hessez. But Kuim!ts

Norman Campbell
artefact, unlike Hesse's; cannot be a four—
point analogy or a material analogy, becausge
it has got ‘to be an organised puzzle—solving
gestalt which is itself a 'picture! of scmething,
” A, if it is then to be applied, non-obviously,

| to provide a new 'way of seeing! something
else, B.

Kulm's paradign's tway of seeing' is a
concrete 'picture?! of something, A, which is
used analogically to describe a concrete
something else, B, That is, ... & known
construct, an artefact, becomes a 'research
vehicle!, and at the same monient, if success—
ful, becomes a ﬁaradigm by being used to apply

to new material in a non-obvious way".3
I have found this conception of a paradigm to be ’a. very useful
analytical tool, though in considering any particular theory it is
apparent that not oﬁe but several of Kuhn's metaphysical paradigms may be
in employment, and it may be the case that the claim that a particular
paradigm is being employed within a theory is contentious, and not
gomething that can be unequivocally established by & straightforward

examination of a theory. It may also be the case that one's purpose

1e See Campbell, N,, Foundations of Science, 1920,

2, See Hesse, M.B., Models and Analogies in Science, 1963, and 'The
Explanatory Function of lletaphor!, in Ber-Hillel, Y., (ed.) Logic,
Methodology and Philosophy of Science, 1966, 249-59.

. 3. I@Stem, Mo, OP- cit’, 77—78‘
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in seeking to specify the paradigms operative within a theory may influence
onets findings, In this comnection it is pertinent to note that Kuln's

investigation. in The Structure of Scientific Revolutions is quite

different from the present enquiry. Xum wished, among other things,
to explein the historical course of science, To that end one may suppose
that he examined a number of theories in order to locate common meta-
physical paradigms, and, having dcne' s0, he could then declare that
certain pieces of research were, in his sense, "normal science'". The
present enquiry; on the other hand, is not a2t all concerned with "normal
'science“, and when certain theories are collected together it will be
on the basis merely of one or two common paradigms, the theories being |
otherwise quite disparate, and not such that Kuhn, with his particular
interest, would group together., Kuhn's notion of a metaphysical paradigm1 9
nonetheless, is one which I hope to demonstrate may usefully be employed
for our present purposes.

Although Kulm!s conception may, I believe, be usefully adopted,
it does not clarify every aspect of the coneeptual foundations of theories
that needs to be assessed. To confine enquiries to ﬁetaphysical paradigns
nay leave the methodological and ontological commitments of theories
unexamined. Kuwm'!s conception is, in fact, too xia.rréw ‘o capture adequately
the entire conceptual area from which the strengths and weaknesses which
we wish to examine may be seen to emerge. It is with this thought that
T turn now to Laudan's conception of a "research tredition”.

1 (¢) The Research Tradition

A research 1:3m'=».c1i'!::i.on‘.2 is in part compcsed of a set of guidelines |
which over a period -oi‘v time have come to be accepted, consciously ox
otherwise, as canonical for the formulation of individual theories, Such
1. If we may relate this notion to Lakatos! 'negative heuristice", it 1is

clear that metaphysical paradigms are likely to form part of what Lakatos
wished to collect under his concept. Xuln's notion may thus to some
extent be seen to clarify the concept introduced by ILakatos,

2, Iaudan, L., op. cit., T8ff,
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guidel:%.nes are not usually written down and in order to perceive just
what they are, it is usually necessary t§ examine several theories vhich
seem to share & similer spproach to a certain range of empirical problems.
These theories alsc are part of w’:aa.'t Laudan calls a research tradition,
though Lauden wishes to draw an intermal distinction between the
individual theories and the conceptual features they share, The examples ‘
of research traditions which Laudan provides are drawn from diverse fields
of intellectual enquiry and are not all illuminating. Those which he
draws from psychology, which include Fréudia.nism and "classical behaviourism,
do, however, seem to be consonant with the characteristics he subsequently
attributes to research traditions,

These characteristics include ontological and methodolcgical
commitments which, as an ensemble, distinguish one research traditicn
from enother, The ontclogical commitments will specify the type of
fundamental entities which may be supposed to exist in a overtain field of
intellectual enquiry. If the research tradition is classical behaviourism,
for example, the legitimate entities which behaviourist theories may
postulate are limited perhaps to what is directly observable. Any
theorist who wishes to introduce entities such as unconscious desires
into 'his theory places himself beyond the behaviourist pale. Concerning
nethodological proceedings, Laudan writes that as part of the research
tradition certain modes of empirical investigation will be prescribed, and
these only will constitute the proper methods of enquiry, These method~-
ological principles may be of only the most general kind, or they'ma.y |
be quite detailed and cover both experimental techniques and modes of
evaluation in the manner, for example, of the “operational®" methodological
principles of behaviourism, A research tradition, then, most importantly,

is & et of ontological and methodological prescriptions., Accordingly,
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Lavdan's "working definition" is that:

"oeo & research tradition is a set of general

assumptions about the entitics and processes in

a domain of study, and about the appropriate

methods to be used for investigating the

:pro‘r.»lezm".‘I

It is to bé observed from this definition that, except at the
level of specifying what the world is made of, and how it should be
studied, research traditions do not provide detailed answers to specific
empirical quesfions. They provide merely the tools needed both for
solving empirical problems, and, in part, for clarifying what those
problems are., Research traditions accomplish this latter function by
indicating that it is appropriate to discuss only certain types of
empirical problem and not others, which either are thought to bve more
properly tackled by researchers working under a different research
tradition, or t.o'be "pseudo-problems" which can properly be igrored,
.Either the ontology or the methodology alone of a research tradition
can influence what is to count as a solvable problem for its congtituent
theories. Since the methodology of the research tradition specifies
certain techniques vwhich alone are the legitimate investigational modes,
it is clear that only phenomena which can be explored by those means
can, in principle, pose legitimate empirical problems for theories
within that tradition. In a similer fashion, the ontology of a
research tradition mey exlude certain problems, or include them within
the scope of its constitwent theories, acco:cé.ing to whether the problems
involve reference to recognised entities.
One final point ILaudan makes concerning the function of research

traditions must be noted. This concerns the justificatory role they

1. Iaudan, L., op. cit., 81.
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play with respect to their constitutent theories. Specific theories
make many agsumptions abbut'%he world;'the-justification for which
seldom appear in the presentation of theories, Indeed, it is normally
the case that theorists do not recognise any obligation to justify
all'their ontological and methodological assumpfioné, for they work-
within the confines of a research tradition which has to some degiee
established, via the apparent success of its constituent theories,
that their assumptions are Jjustified.

The pragmatic appeal to the apparent success of & research traditicn
as a whole shouid not, of course, silence all criticiem of its ontological
and methodological agsumptions. Criticism on purely conceptual\grounds
may lesd to doubt being cast upon seemingly positive findings. It
may also lead to & clarification of the limits of the usefuvl employment
of these agsumptionz., It is this latter function of conceptual criticism
which is more relevant to the task of deciding which of two quite diverse
sets of methodoiogical and ontological assumptions it is likely to
prove more profitable to accept in secking to elucidate school or school
role socialization. \

Recalling now the shortcoming, for our purposes, of Kuhn's
idea of a metaphysical paradigm, we may now enquire how Laudan'é concept
may be employed to £ill the 1écuna. The addition we may meke to Kulm!'s
notion is to include the idea that since explanatory scientific'theéries
have at least implicit ontologies and clearly operate in accordance with
specifiable methodological principles, we may, in addition to attempting
to discern the metaphysical paradigms which un&erpin the theories we are
to consider, also try to elucidate their ontological assumptions and

methodological limitations.



1 () The Research Approach

It might seem that in accepiing these ideas from Laudan I am,
in effect, intending to employ his concept of a research tradition
without reservation. This is not quite s;>. The use which I shall
make of the suggestion that theories are underpinned by ontological and
methodological .commitments is in at least one important respect quite
different from that made by Laudan, ILoudan is concerned to explain
the rationale of changes in scientific oﬁtlook, and to that end the
research traditions he identifies are confined to those which are
time~honoured, Thus, he treats behaviourism and Freudianisnm as
separate research traditions, Hoxéever, the distinction drawm between
behaviourism and Freudianism is by no means an absolute one, and
8, case may be made that, examined from a certain perspective, these
“regsearch traditions" rest on precisely the same ontological cormitments
and methodological principles. I hope, in fact, to demonstrate
that the behaviourist theory of socialization and that of Parsons,
vhich incorporates several Freudian assumptions,; may be seen to share
several ontolégical and nmethodological limitaticns.

7 I further hope to show that both these theories, and that of
Durkheim, also share similar metaphysical paradigms anci, since they do,
I shall write of these theorists sharing the same “research approach't.
This enables me to restate the task I have asserted to be required
if a properly reasoned assessment is to bemade of the likely success
of applying a particular theory to the solution of a fresh problem,
Instead of writing of the importance of considering & theory!s underlying
assumptions and commitments, we may more informatively write instead of
the necessity of examining a theory's metaphysical paradigms, ontology

and methodology.
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further, since it is the case that Individual theories share
similar metaphysical paradigms, ontologies and methodologies, we may
write_of their belonging to the same research approach, and once
particular research approaches have been described, théy may then be
critically examined in isolation from the work of theorist whose work
is in accordance with them. It is at the peint vhere alternative research
approaches have been identified that we may also restate the task required
for the profitable elucidation of the concept of socialization. We may
now say that in order to understand the processes into which we must
enquire when examining school or school role socialization we must first
describe the research approach to socialization from which the description
of these processes is to issue, |

In the remainder of this chapter I shall elaborate that which I shall
call the "social systems research approach to socializa.tion".1 Tt is to this
research approach that the socialization theories of Durkheim, Parsons
and the behaviourists would appear to belong.

2., The Social Systems Research Approach to Socialization

The particular conceptions which constitute this research approach may
perhaps be seen to have been formulated in response to a certain social problem.
That problem is concerned with the means by which social order is to be
maintained in large, complex societies such as our own. According to Dawez,
the particular solution to this problem which is of interest here was shaped
by the nineteenth century conservative reaction both to the French and
the Industrial Revolutions. In opposition to what was seen as the glorification
of the indifidual in the former, and the destructive egoism of the latter, the
conservative reaction sought the maintenance of stability by the prom-—

ulgation of the idea that the state must have precedence over the individual.

1. In the initial formulation of this research approach I was influenced
by an article by Dawe, who writes of "the social systems approach to
socialization", and in recognition of this I have adopted his term—
inology. See Dawe, A., ODp. cit.

2, ibid., 207.
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_The need for such a move arose through the acceptance of the
Hobbesian belief that the pursuit of private interests leads inevitably
to social disintegration. In consequence, it was held that social order
may only be maintained if the state obliges'the private citizen to accept
certéin forms of constraint., (

Dawe1 contends that there is é direct line of thought lirking
the origins of the social systems perspective in the thought of Hobbes
and certain theories still extant today. He traces the development
of views stressing the importance of constraint, noting how scientific
attention moved from the idea of the "external" coercion of the individual
to that of "inte:nalizakion". He suggests that in Weber's typification
of bureaucrafic order, in Durkheim!s abiding ccacern with moral
solidarity and, latterly, in the conceptual web woven by Parsons, the
basic continuity is clear,

Dawe agsociates the introduction of the concept of intermalization
with successive attempts to account for the subjective dimension of
actionZ, He points out that this change has not altered the underlying
perspective taken on social order., All that has been achieved is a
description of how constraint is achieved; the source of constraint is
still'located in society. As Dawe observes, this move has not been
without its difficulties since once it is posited that people unreflect-
ively internalize values, we are easily led into what has been called

the "oversocialized conception of man".3

1. Dawe, A.,, op. cit, 207,

2, The introduction of the concept of internalization may even, Dawe
claims, be seen as behaviourist; the corollary of viewing feelings
and convictions as rooted in the external conditions of the agent's
situation., See also Scott, J.F., 'The Changing Foundations of the
Parsonian Action Scheme! in American Sociological Review, vol, 28,

3. See Wrong, D.S., 'The Oversocialized Conception of Man'! in American
Sociclogical Review, vol. 26, 1961, 184-193.
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Notwithstanding this danger, the social systems approach to
socialization is still widespread amongst ueG-lreadian and behaviour-
istically inclined sociol”*isTi and social psychologists, as well as
a whole range of recent role theorists, llioug)! the evidence for this
assertion can be gathered o;oly by a more wide-ranging exc'jmination of the
litera*turethanis possible here ,i. I irouldclaim triat even a cursory
examination ofthe literature reveals that the thought which most
typically underlies research papers on socialization is some variation
on the following;

"In order that any society may function well,
its members must acquire the kind of character
wiiich makes them want toact in the way they
have to act as members of the society or of

a special class within it. They have to desire
wliat objectively is necessary for them to do.
Outer force is replaced by inner compulsion,
and the particular kind of human energy which
is channelled into character traits".

The social systems approach to socialization, then, has a lengthy
history, and still today attracts many researchers. As a research
approach its characteristics may be considered under the headings of
metaphysical paradigms, methodology and ontology”.

2 (a) Metaphysical Paradigms

There are two metaphysical paradigas which individuate this research

approach and which will later receive critical attention. The first amounts

to a vray of looking at groups with regard to how social liaiviory is to

1. For a uselhl compendium of writings on socialization, see Goslin, D.A.,
(ed.) Handbook of Socialization Theory and Research, Chicago, 1969.

2. Fromm, E., *Individual and Social Origins of Neurosis* in American
Sociological Review, vol, 9» 19%44? )GO. See also Inkeles, A* and
Levinson, N.J., *The Personal System and the Subcultunl System in
Large-scale Organisations* in Sociomctry. vol. 26, 1I96),
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be maintained and the group's functiion or puxpos'e efficientl:,r fulfilled,
The comparison invoked here involves reference to some kind of adhesive
substance, the presence of which is necessé.ry if the diverse farts
. of a certain contrivance are not to fall apart and the function of

the article rendered inefficient if not inoperative. The analogy suggests
that just as certain things have to be held fogether by some form of adhe~
sive m order to fulfil their purpose, so group's of _people, including

a society, need, if they are not to split asunder and cease properly .

to perform their function, to be held together by a kind of sociel |
glue vhich is-consti‘tmt-ed by the shared values of the members of the
gsociety or group vnder consideration, I shall refer to this metaphysical
paradign as "the affective bonds assumption",

Guided by such an analogy the theorist intevested in desoribing
sociélization processes would focus his atteation on the means by which
values thoughtv to be necessary for the stability and efficiency of a

. group are transmitted. Such a theorist may never question or even realise
that his research is guided by this particular analogy. Instead, for

him, i'!; may just be taken for granted that socialization is concerned with
the implanting of values, and he may even believe thiat'h:l.s only problems |
are empirical, | '

The o-l;he.;r.' metaphysical paradigm intégral tb this research approach
complements the one ,jusf mentioned, It amounts to a way of looking at
people, or, more precisely, at the acquisition of their convictions.

The analogy being employed here 'is, at least partly, concerned with
plastics, and indeed,' Hollis has written of a model of man he calls
"plagtic ma.n"z In explicating this conception he quotes Durkheim!s
view that “individual natures are merely the indeterminate material which
the social factor moulds and 'l:ra.n,si‘o:r:ms“.2 According to this conception,

immer convictions have their origin in constraining social facts which are

1. HOlliB, M., Models Of DT&n, 1977’ 5-21.
2. Durkheim, E., The Rules_of Sociological Method, Glencoe, 1965, 27.
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external {o each individual, TFor any inward state that explains
the actions of a person there is always an extermal and constraining
fact to explain the origin oi‘r the inner state. The constrainte
are mostly internalised and indeed,; society could not function were
they not, But internalization is not an act of assent by the inner man,
it isyrather, more like a process of being moulded.

We are, then, to think of people as beings whose convictions are,
like the particular shapes of pieces of plastic material, the result |
of & process of moulding., At this point, the metaphor usvally becomes
a2 mixed one, though consistency ca.m, I think, be maintained. The
necessity for the complication of the comparison arises because some
account is required of the relationship between held convictions and actual
behaviour., A dispositional account is usually offered. By this is
meant that to acquire values is to acquire a tendency to behave in a
certain way whenever certain circuvmstances obtain., We may presexrve
the analogy with plasfics and not, for example, introduce comparisons
with the brittleness of glass, by construing the moulding of people to be
like a moulc’liné; into forms which have a tendency, for example, to
topple sideways in certain situations, ~ A

We have, then, two metaphysical paradigus for our consideration-
vhich are fundamental to this research appi'oach. In due course they will
receive critical attention, but I wish now to address myself to the
methodological stance associated with this research approach.

2 (b) Methodolozy

In considering the methodological position associated with this

| research approach it is apparent that we must recognise that questions
of research method can, from a logical point of view, only arise

after the metaphysical paradigms have been conceived. Having determined

to construe reality in a certain way, the options open for its empirical
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investigation are correspondingly curtailed, It is fundamental

to the social systems research approach =~ part of vwhat Inkatos “\
would have called its "negafive heu:cistic"'- that socialization be understood
as having as its goal the stability and efficiency of the group,

and that this is achieved by the inculcation of certain vslues., Empirical
investigations may neither confirm nor cast doubt upon these propvositions.
The empirical problems which are to be investigated are concerned with
discovering the means by which the socialization process is accomplished
in the group under consideration, the success criteria which are operated,
and the arraingements vhich groups make to deal with those who fail to
acquire the desired values,

In seeking to determine the means by which the socialization process
is e ffected, the methodology employed might be termed "environmentalist"
in that enquiries are conducted to determine the impact of a range of
a gcoup'is organisational features upon the convictions of individuals
who are learning to become acceptable group members. It is no part of
the investigation of socialization processes to enquire into the basis
on which people decide for themselves that the values of the group of
which they have become members ocught to be upheld, It is assumed that
values are "internalized" rather than embraced after due deliberation,
and thus the range of factors to which individuals arve subject within
8 group!s "enmvironment" will exceed those which are concermed with
any reasoned persuvasion with which new members may be met.

In order to conduct investigations in accordance with this
environmentalist principle, the research worker must seek to determine
which values it is believed .are conducive to the stability and efficiency
of the group, and he must relate its organisaticnal features to the

assimilation of these values by group members,
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In this, aé in attempting to enswer the other empirical questions
vhich are accepted asg falling within the province of the social systens
research approach to socialization, a theorist receives no further
detailed advice concerning the methods he should adopt in conducting
his investigations. It is this absence of precise directive that, in
part, permits theorists ag diverse as Freudians and bebhaviourists to

work within the social systems perspective.

- 2 () Ontology

The various commitments of this research approach which I have
go far discussed might seem to suggest that its ontology must include
& reified group with a "central vaiue systen", but I am not convinced
the reificaticn is necessary. It'is true that this approach had its
origin in a question which may be phrased as, "How is society to maintain
its stability ?' but this question might I think be properly interpreted as
"How are the ruling clasgses to maintain existing societal arrangements?"
There is no necessity for a disembodied society or a group to be accorded
a shadowy existential status, and correspondingly no need for intellectual
alarm over the need for such an entity to possess the attribute of a
central value system,

It is in eomnection with values, however, that;a’genuine, though
quite different, ontological commitment would appear to be made. Once
again, according to this research approach, socializatioqbis a process
arranged so that the stability and efficiency of the group may be
maintained; and it involves the inculcation of certain values. But
those who work within the confines 6f this research approach cannot
rest with the idea that SOcialization processes lead merely to the
acquisition of private convictions. Tt is the behaviour of members which

is of first importance. Accordingly, one finds that a dispositional
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sccount of what it is 4o accept values ieg an integral part of this
research approach. By fhis is meant that to accept cer;ba,in values is,
at least, to be disposed to behave in part;i.cula.:r:. ways vhenever certain
circumstances obtain, It is important to realize that by Ybeing |
dispcsed to behave" is not meant that group members calculate the
advantages of behaving in a particular wey when they find themselves
in these circumstances., Rather, for socialization processes to be useful
to groups, successfully socialized members must have a pergisting tend-
.ency to behave in certain ways irrespective of personal disadvantage.
The dispositions which have been inculcated mst, then, in some sense,
exist, for if they did not, socialization,according to this conception
of the process, could not wé::k.

Such, then, are the distinguishing features of the social systems
reseaxrch approach to socialization. I believe that the elaboration
of these features in this chapter has provided greater clarification
of a perspective on socialization then could be obtained by & short
definiticn of this term, It is, xhoreover, quite an easy matter to
supplement the elucidation of this research approach with a definition
of the kind so often produced in research articles. Thus, wé may say
that according to the social systems research approach, socialization
is a process by vhich individuals are led to become acceptable members
of a group by the inculcation of values necessary for the preservation
and efficiency of the group. Following this, it may also be agreed that
unsuccessfully socialized individuals will be nominal members of a group
who, for some reason, are not, in the eyes of other group members, |
properly committed to these beliefs, Unsocialized persons will be nominal
group members or outsiders who, for whatever reason, have not been
exposed to the group's socialization processes, Finally, deviants mey

be said to be nominal group mémbers who heve embraced values inimical



to the beliefs deemed necessary for the preservation and efficient

functioning of the group.

This completes the outline I wish to mske of the conceptual features
of the social systems research approach to socializa?ion, and, having
~done so, we may raise the question as to whethexr the interpretation of
the concept of éocialization we have explicated is the most profitable
one with which to examine school or school role socialization, Before
doing so, I wish in the next chapter to consider the work of thcse
theorists mentioned earlier which, I believe, belongs to fthis research
approach, I shall try to show that it is fair to deécribe these writers
as social systems theorists, and I shall also attempt a criticel exomination
of those aspects of their theories which cannot be assessed in a later
critique of the research approach itself, In the case of Durkheim
end Parsons, vhose theories I have not so far discussed, I shall proceed
by setting forth their theories, relating them to thé social gystems

research approach,



CHAPTER THREE

THEORIES WITHIN THE SOCTAL SYSTEMS RESEARCH APPROACH:

EXPOSTTION AND APPRATSAL

1. The Theory of Emile Durkheim

1 (a) Exposition

Durkheim's views on the part played in the process I have called
"school socialization" may be inferred from a series of lectures published

under the title of Moral Education1. Before considering his views two

points should be noted. The first is that Durkheim wrote in normative
vein and not in an attempt to make valid empirical cbservations of the
socializing effects of existing school arrangements. ‘His views, however,
are neither utopian nor in part even at variance with what was then
occurring. Frequently his writings simply provide from the standpoint
of the theorist of socialization, a rationale of the organisational arrangements
effected by schools, and they then amount to no more than opinions
on how existing practices ought to be interpreted.

| The second point is that Durkheim drew no distinction between
socialization conceived as a process by which, via the inculcation of values,
individuals are led to become acceptable members of society or of a group
within it, and what he called "moral education". Though today many
writers would be unwilling to employ the term "moral education" as a
synonym for 'socialization", it is clear that for Durkheim the significance
of these terms at least overlap to a considerable extent. This is
apparent since Durkheim insists that to act morally is to act in the
interests of the group:

"To act morally is to act in terms of the

collective interest ... the domain of the moral

1. Durkheim, E., Morazl Fducation, Glencoe, 1961,
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begins where the domain of the social
begins".1

It is also the case that by "education® Durkheim means a developmental
process which, as we shall see, does not exclude non-rational persuasion,
and thus, combining these two ideas, we find Durkheim writing that moral
education has as its goal "the development of fundamental dispositions
at the root of moral life". A not inaccuiate, though incomplete, para-
phrase of this would appear to be that the goal of moral education is the
developﬁent of dispositions to behave in the interests of the group.
Such a goal would appear at least to include the aim of the socialization
process according to the social systems research approach. It is, then,
by examining Durkheimt!s views on moral education that we may learn his
opinions concerning the relationship between the organisational arrangements
effected by schools and school socialization.

In examining Durkheim's views we may begin with his belief that
for a person to behave in a moral faghion, or <o bchave in a manner
conducive to the interests of the group, it is necessary that he be con-
sigtent in his.behaviour and that he be "sensitive to authority", in the
sense of acknowledging that there are ruleg of conduct, account of which
must be taken in all circumstances. These two features of morality —
regularity of conduct and acknowledgement of authority - are, for Durkheinm,
aspects of what he called "discipline", and he believed that cne important
part of moral educatiop involved the fostering of the two character traits
agsociated with "discipline',

The first of these traits is described variouslj by Durkheim as,
"the desire for regularity",2 "the preference for an ordered life",3 and
"a disposition for a regulaxr existence".4 According to Durkheim, schools
foster this trait by insisting on regular school attendance; with clearly
1. Durkheim, E., op. cit., 59.
2. ibid., 131.
3, ibid., 144.
4, ibid., 148. | ’
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defined lesson pefiods, break times and general orderliness of behaviour,
Schools are largely successful in this undertaking, he believes, and
one of the reasons for their success lies ig the child's psychology.
A persisting desire for regularity can be encouraged in this way because
the child has an innate disposition to enjoy repeated actions., It is
by recognising this that teachers can assist in developing in the child
a capacity and a liking for regular conduct during school hours. EHEaving
achieved this, Durkheim believes that thelchild will ﬁore readily acquire
acceptable behaviour patterns when he leaves school and joins other groups.
The readiness to acknowledge the overriding importance of moral

rules, which, for Durkheim, would bé rules which were made in the intereste
of the group, is a trait whose development is made possible by the
child's innate openness to imperative suggestions from authority fégures:

"The amazing credulity, docility, goodwill,

obeditnce ... manifested in a host of traits among

young children recall the phenomenon observed in

& hypnotised adult ... It is easy to persuvade

children, even at the age of three or four,

that the pain following a blow, for example,

has gone; they they no longer are fhi¥sty;

that they are no longer tired - on the condition

that the assertion countering their complaints

is altogether pre—emptory."1

Durkheim believes that schools have a crucial part to play in the

development of this trait, for he beliéves that the family setting does
not provide the kind of environment within which it may properly be
fostered. He writes that the readiness to acknowledge the supreme impor—
tance of moral rules is difficult to encourage within the family circle
since the family is composed of a very small number of persons, who know

each other intimately, and vho are constantly in contact with one another.

1 Durkheim, E , op. cit., 141-2.
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In consequence of this, familial relationships are not usually subject
to formal, impersonal, immutable regulation. TFamilial obligations are not
ncrmally fixed once for all through precise rules that are always
applicable in the same manner; rathei they are likely to accommodate
themselves to differences in personality and circumstances. The abstract
idea of duty is less important here than sympathy. All the members of this
small group are emotiorally involved with each other, and, as a result
they have too much feeling for each other!s needs for it to be necessary,
or even useful, to seek to guarantee cooperation through regulation.

As part of his moral development, however, the child must learn to
respect certain impersonal rules and learn also to do his dﬁty because
it is his'duty.~ He has to be brought to feel obliged to do =o, even
though the task may not seem an easy one. Such an understanding, which
can only be inadequately attempted by parenis, must devolve upon the
school. At school there is a whole system of rules that govern the child's
conduct, and these are brought to tﬁe childts attention by people who
are authority ftgures. Given the ¢hild's opennéss to imperative sugg—
estion, it should be possible for schools to bring him to accept the
importance of behaving in accordance with the rules of the group of which
he has become a member. It is, then, in Durkheim's vieﬁ, through adher-
ence to school regulations that this trait may be developed in the child.

I have remarked that Durkheim claimed that for a person to behave
in a moral fashion it is necéssary both that he be consistent in his
behaviour énd that he acknowledge that there are rules of conduct account
of which must be taken in all circumstances. It was also Durkheim's |
view that to behave morally it is necessary to behave in a way which is
not crudely self-seeking, But if béhaviour properly deemed moral is not
oriented towards oneself, he agked, what object is its proper focus?

Since others cannot legitimately demand gratification vhich, if directed
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towards ourselves, would be amoral, the object of moral behaviour

mst be something beyond the person, or beyond any number of individuals

gua individuals, VWhat is left, then, as the object of moral behaviour

are the groups, including society, of which the individual is a member,
In order, then, for a person to act morally, he must act in the

interests of the group of which he is a member, In order that he should

want to do so, he must feel attached to or identify with the group.

In Moral Education we accordingly find Durkheim's views on the paxrt

schools must play in encouraging the desire to be attached to a group.

He begins, characteristically, by locating the psychological
predisposition that makes the fostering of this desire possible. The
predisposition is said to be the child's "faculty of empathy", which is

".so another way of saying that the source of

this aspect of moral life resides in the

sum of those tendencies that we call altruistic

and disinterested.n’
According to Durkheim, every child is horn with a rudimentarj ability
to reproduce and therefore to share other people!s sentiments, an
aptitude for sympathiging with others which is the first form of genuine
altruism, ‘ -

By building upon imnate altruistic sentiments as well as upon
the spontaneous. growth of the capacity for sympathy, the moral educator
can foster the desire to be attached to a group. The development
of this propensity is especially favourable when the teacher gives the
child a clear idea of the social groups to which he belongs. However,
in order to bring the child to feel attached to these groups, it is not
sufficient merely to give him an intellectual interpretation‘of thenm,

In addition, it is important that the child vividly experience, by

actively participating in the joys of collective life, the pleasures

1. Durkheim, E,, op. cit., 207.
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of belonging to a group:
"To appreciate social life to the point where
one cannot do w;thout it one must have developed
the habit of acting and thinking in common.
We must learn to cherish these social bonds
that for the unsocial being are heavy chains,
We must learn through experience how cold and
pale the pleasures of.solitary‘life are in
comparison, The development of such a temper—
ament, such a mental outlook, can only be formed
through repeated practice, through perpetual
conditioning."1
In this the teacher and school life have an important part to play.
This can be seen Sy observing the transformation that takes place in
a child who, after a solitary upbringing in his family, enters a lively
and well-ordered class for the first time:
"He comes out of it entirely changed. He is
alert, his f;ce is expressive, he talks with
enimation; for the first time the child has
had a tonic experience ... He is no longer
supported by his own energy alone: to his
own strength that of others is added. He
participates in the collective life, and his whole
being is enhanced."2 |
To achieve this tonic effect in the child, the class must really
share in a collective life, The teacher accordingly has a duty to
contrive the appropriate conditions, Such phrases as "the spirit of

the class", and "the honour of the class", Durkheim feels, must become

something more than abstract expressions in the student's mind. The

1. Durkheim, E., op. cit., 233.

2, ibid., 241.
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opportunities to achieve this goal Durkheim believes to be abundantly
present if the teacher looks for them:

"It may be a common emot;on that grips the

class upon reading a touching piece. It

may be é judgment passed on some historical

figure or event after general discussion

éf its moral value and social bearing.

It may be a common impulse to esteem or blame,

which any of a thousand events in everyday |

life may suggest ..."1
Durkheim advocates as another means by which feelings of solidarity could
be awakened in the child the "very discreet and deliberate use of
collective punishments and rewards."2 In addition he suggests that displays
of the best work completed by students in past years would be one of
the ways in vhich each class could be led to identify with past pupils,
and thus given some sense of continﬁity. In the fostering of this identif-
ication, Durkheim suggests that it would be helpful to record and collect
all the unusual awards, all the exceptional actions, all the special
celebrations, that have taken place in the past.3

In addition to these means by which children méy/be led to acquire
lasting desires to belong to groups, Durkheim believes that the content of
lessons may serve a éimilar purpose.
Beginning with the sciences, Durkheim contends that there is a

"turn of mind" which is a serious obstacle to the formation of a feeling-
of solidarity, and that scientific teaching is particularly adapted to |
combatting it, He calls the turn of mind "oversimplified rationalism".
It is characteriéed by a tendency to'consider as real only that which is
perfectly simple, He considers Descartes to be the most distinguished
1. Durkheim, E., op. cit., 242-3,
2. ibid., 245.

3, ibid., 247.
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exponent of this attitude in modern times since for Descartes "there
is nothing real except mathematical extension, and todies are made up
only of parts of extension".1 Durkheim contends that although this
conception has been useful in certain theorétical speculations, it
has had regrettable repercussions when._incorporated into deliberations
concerning moral behaviour:

"Society is indeed an enormously complex

whole, If we apply to it the principle

of oversimplified rationalism, we must say that

this complexity is nothing in iteelf, that it

has no reality, that the only thing real in

society is that which is simple, clear, and

easily grasped., Now, the only thing that

satisfies all these conditions is the individual.

The individuval would then be the only real thing

in society. ... According to this kind of

reasoning, our moral behaviour finds itsélf

stripped of any kind of objective. In order

to cherish society, to devote oneself to it,

and %o take it as the objective of conduct, it

must be something more than a word, an abstract

term. A living reality is needed, animated

by a special existence distinct from the individ-

uals who compose it. Only such a reality can

draw us out of ourselves and so perform the

function of providing a moral goal. We can see

how this dangerous view of reality can.influence

behaviour, and why, therefore, it is importanf to

correct it."2

10 Dul‘kheim, Eo’ ODe Cit.g 252—30
2, ibid., 251,
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&he vay in which the teaching of science can help in overcoming
an oversimplified rationalism is at first limited to bringing to the child
a8 feeling for the complexiiy of thiﬁgs in those matters bearing on the
physical world; for this perception to be eitended to the social realm,
it must first be elaborated and gain ground and force with respect to
the other realms of nature. Durkheiﬁ regards this as an essential phase
of preliminary education, and suggests that precisely this is the function
of the sciences in moral education. By way of illustration he asserts
that the biological sciences are eSpeciaily useful in making the child
Vunderstand the complexity of things and the vital importance of that
complexity, Any organism is made up of cells, The cell,; then, would
seem to be something perfectly simple., But the cell is a perfect
demonstration of the fact that this simplicity is only apparent. Nothing
is more complicated than the cell, All of life is resumed in it,
Indeed, the cell works, reacts to external stimuli, it feeds, grows
and reproduces, just like the most highly developed organisms. Here
is one thing that will make the child understand that in one sense a whole
is not identical with the sum of its perts. This can lead him along the

road to an understanding that society is not simply the sum of individuals

. g ‘ /
who compose it. , ~

In addition to the teaching of science, Durkheim also considers
"aesthetic education", under which ke includes both beaux arts and
literature, in relation to moral education., He writes that when we avaken
a taste for the beautifﬁl, wve open the avenues of the mind to disinterest-
edness and sacrifice. Anything that prompts man to lose sight of himself,
to look beyond and around himself, not to consider himself as the centre
of the world, camnot but develop in him those habits and teﬁdencies found
at the root of morality. We have here, in both cases; the same needs and

capacity for getting away from self-centredness, for opening oneself

1. Durkheim, E., op. cit., 263-4.
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fiilly to the outside. Thus, in one sense aesthetic education "shapes
the will to moral ends end can therefore prepare the student for his
moral education".

Finally, Durldieim considers the relationship betifeen the teaching
of hi8tx;}'"' and moral education. His view is that by making the history
of their country come alive for the children, we can at the same tine
make them live "in close intimacy with the collective consciousness", *"
Tlie "collective consciousness" to which he refers is that of the French
people, and the fundamental aim of teaching history, for the moral
educator at least, is to produce in the children feelings of attaciinent
to that large group to which they all belong - the French nation,
1 (b) Durkheim as a Social Systems Tlieorist

Such then, in outline, is Durkheim’s position. Tliat his lectures
are in accord with the social systems research approach can readily be
demonstrated. Firstly, it is fairly clear that Durkheim is employing
the metaplx“rsical paradigm which I have called the "affective bonds
assumption". According to this assumption, groups, including society,
are held together and function smoothly if members share a commitment to
certain values. There is throughout the lectures in. Moral Education a
constant concern that children should acquire values which when considered
together would certainiy appear to be such as would be included in any
list which might be considered necessary for the i>resen”ation and efficient
functioning of society. Consider the particular values which Durklieim believes
schools should foster: the desire for regularity, preference for an ordered
life, respect for rules, the desire to be attached to a group, the desire
to act in the interests of the group, the desire to uphold the honour and
act in the spirit of the group, and pride in one’s nationality. Durldieim
is here surely working wi'kh the affective bonds assumption, and, it may
bo added, accepting by implication that the goal of socialization processes
is, in one form of words, the preservation and smooth functioning of
1, Durldieim, E., op. cit., 269«

2. ibid., 270.
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society or of a group within it.

Concerning the second metaphysicall paradigm I mentioned, that which
suggests that we view the acquisition of valueé on anaiogy with the
mouldiﬁg of plastic material, Durkheim appears again to be adopting
a fairly unequivocal positioh. An implication of this analogy is that

"people are to be conceived as beingswho are led to acquire a whole range
of convictions in the acceptance of which autonomous, rational decision-
'Amaking is not the focus of investigation. Durkheim seems to accept this
conception and, indeed, his suggested scheme of moral education relies,
&s we have seen, on the development of inmate dispositions by obliging
children to participate in the school regimen, and on fostering emotional
attachments to school groups of which they are members by means other
than rational persuasion. It is true that Durkheim does make reference
to "self—determination"1 or the voluntary acceptance of values, but

he does not appear to have believed that the fostering of values may be
accomplished merely by the %éacher's explanations of the reasons why the
rules prescribing‘oertain forms of behaviour are desirable: Such explanations
may be hoped only to bring to pupils an “enlightened" assen’c.2 The focus
of Durkheim'!s investigations of the part played by séhools in moral
education, then, appears to rely heavily on the "plastic ﬁan" asé;mption.

Concerning the environmentalist methodology of the social systéms

research approach, little by way of argumént would appear to be needed to
establish that Durkheim's lectures belong to this research approach.

Had Durkheim recast his thoughts in a form suitable for empirical invest—
igations to be conducted, it is clear that the factors which he would

have sought to :eiate would have included, on the one hand, organisational
features such as those comprised by school rules and the contents of lessons,

and, on.the other, the"moral" convictions of the pupils,

1. Mldleim, E.’ OP. Cit., 111-26.

2. ibid., 120,
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Finally, there is in the social systems research approach an
ontological commitment to some form of existence for dispositions,
DnrldieiiK seems plainly to accept such a view. Indeed, not only does
he appear to thinlc that dispositions may be fostered, he believes that
children have "innate" dispositions to behave in certain ways, and it is
upon these dispositions that the moral educator must seek to base his
programme.

1 (c) Appraisal

In his lectures on Moral Education, then, Durldieim may be seen to
be working within the limits of the social systems research approach.
Before attempting an assessment of those aspects of his views which
may not more profitably be examined in a critical consideration of the
social systems research approach itself, I should liloe to question the
extent to which his writings may be said to approach a complete des-
cription of school socialization.

In this connection it must first be recalled that my earlier
consideration of the meaning of "socialization" led me to conclude that
with:ln, certain limits, the term could be defined in accordance with the
writer’s wishes. Tie limitations upon any proffered definition were, I
suggested, connected with the need to be able to offer characterizations
of terms allied to that of "socialization", as well as to illuminate
the normal process of successful socialization. Concerning the Durklieimi,an
interpretation of the term "socialization" or "moral education", 1little
difficulty is apparent, Tiere does not seem to be any good reason wliy
Durldieim should reject the social systems characterization of the term
as a process by which individuals are led to become acceptable members
of a group by the inculcation of values necessary for the preservation
and effective functioning of the group. It would surely be unreasonable
to eigpect Durkheim to specify every one of the values involved here,

and he has given a fair indication of the kind of values he believes them
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to be. It is on the question of the interpretation of allied concepts
that we may find less than satisfactory guidance in Durkheim's lectures.

The absence of direct comment upon these concepts need not
in every case be accounted an important omigsion. In dealing with
school socialization, that is, with the part played by schools in
the process by which children are 1ed to become acceptable members of a
society, the concept of the unsocizlized person, namely, a person who
has not been exposed to any socialization process, is & notion which
hags no place in the scheme of things to be considexed,

On the topic of unsuccessful socialization the problem is more
pressing. To illuminate the notion of unsuccessful socialization, which,
in this context,‘involves a failure to mould pupils! attitudes to the
required degree; one needs, first and foremost, some criterie by which
it may be decided whether a particular pupil has been unsuccessfully
socialized. A clue to Durkheim's answer to this question may be afforded
if we were first tosuppose that he was writing about school role socialization.
One might easily speculate on the criteria of which he might then avail
himself. The values Durkheim wishes o see fostered include, among others,
the desire for reguwlarity, respect for rules, the desire to be attached
to a gioup and the desire to act in the interests of the group. Accordingly,
we may say that a person who disliked school, did not join school
societies or take part in extra—curricular activities, was unpunctual
and disruptive in class, was 1ess than successfully socialized, for his
behaviour does not manifest an acceptable degree of commitment to the values
vwhich, by the means Durkheim outlines, it was sought to instil in him,
Concerning later adult membership of society, m;tters are not so straight-
forward. It would be a simple matter for Durkheim tc identify members
of society who were apparently also insufficiently committed to these

values ~ some criminals, apathetic non-voters and other similar people
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appear to belong to this class - but it is less easy to establish that their
lack of commitmenf derives from a faillure of the socialization processes
operated by schools. Since Durkheim wrote in normative vein, we can form
no clear conception of how he would have dealt with this problem.

If we turn now to the concept of deviancy, we again encounter a
difficulty of a similar nature. If Durkheim would accept that a deviant
person is one who embraces values inimical to the preservation and
effective functioning of the group, rathe; than one wpo merely remains
less than fully committed, then, once again coasidering school role
socialization fifst, it does appear that Durkheim would find little
difficulty in identifying pupils who nay be described as deviant. If we
reflect on the particular range of values with which Durkheim concerms
himself and their relation to moral solidarity and loyalty to the group,
and we connect these with his fears that Cartesian studies may lead to the
apotheosis of the individual, then we may infer that Durkheim would regard
as deviant those children, however Qell they observe the school rules,
who actually enjoy veing on their own and positively dislike Joining
in group activities, In addition, Durkheim might p:operly regard as
deviant those pupils who are members of that group of."troublemakers"
found in every Secondary school, who have their owm "delinquent sub~
culture or value system"1 which clashes with that of %he school., Vhen
applied to the adult membership of society, Durkheim's theory appearé to
gather within its net not only the kind of individual we should intuitively
expect to find, but others whose inclusion under the label of "deviant"
is more suiprising. Firstly, Durkheim would appear to wish to label
as deviant all nominal members of a society who, ideologically, are committed
to working against its interests. Here he may include traitors; revolution—
aries, and so forth. rBut, secondly, it would equally seem that he would
include any individual who, for example, is preoccupied with his own
interests to the point where he is not noticeably concerned with the interests
1+ On the concept of a "delinguent sub—culture" see Hargreaves, D.H.,

Social Relaticns in a Secondary School, 1967, 159-181. See also
Lacey, C., Hightowa Gremmnar, 1970, 495-94.
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of the group in a consequential sense. The chess grandmasier and the
artist might be two such kinds of person, and would, by Durkhein, presﬁmably
be accounted deviants.

In remarking upon the apparent departure from an intuitive conception
of deviancy I do not, on that account, mean to imply any criticism
of Durkheim's views. The basis on which the inferred interpretation of
Durkheim's interpretation of both this concepf and that of the unsuccessfully
socialized person may properly be criticised requires special argument,
and this it is convenient to postpone to a later‘chapter.1

It is apparent from the foregoing remarks that Durkheim's lectures

in Moral Education are less than completely satisfying if we are seeking

an account of school socialization which is complete in the sense of offering
an interpretation of these concepts which are so clcosely allied to that of
socialization, Despite these omissions, and even taking into account the
fact that Durkheim wrote in normative vein, it is still possible, I believe,
to attempt to begin to answer the question which may properly be raised
concerning %he degree of confirmation which might be fgrthcoming should
Durkheim's lectures have been cast in a form suitable for their empirical
assessment, and his objective the elucidation of school socialization.
Concerning this matter there would apbear to be two difections
in which speculation may proqeed. The first'might involve an attempt
to detefmine the importance of the experience of school life in the
acquisition of the dispositions to enjoy attachment to groups and to like
or at least tolerate a highly organised, regular way of life, with an
abiding respect for rules and regulations, by attempting to compare the
prevalence of these dispositions in societies where ﬁo formal schooling
is arranéed with societies such as our own. Alternatively, one might
locate within our society a number of persons who, for one reason or

another, had not attended schools, but had been educated at home, and

1. See below, 216-217.

5, Tt must be acknowledzed, however, that not every feature of Durkheim's
proposals are at present in operation. . _
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compare-their attitudes to group membership and a highly organised, regular,
rule—governed life. with those who did attend school,

To my knowledge neither of these two mcdes of assessment have been
undertaken,,and considerable care would be required if the school variable
were to be properly isolated, for there are certainly many factors within
family life and within the myriad arrangements by which any society functions
vhich might lead children to want to belong to organised groups and to
acquire a liking for or a tolerance of the degree of regulation of
behaviour which is the norm in our society., ~Without intending to criti@ise
Durkheim on this account, I think it is important in comnection with the
‘overall asscssment of the profitability of embracing the social systems
reseaxrch approach as the basis on which to investigate school or school
role socialization, that the fact is registered that no positive findings
confirming Durkheim!s theory can be adduced.

The second way in which speculation concerning the empirical con- -
firmation of Durkheim!s theory may proceed makes Feference to research
findings on the topics of self-control and "moral development", and I
shall dealvwiyh each in turm. An examination of the research findings
on self~control may be considered relevant if it is accepted that Durkheim
vanted to foster, in addition to loyalty, a desire for regular conduct
and a proper respect for éuthority based on a commitm;nt to group stability
and efficiency. Since such values will inevitably run counter to individual
grovp member!g self-interest, Durkheim may be said to have wanted to foster
children's self-control in these matters. It scarcely needs detailed
argument to establish that Durkheim would have to accept this reformulation
of his aims since it is difficult»to imagine effective socialization in
any form being accomplished without people being led to exercise self-
control over certain desires and to accept various forms of restraint
and abstinence. The only difficulty to be overcome concerns the precise
formulation of the question upon which empiricai findings might lend support

or cast doubt.
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In this connection it may be emphasised that Durkheinm envisaged
various features of school life - the regularity of lessons, collective
punishments and rewards, History lessons and so forth - rather than
rationél persuasion, accoﬁplishing his socialization aims. The determination
to exercise self-control thus engendered in children would surely, then,
not be manifested in highly discriminative choices. We are being asked
to believe that over the broad areas of interest which affect group
stability and efficiency =~ regularity of cohduct, respect for authority and
loyalfy to theAgroup being especially emphasised — children are led to
exercise self-restraint, the restraint being later manifested in adult
society, and its origin being traceable to experiences during children's
school careers., -

In ordér néw to perceive the precise question which may be raised
in order properly to assess the inferred Durkheimian empirical claim,
enother feature of the logic of empirical investigations of theories of
school socialization must be made explicit. In proceeding to examine
any such theory one cannot validly list values to which one merely
supposes the adult members of society subscribe, and which are believed
to be necessary to its stability and efficiency. A properly reasoned
case must be made showing that the values one wishes to relate to school
experience really are h;ld in a behaviourally consequential way by the
adult citizens, Acéordingly, it may be possible to locate evidence that
the values and behaviour which Durkheim wished to see fostered are not in

fact displayed by members of oﬁr society. The ways in which this might
be established may take the form of_showing-that they entertain quite
contrary values, or that in our society people simply are not moved by
the considerations in question.

It is in facf in the latter way that the available empirical evidence
permits us to proceed, if only to a certain degree. In connection with the

,Durkheimian theoiy it may be asked whether there is evidence that people dd,
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in our kind of society, actually manifest self-restraint over issues
as broad as his lectures imply, or whether the courses of action they
customarily undertake seem more likely to be fully explicable only if
reference is made to considerations other tﬁan the digpositions

he wished to see fostered.

In considering this problem, the gquestion corncerning the source
from which empirical findings could relevantly be cited has to be decided.
This is an important question sinbe, as I.have remarked earlier, no
empirical findings are entirely free from the influence of the theoretical
assumptions which underpin the research method by which the findings were
gathered. Empirical research originating from a theoretical background
vhich was quite incompatible with Durkheim's ovm would not seem to provide
the kind of informatién which could fairly be used in assessing Durkheim's- .
work, On investigation it transpired that there was only one source of
relevant information -~ that provided by behaviouristically inclined
theorists., Happily, I think that an acquaintance with Durkheim's writings
leads one to suppose that he would not be entirely dismissive of empirical
findings produced by such writers, and so I shall proceed to examine
his views in the light of these research findings.

I shall begin by notinglthat there is evidence'thatetperson's will-
ingness to defer gratification depends on the outcome he expects from his
choice.1 The factor which would appear of particular importance is the
individual's expectation that delayed future rewards, for which he would
have towork and wait, are almost certain to materialise, Thus we have one
variable here which involves reference to a factor other than a disposition
to defer gratification in the interests of the group, namely, the agent!s
calculations about possible rewards, to which we may expect to have to refer

in explaining the behavicur of people in our society at the present time.

1+ See Mischel, W., 'Theory and Research on the Antecedents of Self-imposed
delays of Reward! in Maher, B.A. (ed.) Progress in Experimental
Personality Research, New York, 1966, 85-13%2, and Mischel, W., Personality
And Assessment, New York, 1968, 294.
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It has also been suggested that the restraints vhich people may
choose to exercise depend. upon the "subjective value" of the offered
rewards for behaving in a certain fashion1. For example, given that all
children expect that approval by teachers depends on practising self-
discipline in the classroom, there will be differences in the frequency
with which such control is exercised due to differences among children
in the value they place upon obtaining their'teacher's approvals. Siﬁilarly,
vhile for one individual approval from peers in a particular sitvation
may be more important than parental approval, the reverse may be true
for a second person.2

Further, it has been pointed out3 that people judge and evaluate
their owm behaviour, and reward and punish themselves. They congratulate
or berate themselves for their own characteristics; they praise or belittle
their own behaviour. Research has even shown the importance of a person'i
present emotional state for the kind and extent of the self-evaluation he
exercises. Whether one feels happy or sad, for example, influences such things

as gencrosity and charitability both to other people and to oneself*4

1. Mischel, W., 'Towards a Cognitive Social Learning Recapitulation of
Personality! in Pgychological Review, vol. 80, 1973, 252-83%, and
Rotter, J.B., Social Iearning and Clinical Psychology, Englewood Cliffs, 1954

2. ©See Mischel, W. and Mischel, H.N., !'Self-control and the Self'!, in
Mischel, T., (ed.) The Self: Psychological and Philosophical Issues,19T77; 33.

3. Mischel, W, and Mischel, H.N., ibid., 33.

4, .See Isen, A,, Horn, D.y and Rosenhan, D.L.,, 'Effects of Success and
Failure on Children's Generosity! in Journal of Personality and Social
Psychology, vol. 27, 1973, 239-47, and Rosenhan, D.L., Moore, B. and
Underwood, B., 'The Social Psychology of Moral Behaviour! in Lickonz, T.,
(ed,) Morality: A Handbook of Morzl Behaviour, New York, 1976, and
Mischel, W., Coates, B. and Raskoff, A., 'Effects of Success and Failure
on Self-gratificationt! in Journal of Personzlity and Social Psychology
vol. 10, 1968, 381-90, and Moore, B., Underwood B. and Rosenhan, D.l.,
tAffect and Altruism! in Developmental Psycholegy, vol. 27, 1973, 129-42,
and Mischel, V., Ebbesen, E.B. and Zeiss, A.M., 'Determinants of
Selective Memory about the Self! in Journal of Consulting and Clinical
Psychology, vol. 44, 1976, 92-103,




There is no reason, then, to suppose tliat in a society such as our ovai
that people may not at any time question their commitment to the groups
to which they belong, end may not review and even censure their ten-
dencies to behave in accordance with group norms. Once a“in, then, we
are led to suppose that the oou)?ses of action which people undertake
which affect the stability and efficiency of the groups of which they a,re
members may not be satisfactorily explained simply by reference to the
absence or presence of an indiscriminate tendency to behave in certain
Avays in circumstances which affect the interests of the group.

It would seem from the foregoing observations and research findings
that it is a,t least questionable that the adult population of a society
such as our owni could be said to be disposed to display the kind of
unquestioning loyalty to the state, and unreflecting deference to authority
and ready compliance with regulations and routines, which schools it
is suggested might foster.

I should, like now to turn to the research findings on moral
development. I believe that the information go.thered by these studies
lias a certain relevance in that it reveals a tendency in our kind of society
at the present time for children and. adolescents to be, firstly, incon-
sistent in their judgements of what is right and inrong%, secondly, to
1. In a sumary,'-, laschel writes that in order to predict an individual’s

voluntary delay of gratification accurately one would need to Inow his
age, sex, the "reward" for which he is waiting, the consequence of not
waiting, the models to whom he had recently been exposed, his immediate
prior experiences, his mood at the time of the decision and a host

of other variables. See Mischel, W, , Personality and Assessment, New York,

1960, 288-501.

2. It might be suggested tho.t Durkheim did not wish to Inspire such
indiscriminate behavioural tendencies, and that, in fact, his remarks
on "autonamy'-" reveal a contrary intent. It is clear, however, that the
fostering of dispositions is to be accomplished by non-rational means and,
in consequence, it is difficult to see hov; Durldieim could have hoped
that from such origins fine discrimination coudd issue. As I have remarked
earlier, the role of rational persuasion in the school-child’s moral
education is conceived by Durkheim to be confined to turning prior assent
into "enlightened assent".

5. See Kolilberg, L., ’'The Development of Children’s Orientations Towards
a Moral Ordg¢ri Sequence in the Development of Moral Thought’ in Vita
Humana, vol. 6, I965, 11-55, Johnson, R.G., ’'A Study of Children’s
Moral Judgements’ in Child Develoumept, vol.55, 1902, 527-54.
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be able-to resist doing what they believe to bo wrong largely to the extent
that they think punishment nay be incurredi, and thirdly, to be
idiosyncratic over matters about which they feel remorse or guilt«'
Further, it has been suggested that for the individual these three

aspects of moral behaviour are either completely independent or are at best

%
only minimally inter-related.

If these findings are accepted then the notion we may entertain
of the schoolchild in our kind of society is not such that we may readily
suppose that under the present, partially Durldieimian system, schools
are leading children to commit themselves in a consistent and behaviourally
consequential way to the interests of the school groups to which they
belong. On the contrary, in any direct empirical enquiry we should eozpect
to find that children were very mixed in their views concerning the
school’s rules and regulations, and about authority and the extent to

1. See Aronfreed, J.and Reber, A., ‘Intenmlised Behavioural Suppression
end the Timing of Social Punishment’ in Journal of Personality and
Social Psychology, vol. 1., 1965, 5-16, and Grinder, R.E., ‘Parental
Childrearing Practices, Conscience, and Resistance in Temptation in
Si::th-grade Children’ in Child Development, vol. 55, 1964, 881-91, end
I'feckinnon, D.V/., Violation of Prohibition’ in Murray, H.A., et. al.,
(eds.) ibnlorations in Personality, Hew York, 1958, 491-501, and
Mischel, ¥. and Gilligen, C., Delay of Gratification, Motivation of
Prohibited Gratification, and Resistance to Temptation’, in Journal of
of Abnorma] and Social Psychology, vol. 69, 1964, 411-17.

2. See Allinsmith; W., ‘The Learning of Moral Standards’ in. Miller, D.R.
and Swanson, G.E. (eds.) Inner Conflict and Defence, Hew York, I960,
141-76, and Aronfreed, J., ‘The Origin of Self-Criticism’ in Psychological
Review, vol. 71, 1964, 195-518, &nd Sears, R.R., Maccoby, E.E. and Levin, 1.
Patterns of Childrearing, Hew York, 1957, 562-595, &nd Aronfreed, J,,
‘The Hatuj:e, Variety and Social Patterning of Moral Responses to
Transgression’ in Journal of Abnormal and Social Psychology, vol. 65,
1961, 225-40, and Sears, R.R., Haul, L. and Alpert, R,, Identification
and Childrearing, Stanford, 1965, 199-240.

5. See Becker, W.C., '‘The Consequences of Different Kinds of Parental Discipline
in Hoffman, M.L., and Hoffman, L.W. (eds.) Review of Child Development
Research, Hew York, wvol. 1, 1964, 169-208, and Hoffman, M.L., ’Child-
rearing Practices and Moral Development: Generalisations from Empirical
Research’ in Child Development, vol. 54, 1965, 295-518, and Mischel, W.,
Personality and Assessment, 1968, 15-55, &nd Kohlberg, L., op. cit.,

11-15, and Mischel, W., and Mischel, HkH., op. cit., 51-64%*
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which the interests of the group should take prececedence over other
interests. Heither should we expect great consistency in resistance
to temptation or the expression of regret following self-indulgence.

If, following the proper empirical assessment, such expectations
should 00 fulfilled, then an empirical theory along partially Dur-kheimian
lines would have failed to produce positive findings.

In conclusion, we may say of these approaches to the empirical
investigation o £ the Durkhejmian theory that on balance it appears that
the view tlmt the stability and efficiency of our society depends on its
members acquiring dispositions of the inclusive kind Durkheim apparently
champions is questionable in so far as the available evidence suggests
that the adul.t members of society do not display self- restraint on the
basis siiliply of any one consideration, such as a concern for the interests
of any group to which they belong. It would also appear unlikely that ok
children in our schools are acquiring the dispositions r/Imdie.ijn wished
to see fostered. Tlius, there is room for doubt that an empirical theory
along Durkheimian linos would accurately depict the features of school 1life
whicli contribute to the socialization process by which cliildrtri are led to
become acceptable members of our society at the present time.

The reference to "our society at the present time" is, I thinic,
an important qualification, for one frequently reads accounts of life in
countries such as China at the time of the "Cultural Revolution" where
the citizens do indeed seem to be committed to the interests of their
society in a ;.%y which leads one to suppose that their behaviour may indeed
be satisfactorily explained by reference merely to certain dispositions.
The school ejqgoerionce of children in such societies also seems, if accounts
are to be believed, to be of a nature such that the grovrbh of these dis-
positions may bo recognised to have occurred as a result of tho socialization
programmes operated by schools. But siiaii societies seen very different
from our own,and considering the reviewed evidence, we must rest with

the conclusion that the Durkheimian theory of school socialisation may
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be the subject of reasoned scepticism in so far as it is intended to apply
to a society such as our d-/h

In fairness to Durldie,im I should like to emphasise a point ack-
nowledged earlierdJ It is true only up to a point that the proposals he made
were or are existing practices universally operated in schools in our kind
of society. It is unlMoely, for example, that all teachers meke use of
collective punishments and rewards, or stress the ethos of the school. It
seems even more unlikely that science teachers relate the subject matter
of their lessons to the aims of "moral education". This being the case,
it does not seem to be entirely fair to produce research findings which
give support to the view that it is questionable whether the adult pop-
ulation of a society such as our own could be saidto be disposed to display
tho kind of loyalty to the state and deference to authority which Durkliein
suggests schools might foster. Until Durldieim’s proposals have been fully
implemented their success cannot properly be ascertained.

This line of argument seems to me to be unejiswerable as a defence
of Dm:kheim's detailed position. It has, however, the unfortunate con-
sequence that we have at the present time, and indeed in the foreseeable
future, no valid means of an assessment of that position. In these cir-
cumstances it does not seem to me to have been an entirely unprofitable
exercise to have attempted to consider whether existing school arrangements
are contributing to the formation of the kind of attitudes Durkheim
was concerned to cliampion. Durkheim’s precise position may be unaffected
by the empirical evidence I have adduced; the kind of partially Durklieimian

system at present operated seems loss immune,

1, See above, 94*
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2. The Theory of Talcott Parsons

2 (a) Exposition

In his article. The School Class as a Social System: Some of its
Pimctions in American Society”« Parsons sets out to do two things:

"Our main interest is in the dual problem: first

of how the school class flinctions to internalize

in its pupils both the commitments and capacities for
successful performance of their future adult roles,
and cond of how it functions to allocate these
human resources within the structure of tho adult
society."

The second of Parsons* interests, the leading of pupils towards different

kinds of occupation in accordance with their assessed abilities and aptitudes,

is often, as indeed it is for Parsons, considered a study which falls under
the rubric of socialization." Since, however, the individual is

not glimpsed in such studies, the fccus being on the mechanisms of selection

by which pupils are chosen for courses leading to higher qualifications, it

will not be of concern to our investigations here. Our interests, then,

are in Parsons* views on the school classroom as an agency through which
individuals are, in his words, '"trained to be motivationally ... adequate
to the performance of adult roles."

In common with Durkheim, Parsons appears to accept, by implication
at least, that the central purpose of socialization processes is to incul-
cate certain values which are thought to be necessary for the stability
and efficiency of society. Since, however, Ms thought draws heavily
1. Parsons, T,, op. cit.

2. Examples of this kind of approach are to be found in Turner, R.H.,
‘Sponsored and Contest Mobility and the School System* in American
Sociological Review, vol, XXV, Ho, 5» 1960 855-807,and Ploud, J. and
Halsey, A.H., %Education and Occupation: English Secondary Schools and
the Supply of labour* in The Yearbook of Education,b1956, 519*“552,
and Tiirdlielweit, E.T, and Swift, B., *A Model for the Understanding:
of Schools as a Socializing “ent* in Mussen, P., Langer, Z and

Covington, M,, (eds.) Trends and Issues in Developmental Psychology,
Hew York, 19&9, 154-181. ~
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upon Freudian ideas his views are markedly different from those of

Durkheim, though there is common ground not only concerning the formal

goals of socialization processes, but also concerning the importance of school
experience as the means whereby in our society the inadequacy of "family
socialization" may be overcome. It is, in fact, upon this point concerning
the inability of parents to foster values in their children which are required
by society that we may conveniently commence an examination of Parsons'

theory.

Parsons appears to suggest that one important defect in the young
child's experience within the family is that he forms strong emotional attachments
only with his parents and principally his mother. This means that he is
inclined to accept values and to perform tasks to please only his parents.
Parsons points out that by the time the child reaches adulthood the objects
of his affections and regard need to have undergone a fundamental change if
the values required by society are to be internalized. The school, then,
is the means in our society whereby the child is led away from the "pre-
oedipal objects of attachments", and towards others which will more
effectively dispose him to perform tasks which are necessary for society's
stability and efficiency.

The psychological process which Parsons suggests is involved in the
transformation is described in the following terms. The very young child
has a strong emotional attachment to his mother and, as part of a family,
has ascribed for him a certain status. Following the stage of oedipal
conflict he is sent to school where he finds that status has to be "earned"
by performances on tasks set by the teacher. Just as the child formerly
identified with his mother in the pre-oedipal stage and acquired a certain
"achievement-motivation" - he wanted to do things well to please his mother -
so his' achievement-motivation is furthered by his identification with his teacher,

and his wanting to do well in school to please his teacher. The school thus



recapitulates an experience which the child first liad in the family.

The process of identification with the teacher which Parsons
postulates is furthered, he thinks, by the fact that in the elementary
grades the child typically has one teacher, just as in the pre-oedipal
stage he Ivad one parent, the mother, who was the focus of his "object-
relations". The continuity between the two phases is also favoured by the
fact tlxat the teacher, like the mother, is a woman. But if she acted only
like a mother, there would be no genuine reorganisation of the pupil’s
"personality system".

This reorganisation is furthered by the many features of the teacher’s
role which differentiate it from the maternal. It is also pertinent that
while a child 1ms one main teacher in each grade, he will usual.ly have a new
teacher when he progresses to the next higher grade. Ke thus comes to
grasp that histeacher, imJ.ilce his mother, is inte3?changeable,

The school year is long enough .to form an important relationship
to a particular teacher, but not long enough for a highly individual attach-
ment to crystallize. Most importantly, more than in the family, the child
in school must internalize his relation to the teacher’s role rather than
her particular personality. The accomplishment of tliis is a major step
in the internalization of "universalistic patterns":

"For the individual, the old fejnilial identification

is broken up and a new identification is gradual.ly
built up, providing the first-order structure of

the child’s identi'by apart from his originally ascribed
identity as son or daughter of the 'Jones' . He

both transcends his familial identification in

favour of a more independent one and comes to

occupy a differentiated status within the new

system" .

Apart from his relationship with the teacher there is another
jeatiur:e connected with school eittendance which Parsons believes to be

1, Persons, T,, op. cit., 507.
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of immense importance in the process by which the child is led to form

new attachments and, concomitantly, to acquire different motives. Tlie
school-age child continues to live in the parental household and to be
highly dependent on his parents, but he is now spending several hours a
day away from home, subject to a discipline and reward system which are
essentially unrelated to that administered by the parents. Moreover,

the range of this independence gradually increases. The child has, for
example, his oim pocket money, travels further afield, and has the opp-
ortunity for association with age-peers without detailed adult supers/ision.

Parsons believes, in fact, that membership of peer-groups is extremely
important in the socialization process by which children are led to become
acceptable members of our society. In his view,

"The motivational foundations of character are
inevitably first laid down tlirougli identification
with parents who are generation-superiors, and the
generation difference is a type example of a
hierarchical status difference. But an mmnense
part of the individual’s adult role performance will
have to be in association with status-equals or
near-equals. In this situation it is important
to have a reorganisation of the motivational
structure so that the origina.l dominance of the
hierarchical axis is modified to streiigihen the
egalitarian components. Tlie peer group plays a
prominent part in this process",”

One final indication of Parson’s reliance on Freudian thought for
guidance in understanding the socializing function of schooling is revealed
in the interpretation he offers of the role of "sex-typed activities" in
school, Sex-sogxegation of latency period peer groups, he suggests, may
be regarded as a means of reinforcing" sex-role identification. Through

1. Parsons, op, cit., 389.
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intensive association with sex-peers and involvement in sex-typed activities,
they strongly reinforce belongingness with other members of the same sex
and contrast with the opposite sex. Even more Freudian in character
is his suggestion that sex-typed activities function to help pupils to
cope with the psychological difficulty of overcoming the earlier incestuous
attachments, and hence to prepare the child to form in later years an
attachment to someone his ov/n age and of the opposite sex,
2 (b) Parsons as a Social Systems Theorist

It is with these remarks that we conclude the Insigiits Parsons offers
concerning the part played by schools in the process by wliich children are
led to become acceptable members of our society. His views can, I thinic,
be readily shovn to fall within the province of the social systems research
approach. It is, firstly, fairly clear that Parsons is employing the
metaphysical paradigm I have called the "affective bonds assumption" for **
he insists on the importance of children being led away from solely familial
attachments towards a concern for the regard ofpeers in order that the
kind of strong achievement motivation, which hoapparentlybelieves is
nocGssory if society is to :function properly, may be formed.

Persons seems equally committed to the second metapliysical paradigm
I have mentioned, that which suggests that we view the acquisition of values
on analogy with the moulding of plastic materials. This is apparent in
that ho believes that children can be inclined by the contrivance of certain
features of campill.sory school attendance to embrace values to which they have
given no rational consideration. Indeed, Parsons supposes that children
can be led even against their irdtial. wishes to replace the objects of their
deepest feelings, their uneonditj.onally lovin.g parents, with friends and
teachers whose esteem has to be earned. Hero, surely, is a reliance on
the "plastic man" anology.

Concerning Parsons’ particular use of the environmentalist methodology

associated with the social systems research approach I shall have more to
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say presently. It is sufficient at this point to establish that he does
in fact adopt this methodological stance by noting that the factors
which he desires to relate include, on the one hand, school organisational
features such as the presence of female teachers during the early
years, the conditional nature of the teacher'!s regard, the compulsory
separation from the parents ;§r several hours each day, the enforced prop-
inquity of other children and the participation in sex—typed activities, and,
on the other, the development of desires ﬁo be estecmed by a particular
range of people and the consequent growth of an achievement motivation
which is thought essential for the stability and efficiency of society.
Finally, we turn to the ontological commitment to some form of
existence for dispositions which I have suggested is a distinguishing
feature of the social systems research approach. Although Paxrsons does
not write of dispositions, the Freudian basis of his theory suggests that
the kind.of.achievement motivation he believed schools foster would have
something of the character of an unconscious wish. The succegsfully
socialize&?adolescent's bahaviour would, that is, be more like a moth
veering towards a light than a helmsmaﬁ steering a ship to port1. The need
for the approval of teachers and peers would draw him towards behaving in ways
vhich would gain this end. Thié being the case, there does not seem to be
a significant difference in writing of the fostering of dispositions
in the sense of tendencies to behave in a certain way whenever certain
circumstances obtain, and the inspiring of achievement motivation. Ve may,
then, I believe, conclude that Parsons can be said to be accepting this
ontological commitment of the social systéms research approach,

“

2 (c) Appraisal

It would appear, then, that Parsons! theory is one which may he

clagsified as within the scope of the soclal systems research approach,

i This comparison is drawn from Peters. See Peters, R.S., The Concept
of Motivation, 1958, TO.
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and, as such, will be wlnerable to any vo.lid criticism of the

features of this research approach considered in isolation from any
theories to which it has given rise. Before embarking upon the assessment
of the research approach itself, or even an examination of the special
features of this particular theory, I should lilce to raise the question
of the extent to which his article may be said to approach a complete
description of school socialisation.

We may begin by conceding that it is unreasonable to expect a theorist
to specify within the compass of a single work the entire range of organ-
isational features of school life which may foster the growth of achievement
motivation. Tlie adaquaoy of Parson’s theory in the sense at present under
consideration turns rather on the extent to which the interpretations we
may infer he would make of the concepts of the unsuccessfully socialized
person and the deviant are acceptable. %

On the topic of unsuccessful socialization which, in this context,
would appear to involve a failure effectively to lead the child away from
a stultifyingly exclusive relationship with his parents, one looks for
a criterion by wvdiich it may be decided whether a particular child has not
been successfully socialized. The criterion might, in lay language, be
couched in terms of the un.successfully socialized child being 'Immature"
in his relations with his teachers, whom he might, perhaps, continue to
treat as parent-substitutes. The distinguishing feature of his behaviour -
by which he may be deemed immature in this respect would not, Parsons would
concede, be immediately observable, for it would juivolve the presence of
a certain persisting underlying motive. It is at this point that a difficulty
which attaches to socialization theories based on psychoanalytic thought
becomes apparent. This concerns the contentious natui’e of imputations
of "Freudian" motivations. Psychoanalysts place great importance on the
difficulty of ever imowing the "tru.e" motives which lead a person to act

in the way he does, Im extremely wide range of observable beh/.iviour,
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including, no doubt, that which is seemingly indistinguishable from

beha&iour which is prompted by the desire for achievement in order to merit

the respect of the world beyond the family circle. may in the considered

opinion of the analyst be attributable to "pre-oedipal" attachments,

or an immature need for parental approval, This being the case, it seems

reasonable to enquire into the validity of analysts! diagnostic Jjudgements,

Extensive empirical investigations have been made of the reliability of

analysts! attempts to infer persisting motivational dispositions from

observable behaviour. It is now fairly widely recognised that the accumulated

findings give little support for the supposed validity of analysts! judgements,

even vhen the judgements are made in clinical contexts. Reviews of

relevant research show that clinicians guided by concepts about underlying

genotypic dispositions have not been able to predict behavioux better than

the person himself (who, supposedly, was unaware he possessed such inclinations)

or any lay person using simple indices of directly relevant past behaviour,

or even demographic variables.1 In the light of these findings, the

criteria by which Parsons might seek to effect the>identification of un~

succéssfully socialized persons must, I think, be acknowledged to bte less

th;n entirely satisfactory. N

A weakness of the nature I have indicated would not, of course, hinder

the identification of unsuccessfully socialized children vho were grossly

immature in their relations with, for example, their teachers., Universal

agreement might readily be reached concerning whether a particular boy

was, in clinical terms, '"mother—fixated". It may well be, however, that

in many cases clarity would be served if such children ¥%ere regarded as

"devianfs" in so far as this term is applied by social systems theoriests

to people who are, like such children, strongly cormitted to values inimical

1« See, for examﬁle, Mischél, W., Personality and Assessment, New York, 1968,. .
"~ 288-295, and lMischel, W,, Introduction to Personaiity, New York, 1971,

and Mischely W., 'Direct Versus Indirect Personality Assessment: Evidence
and Implications! in Journal of Consulting and Clinical Psychology, vol. 38,

1972, 319-324.
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to the preservation and efficiency'of the groups to which they belong.

If Parsons were to apply the deviancy label to pgople who were
not "achievement-motivated" in the sense of wishing to pursue worldly
guccess for reasons other than to please parents, it begins to appear
as if the class of deviants is likely to be composed of those regarded
by society at large as neurotics., TFor in a society where one is expected
to form achievement-inspiring emotional attachments to peer group members,
the individual who does not change the objects of his earliest attachments
will probably be thought to be dominated by his parents, or to be "fixated",
If this is so, the question we may now raise is whether there is anything
unacceptable in construing déviancy in this way.

The first thought which may strike one is that the class of people
who by their commitment to particular values are a force disruptive of &y
the stability and efficiency of society is surely not to be confined to
neurotics of the kind at present under discussion, This, however, need
not unduly disturb Parsons, for his theory, construed as a theory of
school socialization, need only seek to identify those pecple whose deviancy
may be traced to failure in school socialization processes, Hisz claim,
then, appears to be that in our kind of society the class of deviants, in
iespeot of whom schools can be seen to have failed to lead to form aspirations
useful to society, is confined to those he identifies.

Such en interpretation of the oéncept of deviancy may, I think, be
most profitably assessed in fhe context of an examination of the social.
systems research approach itself, It does not secem to me that we can attempt,
for exomple, to determine whether this inferred Parscnian interpretation of
deviancy can be desmed Yecoxvect! by, for example, comparing it with the
interpretation we derived from the writings cf Durkheim. It may be that
the Parsonian account needs to be éupplemented with the Durkheimian, ox.
it nay ve that the values Durkheim champions would be claimed by Parsons fo

be, at botton, based on the sources of achievement motivation in which he
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is interested., There simply is not in Parsons! article sufficient
information profitably fo pursue this question.

It is apparent from the foregoing comments that Parsons! article
is less than completely satisfying if we are seeking an account of school
socialization vhich is complete in the sense of offering an interpretation
of those concepts which are so cldsely 1iﬁked to that of "socialization".
Despite this, it is still possible, I think, to make some pertinent remarks
on the difficulties to which the empirical assessment of Parsons! theory,
is subject.

The first point which may be made is that there has not, to my
knovledge, even been any attenpt to seek empirical confirmation of Parsons?
theory. PFurther, it is not only the case that no such investigation has
ever been made, it is not clear whether the terms of such an enquiry couldﬂ
be given an adequate operational definition, for Parsons! theory draws |
heavily on the Freudian theory of personality. Freudians make a special
distinction between observable behaviour and the motive it serves; and the
consequence of their distinction is that in order tc characterise behaviour
properly a certain amount of interpretation of a épecial kind is required.
To date there is, however, as I have rema.rked,1 no reliable means of
relating obsexrvable behaviour to the underlying categories of motives which
telong to Freudian theory. In consequence eof this, it may not prove possible
to gather any reliable body of evidence which would either lend support to
or digconfirm the Parsonian theory. It might also be added in this cennection
that various asgpects of the Freudian theory of personality itself heve been
the subject of several controlled empirical assesgments with largely
negative findings.

This last point may lead one to raise the question whether the

Preudion theory of personzality is one which may profitably be embraced

1. ©See above, 110,

2, Sece Eysenck, H.J., and Wilson, G.D. (eds.) The FExperimental Study of
Freudian Theories, 1973
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in attenpting to describe the part played by schools in the process by
which children are led to become acceptable members of society. Not only
does its adopticn make the gathering of empirical evidence difficult,

and not only does it lead to the theorist being selective in the behaviour
he chooses to consider.,1 it would also appear to be methodologically unsound.
Any proper treatment of school socialization must surely not limit the
range of behaviour upon which attention is to be focussed by the adoption
at the outset of a theory of personality conceived to solve quite different
problems, In opposition to this readiness to construct theories in this
manner Turner2 has insisted that the relevance of personality to the
functioning of society or any organisation is a perplexing matter. I%
remains so paftly because there has been no adequate conceptualisation

of the relations between group or societal variables and personality, even
(=1

1

conceived along Freudian lines,’ More fundamental, however, is the lack
of a conception of personality which hés been formulated specifically
to account for the behaviour which has been inspired by a particular kind
of society or group.3 The problen has been defined as one of discovering
a relationship between societal and group variables and a pre-established
conception of personality. This,certainly,would not appear to be sound
procedure.

In conclusion, it may he said of Parsons' theory that, like the
theory of Imile Durkheim, there is room for reasoned doubt that positive

cupirical findings may‘be‘forthcoming. This is not to suggest that the

1. Thig may, in part, accouant for the divergencies belween the accounts
given of school nocialization I have drawm from the writings of
Durkhoin and Parsons.

2, Turner, R., 'The Protlem of Social Dimensions of Pewsonality! in Pacific
Sociolosical Review, vol., 4, 1961, 57-62,

N
®

This is, of course, not wniversally true., See, for example, Riesman, D,
The Toncly Crowd, New York, 1950, 17-38.




difficulties to vwhich I have dravm attention are insuperable. It is
important to note, however, that, at present, little support for the
social systems research approach to gocialization as a fruitful research
aﬁproach can be gained by citing the work of Talcott Parsons as a theory
whoée basic conceptions are within its guidelines.

2, A Behaviourist Theorv of Socialization

3 (a) Exposition

T have already outlined in an earlier chapter1 the behaviourist theory
of socialization I wish to consider, i shall, therefore, do nc more here
than briefly mention a fairly recent attempt to extend the theory I have
sketched to include more of the concepts - particularly "role" and "social
positiong" - which Dawe mentioned in his historical survey of the social
systems approach to socielization. This particular variant of the behaviourist
theory may also be considered an exemplification of the '"role learning"
approach to socialization which has at present a considerable number of
adherents.. An infiuential exposition of this theory has been mede by
Orville Brim.

Brim defines socialization as the process of learning by which an
individual is prepared to meet the requirements that sogiety has set for
his behaviour. These requirements always attach to tﬁe positions he holds
in either the larger society or some smaller group within it, and the reqﬁired
behaviour ig coneidered to be constitutive of the roles he has to play.
Brim acknowledges that a person's knowledge of the requirements of a role -
and his ability to discharge the obligations are undeniably of some
importance in the scocialization process. For Brim, hougver, the most
important factor distinguishing successful socialization is motivation.
The socialization process is successful, and social stability énd efficienc&

will be maintained, above all to the extent that people can be induced ‘o want

1. BSee above, 35_43.

2. Brim; 0.G., 'Socialization Through the Life Cycle! in Brim, 0.G. &and
Vheeler, S., (eds.) Sccizlization After Childhood, Kew York, 1966, 1-50.
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to meet the expectations constitutive of the roles in which they find
themselves cast.

It is apparent that there is withiui the behaviourist approach to
scientific research nothing which raises difficulties for a behaviourist
in his adoption of the concepts of "role" and "social position". The
notion of a "role" can be elaborated in terms of "required values and
behaviour" and both the values and behaviour in question given operational
definition.

The stress on values in Brim’s theory is, as I have remarked earlier,*
also evident in the scales and questionnaires which are the standard means
by which theorists of behaviourist persuasion seek to determine the success
or otherwise of socialization processes. It is this emphasis, and its
implications, which leads one to consider the behaviourist theory as an
exemplification of the social systems' research approach. There v/ouJ.d not
seem, that is, to be strong reasons wliy a behaviourist accustomed to
employing "socialization scales" should object to the suggestion that he
is cons'bruing socialization as a process by which individuals are led to
hold certain values which o,xc believed to be supportive of the stability
and efficiency of the group to which he belongs. Equally, such a theorist
would appear to hold the view that an unsuccessfully socialized person
Is one who, according to test results, appears not to be commit ted to these
values to tho required degree, and that a deviant person is one who has
embraced contrary values. The behavious?ist theory of socialization may, then,
properly be deemed to belong to the social systems research approach to
so0ialization,

3 (b) Anuraisal

This conceded wo may turn to the question concerning the empirical
support which research findings may provide for the beliaviourist theory
of school socialization. It is right at the outset to report an important

jziadoquacy of which practitioners in the field are fully cognisant,

1. Sec above, 30~39> and. 36,
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Morrison and MbIntyre1, following their survey of research findings,

have concluded that behaviourist investigafions of the long term influences
" of lessons and school organisational arrangemenfs on atfitudes and traits
are in at least one fundamental respect unsatisfactory. They acknowledge
that no general acdeptance of a "umified" theory concerning the 1ésting
influences of school experience guides research projects. Instead one finds
a host of quite unrelated investigations of the possible long-term

 effects of pérticular.lessons or aspects qf organisational features. Further,
each infestigation by the precision of its operational definitions precludes
or makes difficult the legitimate assimilation of its findings into a more
general, systematic account of the lasting influence of school experience.

Both these features of behaviourist research procedure may readily be
illustrated by reference to the investigations which have been undertaken to
determine the influence of features of school life on that aspect of people's
outlook which might be expected to affect directly fhevstability of our society, .
namely, that concerned with political matters; Studies of the relations between
political attitudes and school experience which are commonly found in reviews
of the literature usually accord.é prominent place to Adorno's study of the
authoritarian persbnality. Both in his original investigation2 and in later
work5 he sought and found cofrelations between authoritarianism and length
of education. Authoritafianism, as measured by Adorno's "F Scale'", correlates
negatively with years of education. . Another commonly mentioned study is that con-

4

ducted by Hess and Torney . These writers pfdceeded on the basis that if education

1. Morrison, A. and McIntyre, D., Schools and Socialization, 1971, 125.

2. Adorno, T.W., Frenkel-Brunswik, E., Levinson, D.J. and Sandford, R.N.,
The Authoritarian Personality, New York, 1950,

3., Christie, R., 'Authoritarianism Re-examined' in Christie, R. and Jahoda, M.,
(eds.) Studies in the Scope and Method of "The Authoritarian Personality",
New York, 1954.

4, Hess, R.D. and Torney, J.V., The Development of Political Attitudes
in Children, 1967.




is playing a distinctive part in moulding attitudes then one would expect
to find, for exemple, that, as they grew older, children’s attitudes would
become more like those of their teachers. 1In their study, Hess and Tomey
did in fact find a narrowing of the gap, based on correlations between
such matters as teachers’ practices in displaying the American flag and
children’s attitudes towards the flag as a symbol. Finally, mention is
also often made of the investigations conducted by Hewcomb*', who investigated
political attitudes among the student body of Benniington College, Vermont,
at that time a small and intensely political college with a liberal
faculty much concerned with the events of the period and with acqus.inting
its students with tho nature of the contemporary social and political
scene, llewcomb reported that most students went through marked changes of
attitude as they progressed through the college, moving from freshman
conservatism to senior non-conservatism,

An acquaintance with studies such as these2 reveals clearly the
absence of a guiding general theory which specifies in a comprehensive
way both the values which it is believed educational organisations foster
which it can be argued presem/e the stability and efficiency of society, and
the features of school life by which this is accomplished. The piecemeal
and detailed nature of the investigations, with their inherently limiting
featui'es of being examinations of particular institutions during a certain
period using unique measuring scales (Adorno’s "F Scale"), all tend to
preclude their legitimate incorporation in any subsequent attempt to formulate
the kind of theory which ought properly to precede any satisfactory invest-
igodion of school socialization.

In addition to these deficiencies in behaviourist research studies

there is another which is related to the absence of ay*- precisely formulated

1. llewcomb, T.II., Attitude Development as a Function of Reference Groups;
the Bennington Gtudy’ in Frosliansky, IL and Seidcnberg, B, (eds,)
Basic Sh-idies in Foeial Psychology, Hew York, 1965? 215%287.

2, Tlie siuvey of research projects in Morrison, A, and McIntyre, B., op, cit.
provides many more examples.



theoiy of school socialisation* There is often to be found in such

jawestigations not only a limiting precision of terms of reference, there

is also, in another sense, an absence of required detail. 'The point

at issue here may be illumined if reference is made first to research

which has been conducted into the, ijnpact of sex and religious education,

two features of school life which traditionally have been thought to be

of some consequence in the development of a '"sense of responsibility" and to

assist the '"personal adjustment" of the individual to "the demands of society".
We may begin by referring to research designed to establish the

effects of sex education on sexual behaviour. At the present time in this

country, the research conducted by Schofield** is often cited in reviews

of the literature. In his survey he found largely negative correlations

between various aspects of sex education provision and the sexual activity

of young people, though a large difference in patterms of heterosexual ~

behaviour did correlate with tho type of school (gremma-r or secondary

modem) pupils Imd attended. Boys and girls from the former are at the

P

age of fifteen less experienced sexually. In another survey" Dale compared
the views of former pupils from single-sex and co-educatlonal schools, his
subjects being asked to report on their feelings about their experience

of school and their attitudes to members of the opposite sex. They were
asked, for example, "Did your school life help or hinder you in your relations
with the opposite sox?" Forty per cent of men from boys’ schools compared
with less than six per cent from mixed schools thought their schooling had
been a hindrance, and similarly distinctive results were obtained from

women. Both sexes from the oo“educational schools said they found it easier

to work with members of the opposite sex, and co-educated men found it

easier to work under the direction of a woman.

1. Schofield, M., The Sexual Behaviour of Young People, IS68.

2, Dale, ‘Co-education’ in Butcher, H.J,, (ed.) Educational Research
in Britain, 1968, 243"b0



On the topic of religious education, mention may be made of the work
of Alves, who has attempted to relate the intentions of teachers of religious
education to the enduring effects of their lessons. Over half of the teachers
in his survey indicated that they aimed to promote "personal Cliristian '
dedication" among the pupils. One of his general findings was that this
aim seemed not to hove been lastingly fulfilled since even sixth form
pupils in his survey tended to be less positive in their attitudes to
Christianity than pupils in the fourth and fifth forms.

It is not, however, on the negative nature of the many correlations
in religious and sex education studies that I wish to focus attention, but
re/bher on the absence of information or even conjecture which would
render such findings interesting to the student of school socialisation
or even the theorist inquisitive concerning the long term effects of
school experience in sry of its aspects. In Schofield’s study we are left¥
to stjrmmise for ourselves just what might be those aspects of school life
at a secondary modern which are not operative at a gramm.ar school which
contribute to the earlier sex experience of its pupils. A similar absence
of necessary detail is observable in the work of both Dale and Alves where
the unanalysed nature of the school variable leaves unclarified the
relationship we should lilce to see illumined.

It may be doubted, that the limitation of these studies to the search
for such correlations is merely fortuitous, for in proceeding in this way
these researchers are following the standard behaviourist approach to
scientific procedure and resting content with its approach to scientific
e,xplanation. It is perliaps in the tacit acceptance of this approach to .
explanation that we may find a continuing underlyj.ng reason why empirical
behaviourist studies leave any detailed question of the nature of school
socialization largely unanswered, and for that reason the logic of this
approach to explanation is worthy of our attention.

1, Alves, C., Religion a.nd the Secondary School, 1968.
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Ve may begin by noting that in seeking correlations, behaviourists
are in effect confining their investigations to the task of providing
the kind of information which may be used to ansv/er a particular kind of
question. In thecase of the research conducted by Dale, the question
might bephrased as follows: Vlny is it that certain people find it difficult
to work with members of the opposite sex B Tlie answer which his study
provides is that it may be that these people went to single sex schools
and such people usually do find it difficult to work with members of the
opposite sex. In more schematic terms Von Wright has written of this, the
"inductive-probabilistic" model of explanation, as follows:
"The object of an inductive-probabilistic
explanation ... is an Individual event E.
The basis is a set of other elements or states
E~. The covering law, the 'bridge'
or 'tie' connecting the basis with the object
of explanation, is a probability hypothesis
to the effect that on an occasion when E* ... E%
are instantiated, it is highly probable that
E will occur".
Von Wright has pointed out that it is part and parcel of an inductive-
probabilistic explanation that it admits the possibility that E may have
failed to occur. It therefore leaves room for an additional quest for explan-
ation: why did E on this occasion actually occur and why did it not fail to
occur ? Inductive-probabilistic explanations explain why things which
happened were to be expected (or not to be expected). Only in a secondary
sense do they explain why things happened, viz., '"because" they were highly
probable. Von V/pight suggests that ft is better to say not that inductive-
probabilistic explanations exi”lain what happened, but to say only that
they Jjustify certain expectations and predictions. Some writers are more

forthright than this. Philips, for example, writes:

1. Von Wright, G.E., Explanation and Behaviour, 1971, 13-14-



"Imagine that we have valid measures of onr independent
and dependent variables and that, furthermore, we have
established an extremely high statistical relation-
ship between them. This relationship does not

in itself constitute an explanation. Rather a corr-
elation is also a description - a fact to be explained.
This fact itself does not serve as an explanation of
anything at all".**

Behaviourist research, then, though it may prove useful for certain
predictive purposes, and in some measure, to explain certain states of
affairs, may not be expected, in the absence of a guiding theory, to provide
the basis for a satisfactory explanation of the part played by schools in the
process by which children are led to become acceptable members of society. 1In
asserting this, I da not mean to suggest that having formulated a promising
theory of school socialization, the search for correlations suggested by the
theory would be irrelevant. On the contrary, it could be an essential method
of testing the theory. I mean to assert here merely that behaviourist
studies of the kind I have mentioned seem unlikely to provide the kind of in-
sight from which a detailed theory of school socialization couid be formulated,

In reflecting upon empirical findings gathered by behaviourists inter-
ested in the effects of schooling I have perforce ignored the theoretical
contribution which a behaviourist might make to the study of school role
socialization. On this topic behaviourist theorists of socialization
might be thought to be able to speak with an unique authority, for it is not
only the case that they have devised scales and other measuring devices
whereby the "social adjustment" of childcren may be measured, they have
even persuaded schools to adopt their use in cases where it is thought
appropriate to reach a decision as tO whether a particular child is to be
deemed unacceptable as a pupil at that school, or even at any such type of

school, and should rather be sent to a "Special" educational establishment.

1. Philips, D., Abandoning Method, 1973, 13-
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Ify in accordance with the social systems research approach, it is accepted
that hy school role socialization is to he meant the process hy which vaines
conducive to the stability and efficiency of the school are inculcated, and
tha,t unsuccessfully socialized persons and deviants are pupils who fail

to acquire these values, then it might seem that the behaviourist's task

in describing school role socialization may not be difficult. Such theorists
loiow the values \fnich their questionnaires measure, and since these are
actually used by schools they may claim to laiow the values which schools
deem to be so important that pupils who fail properly to embrace them are
literally unacceptable in the school. Further, proceeding in this way it
might then be possible to relate such values to the preservation and efficiency
of society, and then to a.rgue that the contribution of schools to the
socialization process by which people become acceptable members of society
lies in the inculcation of such values. Such a procedure lias not, to my
Icnowledge, ever been undertolien and ib does rest on on assumption which is
Questionable.

This assumption is that schools do in fact regard pupils to be
unacceptable school members on the basis of the values to which they subscribe.
It may vieil be that even though use is made of "social adjustment" scales
jai which pupils’ values are assessed it nevertheless is the case that the
decision to declare a pupil to bo unacceptable as a member of the school’s
community is not principally or even at all based on the question of values.
This is a topic which it is more convenient to raise as part of a later
discussion of the ethogenic approach to school role socialization. I wish
merely at this point to emphasise both that the issue as to whether behaviourists
may claim on the basis of the acceptance by schools of their social adjustment
scales to know the values which schools require of pupils, and that the claim
that the success of school role socialization is as a matter of fact decided by
schools Dby reference to these values, should not be regarded as beyond

discute «



Conclusion

It is apparent from the foregoing consideration of these tliz'ee theories
which wore conceived within the confines of the social systems research
approach that there does not as yet exist an impressive body of positive
research findings such that one could feel fully confident that it would
be profitable to continue investigations of school or school role socialization
empl.oying this research approach. This is, of course, not to say that the
research approach itself is incapable of more effective adoption by other
theorists, and as yet we have made no attempt at its evaluation. It is
appropriate now to do so, and wo turn from empirical to conceptual considerations
in a.n examination of the metaphysical para-digms, methodology and ontology

of this research approach.

4y



CEEPTRR FOUR

A CRITIQUE OF THF SOCLIL SYSTEI-IS RESEARCH
APPROACH TO SOCIALIZATION

1. The Arpraisal of Research Approachest Some General Considerations

Tlie occasion upon which a need may he perceived to undertake a critical
appraisal of the various ideas which combine to form a research approach is
likely to arise when its constituent theories are failing to lead to a
satisfying accumulation of knowledge. It is, of course, possible at such
a Jjuncture the,t attention may be directed merely at the theories, and
negative findings attributed either to methodological difficulties or to a
failure to pose precisely the right questions. Thus a social systems
theorist might at the present time choose not to question the research
approach itself and my believe rather that either Durlcheim’s or Parsons’
theory is substantially correct but must be recast so that a proper
operational definition of terms may be effected. However, the contingency
of a dearth of positive findings properly shouJ-d not absolve a theorist from
the need to be clear concerning just what are the assumptions and commitments
he is accepting in his attempts to understand the world. It may be that the
conceptual difficulties which will become apparent foj.loiang his investigations
of the research approach he has been inclined to accept will undermine
the validity of even seemingly positive findings. Tlie critical appraisal of
research approaches, then, is a task with which no theorist may with
equanimity dispense.

In conducting his examination a theorist may, for analytic clarity,
consider separately the topics of metaphysical paradigms, methodology and
ontology. In his appraisal of metaphysical paradigms some thoughts of Kulin
concerning the ways in which such paradigms may fail to prove acceptable

as "ways of looking o.t the world" may prove helpful.



To begin, it has been emphasised by Kuhn that a paradigm, as an
analogy, will in a straightforward sense be incommensurable. This has
the consequence that the most decisive reason for ceasing to employ a
particular paradigm will arise from the analogy, which will in the nature
of things not be usefully applicable to all phenomena, failing to cast
light, or any further light, upon a state of affairs. It is not only the
case that the extended use of a paradigm produces diminishing returns.

A paradigm can, in certain circumstances, be seen to be, in the words of
Hesse, a negative analogy, that is, a set of statements developed from
within the analogy itself which should have been true had the analogy
held that far, but which, since the analogy cannot properly be so extended,
turn out not to be so. Kuhn himself writes of anomalies, of insoluble ,
problems, of germane but unwelcome results which are produced by a paradigm
being pushed too far,

Kuhn suggests tha,t, typically, in this situation attempts will be
made to adjust the analogy. Anomaly deepens into crisis when these attempts
fail and negative findings continue to be prevalent, thus tlirowing into
question the very fmiderentals of the paradigm. 1If, at this point, some
other theorists working within the confines of a quite different research
approach, but addressing what is nominally the same question,% begin to amass
positive findings, then the old paradigm, together with al], its assumptions

1
and commitments, begins to look inappropriate. Kuhn, in fact, holds that,

1. Hesse, M.B., Models and Analogies in Science, 1963# 8%*

2. Kuhn, op. cita, 2,9,69,78.

9. It is apparent that empirical questions may be framed which by their
wording do not reveal a commitment to any particular research approach.

One such question would be; \Ihat is the nature of school socialization?

Kuhn, ibid.j, 57



. 26

%* ... one 0l the things a scientific comniimity
acquires with a paradigm is a criterion for
choosing problems that, while the paradigm is
taken for granted, can be assumed to have
solutions. To a great extent these are the
only problems that the community will admit as
scientific or encourage its members to under-
take, Other problems, including many that have
previously been standard, are rejected as meta*
physical, as the concern of another discipline,
or as just too problematic to be worth the time.'**

It is apparent from these observations that the important questions we
may raise,in our appraisal of the metaphysical paradigms of the social systems
research approach as it may be applied to the study of school or school role
socialization are threefold* We may question whether the analogies involved
are being pushed too far in being applied to these problems; more radically,
we may ask if the analogies are acceptable at all; and, finally, we may
enquire whether these problems may be rendered more comprehensible
and investigo/ted more successfully using the assumptions and perspective of a
quite different research approach¥*

Turning from metaphysical paradigms to a consideration of the enquiries
which may be raised in the appraisal of the ontology and methodology
of research approaches, it is apparent that on these topics the most
important question to be raised concerns the fundamental acceptability gf
the positions adopted with respect to the special problems of school and
school role socialization. The possibility of another research approach
avoi(5i.ng any difficulties attending the research approach under investigation
!, From an historical point of view Kuhn’s account of the careers of paradigms

lias been criticised by Shapcre, bub this issue is not germane to our present
concerns. See Shapcre, ])., 'Meaning and Scientific Change’ in Colodny, R

(ed.) Mind and Cosmos, Pittsburgh, 1966, 4I-89, and ’'The Structure of
Scientific Revolutions’ in Phi losoohical Roview, vol. 75? 19&4; 535-94~
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must also be considered. Concerning fundamental acceptability, the questions
to be posed are whether the methodology is adequate to the investigation

of the diverse range of factors which may be present in socialisation
processes, and whether there are sufficient grounds for the acceptance

of the ontological commitment to the kind of dispositions which are posited
by the social systems research approach.

With these general considerations before us, we may turn to the critical
appraisal of this research approach, considering first its metaphysical
paradigms.

2, A Critical Examination of the Metaphysical Paradigms of the Social
Systems Research Approach
2 (a) The Perspective on Group Stability and Efficiency

Earlier in. this thesis in setting forth the social systems resea.rcl'q®
approach I suggested that one metaphysical paradigm by which this research
approach is constituted enounts to a way of looking at groups with regard to
how stability and efficiency ar?e maintained. The comparison invoked
here involves reference to some kind of adhesive substance the presence
of which is necessary if the diverse sections of a certain contrivance are
not to fall apart and the function of the article rendered inopera.tive or its
efficiency reduced. The analogy suggests that just as certain things have
to be held together by some form of adhesive in order effectively to fulfil
their purpose, so groups of people, including a society, need, if they are
not to split into factions and cease to perform their function properly,
to be held together by a kind of social glue which is constituted by the
shared values of the members of the group or society which is under consideration,
I referred to this metapliysical paradigm as '"the affective bonds assumption",

We have now to determine whether or not to give unqualified acceptance
to this comparison. At least one theorist, Harrej who works within a quite
different research approach, woul.d appear to want to reject the analogy
lo Harre, R., 'The Conditions for a Social Psychology of Childhood’ in

Richards, R.P.II., (od,) Thelntegration of a Child into a Social World.
1974, 245-262.



outright. The burden of Harré's complaint is that, in explaining the
stability enjoyed by certain societies and groups within them, theorists
have paid insufficient attention to the pervasive ceremonial character of adult
social life, preferring instead to éoncentrate on the origin and development
of the capacity to form lasting emotional bonds:

"This suggests that ... the adult social world

is a product of such bonds. Nothing could be further

from the truth. The astonishing thing about the

adult social world as revealed by ethogenic analysis,

is that it forms and transforms itself with little

reference to emotional bonds, lasting or ephemeral.

Social glue is an altogether different stuff. Tt ¢

is a common assumption to suppose that emotional

bonds cause social cohesion. A more accurale response

is to stand back in astonishment in the face of the

maintenance of social cohesion in the actual situation

2 of emotional flux".1 .
Contrary to the view tsken by Harré’here, I believe that this particular

mebaphysical paradigm does not call for total rejection, though its usefulness
as a way of looking at the stability and efficiency of groups is subject to
certain contingencies. The question of whether the social stability of a
society may be maintained in the complete absence of shared values is one which
is not readilj testable en practical grounds even assuming it could be assigned
a precise meaning. If we enter the realm of speculation, I would say that
it seems likely'that at least some minimum agreement on moral matters is necessazg?
if cohesion is to be maintained. More precisely, I incline to the view
that the importance of members of a society adhering to a “central value
systen" may vary both from society to society at‘any one time; and within
a single society over a period of time. It would appear that the most
striking manifesfation of a breakdown of social stability, civil war,

1. Harrd, R., op. cit., 247.
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may fairly be construed as issuing from an absence of shared values by
the society's members., In such a sitvation, it is important to note, there
is not likely to be controfersy concerning which values need to be embraced
for stability to be restored, There are times, then, when this assumption
of the social systems research apprcach seems not only to be réasonable,
but of such consequence that Harrd's claims for the importance of the
ceremonial aspects of social behaviour, in accounting for the prevailing
level of group or societal stability, would appear inflated. In less
turbulent periods, however, the minimum agreement over values which it may be
granted is required for the stability and efficiency to be maintained, may
not be about values which are easy to specify, still less to relate to school
experiences, During such times the usefulness of this metaphysical paradigm
will depend oﬁ the perspicacity of the theorist, and it may be that no
individual will, as a matter of fact, produce an hypothesis which will lead
to positive findings. At a time vhen few positive empirical findings
have been located, and no promising hypothesis has been formulated which
attempts té specify the values by which so;iety is held together, the vn-
committed enquirer would not appear to have a strong basis on which he might
base a decision to adopt this particular metaphysical paradigm rather than that
of the kind suggested, perhaps,iby Harréls work,

- It is, then, a qualified acceptance that I give to the use of this
particular metaphysical paradigm as a basis on which to begin investigations

of socialization processes in any context. We have now to consider

vhether the analogy is likely to be profitably employed vhen our concern
is to examine the part played by schools in the process by which children
are led to become acceptable members of our society at %he present time,
The first point we may note concerns the present level of stability in our
society. It may be observed that strikes are prevalent, and that there is.
a2 high degree of %iolence in parts of our society, and it does not seem
unlikely that certain people might want to claim that civil order is in

imminent danger of collapse, and, if they did, would attribute it wltimately
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to a failure of sections of the cormunity to embrace certain specified

values. Such people might also wish to claim, especially perhaps with

respect to Forthern Ireland, that these values are not prorerly incul-

cated in schools at the present time, In so far as a person believes

these things, then it may seem appropriate in investigating school
socialization to seek to determine the values inculcated by schools

and fo relate then to the maintenance cf-social cohesion. The adopition

of this particular metaphysical paradigm would, that is, seem tc offer

good prospects for the acquisition of knowledge concerning school socialization.

All these claiﬁs, howe&er, seem to me to be open to doubt, One
may reasonably doubt, that is, that civil order is indeed in danger of
imeinent collapse, or that it is clear which values the absence of
agreement over which is affecting the stability of our complete society, .
and not Jjust a geographicai section of it. It may, moreover, for the kinds
of reasons whiéh energed during the examination of the theories of Durkheim,
Parsons and the behaviourists, even be doubted whether schools are likely
ever to be shown to be responsible either for the inculcation of those
convictions wﬁich allegedly hold society together, 6r for a failure preperly
to transmit such values. For the uncommitted enquirer assailed by such
doubts, it may seem that in a world where a scarcity'bf'resources obliges
a choice between conducting investigations in accordance with this, rather
then another quite different metaphysical paradigm, a properly reasoned
decision may only be made following an examination of the conceptual
difficulties and degree of research success of any theories based on an
alternative research approach.

A similar conclusion must, I believe, be reached over the question
concerning the-likely profitability in terms of positive research findings
of adopting the affective bonds assumption as a basis on which to investigate
school role socialization. Here also it would appear that the usefulness

of this metaphysical paradigm is contingent upon the acumen of the theorist,

and in the absence of a substantial body of positive research findings,
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the unc;mmitted investigator would not appear to have any sound reason
to suppose that it is likely to be more rewarding to examine school role
sogialization from this perspectivg rather fhah anothér, prior 1o an
examination of the alternative,

The possibility of an alternmatiwe research approach to socialization,
then,; makes the doubts we may feel concerning this particular metaphysical
paradigm of more cansequence., This alternative research approach, which
I shall discuss later in greater detail, ﬁakes as the goal of socialization
processes, not the inculcation of values, but, rather, the acquisition
of competence in the countless social exchanges which make up social life
in our society. It would certainly seem to be the case that in a society
such as our own, at the level of routine daily encounters, people could
not continue to work and play together without possessing certain kmowledge
.and skills which are quite independent of shared commitments for their
successful operation. Indeed, such commitments may for certain kinds of
encounter be quite dispensable. In this approach to socialization, then,
we are concerned not, for example, with the problems of specifying values
by which societal cohesion is maiﬁtained and tracing their acceptance
| to school experiences. Nor are we concerned with the identification of
the values which it is.supposedvschools inculcate in order to méintain
stability and efficiency in school matters. We are concerned rather with the
necessity of introducing individuals to the various kinds of symbolic
interaction by which social life is conducted in a particular society or
group.

Such an approach thus avoids the need to adopt the metaphysical
paradign by which stability is made dependent upon the members of groups
sharing certain values. It does not question the validity of the affective
bonds assumption; the issue sirmply is not raised. Thg treatment of group
or societal staﬁility and efficiency, issues vhich must be tackled by

any adequate theory of socialization, is not made to revolve around the
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question of values. There is, then, an alternative, adnittedly as yet
unexamined, to which a theorist sceptical of the affective bonds assumption
might turn.

2 (b) The Perspective on Persons

The second metaphysical paradigm I mentioned in connection with this
research approach amounted to a way of looking at people, or more precigely,
at thelr acquisition and expression of moral convictions. TUnder the
analogy employed here, people are viewed as creatures who in their
behaviour with respect to the acquisition and expression of moral values are

similar to plastic materials. Just as plastics are moulded into certain forms
so that they behave in predictable ways in certain circumstances, so people
may be moulded or influenced by non-rational means so that they act in set
ways when they are in certain situations. I referred to this metaphysical
paradigm as the "plastic man" analogy.

In the appraisal of this metaphysical paradigm, I shall seek not merely
to question its acceptability in the special cases of school and schoo; role
socialization, but to raise doubts concerﬁing its fundamental acceptability
in any studies of socialization'processes. In this undertaking I shall
have occasion to refer to research findings relevant to the study of the
notions of an attitude and a trait, for it is by the employment of these
concepts that expression very commonly is given by social systems theorists
to the dispositions which they believe socialization processes instil. Iy
critical examination of this paradigm will, in fact, centre on the mamner
in vhich the concepts.of an attitude and a trait are typically treated by
social systems theorists.

(i) Attitudes

The concept of an attitude has a central place in sociology and social
psychology,1 and has been employed-in peny studies involving the effects

1. ©See, for example, Allvort, G.W., fAttitudes in the History of Social
Psychology! in Lindzey, G., (ed.) Hondbook of Social Psycholozy, New York,
1954, 435, and Nevcomb, T.l., 'Attitude! in Gouvld, J. and Kolb, W.L.,

eds,) A Dictionary of the Social Sciences, 1964, 40-41.
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of schooling upon children1. But despite the lengthy and widespread

acceptance of the concept of an attitude as a genuine variable in the

explanation of behaviour, there has fairly recently been a series of

studies which cast considerable doubt upon the role which attitudes

typically have been assumed to play in the genesis of action.

’

The terms in which this role has been described have, of course,

varied in accordance with the way in which the notion of an attitude

has been characterised., Historically, definitions of "attitude" have

covered a great deal of conceptual territory, ranging from Allpoxrtfs

mentalistic

" ... states of readiness ... exerting
'~ a dynamic influence upon the individual's
response to all objects and situaticns to

which he is related,"2

to behaviouristic definitions from both psychologists and sociologists

in terms simply of the probability of the occurremge of specified behaviour

in a particular situation; to say that.someone has a certain attitude

' towards some issue is to say that vhenever matters pertaining to this issue

arise, he ig likely to respond in a particular manner.B, Névertheless,

the central view of social scientists

1.

2.

30
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4 would appear to be that the concept

See, for example, Adorno, T.W., op. cit., Hess, R.D. and Torney, J.V.,
op. cit., and the essays in Proshanksky, H. and Seidenberg, B., op. cit.

Mlport, G.W., '"Attitudes! in Murchison, C., (ed.), Hzndbook of Social
Psychology, Massachusetts, 1935, 810. '

See, for example, Cawmpbell, D,T., 'The Indirect Assessment of Social,
Attitudes! in Psychological Bulletin, vol. 47, 1950, 15-38, and

Fuson, W.M., 'Attitude, A Note of the Concept and its Research Context!
in American Sociological Review, vol. T, 1942, 856-T7.

See McGuire, P., 'The Nature of Attitudes and Attitude Change!, in
Lindzey, G. and Aronson, E., (eds.), Handbook of Social Psychology,
Reading, 1968, 111.
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of an atiitude may be used in causal explanations of behaviour: people
feel a certain way about some issue, and this determines how they behave
on occasgions when this issue arises. -

Cenfrally, this is the role assumed to be played by attitudes, and the
analogy,welare at present considering may be restated in the following way:
Just as being moulded into a particular shape makes it likely that when
certain other conditions obtain, an object will behave in a way which may
be forecast, so people can be moulded, that is, can be led to acquire

certaiﬁ attitudes, so that, fiven specifiable conditions, they are likely

.to behave in a predictable way.

I would like now to mention briefly some studieg which cast serious
doubt on the supposed straightforwardness of this connection between
attitudes and behaviour.

Pirstly, there have been several studies in which it has been found
that people will actually behave in ways which oblige us to acknowledge
that on certain kinds of occasions the things which people believe, the

moral convictions they hold, are of little account in themselves in explain-

_ing what they'actually do. For example, in the widely discussed study by

Milgram,2 a majority of liberal-minded subjects delivered what they believed
tc be very dangerous shocks to‘vulnerable testees on the bland instructions
of the experimenter. The subjects delivering the shocks actually deprecated
the kind of behaviour in which they themselves indulged. Mention may also
be made of recent studies of "bystander effects" by Latane and Da.rley,3
vhere subjects were féund with great frequency to be unable to bring them—

selves to help those they believed to be victims of various kinds of accident,

despite strong internal feelings that they ought to render some sort of

1. A more complete review of relevant studies is to be found in Abelson,
R.P., 'Are Attitudes Necessary ? in King, B.T. and McGuiness, E., (eds.)
Attitudes, Conflict and Social Change, New York, 1972, 19-32.

2. Milgram, S., 'Behavioural Studies of Obedience! in Journal of Abnormal
and Social Psychology, vol..67, 1963, 371-378.

3. latane, B. and Darley, J.M., 'Social Determinants of Bystander Interaction
in Emergencies! in lMcCauley, J. and Berkou1tz, L., (eds. Altruisn and
- Helping Behaviour, HFew York, 1970, 13-28 )
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assistance, It haé even been found by Asch! that often an individval would
agree with other members of a group over matters of straightforward
empirical fact even though his own senses told him'that their views were
quite wrong.

In addition to these kinds of study it also seems relevant to remark
upon ‘those investigations which have sought to determine whether a change
in behaviour follows a change of attitude. Here there are a number of
disconcerting studies. YFor example, investigations h;ve been conducted by
Janis and Feshback®, and by Levanthal and Niles’, and by many others into
the effects of "fear appeals" concerning dental hygiene, smoking and other
topics related to health. It has génerally been found that the pattern
of results concerning changes of attitude towards the health danger were
different from those for changes in actual behaviour. Many people are
| apparently led to adopt different attitudes, but do nothing about it |

except perhaps to express their new opinions orally.

" In view of these findings the most common conception of the relation—
ship between attitudes and behaviour -~ that attitudes "make ready" certain
behaviour, so that the appropriate situwation simply "calls it forth" = would
appear simplistic. It must at least be agreed with Abelson,4 I think,
that the connection is often mére tenuous, and that sitﬁations must, so

to speak, strongly encourage the connection for the appropriate course of

1. Asch, S.E., 'Studies in Independence and Conformity!, in Psychological
lonogzraphs, vol. 70, no. 9, 1956,

2, Janis, I.L. and Feshback, S., 'Effects of Fear—arousing Commumications!
in Journal of Abrnormal and Social Psychology, vol. 48, 1953, 78-92,

3. Leventhal, H. and Niles, P., 'A Field experiment on Fear—arousal
with Data on the Validity of Ouestionnaire methods!, in Journal of
Personality, vol. 32, 1964, 459-478.

4. Abelson, R.P., op. cit., 21,
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action to be undertaken.,

If this conclusion is accepted as the cne to which these findings
lead, then we may raise the question concerning the applicability of the
analogy under consideration. The available evidence suggests, I think,
that if the concept of an attitude is to be a useful one, descriptions of
attitudes may need to be far more precise than is usuwally the case. ‘It
may be to little purpose, for example, to think in such general terms
ag the need to foster "an attitude of respect for the regulations of the
group" if, in fact, people by and large simply do not behaviourally manifest
such general attitudes., It may be the case that people can be relied
upon to reveal by their behaviour a concern for such regulations only
in certain complex circumstances vhich positively encourage behaviour
which is consonant with their convictions, In order, then, for the notion
“of an attitude to be a useful one, the description of each attitude may need
to include a reference to the circumstances under vhich we really may expect
to see the appropriate behaviour manifested.

The reviewed evidence does not, then, suggest that the comparison
between the behaviour of plastic materials which have been moulded into
certain shapes and the behaviour of people who have been led to adopt certain
1. Abelson has suggested that there is a large number of "encoﬁragement clues",

and experimental work on them has already commenced. The experiments
include those on "social modelling" such as that of Rosenbaum, and Bryan
and Test. (See Rosenbaum, M.E., 'The Effects of Stimilus and Background
Factors on the Volunteering Response! in Journal of Abnormal and Social
Pgvchology, vol. 53, 1956, 118-121, and Bryen; J.H. and Test, IL.A.,
tHodels and Helping: Waturalistic Studies in Behaviour! in Jourmal of
Personality and Social Psrcholozy, vol. 6, 1967, 400-407.) It has also
been found that a person can be led to express his attitudes in behaviour
by planting tize idea that he is the sort of person vho acts on what he
believes, leaving enough doubt about it so that he is motivated to

prove to you that he really is this sort of person. See licArthur, L.A.,
Keigler, C.A. and Cook, P,, 'Acting on an Attitude as a TFunction of self-

concept and inequity', in Journal of Persoralityr and Social Psychology,
vol. 12, 1969, 295-302,
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attitudes is simply invalid. It may, however, seem to create a certain
difficulty for social systems theorists who may need to think in terms
of groups being able to foster attitudes supportiﬁe of group stability
| and efficiency without those groups -having prior knowledge of the kind
of "encouragement cues" required for reliable behavioural manifestations
of the possession of an attitude. Further, if social stability really is
attributable to the inculcation of attitudes it would seem that before
sociai éystems theorists may seek to speoify the organisational features
which promote their adoption, they may need to knqw a great deal more then
at present concerning the complicated relations between atvitudes anditheir
behavioural manifestations. If and when thej_acquire such knowledge, they
may feel the need either to increase greatly the sophistication of the plastic
man analogy, or even to change the comparison'completely; |
(ii) Traits
If 'we turn now from the goncept of an attitude to that of a trait

we shall find thét in important respects a similar situation confronts us.
The concept of a trait has been conceived by many psychologists, including
those working within the social systems research approach, to play a role
in the origins gf behaviour similar to the role traditionally assigned to
attitudes.1 The suggestion has been as follows. People regulgrly behd&é in
set ways in similar circumstances. When an individuai~is recognised as behaving
in such a manner, he is described as possessing a certain trait, and the
implication is that the possession of this trait in some way leads to the
behéviour, and will on future occasions continue to bring theiperson to
behave in similar fashion.
1. Tﬁe-term "trait" has often been explicitly defined along these lines.

See Cattel, R.B., The Scientific Analysis of Behaviour, Chicago, 1965,

" 375. ©See also, Allport, G.W., Pattern and Growth in Personality, New York,
1961, 337, and Vernon, P.E., 'The Bio-social Nature of Personality'!, in

Psychological Review, vol. 40, 1933, 533-548, and Cronbach, L.J.,
Bssentials of Personality Testing, New York, 1960, 499.
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Once again,.however, the balance of empirical evidence suggests that
there is an unfulfilled need to establish that fhe kind of regularity
in behaviour necessary for the concept of a trait to be applicable in
the way soéial systems theorists require is actually to be found.
~ There have been several reviews1 of findings relevant to the claim,
or rather,; assumption, that individuals to vhom a particular trait has teen
impu%ed tend to behave in much the same ﬁay vhen in similar circumstances.
In c&mmenting on these, Mischel is prepared to assert:
| U"Response patterns even in highly similar
situations often fail to be strongly related.
Individuals show far less cross-situational con—~
sistency in their behaviour than has been agsumed.
by trait-state theorists,"
Mischel. is, of course, not‘suggesting that all behaviour is "situvation
specific", Pedple do not have to relearn everything in each new situation
they encounter; they have memories, and their past experience influences
their present behaviour in important and complex ways. Ilischel is, however,
prepared to aééert that the circumstances in which we may expect to find
a person behaving in ways we have previously observed need to be consideréd
far more carefully than has been the case in the past; and thaf suprenely
general traits like "honesty" and "loyalty" need to be qualified by detailed
references to particular circumstances in vhich we might expect these traits
actvally to be manifes#ed.
Ve are led, then, to a conclusion concerning the applicability of fhe
concept of a traift similar to that reached in considering the findings on

attitudes., The research does not show that the "plastic man" analogy is

1. See, for exarple, liischel, V., Personalitr and Assessment, New York, 1968,
and lMischel, W., Iniroduction to Personality, Mew Yorik, 1971, 116-152,
and IMischel, V., 'Consistency and Change in Personality! in American
Pgychologist, vol. 24, 1969, 1012-18, See also Hunt, J.leV., 'Traditional
Personalitvy Theory in the Light of Recent Evidence! in American Scientist,
vol. 53, 1965, 80-96.

2., lischel, V., 'Towerds a Cognitive Social Learning Reconstructicn of
Personality' in Psicholocical Reyieu, vol. 80, 1973, 257.
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invalid, but a cerfain difficulty for social systens theorists has been
made apparent. Such theorists may have to acceptv that they can no longer
think that socielization is a process by which groﬁps contrive to inculcate
values which may be conceptualised in texrms of general character traits
uwngualified by reference to the circumstances in which they are lilkely to
lead to behavioural manifestations. Before they can formilate these more
detailed trait appellations, moreover, further research into the relation-
ships between traits and their overt expression in differing circumstances
would appear to be required.

Finally, empirical findings aside, a further question we may raise
in comnection with this particulax énalogy is vhether Kuhn'!s contention
that paradigms breal: down becavse the paradigm has been strétched too far,
or applied to areas wihich result in a negative anelogy, might be true in
the cage we are considering. This interrogative is of more than incidental
interest in that it provides a perspective from which to approach the more
direcﬁly apposite question concerning the acceptability of the ontological
status assigned to attitudes and traits. If it can be shovm that .there
~is a sense in vhich the concepts of an attitude and a trait may be employed
which do not have ontological implications, it may appear that the social
systems theorists use of thgse concents involves an ihvélid extension of
their application. Ve turn, then, to the ontological commitment of this
research approach.

3o An DIxenination of the Ontological Conmitments of the Social Svstens

Researc!: Anproach

In seeking to determine wviether it is acceptable to assign some kind
of ontological status to the concepts of-an attitude and a trait, it must
be conceded that neither the findings we have just considered, nor those
cited in connection with the impact of educational organisations upon the
acquisi%idn of attitudes and traits,1 denonstrate that such concepts either

1. See above, 116-119.
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require or camnot validly possess ontological entailments. The

evidence simply points to the comclusion that we are likely to need to qualify
references to general attitudes and traits with remarks which have the

effect of curtailing the range of situations in which behaviour consonant with
the posgession of the trait or attitude may be expected. Such evidence, then, |
hag no bearing oﬁ the present question.

‘In order to pose the problem concérning the necessity for the existence
of attitudes and traits in a way which may enable its solution to be more

' readil& attempted, a certain distinction must be drawm and further clarification
-made. The distinction concerns the status of the existence we may wish to
accord to attitudes and traits. The writings of Quine1 have enabled us

to write of a strong and a weak sense/of "existence". In the weak sense,

we may write of the ontology of a theory, meaning by this the kind of items
over which it allows quantifiers to range. An ontological thesis in the
strong sense, I hold, is a claim about what must be accorded existential
status in any theory dealing with the questions in a particular problem

area. In connection with the pgoblem of the nature of school sogialization,
a strong ontoiogical thesis would involve reference to schools, groups

and people behaving in ways supportive of group stability and efficiency.

It is problematic whether reference must also be made to attitﬁdes and traits
which cause people to behave in-certain ways.,

" Having drawn this distinetion, I wish to restate the ontological problem
in a waythat will allow me to write of "dispositions" rather than "attitudes"
and "traits". This not only has the virtue of brevity, it affords the
opportunity of considering the problem in the context of a current dispute -
the question of the existence of dispositions is one which has been the subject
of recent philosophic enquiry. There does not seem in the present context
to be any matter of great importance such that the term "disposition" should
not be sutistituted for those of an "attitude" or "trait". By the attribution

1. Quine, W.V., 'Ontological Relativity'! in Quine, W.V., Ontological Relativity
and Other Essays, Cambridge, Massachusetts, 1968, 26-68,
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of any éne of these terms we suggest that a person behaves in a particular
way when certain circumstances obtai'n.1 The question we are to consider,
then, is whether in either a strong or a weak sense diépositions exist.
Before proceeding further, certain complications which I do not
believe are ultimately important in the present context may be acknowledged.
These concern the variety of predicates which may be deemed to be disppsitions,
and among which it is possible to draw distinctions. To begin, it may be
possible in the present state of knowledge to draw a distinction between
~dispositions in whiéh certain behaviour will be manifested whenever the
appropriate conditions are present, and those in which it is merely probable
.that manifestations will occux. Further,_as Mackie has pointed out,
"Many ordinary dispositional terms are-
indeterminate between alternatives: is
something explosive only if in certain
circumstances it will explode, or is it
enough that it may explode or has some
chance of exploding ? Similarly, if a
man is to couﬁt as iiascible, how inevitable
must it be that he will get angry if
provoked?"2 , ~
Another distinction which may be drawn is that between dispositions which
have a single manifestation, such as fragility, and those, like sociability,
which may be displayed in a variety of ways. Finally, it might be thought
to be of some consequeﬁce to attempt to distinguish between active and passive
1. On the topic of the strict definition of dispositional predicates, see
Carnap, R., 'Testability and Meaning! in Philosophy of Science, vol. 3,
1936, 439-453, and Goodman, N., Fact, Fiction and Forecast, 1955,

34-49, and Alston, W.P., 'Dispositions and Occurrences! in Canadian
Journal of Philosoohy, 1971, 125-154, and the essays of Tuomela, R., (ed.)

Dispositions, 1978.

2. Mackie, J.L., 'Dispositions, Grounds and Cause', in Synthese, vol. 34,

1977, 361-369.
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dispositions: fragility is a passive disposition, a thing’s tendency
to break, whilst to say that something is a solvent is to say that it
has the active power of dissolving certain other substances under certain
conditions. (Mackie thinks that this distinction is fairly arbit&AA% since
the same facts can be_uncovered by saying, for example, that sugar has
the active power of permeating water, while water has the passive power
of being permeated by sugar). It is possible, then, since dispositions
are sufficiently diverse, to draw several distinctions within the class.
It would not appear, however, that this fact has any bearing on the issue
of their supposed existence.
Addressing this question more directly now, it may be agreed at once,

I believe, that as far as social systems theorists are concerned, dispositions
have at least an existence in the weak sense, that is, such theorists, in
speaking of the fostering of dispositiOfoS . supportive of group stability
and efficiency, do intend that entitative status be given to dispositions.
This point is worth malcing since not all philosophers would agree that to
impute a disposition to someone is to make an ontological assertion.
Ryle, for example, wvn?ites that,

"To possess a dispositional quality is not

to be in a particular state ... it is to be

bound or liable to be in a particular state, or

to undergo a particular change, when a particular

condition is realised."
Thus, for example, to say that sugar is soluble is to say merely that if sugar
is placed in water it will dissolve. Armstrong' calls this the "phenomenalist"
account of dispositions, and, if it were adopted by social systems theorists,
it would mean that the successfully socialized person would not be one who
in any real sense "possessed" certain dispositions, but one who would merely

1. Ryle, G., The Concept of Mind, 1949» 43* See also Price, H.H., Thinking
Experience, 1953» 322.

2. See Armstrong, P.M., A Materialist Theory of the Mind, 1968, 89-88.
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behave with some regularity in ways which were supportive of group stability
and efficiency when the occasion demanded.

I do not believe, however, tlmt such a move is open to social systems
theorists, for the phenomenalist account itself would appear not to be
acceptable as dn interpretation of the connotations of the ascription of
dispositions. The phenomenalist position has been challenged by both
Armstrong and Mackie, who would substitute a "realist" account. ArmG&rRA%
writes that according to the realist view,

" ... to speak of an object’s having a dispositional
property entails that the object is in some
non-dispositional state or that it has some

property (there exists a ’‘categorical basis’)

which is responsible for the object manifesting
certain behaviour in certain circumstances, manifes-
tations whose nature makes the dispositional property
the particular dispositional property it is. It

is true that we may not know anything of the

nature of the non-dispositional state. But,

the realist view asserts, in asserting that a
particular piece of glass is brittle, for instance, we
are ipso facto asserting that it is in a certain
non-dispositional state which disposes it to

shatter and fly apart in a wide variety of cir-
cumstances. Ignorance of the nature of the state
does not affect the issue. Tlie realist view gains
some support from ordinary language, where we often
seem to identify a disposition and its ’‘categorical
basis', (it has been found that brittleness is a

certain sort of molecular pattern in the material’)Uu *

1. Armstrong, BoM., op. cit., 86.
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Armstrong believes that a phenomenalist account of dispositions must
be rejected because without assuming that there is some "categorical
basis" of dispositions, some thing'inherent in that to’which the disposition
is attributed, there would be no warrant for any predictive statement con-
cerning the future behaviour of the object which possesses the disposition.
From the fact, that is, that an object has frequently behaved in certain
ways in particular circumstances in the past, one cannot reasonably suppose
it will. so behave in the future1 unless it is assumed that there is some-
thing inherent in the object which will lead to it behaving in that way again.2

Social systems theorists are, then, by necessity as well as choice,
realists concerning dispositions. They believe, in the weak sense at.least,
that they exist. The further question must now be raised as to whether
behavioural dispositions, or more precisely their categorical bases, must.
be accorded existential status in any acceptable theory explaining the origins
of behaviour patterns supportive of group stability aﬁd efficiency.

In éeeking to answer this question, no unequivocal position may-
be reached. One may only adduce certain considerations which, I believe, up
to a point, do have a certain force which tends to show that there may be
no unavoidable necessity to posit the existence of the categorical bases
of dispositions,

.The argument to this effect has as its starting point the role of
dispositions in the explanation of the behaviour of both people and things,

This role has been illustrated by Mackie in the following way:

1. I am . ignoring the "problem of induction™ here, for I believe this is
a quite separate problem.

2. If this argument is accepted no social systems theorist can be a strict
behaviouristv, for at the present time. he would have to accept that
unknown, but not unknowable, entities within the agent are not beyond
the scope of the theory he has adopted.
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"When we have found that opium puts people to sleep,
it is quite legitimate to make the further claim
that it has a dormitive virtue. On the realist
view this means only that opium has (some
constituent which hés) some as yet unknown but
not essentially unknowable property which, inter—
acting with normal human 5odie$, causally produces
sleep. The unknown property is introduced in
dispositional style, as the ground (or 'categorical
basis') of the disposition. This does not yet
explain why opium puts people to sleep: it merely
provides a place holder fbr the genuine explanatidn
which would be given if the unknown property
énd the causal process ox mechanism by which
it produces sleep were more explicitly described."1
If this account is accepted, then we may say that in so far as the
fact that members behave from time to time in ways conducive to group
stability and efficiency calls for ‘some explanation (and it may seem to do
if they behave in ways which are not in their own‘intéregt or whi&h are
in some other respect unusual), then it may be necessanyrat a time when
an adequate céusal explanation of a person's behavicur cannot be offered,
to attribute to him a disposition to behave in certain ways whenever certain
circumstances obtain. The role of this disposition in the explanation
of the behaviour will, in Mackie's terms, be as "a place holder", It seems
likely that if and when the ground or categorical basgis of the disposition
‘'is discovered, reference to a disposition will cease, and a quite different
kind of theoretical discourse will take its place. The attribution of disposit-
ions, then, should be seen as a useful dévice rather than as a categorical
statement about what exists in the world. It is useful in so far as it

connects specific behaviour with certain circumstances, and thus defines

a problem to be explained at some future date.

10 Mackie’ JoLo, Opo Cito’ 105"'6.




~146~

It is, however, concerning the necessity for recourse to the attrib-
ution of dispositions in explaining the range of behaviour in which social
systems theorists are interested that is at issue here. If it can be
shown that there may be no such need because there is available an altermative
explanatory resource which does not rely on the use of dispositional
concepts, then we shéll not of necessity be driven to posit the existence
of the categorical bases of dispositions. The question to be raised,
then, is whether such an alternative exists.

I shall aigue that there is indeed a way of regarding at least a certain
range of people's behaviour which is supportive of the stability and
efficiency of groups to which they belong which would appear to be free from
a dependence on-dispositional concepts., Before indicating the central
concepts of this alternmative approach to the explanation of the behavioural
patterns in which social systems theorists are interested, I should like to
clarify the position adopted by such theorists with respect to the
motiv;tion of behaviour, since it is on this topic that the alternative
explanatory approach may most starkly be contrasted.

The clearest account of the approach to motivafion adopted by social
systems theorists is that espoused by behaviourists who take as their
starting point in the explanation of behaviour the vi;w that the way people
behave ig limited to their "response repertoire", by which is meant the
ways in which they customarily.respond to previously experienced situations.
The "mechanism.of selection" by which one course of action rather than
another is undertaken has reference to various "stimulus-response'" bonds,
each of which consists of a disposition to behave in a certain way in a
particular kind of situation. As Alston writes,

' "The stimuli presented to the organism at a

given moment, 'activate! all its dispositions
that involve stimulus categories to which any
of the ourreﬁt gtimuli belong. As a result

of this activation instances of the response
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categories of each of these dispositions

t

will be produced, except where (as is nor-

mally the case) two or more categories are
incompatible; in the latter casé the res-
ponse from the stiongest competing tendencies
will be emit'bed".1 |
In contrast to this conception of the sources of human behaviour is the
theoiy of motivation which Alston calls the "Purposive-cognitive Theory", and
which he outlines in the following way.
| "According to this way of thinking, which in
its gross outlines is familiar to all of us from
‘early childhood, intentional action is undertaken
in order to reach certain goals, the particulaxr
means employed beingAa function of the agent's
beliefs as to what, in the current situation, is
likely to attain that goal ... In stark outline
this model features three basic types of inner
psychological determinants, desires, which so
to speak, mark out certain states as 'to be
striven for', beliefs which providg bases for
1. Alston, W.P., op. cit., 92. See also Alston, W.P;, 'Towards a Logical

Geography of Personality! in Munitz, M.K. (ed.) Mind, Science and History,
New York, 1970, 59-72.

¥Footnote — It should perhaps be pointed out that it may be possible to attempt
a dispositional account of what it is to "possess a belief"., However, this

is an issue which is not relevant here, for the statement of a belief does not
play the role of a '"place-holder" in an explanation of a person's behaviour in
the way it has been observed of the statement of a disposition. Consider the
alternative explanations of why a man is inevitably deferential to one of his
employers:

1. He believes that it is a requirement for the efficiency of the organisation
whose aims he wishes to promote.

2., It is part of his character. Whenever he meets any of his superiors his
manner becomes deferential.

In the first explanation a complete (though perhaps incorrect) explanation is
being offered, whilst in the second, no explanation is really being offered at all
Instead, deferential behaviour is being located in a wider context of behaviour
‘which stands in need of explanation. The imputed disposition plays the role of

a "place-holder" in the explanation; the belief statement does not.



- 48_.

selecting lines of action as the most

promising ways of reaching these goals, and

abilities, which delineate the response

repertbire from which the desire-belief

combinations make their selection".1
Alston proceeds to develop this conception of motivation in order to account
for more oomplex behaviour. It is not necessary, however, for our purposes,
to attempt a full exposition of either of these two alternative accounts of
the origins of behaﬁiour. The questidn which is of concern is whether
the Purposive-cognitive account may be used to explain satisfactorily behavioural
patterns supportive of the stability and efficiency of groups.

It would not appear that this question may be resolved in advance of
detailed descriﬁtions of the behaviour to be explained. 1In the absence of
ahy wide agreement concerning the range of behaviour which is supportive of,
for example, social stability in our society at the present time, we may proceed
some little way by referring to the behaviour discussed by Durkheim and
Parsons., It would in fact appear that certain elements of the behaviour
ménfioned by these writers may plausibly be seen as "automatic" in the ways
reference to the activation of stimulus-response bonds suggest. In part—
icular, behaviour vhich shows a preference for an "ordered existence'", and
the acceptance of everyday rules of sccial intercourse, would appear to be
of this nature. Equally, the preference noticeable in many twelve year old
boys for the company of other,boys'and for male sex—typed activities has
all the appearance of automatic prompting.

It might, however, be suggested that explanations of such behaviour
in terms of the activations of stimulus-response bonds, although plausible,
are no more than that. It might be argued that the reason ﬁhy people prefer
an "ordered existence'" is that it is incomparably more convenient in our
gociely than disordered existence. If people seldom deliberate as to whether
or not to do those things compatible with ofdered existence, that is because,

1. Alston, W.P., op. cit., 70-71.
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as things stand, they have no difficulty whatsoever in réaching a decision,
Nevertheless, a conscious decision having been made or not, behaviour on any
one occésion reveals a preference which can be seeﬁ to be a rational one
based on abilities, and desires and beliefs which have reference to the imm-
ediate circumstances in which the action is undertaken. Similarly, it may
be argued that twelvé year old boys behaye in the‘manner in which they do,
because on each éccasion it is reasonable to do so in the circumstances.
If we enquire as to which of these two alteinative explanatory
| schemes is the "correct" one, or even the one to be preferred, we find that
‘no unequivocal answer can be given. Theorists who have recourse to a
Purposive—cognitive account of the origins of behavicur may seem obliged to
account for consistency in behaviour by reference merely to persisting cir—
cumstances extermal to a rational agent.1 This, in itself, does not seem
objectionable; and there does not seem to be any way in which one may
érOperly dismiss one explanatory approach in preference to another. For
what it may be worth, I believe that most people are inclined to believe
that they engage in a whole range of activities which are supportive of
group stability and efficiency "out of blind habit", and thus would accept
the explanation offered by social systems.theorisfs in preference to that
couched in Purposive—cognitive terms; so far as these\activities are concerned.
Having conceded this, it would, I think, be acknowledged by many

people.that there are other activities which are not so plausibly construed
in terms of the‘éutomatic elicitation of stimulus-response bonds. The decisions
of members‘to act in the interests of the group in financial matters, such as,
for example, "buying British'", when purchasing a car, may perhaps often
more plausibly be explained with notions drawn from the Purposive-cognitive
scheme, -People buy the car they do because, at the time, they want that type
1. This may not ﬁecessarily be the case. Recourse may-be had, for example,

to the concept of a "script", or the computer programme metaphor of a

"plan". See Berne, B., Transactional Analysis in Psychotherapy, 1966,

and What Do You Say After You Say Hello?, 1974, 1, and Miller, A.,

Galanter, E. and Pribram, K.H., Plans and the Structure of Behaviour,
New York, 1960
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of car, believe_it-to be more economiéal or reliable, because it is, on
balance, in the best interests of the country, and so forth. People do
not, it may be suggested, just purchase as a result of inner promptings.

If this is the case, then it would seem that in relation at least
to certain behaviour which affects the stability aﬁd efficiency of groups,
the necessity for the existenoe of the categorical bases of dispositions is
not é compelling one, for if a satisfactory explanation of certain hehaviour
‘can be formulated in Purposive—cognitive terms, gnd such terms @o not require
ontological status for dispositional bases, then there can be no over—riding
justification for supposing that thé bases of dispositions must, in the
strong sense, exist.

Concerning the ontological status of dispositions, then, it may perhaps
be concluded that it is not unreasonable to ascribe certain dispositions |
to people and to suppose thereby that their categorical bases exist. Such
bases must be assumed to be physical in nature, rooted in the bodily constitution
of people., It may be pointed out that on the present level of knowledge,1
we can offer 1little illumination about the bases of dispositions, but this
in itself does not affect the validity of a claim for fheir existence. AMbre
bothersome is the uncertainty under which social systems theorists must
conduct their research. There are few if any behavio&ral patterms which
absolutely demand the ascription of dispositions in order to account for them;
at best, it seems merely not unreasonable to posit their existence.

We turn now to the question raised earlier, that of whether Kuhn's
account of fhe breakdown cf paradigms, of their being applied to areas which
produce negative analogies, is illuminating in the present case.

It might be thought that this queétion might be approached by con-
sidering the circumstances in which people actually cite traits or attitudes
in describing people. Such a study might be supposed to reveal the paradigm
uses of these concepts, and, presumably, their legitimate uses, any departureA
from which by social systems theorists would perhaps account on Kuhnian lines

1. On this topic, see Eysenck, H.J., (ed.) Readings in Extraversion and
Igégoversion, vol., I-III, 1970-71.
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for any misuse through the exfension invélved in the "plastic man" analogy.
Some psychologists have in fact investigated the occasions upon which trait
and atfitude labels are eﬁployedt and have suggested that typically they
are applied to people when their behaviour is distinctive in some respect,1
most often on more than one occasion. The politician we bother to describe
as "honest" is meant perhaps to be rare, and the man we describe as
"iréscible" behaves with more than usual irritability over small ﬁishaps.
Tt does not seem to me, however, that such research may show that -these
attributions are in some sense the "ceﬁtral" or "proper" uses of the term;
though‘there may be an irreducible comparative aspect tq the use of these
terms. -

It woufd'séem more promising simply to try to specify an uncontentious
use of trait and attitude appellations, and indicate that the social systems
theorist's departure from this would appéar to 1ea& to possible difficulties
of the kind I have suggested. It would appear that such an uncontentious
use of trait and attitude labels is one in which their employment is intend -
ai.merely as a summary indication of the kind of behaviour in which a person
has engaged in a certain kind of situation in the past: "He was inclined to
behave in this marmer on those occasions". No suggestion would be intended
that in the future such béhaviour will in like circumstances be "automatically
elicited" or even will probably be so. Such a use of these concepts would not
be a dispositional one, and would thus avoid the suggestion of the existence
of dispositional bases having existential status. |

If such a use of trait and attitude ascriptions could be established‘.
as the originating one, then it could perhaps be suggested, not that a

comparison had been illegitimately extended, but that a mere fagon de parler -

"He was inclined to do certain things", meaning "He chose to do these things

1. See Kelly, H.H., 'Attribution Theory in Social Psychology! in Levine, D.,
(ed.) Nebraska Symposium on Motivation, Lincoln, Nebraska, 1967, 39-57,
and Frieze, I. and Weiner, B., 'Cue Utilization and Attributional Judgements
for Success and Failure' in Journal of Personality, vol. 39, 1971, 591-605,
ana Weiner, B. and Kukla, A., 'An Attributional Analysis of Achievement

Motivation' in Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, vol, 15, 1970,
1-200 .
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~ on those occasions" - had been interpreted in a way which would make
future predictions possible, that is, by supposing that there was some thing
within the person which caused him to behave in the way he did.

4. An Bxemination of the Methodology of the Social Systems Research

Approach

Earlier,1 I remarked that the empirical problems investigated by
'theorists working within this research approach are concerned with the impact
of a range of a group's organisational features upon the convictions of
" individuals who are learning to become acceptable group members. In this,
the methodology employed, I stated, may be termed "environmentalist". The
methodological principles which might be issued as a guidé to the researcher
might include the following: do not try to discover the reasoning by which
people are persuaded to adopt certain values which preserve efficiency and
stability. Seek instead to locate those variables within a member's environment
which can be used to explain how he has come to hold the relevant beliefs
to which he does in fact subscribe.

This methodological dictum does nét readily allow us to see how any
part played by the agent himself in the formulation or gcceptance of
values could be incorporated within fhe social systeﬁé perspective. Certain
writers who are uncommitted to this aspect of the social systems approach, and
here ﬁay be included both theorists who favour an "interactionist" method-
ology and philosophers hostile to the "reductionist" element which
behaviourists bring to this methodological stance, might see in this a
serious weakness.

Interactionists would claim that any acceptable methodological approach
to the study of socialization which is conceived as a process essentially

concerned with the acquisition of values, must be conceived as a

1. See above, T6.
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two~way system1 in vhich the behaviour of each,barticipant both affects
and is affected by the behaviour of the others. Sﬁch theorists see
socializalion as an "interaction process" which involves the child as
an active partner, rather than a process of unilateral manipulaticn of the
childz. They suggesf that, guided by behaviourist methodology, the child
in preﬁious socialization studies was seén as some kind of incomplete organism
which develops in different directions’in response to different stimuli.
A child, they hold, is not simply a tabula rasa which mysteriously responds
‘to the input of stimuli by adults, and adults are not simply stable factors
in the child's social environment, but are themselves prone to change under
the impact of their offspring!s challenge. In short, the& champion their own
approach to empirical enquiry as the only realistic one:

Mee thé paradigm that equates the parental role with

that of the model and the child's role with that

of the follower simply does not fit the facts“?

1. - The importance of reciprocality has been emphasised in theoretical
discussions. See Bronfenbrenner, U., 'The Changing American Child -
A Speculative Analysis'! in Levine, S. and Newton, G., (eds.) Farly
Experience and Behaviour, Springfield, 1968, 627-764, and Gerwitz, J.L.,
"Mechanisms of Social Learning' in Goslin, D.A., (ed.) Handbook of
Socialization Theory and Research, Chicago, 1969, 57-212, and Gewitz, J.L.,
'Levels of Conceptual Analysis in Environmment-infant Interaction Research!
in Merrill~Palmer Quarterly of Behaviour and Development, vol. 15, 1969,
11-27, and Rheingold, H.L., 'The Social and Socializing Infant'! in
Goslin, D.A., ibid., 779-790. In addition, there have been several pleces
of empirical research carried out using the interactionist methodology.
See, for example, Bell, R.Q., !'Stimulus Control of Parent or caretaker
Behaviour by Offspring' in Developmental Psychology, vol. 4, 1971,
6%-72, and Gewitz, J.L. and Gewitz, H.B., 'Stimulus Conditions, Infant
Behaviour,and Social Learning in Four Israeli Child Rearing Environments!
in Foss, B.M., (ed.) Determinants of Infant Behaviour, vol. 3, 1965,
161-184, and Moss, H.A., 'Sex, Age and State as Determinants of Mother—
infant Interaction! in Merrill—-Palmer Quarterly, vol. 13, 1967, 19-36.

2. For a detailed account of this approach, see Dreitzel, H.,P., !'Introduction'
in Dreitzel, H.P., (ed.) Childhood and Socialization, 1973, 5-24.

3., Danziger, K., Socialization, 1971, 58.
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In considering this objection to an exclusively "environmentalist®
research method the question which must be raised is not the direct question
of whether behaviourists do justicé to the complexity of the features of
the situations in which people acquire their values, but rather whether
they need to do so. It is, I think, germane to point out that the empirical
studies which employ an interactionist methodology and are avowedly concerned
with the socialization process, reveal no precise inferpretation of the
concept of socializétion. They appear, in fact, to be merely exploratory
studies concerned to delineate a realistic interpretation of interactions,
usually between a mother and her offspring whilst still in infancy. From
the considerations raised in Chapter One of this thesis we can see that it
is nbt wholly illegitimate to refer to such research as “"studies of the
socialization process", but there is no reason to suppose that such studiés
neceésarily subvert a social systems research approach with a behaviourist
bias, and in seeking to understand how society, and groups within it, txy
to inculcate values which are conducive to the maintenance of social stability,
social systems theorists do not_in fact appear to be trying to answer
questions which are similar to those which prompt theorists advocating an
interactionist research perspective. oL

It would in fact appear that the social systems theorist has little to
gain by attending to interactionist critics. The social systems thecrist
Begins, or ought to begin, his researches with some conception of the values
in which he is interested. His empirical investigations of the transmission
of values are concerned with determining how far these have been successfully
imparted and by what means. In the latier task his analysis would not
appear to need to be "fine—-grained". If, for example, a sobial systems
theorist should find, firstly, that By the age of nine most children in our
society showed loyalty only to the group which was comprised of themselves,
their mother and father, and secondly, that this was related to various

aspects of pargntal behaviour, there does not seem to be anything gained
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by noting the interplay of child-parent interactions. We may suppose
that it is unquestionable that, inadvertently or otherwise, parents foster
in their child loyalty to the family however much they may acommodate their
behaviour to his wishes. This being the case, criticisms by the advocates
of an interactionist methodology seem simply to be irrelevant to the
work of the social systems theorist. |
Conclusion
The conclusions which may be drawn from the critical appraisal I have
made of the various features of the social systemé research apprcach do not,
I suggest, call for its abandonment as too beset with conceptual difficulties
to be worth the intellectual effort of salvage. But the difficulties
do appear to be substantial, and this, together with the meagre positive
findings from empirical research linking identified features of school life
with the acquisition of values which might reascnably be deemed to be
conducive to the maintenance of group efficiency and Stability, lead one
to consider the possibility that schéol and school role socialization may
more profitably be explored byAa quite different interpretation 6f the concept
of socialization, with fresh metaphyéical paradigms, ontology and methodology.
In the next chapter, I chall set forth a theoretiéal perspective
which T shall call the ethogenic research approach to gocialization. This
perspective'will be dérived from the ethogenic research approach to social
interaction, which is composed of a body of writings whose purpose is to
describe both the structure of social interactions, and the knowledge and

abilities required to conduct interactions in an orderly way.
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CHAPTER FIVE

A PERSPECTIVE ON SOCTALIZATION BASED ON THE ETHOGENIC

RESEARCH APPROACH TO SOCTIAL INTERACTION

In this chapter I shall seek to accomplish three aims. The first
of these is to provide an indication of the range of knowledge and abilities
required of particiﬁ;nts for the orderly management of social encounters1
in our society. The analysis by which this will be accomplished will not in
itself be ethogenic, but will certainly be such as would find support among
those theorists who have specifically adopted the ethogenic label, Secondly,
I shall set forth those of the conceptual foundations of the ethogenic
research approach to social interaction which I believe are of special
relevance to one who wishes to construct an approach to socialization based
upon it.2 Finally, I shall outline an interpretation both of the concept
of socialization and of its allied concepts based on these conceptual features
of the ethogenic research approach and on the earlier analysis of the know-
ledge and abilities required in social interactions.

" The various features which combine to make up the ethogenic research
approach, like thosé of the social systems research aﬁﬁroach, have their
origin in the context of a certain problem. That problem is cpnoerned, not
with how civil unrest is to be avoided in complex soéieties, but with how
it is that the countless social encounters and interactions which make up
everyday social life in a particular society are organised and managed by
their participants. Couchéd in this way, this problem has been the subject
of much research in the last twenty years, though the question which is of
more direct interest to theorists concerned with the socialization process -
"How do people come to acquire the knowledge and skills required to conduct
these encounters.sﬁcéessfully§”~has received very little attention.

1. I shall use the term "social encounter" interchangeably with "social
interaction', and mean by these terms simply a meeting between two ox

more people in which communications are passed.

2. For a discussion of its other conceptual foundatlons, see Harre, R. and
Secord, P.F., op. cit.
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It is this question whiéh will underpin the approach I wish to advocate
both to socialization processes in general, and to schosl énd school role
gocialization in particular. Concerning socialization processes in general,
it may be enquired how group members acquire the kmowledge and skills
necessary to conduct social interactions as a group member. On the subject
of school socializatlon, the central question would concern the part played
by school experience in the development of the knowledge and skills necessary
for the successfulinegotiation of social encounters as they are conducted
in our society. In order to throw.light, from the ethogenic standpoint,
on school socialization, one would first have to answer the question concerning
tﬁe nature of the demands of social interactions in schools, for it is only
by a knowledge of such interactions that we may be able to judge the relevance
to later adult social intercourse of the skills and knowledge attained by
pupils. In order, then, to investigate school socialization, one would first
have to conduct research into school role socialization. An examination
of what is involved in this latter ﬁndertaking will occupy a major part of
the later sections of this thésis, but for the present if is the illumin-
ation meiely of the knowledge and abilities required in social interactions
in general which must be our concern.

1. Knowledge and Abilities Required in Social Interacfions

In order to elucidate the particular knowledge and abilities of interest
here which are deployed in the management of everyday social encounters we must
hegin with an analysis of interactions in which the literal semantic contént
of the communications passed is not the prime focus of concern. Attention
is directed, rather, at a certain kind of structure which is observable;

The structure of any particular encounter between two people may hinge on
the emotional state of the participénts: love or apxiety may be discernible
in the twists which the meeting undergoes. But suéh influences are not,
according to Harré:1 typical. To suppose so would be to attempt an overly
1. Harré: R., 'The Conditions for a Social Psychology of Childhcod!,

in Richards, R.P.M., (ed.) The Integration of a Child into a Social
World, 1974, 248.
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general application of the "attachment" level of funotion_ing.1 In sﬁpport
of this, one may cite recent studies of social interaction between adults
and between children whichvprovide little evidence that emotional forces
of the kind Bowlby has in mind are active in social intercourse after infancy.2

It is evident that the most simple meetings between two people, even
telephone calls on mundane matters, may be seen to be highly artificiél, con—
trived affairs which may at any time break down in ways which leave either
or both parties insulted, uncomprehending, embarrassed or the like. Social
encounters, if may be argued, have to be created and sustained by their
participants, and this involves an almost continuous stream of solutions to
3

the problems which confront those wishing to maintain ordered interactions.

Thege problems may, for analytic purposes, be divided into three classes.

The first cluster of problems arise when strangers meet or acquaintances

begin to engage in conversation. The range of difficulties to be negotiated
at the commencement of such encounters may be illustrated by imagining4 the
meeting of two strangers on a narrow mountain path. The environmental
contingencies oblige the recognition by each'party of the close presence of
a fellow human being. The immediate problem which each must overcome
involves the creation of an orderly procedure by‘which_they may pass one another
without danger ox loss of face5. Harré suggests that the archetype of a social

solution created by the appearance of the stranger on the path might run

1. See Bowlby, J., Attachment, 1969, 206-T7.

2. These include Goffman, E., Interaction Ritual, 1972, and Opie, L. and Opie, P

The Lore and Language of Schoolchildren, 1959.

3. On this point, see Lyman, S.M. and Scott; M.B., A Sociology of the Absurd,
Pacific Palisades, 1970, 1-27.

4., This example is drawn from Harré:,R., op. cit. 249.

5. Harré excludes patently non-social solutions to the problem created by the
second person on the path. To throw the other over the edge, that is, to

exercise "raw physical causality!" upon him as an object, seems to be a sol- .

ution that lies outside any social order. The relation between the two

strangers may be contrasted with that of a surgeon and his patient on an
operating table, where the surgeon is not required to acknowledge the othex
as a human being.
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as :ﬁ‘ollows:1
"Each catches the eye of the other, a slight
emile and an grébrow flash is exchanged; each
person, acknowledged as & social actor, makes
incipient ushering movements, and one of them
completes them fulsome_ly; the other person passes
vhile the usherer squeezes himself back against
the wall, and each makes a little acknowledging
head movemen‘l;. At no point have they gone so far
as to discover whether they belong to the same
linguistic commu:n:i:ty.2 The interchangg might
clearly be said to have. a strongly ceremonial
character,

Each actor mist grasp the meaning of the
smile, for should it be a trifle too narrow,
it betokens the recognition of the appearance
of an opportunity for mischief, exhibited to the
innocent other as part of the exquisite preparation
for a sadistic shove,"
It is apperent from this illustration that the‘ initial problem
during the in'broductoxy gstage of a social encounter concerns the way in

3

vhich one person is to extend a ritualistic” and polite form of greeting.

1, Harrd, R., op. cit., 249-250,

2., On this point see Eibl-Eibesfeldt, J., !'Similarities and Differences
Between Cultures in Expressive Movements!, in Hinde, R.A., (ed.)
Non-Verbal Communication, 1972, 297-314.

3. This term is henceforth used in Goffman's sense of 2 " ... conventional—~
ized act through which an individual portrays his respect and regard
for some object of ultimate value", See Goffman, E., Relationg in Public,
1971, 88. See aleo, A Discussion of Ritvalization of Behaviour in Animals
and Men: Philosophical Transactions of the Royal Society of London,
vol. 251, 1966, 247-526.
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to the other, for to be polite is to lea@ the other person into a show
of equal civility, from which position orderly social intéraction may
proceed, The forms which polite greetings may take will vary in accord-
ance with the circumstances and reiationship of the persons involved, In
Harré's example, it involves & slight smile. Between a teacher and a pupil
it may involve the pupil rising ﬁcom his chair, removing his hands from
his pockets, and waiting to be addressed.

‘The analysis of social interaction in which we are interested,
then, leads to the recognition firstly that an introductory stége vhich
is strongly ritualistic in character may be distinguished, and that the
negotiation of this stage may require varied knowledge eand abilities. The
knowledge required is not limited to the fofms of greeting which are widely
prevalent in our society, for in certain situations none of such greetings
mey be appropriate. A distinction may be drawn, then, between those sit-—
vations for which there already exists an appropriate form of greeting
from those for which there is not. Harré, in fact, distinguishes between
"gtandard" and '"non-standard" solutions to the préblem of deciding the
appropriate form of greeting. There is a standard solution if there already
exists a ceremonial form proper to the carrying out of the greeting, the
use of vhich is widespread, and there heing some 'hendm;cy to regard it
as having exclusive claim to propriety. For example, it may be thought
that the proper ceremonial form Qf greeting a stranger to whom one has
been introduced is to utter 'bhé words "How do you do #' and shake his hand,
If so, this ﬁould be a stendard solution to the problem of how to greet
strangers on being introduced.

Non~standard sclutions to pmoblematic situations have precisely thie same
eim as standard solutions, that is, the érea.tion of the appropriate measure
of order, and, for such solutions to work, they must use already existing el-

ements of ceremonial greetings. An example of a non—-standard form of greeting
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is provided by supposing that one of the strangers on the ﬁountain path
might have pretended to recognise the other as his friend. His words
of greeting would have accomflished just as  much as his actual smile,
for he would have established a friendly intent, which could have been
developed by the offering of an apology for his "mistake". Such a move
would also have blurred the ominous aspect of this encounter by complicating
the situation to mgke it also one in which a misidentification of a friend
had occurred.
It is to be noted that propriety does not always require the exchange

of greetings on the commencement of interaction. For example, when a
teacher during a lesson asks a pupil a question, no formal greeting is required,
though certainly it is thought correct for the pupil to indicafe to the
teacher his realization that they are now involved in personal interaction.
As with greetings, there are standard and non—standard ways in which
this may be azcomplished.

.‘ Further knowledge and abilities required of a person who may be relied
upon at least to begin social interactions in an orderly way may be
observed if we reflect that for a person to apply either a standard or non-
standard solution to a particuiar situation and so resolve it, he must be
dble to recognisé what that situation is, and, if it is not yet clearly
differentiated, so éét to define it as being of a certain kind. In addition,
at the commencement of a social encounter, indeed during its entire course,
the various words spoken and actions performed may commonly be undertaken

by the participants not in their propria persona, as this or that named

individual, but as they represent or take upon themselves the lineaments of
types, such as teacher and pupil, or ticket collector and passenger.1 This,
too, the person who can be relied upon to maintain orderly»social interaction
mist also be able to accomplish.

»1. Some recent research underlines this point. See Argyle, M. and Little, B.R.

'Do Personality Traits Apply to Social Behaviour ? in Journal For The
Theory of Social Behaviour, vol. 12, 1972, 1-35.
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It is to be observed, too, that adherence to the set verbal forms
by which interactions may be commenced does not wholly determine propriety.
The manner in which wordé are uttered or gestures made is also of major
importance. It would appear that in order to begin social interactions
in an orderly way, some expectations must be entertained concerning"
the likely effect of the mammer in which one conducts oneself. A wrong
inflexion, and one may appear too cold, presumptuous, indifferent or the
like,

An adult, then, at his social best, needs a fairly wide range of
abilities and knowledge of social situations if he is even to commence social
interactions in én orderly way.

A social enéounter having been satisfactorily commenced, there arise
problems concerning how it may be continued in an orderly mammer. Typically,
the even course of social interactions ére threatened by challenges to the
éelf-esteem or social standing of one or more of the participants. A study
of such threats and the manmer of their treatment has been made by Goffman.1

Broadly speaking, such threats, and indeed violations, are dealt with by a
‘variety of ameliorative rituals or ceremonies which appear to be based on

a tacit acknowledgement that a person's "face" is sacred. Thus one way of
dealing with any action perceived as a violation is to admit that it is a
violation, means what it appears to mean, and then to employ some ritual,

such as an apology, to ameliorate the offence. Goffman has offered a detailed
analysis of the forms such interaction rituals mgy take, though, as . he
points out, there is, in our society at least, a very limited set of

ritual enactments available for contrite offendgrs. The important point,
however, lies in the indication of an attitude rather than in the ability

to offer proportionate compensation. As Goffman writes:

1. Goffman, E., Relationg in Public, 1971.
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"Whether one runs over another's sentence, time,

dog or body, one is more or less reduced to saying

some variant of "I'm sorry". Tﬁe variation in degree

of anguish expressed by the apologizer seems a

poor reflection of the variation in loss possible

té the offended. In any case, whilé the originai

infraction may be quite substantive in its con-

sequence, the remedial work, however voracious,

is in these cases still largely expressive. And there

is a logic in this. After an offence has occurred,

the job of the offender is to show that it was not

a fair expression of his attitude, or, when it obviously

was, to show that he has changed his attitude.

In the latter case, his job is to show that whatever
- . happened before, he now has a right relationship

to the rule in question, and this is a matter of

indicating a relationship, not compensating a loss".1

The importance of this point is that it reveals that it is in becoming
‘Vsensitive to the possibilities of causing offence to the other participants
in encounters that progress towards adeguacy in the m;nagement of interactions
in a large measure lies.

The possibilities of causiﬁg offence during social encounters are not
limited merely to the range of things one might say or do which may be
expected té disrupt the orderly course of any kind of social intercourse.
Each encounter, or at least each kind of encounter, generates its own
possibilities for offence and disorderly'termination. Gofi‘man,2 has shown
this to be the case iﬁ considering two basic conversational forms. The first

of these is the interrogative interchange. One person enunciates a

1. Goffman, E., op. cit., 149. -

2. 1ibid.
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question, a second provides the answer. If we assume that when the question
is asked the questioner exposes himself to the worst possible readings

(that he is stupid, that his speaking is uncalled for, that his question

is presumptuous)“then we can see that any more or less straight answer,
however dutiful, however meciianical, however vague, can provide relief to

the questioner. For although the questioner will have a variable concern

to obtain the information for which he asks, he will have, distinct from that,
a constant concern to obtain acceptance of his enquiry. A question is a form
of request - a request for information - and as such may be analysed as a
ritual move which can be answered satisfactorily by a justified withholding of
the information as much as by an exposition of the full facts.

The other conversational form Goffman discusses is that which he calls
the declarative interchange. The first speaker propounds an argument,
enunciates an opinion, draws a moral, or some such, in the guise of saying
something that should have some relevance and even validity for all who can
hear. The second speaker, in return, provides an affirming nod, a verbal
agreement, a counter argument - any of which confirms the first speaker’s
claim to being the sort of person who has a right to express opinions
and who is worth attending to when he does. To make a declaration, after all,
is to commit oneSELF to obtaining support from hearers - support not so much
for what one says as for the propriety of saying it.

Questions and statements, then, can be seen as claims to a kind of status,
and replies will be examined for, and ordinarily engineered to provide,
affirmation that the claims are not a presumption.

A person competent to sustain social intercourse will, then, be one
who is sensitive to the need to be supportive of the other participant’s
claims to be the sort of person who may ask the kind of questions and make
the sort of assertions he does. Conscious of such needs, such a person

must also possess the knowledge and ability to make what Goffman calls

supportive interchanges and, when necessary, remedial interchanges



_165...

(mostly apologies).

Having indicated something of the problems involved in the commencement
and the sustaining of social interéction; there remaiﬁs only to mention
farewells., The successful management of these ritual terminations of
encounters may requi?e not only a knowledge of the form appropriate to
the occasion ("Good afternoon", "Cheers", "au revoir darling"), since
one party may be less inclined than the other to terminate the encounter,
thereby obliging the other to start the ﬁrocess by a series of cues that
are effective but not blatant. In such circumstances, various supportive

linterchanges may also be required if the termination of the meeting is to
be mutually satisfying.

The analysis of interactions which we have so far considered has merely
distinguished greetings or commencements, the central course of the intef—
action, and farewells.1 Whilst such an analysis has also revealed something
of the range of knowledge and abilities required of those who would be
competent in the management of social intercourse, it provides no meané
whereby one might attempt to elucidate the rules by which the members of a
particular group actually conduct their interactions. If we grant that
within any group there will be power and status differentials, and that new
members will be required to conduct themselves during interactions in ways
which take account both of this fact and of the ways 6f behaving which are
regarded as acceptable within the group, then we can see that a means of
analysing interactions in a much more fine-grained way is required. I believe
the ethogenic approach to interaction provides the means of such an analysis,
at least in the case of certain grdups, including that composed of teachers
and their pupils. A major part of the remainder of this thesis will be
devoted to an attgmpt to establish this.

1. Interactions are often, of course, more brief than this. Greeting may
be made "in passing", farewells omitted, and the central course of an

interaction consist of only a few words. Nothing of substance appears
to hang on this, )
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T shall begin this task by setting forth the main features of the
ethogenic research approach to social interaction - its metaphysical
| paradigms, methodology and ontology. — and later I shall try to establish
its applicability to the elucidation of interactions as they are conducted in
schools in this country at the present time. During the course of this
undertaking I shall formulate what I believe to be a promising alternative
to thé éocial systems research approach té school and school role socialization.

2, The Conceptuél Foundations of the Ethogenic Reseaxrch Approach to

Social Interaction

2(a) Metaphysical Paradigms

(i) The Manipulation Analogy

There are several metaphysical paradigms at the foﬁndation of this
research approach. The first I shall consider may be called the "manipuletion
analogy". This analogy involvés the acceptance of two other claims. The first
is that the myriad social activities which combine to make up the social life
of a society or a group within it may be analysed into discrete encounters
between persons pursuing goals of which they are consciously aware ox about
which they can-bé made aware. Once.this view is accepted, the second hypo-
thesis may be posed. This is the view that every participant in a social -
encounter may be seen to be concerned to secure his owh'interests. The
;cceptance of these assumptions then leads eagily to the view that the
participants in any social encounter may be seen to be trying to manipulate
each other. |

It ﬁay be observed that the two supporting claims are not equally
comprehensible as I have stated them. There seems no difficulty in

acknowledging that social life can be seen 1o be made up of a series of encounters

vhich are usuvally marked, if only temporally, by fairly definite beginnings




-167-
and endings.1 However, the belief that when people meet they may be
seen to behave in ways which are based on self-interest calls for further
comreent, for it is not clear juét what the status of this claim is intended
to be.,

The claim may be intended, firstly, as a straightforward empirical
truth - pe0ple;-as a matter of fact, Jjust do always act in their own self-
interest. However, the mammer of argument:which would have to be employed
to-deal with the flood of apparent counter-instances would quickly lead
one to suspect that the claim must be intended as a necessary truth of
some kind - people are incapable of acting other than in ﬁheir own self-
interest.This claim has received much philosophic attention throughout the
ages, and raises many controversies.2 Fortunately,'theée need not be entered
into here, for I think ethogenists need not make such an extreme inter—
pretation of this claim. The position I believe they may adopt is that this
view is to be treated mereiy as a viable way of looking at social encounters.
Ifs justification is to be found in the results which the ethogenic research
approach achieves. | o

We have, then, two claims to accept provisionally before the manipulation
analogy may be considered. Let us for the present give éuch écceptance and
try to elucidate the intended comparison. We may begin by reassertiné that
according to this analogy all social encounters may be investigated as
if the participants were seeking to manipulate each other. The analogy
which is being suggested here involves a comparison between behaviour in
practical situations which ig the result of planning and the execution of delib-
erate techniques for dealing with pedple,.typioally people in positions of
power and authority, and behaviour which has not been so prémeditated. To
1. This is, of course, not the only way in which social life may be considered.

The usefulness of this particular way of looking at matters will be related
to the gpecial problems one wishes to solve.

2. ©See, for example; Nagel, T., ?he Possibility of Altruism, 1970.
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illustra'te,1 the comparison might involve the behaviour of the members

of a un;versity department who discuss just what tactics should be adopted
in negotiating the department budgét with the administiation. -Here it‘

is appropriate to speak quite literally of the chairman's approaching

the Dean with a plan.governed by ground rules, and all the rest. It is

of the essence, by contrast, that most everyday conduct does not, in any
literal sense, involve the conscious and deliberate adoption - ad hoc -

of behavioural tactics and ground plans.. Indeed, the ways in which people
deal with one another in the ordinary course of life are philosophically
perplexing in so far as they lack the elements of conscious design that

so often mark, for example, negotiations with a superior authority. 'The
suggested analogy, then, involves the attempt to see everyday interactions
in terms of comnsciously designed behaviour involving strategic planning
and the adherence to rules.

An implication of this analogy would be that, éince people are, more
often than'not, quite polite to one another, we would have to see theii
smiling faces.as masks, and indeed much of their overt behaviour as
simulated. It is, in fact, precisely this assumption of simulation which
gives the manipulation analogy its point. In order 1o lay bare the
structure of ocial encounters the ethogenist suggests we imagine that each’
participant has his own covert aim in behaving as he does. If we assume
this, then we become especially sensitive to questions concerning the
pigniflicance of actions which occur during the course of encounters. One
is likely in reflecting upon an observed meeting between two people, to
raise such questions as, "What was it that each of these people was trying

n

to achieve?', and "What were the rules they observed, and what were the

strategies they employed, in trying to achieve their ends?". It is, then,

1. The following illustration is drawn from Toulmin, S., 'Rules and Their
Relevance for Understanding Human Behaviour' in Mischel, T., (ed.)
Understanding Other Persons, 1974, 208.
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the ethogenist's claim that by the use of this analogy the structure of
social encounters may be elucidated.

(ii) The Rule Analogy

Ethogenists rely heavily on the notion of a rule for the description
and e#planation of social behaviour. As we have seen, they do not suggest
that the behaviour of people is to be understood as actually being generated
in all instances by the deliberate adherence to explicit rules. Much of
the behaviour in which people regularly engage is, they acknowledge, uncon-

~sidered, and some can only be understood as blind hébit. The ethogenist's

claim is'that social behaviour may be considered as if it were the result
of the deliberate adherence to rules, and that we may describe and explain
peoplet!s behaviour by viewing it in this manner,

Before elucidating this analogy further, a prima facie objection
may be considered. It might be suggested that one of the most striking
features of the behaviour of children, particularly adolescents, is that
it often relates to the flouting of rules, simply because they are rules.
Harre would probably classify sﬁéh behaviour under the heading of "proofs
of autonomy"j Human beings, it has been widely noted, have the propensity
to "assert their indi&iduality" occasionally, even regularly, ﬁy flouting
accepted conveﬁtions and the rules to which other people apparently expect
them to conform. Such phenomena, however, may not prove beyond the scope
of an attempted description and explanation of people's behaviour in terms
of rule-following, fof the ways in which rules are disregarded or broken

‘may itself be regular., It is, then, in itself not implausible to attempt
to understand behaviour, which inciudes that which at one level is rulé—
breaking behaviour, by seeking to interpret it as of a rulé—adhering
nature at a higher level.

1. Harré, R., 'Some Remarks on "Rule" as a Scientific Concept, in
Mischel, T., (ed.), op. cit., 145.
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In order now to clarify the enalogy further, and to enable me sub-
seqﬁently to show how the ethogenic reseaxrch approach may be applied to
problems which are recognisably problems connected with socialization pro-
cesses, I wish to invoke some distinctions, drawn largely from Toulmin1,
between rule-governed and rule conforming behaviour, and behaviour which
involves cohforming to, applying and following rules.

Rule—-governed and Rule-conforming Behaviour

Toulmin notes that during the course of encultuvration children learm
to behave in ways which have a very clear pattern and structure. The mother
says to the child "You must learn to behave yourself", with the implication
that the child must come to act in ways govermed by the rules "appropriate"
to situations of this particular type. This kind of learned regularity,
or "rule-governed" behaviour can already be found in the conduct of children
who have not yet learned to talk. Tor example, the games that mothers play,
such as pat-a-cake, are composed of a series of distinctive actions performed
in sequence, not just "as a rule" or "regularly", but in a "rule-governed"
pattern. The distinguishing feature of "rule-governed" as opposed to "rule-—
conforming” behaviour is that the former is behaviour which falls within en
accepted range of requirement, whereas the latter is behaviour which is
correct according to a much more strictly defined rule.

Toulmin points out that rules are thus relevant to sequential behaviour
in two different kinds of ways, and can accordingly be Jjudged "correct" or
"incorrect" in either of two respects. With the possibility of some overlap
it may be said that non-verbal behaviour may be deemed normal or eccentric,
conformist or unconventional, or open to criticism as a solecism, that is,
as falling outside. the accepted range of requirement in some significant
.respect; Verbal behaviour, on the other hand, may be deemed to be either

"good English" or ungrammatical, clear or vnintelligible, or open to

1. Toulmin, S., op. cit., 191-196.
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criticism for failing to conform to the rules of syntax, phonology or logical
grammar. By comparison with the rule-governedness of non-linguistic
behaviour, which lacks the systematic exactitude of language and 1s commonly
a matter of degree, the conformity or non-conformity of our utterances to
linguistic rules typically is an all-or-nothing, right-or-wrong affair.
Whnilst there are some situations in which non-linguistic behaviour has to

be performed with liturgical exactitude, more typically there is room for

flexibility, with a substantial range of behaviour being acceptable.

Conforming to, Applying and Following Rules

Toulmin begins the elaboration of this second distinction1 by pointing
out that in practical and intellectual life alike - in carpentry, cooking
and chess - we learn procedures whose steps are decided in the light, not
of cultural convention, but of their functional efficiency. To blend
a mayonnaise, to make a mortice and tenon joint or to play an Indian defence -
each of thpse procedures involves performing certain actions in relation
to fixed rules in order to bring about a certain result. Waere it is éhe
intention of the agentvto attain the end result and when he carefully attends
to therules constitutive of such a procedure, he may be said not just
to have "conformed to’, but to have "applied" the rules.

This ability to apply rules to achieve a certain end is, no doubt,
initially learnmed, as Toulmin puts it, "in the public domain", by imitation,
instructions or example. We begin, that is, by merely conforming to rules
as we encounter them, for we have no clear conception of the cverall
procedure. It is only later that we may in any realfs%pse bg said to be
able to apply rules.

It may also be noted that many procedures which involve the applying
of rules are quickly committed to memory ("internalized"), so that we can go

through them "without having to think" or "in our heads". To the extent

1. The distinctions made here involve some variation from those made
by Toulmin.
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that such procedures do become matters of routine in this way, it

becomes difficult to speak of the "application" of rules. It would

appear more natural to say that the agent is "following' the required procce—
dural zrules, and I shall reserve this term for behaviour which is of

this nature.

A further complication which may be néted, for it will be of some
relevance later, is pointed out by Toulmin when he notes that certain problem-
solving procedures are not always learned by first conforming to rules, nor
are they always later followed unthinkingly as matters of routine. In
adhering to the rules to solve a particular problem, the rules may be sub—
jected to a critical evaluation of their effectiveness, and the entire
procedure assessed. In such a situation the rules of the procedure them-
selves have now become the objects of intellectual activity, and not
merely elements in its production. Where rules of procedure are applied
with conscious critical attention they acquire a more complex relevance to
the human-;onduct in which they figure. Toulmin points out that for Descartes,
as fbr succeeding philosophers, this self-critical application of intelleciual
procedures is the prototype of rationality. Ethogenists would also, perhaps,
claim that the ability to engage in this typé of activity is also of great
importance in the successful negotiation of social interactions.

Having drawn these distinctions, we may say that the rule analogy
sugéests that the behaviour of people during social encounters may be seen
to resemble the competent behaviour of people who are applying rules to
attain a certain end. In certain cases, of course, such as that in which
the chairman negotiates with the Dean about the departﬁzntal budget, it .
will actually be true that the chairman's behaviour can be described in terms
of applying rules: In all other cases, however, the rule analogy has the
status of a suggested comparison whbse justification will be made in terms

© of the revelations of the structures of interactions its use may afford.
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It may be the case that a great deal of interactive behaviour may t?uly be
described as eithef rule-governed, or as behaviour which involves conformity
to, or the following of, rules. This, however, is not what is intended by

the ethogenist's use of the rule analogy. It is, rather, as I have indicated,
that interactive behaviour may profitably be seen as involving the application
of rules. |

(iii) The Role Analogy

The concept of a "role" is integral to several quite different
theoretical perspectives, and is, indeed, employed by theorists working
within both the social systems research appfoach and the ethogenic, though
the concept is ﬁot to be understood in quite the same way. In the interests
of clarity I shéll, therefore, begin by setting forth what I think may fairly
be described as a central sociological conception of "role"j and then
indicate the emphases and departures which are made by the two research

approaches under consideration in this thesis.

This central conception will be drawn from the work of Dahrendorf?

who has pointed out that the idea of a social role, though a scientific

construct, is a conception that at many times and places has suggested itself

1. Summaries of the large literature on role theory are to be found in
Neiman, L.J. and Hughes, J.W., 'Problems of the Concept of Role! in
Social Forces, vol. 30, 1951, 149-63, and Sarbin, T.R., 'Role Theory'
in Lindzey, G., (ed.) Handbook of Social Psychology, Cambridge, Mass.,
1954, 488-567, and Gross, N., Mason, W.S. and McEachern, A.W.,
Exploration in Role Analysis, New York, 1958. It must be acknowledged,
however, that there has been considerable confusion and ambiguity in
the definitions offered of '"role", and thus it is not easy to arrive
at an accurate representation. On this point, see Coulson, M.A.,

'Role: A Redundant Concept in Sociology ' in Jackson, J.A., (ed.) Role,
1972, 107-128, and Goffman, E., Where The Action Is, 1969, 39. .

For influential theoretical discussions of the concept, see Biddle, B.J.
and Thomas, E.H., Role Theory: Concepts and Research, New York, 1966, and
Banton, M., Roles: An Introduction to the Study of Social Relations,
1965, and Preiss, J. and Ehrlich, H., Examination of Role Theory,
Nebraska, 1966.

2. Dahrendorf, R., Essays in the Theory of Society, 1968.
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to writers seeking to understand man in society. Wwhat, he asks, coﬁlds
be more plausible than an analogy between prescribed patterns of behaviour
for actors in given parts of a drama_énd behavioural norms for persons
in given social positiorrs:':"1 Thé resemblance is striking at several points,
though only the following implications of the use of the notion of a
theatrical role appear to be relevant to the analogy intended by Dahfendorf.

| To begin, we use the term to refer to prescribed ways of behaving which
are given to a person to learn for a particular series of occasions. It is
relevant, too, that there is nothirg in thg notion of a theatrical role
which inhibits an actor from playing a multitude or roles, and indeed,
during the course of his career an actor will be expected to do so. It
is also pertinent that in principle any person may play the role and each
will be expected to behave in the same prescribed way. It is true that actors
are sometimes instructed to improvise, but such dramatic licence plays no
part in the intended analogy. Indeed, to be useful to sociologists,
Dahrendorf would insist that the notion of a theatrical role under consideration
must be such thaf it is obligatory that the actor not depart from the written
text in which the behaviour is prescribed. It may be noted that these ways
of behaving may be learned perfectly or otherwise, and the action involved
may be executed with skill or be unconvincing to the audience. Finally,
the notion of a theatrical role is employed in the context of a drama which,
as far as Dahrendorf is concerned, mimics reality with considerable fidelity.
Names are given to roles, thusvan actor might play the role of "Hamlet, Prince
of Denmark". By so naming the role in this way a link is established between
the portrayal of social positions within and outside of the theatre. Every |
role in Dahrendorf's theatre includes the portra&al of some aspects of

behaviour associated with a social position.

1. Dahrendorf, R., op. cit. 25.
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Thig last point is of some interest, since it is by way of the
concept of a social position that certain role theorists introduce the analogy
they intend. Tor every social position a person can occupy in real life,
whether it is described in terms of family, occupation, class membership
or whatever, there are conventional and sometimes legally prescribed ways
of behaving. To take up a social position, therefore, is in effect to under—
take to behave in certain ways, rather, so role theorists say, in the
manner in which an actor, ﬁaving accepted a casting in a drama, undertakes
10 behave in conformity with the script. wé cannot, of course, tell how any
person occuéying a particular social position will actually behave, for
he may "play the role badly", but we éan know what is expected of one who
occupies it. Turther, social roles, like theatrical roles, are conceived
without reference to particular persons. The behéviour and attributes expected
from the teacher, the father or the politician, can be described without
mentioning any one person by name.

Role theorists, unlike drématists, feel it useful to divide the behaviour
prescribed for those who occupy social positions into two kinds: demands
affecting behaviour ("role behaviour") and demands affecting convictions of
at least a quasi-moral kind ("role attribu‘l:es“).1 Because a person is a téacher,
certain attributes as well as a certain kind of behaviour are required of him,
or at least he must appear to subscribe to certain viewpoints.

Role theorists also think it useful to think in terms of social roles
" being composed of a number of "role segments". The expectations associated
with the role of teacher may be sub—-divided into expectations with respect
to the role gegments: teacher~pupils, teacher-parents, teacher—local authority,

and so forth,

1. The terms introduced in this section - '"role behaviour", "role attributes™
and "role segment" may be found not only in Dahrendorf's work, but also
in that of Gross, N., Mason, W.S. and McEachern, A.W., Explorstionsg in
Role Analysis, New York, 1958. Similar distinctions, in different terns,
are to be found in Merton, R.XK., Social Theory and Social Structure,
Glencoe, 1957, 279-440.
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Dahrendorf aevelops the point fhat roles are constituted by expectations
associated with a social position by insisting that for the concept of a
role to be useful to the sociologist the expectations must be in some
sense formally binding on the individual. Social roles are to be viewed
as a constraining force on the individual, whether he experiences them as
an obstacle to his private wishes or as a support that gives him security.

The éonstraininé force of role expectations is due to the availability of
sanctions, measures by which society or a group Within it can enforce con—
formity with its brescriptions.

The availability of sanctions is most immediately clear in the cése
of role expectations supported by the force of law. Many social roles
include such expectations which can be ignored or flouted only at the
risk of legal prosecution. ©Such expectations are the "hard core" of any
social role. ﬁot only is it possible to formulate them, but they are in fact
already formulated or codified,

But laws are by no means the only manifestations of role expectations
and sanctions. In fact many organisations today have developed quasi- k
legal institutions of their own to enforce conformity.with their behavioural
prescriptions. It is hardly less painful for a man to gxcommunicated by
his church, expelled by his party, dismisged by his firm, or stricken from
the register of his professional organisation, than to be sentenced to prison
by a court of law. These are extreme sanctions, but there are also milder .
formal penalties — from formal reproofs, compulsory transfers, to delays in
promotion.

The source of the constraining force of role expectations is, for
Dahrendorf, not to be located in the majérity opinions of a'"reference group",1
that is, a group to which a person has a relationship by virtue of one of
1. Dahrendorf's use of this term invelves a slight variation to that in which

it is employed by others - for example, by Merton and Rossi. See Merton, R.
and Rossi, A.S., 'Contributions to the Theory of Reference Group Behaviour!
in Merton, R.K., op. cit., 279-3%4, and Merton, R., 'Continuities in the

Theory of Refexrence Groups and Social Structure' in Merton, R.K., op. cit.,

335-440.
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his social positions. Such a view has in fact been advanced by Gross and
his co—authors? " As a way of discovering the expectations which
constitute a given role Gross suggests asking the members of a given
position's reference groups what expectations they associate with the
position's incumbent. Gross himself applied this suggestion to the position
of the American school superintendent. In a series of interviews, he
asked superintendents! superiors, teacheré, superinteﬁdents themgelves,
and others, what they expected from a school superintendent. Gfoss
believed that their answers would help him to arrive at a clear definition
of role expectations, and at the same time would indicate to what extent
the members of a reference group agree with respect to such expectations.
Not surprisingly, on many points Gross found no consensus at all, or at
best, a weak majorify.

According to Dahrendorf, in seeking to relate role expectations
to empirical research, Gross abandoned one of the essential elements of an
informative application of the concept of a social role. By attributing
the force of social norms to the uncertain basis of majority opinion,
unacceptable implications cannot be avoided. If six out of ten people
think that a school superintendent should not smoke and should be married,
these expected attributes are for Gross constitutive of the role of school
superintendent. If, furthermore - though Gross does not go this far, but
there is nothing in his approach which rules it out - thirty five out of
forty pupils think that none of them should get bad marks ever, then this
is an expectation associated with the role of schoolteacher.

Dahrendorf believes that role.expectations should not be related to
behaviour about whose desirability there is a more or less impressive consensus;
they should be related to modes of behaviour that are binding for the

individual and whose binding character is institutionalised, and thus

1. Gross, N., Mason, W.S. and McEachern, A.W., op. cit.
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recognisable independently of his own or anyone else's opinions. It

follows that if wé are to comnect the categories of role and reference group,
it will not be by ascertaining the opinions of reference group members. If
theorists wish to preserve the concept of role from the arbitrariness of
individual opinion it is better to forget about expectations which are not
either'legal or quasi-legal. Since adeqﬁate methods for identifying role
expectations which are not fixed in either of these two ways have not yet
been féund, theorists should accordingly confine themselves to formulating
-the accessible elements of social roles in terms of known norms, customs and
precedents. Dahrendorf is only willing to qualify this view to the extent
of acknowledging that in informal groupings, such as the parents of a given
teacher's pupils, norms often only become visible if challenged. A teacher
tells his pupils obviocus ndnsense, which they relay to their parents; the
parents decide to do something about it. Such precedents then live on as
norms; where they are present, we can properly identify expectations, and
accordingly such norms can be recognised as constitutive of roles.

Finallf, Dahrendorf acknowledges that the cpinions of members of
reference groups and the degree of consensus in these groups are not without
any significance for role analysis. But their significénce is not where
Gross presumed to find it. A norm that is not supported or at least tolerated
by a majority of group members is on weak ground. If, for example, a
teachers! association requires all teachers to arrange weekly parental meetings
but most teachers consider it pointless to hold such meetings so frequently,
we can predict that in dvue course the norm will be modified. In a
theoretical discussion, then, we must distinguish between the fixed norms
of reference groups, which are assigned to the incumbent of a position as role
expectations; ﬁhe opinions of members of reference groups about these norms,
which determine their likelihood of change, and the actual behaviour of

role players. For the concept of social role, fixed norms only are relevant;
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questions about their acceptance and the actual behaviour of the persons
to whom they apply presuppose the role concept and are gignificant only in
terms of that concept.

These, then, are the main points of comparison in the analogy which

Dahrendorf thinks useful to sociologists. Dahrendorf also acknowledges

what he considers to be two important limitations. The first concerns

the implicit suggesfion that behind all theatrical roles the actor remains

a "real person"; a man who is not affected by the parts he plays. - He is
"himself" only when he casts them off. We cannot, however, quite say that’
during the time the incumbent of any social position yields to society's
'demandé he is no longer '"himself", for whilsf the unreality of eveﬁts is
assuﬁ;d in theitheétre, it cannot be assumed with respect to society.

Despite thevtheatrical connotations of "roleé, it would be wrong to see the
social role-playing man as an unreal person who has merely to drop his mask

to appear as his true self. Indeed, there is a sense in which a man could

be said to lead an impoverished life if he does not learn to 'play" many
sociallroles, as we see clearly in the case of invalids and others who are
restricted to contact with a small number of people. Social roles are

more than masks a man can take off, his social life more than a play from which
audience and actor alike can return to the "true" reality.

-Secondly, it is important to acknowledge that there is more to be known

about a person than can be inferred from knowledge of the social positions

he occupies. From our knowledge that a person is a teacher we cannot conclude
that he is in favour of open—plan classrooms or comprehensive education; nor '
can we gather that he is a strict disciplinarian or demands neat handwriting.
Concerning theatrical roles, on the other hand, there is nothing more to be
learned than can be éleaned from the script.

These limitations of the role analogy which Dahrendorf notices do not

appear to have (nbr does he intend them to have) any unduly confining implications}
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for the theorist who consciously employs the concept of a social role

as an analogical device. Here, then, we have a central conception of the
role analogy as it might Be used by sociologists conducting research into
various aspects of the relations between social organisations and behaviour.
What, we may now ask, are the special features of this conception which

are adopted, and which discarded, by social systems and ethogenic theorists?

Concerning the former, it is to be noted that the expectations which
a group may have in some way made formally binding on members may not refer
to behaviour, or to all of the behaviour,- which may reasonably be supposed
to be conducive the the stability and efficiency of the group. In these
circumstances, it is eviaent that social systems theorists, including
those who expliéitly adopt role terminology,1 are unable to follow the line
advocated by Dahrendorf. This does not mean, however, that they must fall
back on '"the uncertain basis of majority opinion", in order to establish
that the expectations in which they are interested truly do attach to the
social positions occupied by members within their groups. Social systems
theorists may use whatever arguments they can conceive which will have the
effect of establishing their case.

There is another aspect of the role ahalogy mentioned by Dahrendorf
which leads to a similar conclusion. According to social systems theorists,
it is in the inculcation of particular values that socialization processes
are seen most importantly to consist. Consequently, in employing the role
analogy, these theorists would appear to be as much interested in "role
attributes" ag in "role behaviour". It is surely the case, however, that few
groups have formally codified in some way the character traits or attitudes
1. ©See Brim, 0.G., op. cit., and Mérton, R.H., The Student Physician,

Cambridge, Massachusetts, 1957, and Lacey, C., Horton, M. and
Hoad, P., 'Teacher Socialization: the Post~Graduate Year' in Tutorial

Schools Regearch Project Report, 1973, and Lacey, C., The Socialization
of Teachers, 1977.
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which they expect of anyone occupying particular social positions within
their groups. This being the case, it is by recourse to'argument rather
than citation of statute that social systems theorists must proceed.

The manner in which social systems thecrists employ the roie analogy,
then, differs from that advocated by Dahrendorf. Their interest in values,
and in behaviour which 1s supportive of group étability and efficiency;
effec%ively precludes acceptance of what is the most importént feature of
Dahrendorf's position, the reliance on formally binding expectations.

Turning now to the position taken by ethogenic theorists, it can be
seen that the employment they make of the fole analogy differs from that of
Dahrendorf and the social systems theorists. Although ethogenists have
'1itt1e,interest in the attitudes and traits of -the members of groups,
nevertheless their concern to describe everyday interactions prevents
any reliance merely on formalised role expeqtations, since such expectations
are seldom usefuilin any fine-grained analysis of social encounters. The
expectations which comprise a social role like that of a pupil, for
example, are entifelj too general, too poorly spécified in most circumsfances,
to serve as guides to action. to the pupil in actually dealing with the
‘teacher and other pupils.1

Ethogenists do, nevertheless, make use of‘a cdhcépt of social role.
For these theorists, the obligations attaching to particular social positions
relate to the ground rules which are“treated by participants as binding
during social.encounters on people holdingvthose particular positions. In
meeting parentS, for example, teachers are expected to refrain from sweaiing
and making‘mocking comments on the physical éppearance of pupils. If a |
teacher does speak in such a fashion, then it is recognised that he should
apologise and offer a proper remediai eiplanation of his behaviour. Such grqund

1. This point has been made in another context by McCall and Simmons. -
See McCall, G.J. and Simmons, J.R., Identity and Interactions, 1966, 66.
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rules may be related by direct implication to the formal requirements of a
social position, though it is doubtful whether this is by any means always the
case. |

Reéourse to any form of statutory requirement of a social position
not beiné a viable way of elucidating the ground rules by which interactions
are conductéd, the ethogenist is faced with the procedural prbblem of
how such ground rules may be uncovered. The difficulty is not that one
may have to rely on the unbertain basis of majority opinion. This uncertainty
is not a difficulty if the expectations in which ethogenists are interested
Vare in faet uncertain. The problem is that we, as participants in social
encounters, afe‘not always consciously aware of the expectations we fulfil
so adeptly. Ethogenists cannot, then, simply ask the participants in social
encounters to specify the rules to which they adhere. Ethogenists require
some means by which such rules may be elucidated. This is not, for the
ethogenist, an incidental problem. On the contrary, it is for this very
problem that the methodology of thevethogenic research approach to social
interaction has been devised. Pfior, then, to assessing the strengths and
weaknesses of the departures such theorists make frcm the'iole analogy conception
propounded by Dahrendorf,1 an elucidation of this methodology must be maﬁe,
and its aﬁplicability to at least one field of.enquiry examined.

Before attempting an exposition of ethogenic methodology, however,
I shouldvlike briefly to consider an objection raised by Toulmiézto the
fundamental validity of the role analogy as a device by which to understand
social interaction.

The objection which Toulmin faises is to thevimplicit suggestion that
human beings respond to, and deal with, one.another always in abstract,
stereotyped patterns - as instances of general types to which correspondingA

rules and roles are apprbpriate - and not, characteristically, as genuine

1. This assessment is undertaken. in the following chapter.

2. Toulmin, S., Ope. Cito’ 212—4.
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individuals, having their own particular histories, personalities and
tastes. Toulmin acknowledges that to some extent social interactions may
require.the parties concerned to deal with each other in a formal faghion -
the work of Harré and Goffmen puts that beyond doubt. The characteristic
behaviour of a bank>manager to his client, of a host to his guests, a judge
to the defendant: all such types of conduct respond well to analysis in
dramaturgical terms, and, as Goffman saw, this kind of -pattern can be carried
much further, and applied to familiar, everyday conduct in more detail than
had been recognised. Toulmin insists, however, that there is some kind of
polar opposition between the idea of dealing with people in accordance with the
positions they occupy, and the idea of dealing with them in the normal personal
way. During most of a criminal trial, fof example,>it is proper for a judge
to avoid seeing the defendant as a unique human being with a complex history
and an individual personality, and to view him instead as, for example, a
man -charged with fraud. By contrast, we act towards one another as “persons",
that is, in a "personal mamner, only-at the point- where we leave aside :
or go beyond such generalised "role patterned'" modes of conduct, and deal
with each other in wayé that are sensitive to all the relevant features
of the other's background, temperament, past hiStory and.present inclinations.
The resulting interactions will be fully personal to the extent, and
only to the extent, that the agénts involVed are conscious, in sufficient
detail, of the realities of one another's situations and states of mind;
and this kind of awareness .can be achieved only to a limited degree if.they'
perceive each sther as belonging to generalised types towards whom one can
act in accordance with widely established conventions. In short, it is the
encountershin:which all the parties concerned display the highest

degree of conscious sensitivity to the detailed and specific actualities of



-184~

one another's positions and feelings - and, by so doing, go beyond all

' gspecific "role-playing" - that most fully and characteristically represent

interactions between people. Any model, then, of sociai encounters in which

interaction is conceived in terms of transactions between people treated solely

as the incumbeﬁts of social positions is bound, so Toulmin would argue, to

. be too narrow to capture the richness and variety of human social intercourse.
It ma&, I think, be conceded at once that Toulmin's point appears

to be valid. .The question which remains to be answered is whether the

-ethogenic réseéréh approach is affected by it. The answer would appear

to be in the negative, for the aim of this research approach is not at all

to be able to describe human social interaction in all its "richness and

variety". The ambitions are rather more modeét'in naturé, and are restricted

simply to capturing within a theoreticél net just those elements which Toulmin

regards as not tfﬁly "characteristic" of social intercourse. Toulmin's

remarks may, I believe, be treated as a reﬁinder‘of the limits beyond which the

ethogenié research approach cannot aspire. Regarded as such, the ethogenist

may even-treat his observations as welcome.

2 (b) Methodology

For the ethogenist who is not primarily inferested in socialization,
a'centralerIpose in employing the metéphysical paradigms I have discussed
is that they énable him to devise a methodoiogy'which may be used to describe
the structure of social encounters. The ethogenist sets forth sets of rules
which he.hopes will be applicable to the participants! behaviour during inter—
actions. It is then for the research worker to determine which, if any, set
of rules may be relevant to describe the structure of the particular social

encounters in which he is interested. (It may, of course, be necessary

to appeal to more than one set of rules). To this end, Harré and Secord
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have produced several such sets of rules which may.be used to analyse
discrete interactional episodeg. These sets of rules are drawn from
actual social interactions of a kind which these writers call "formal
episodes". Such episodes are:

" ... sequences of happenings in which reference

is made to explicit rules in accounting for the

type and order of the component actions".1
An example would be the sequence of actions which several people perform
which leads to two people coming to be married. The sequence would constitute
a formal episode whose principles of order are in fact explicit rules
as to what must be done by the occupant of each role and in what order.
The formal episodes described by Harrd and Secord may, in other words,
be said to be the models by which descriptions of interactional structures
may be made.

Harré and Secord actually regard the function of these models as
twofold. Firstly, as I have mentioned, by viewing people'!s behaviour during
social encounters in fhis way a certain structure may be observable.
Secondly, the application of the models‘serves to cregté a paramorph of the
means by which the behaviour is produced by the agents. For example, it
may allow ﬁs to formulate the strategy and the rules to which we may suppose
the participants were adhering. Thus the models have a descriptive and
an explanatory function, the former being related to the way in which the
episode is described, and the latter to how it is to be accounted for. I give
below several examples of the models outlined by Harré'and others.

Game Episodes

The first type of formal episode I shall mention is the "game" episode.
In characterising games for the purpose of constructing a '"games model" in

accordance with which interactive behaviour mey be seen to be organised,

.

1. Harré; R. and Secord, P.F., op. cit., 168-9.
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a number of writers have emphasised various facets of games. There is

such a variety in games, such a variation in their types of rules and
outcome, that a certain selectivity in description of what constitutes

a game appears to be the only sensible approach if the resultant model is
to be a useful analytical tool. For our purpose, the views of just
Harrg(and Secord,1 Garfinkel,2 and Beme,"1 need to be consulted,

Harre and Secord list three main featur;s of games which they believe
provide important features for any games model which may be used to analyse
social encounters. These are:

"l. There are rules and conventions which specify the

type of action which is part of the game, These could

be called the specification of play.

2. There is a specified form of outcome, in which one

or more of the participants is the winner and the others

are losers. There may be a third category of people

involved, exemplified by linesmen and umpires, in some

games, '

5. Conditions (1) and (2) ensure that there is an. outcome

and that the exact form of play is uncertain. This leaves

room for skilful play, which includes efficiency in per-

formance of permitted actions and strategies. The third

condition requires that the intentions of one or more

of the participants should be concealed from the others.

Thus a game involves an element of dissimulation or dis-

honesty as a function of its competitive nature".”#

1. Barrel R. and Secord, F.F., op. cit.
2. Garfinkel, H., Studies in Ethnomethodology, New Jersey, 1962.
3. Beme, E., Games People Play, 1964.

4. Harre, R. and Secord, P.F., -cp. cit., 197*
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From a consideratioh of these threelconditions it can be seen that

in attempting to describe the behaviour of people in the terms of the games
model the significant things to look for are strategies and outcomes.
As Garfinkel1 has pointed out, if a social encounter cannot be construed
as issuing in some form of victory for one or other of the participants in the
episode, then it is not game-like in the‘sense defined.

Merely to note.tﬁis, however, is not sufficient for a games analysis
to be informative. >According to Bernez, it is important to note that in
games there are rules or conventions governing permissable plays, and there
are rules defining roles in the game and what counts as winning. If we -
accept this characterisation of games, then in attempting to describe
people{s‘behaviour in games! terms we would,>in addition to noting the strategy
employed by alpéréon which led to a particular outcome, also attempt to
describe what role theqother people were playing in the game, that is, what
- were the rules to which they adhered whiéh resulted in their playing the roles
they did. We would also attempt to describe the role played by the "gamester" -
that is, once again, to descrive the rules to which this person was adhering
which resulted in his playing the role in which he had cast himself,
(The losers, qf course, are not consciously participating in the game3 - the rules
according to which their behaviour may be seen fo conform are the "ground
rules " which have becomé established for this kind of interaction. Likewise,
the Mzamester" may not think in terms of playing a game. Nevertheless,
_the gamester, unlike the others, is employing manoeuvres with concealed
motivations and ié thus in a sense in which the others are not, involved

in a game),

Routine Episodes

The next type of formal episode I shall mention is that called by

1. Garfinkel, H., op. cit., 148.
2. Berne, E., op. cit., 44.

3. On this point, see Szasz, T.S., The Ethics of Psychoanalysis, 1965, 66.
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Harré and Secord, "routine episodés".1 The category of routine episocdes is
distinguished by the fact that, alﬁhough the aétions which occur in such
episodes are generated by following specific rules, they cannot be construed
as the performance of acts. A routine is performed simply by the faithful
carrying out of the required sequence of actions. For instance, servicing
a car is a routine - a sequence generated by following a set of rules, and
the outcome, better running, say, is causally related to the actions performed
according fo rule by the mechanic. In this sort of episode, the actions
~and rules can be Jjustified by reference to empirical knowledge of the
effect of the actions performed.

Harré and Secord draw a distinction between authentic and simulated
routines. Servicing a car is an authentic routine. But if the same
actions are imitated in the course of a play the routine is a simulation.
Auvthentic and simulated routines generally differ in that in simvlation routines
the actions are not properly performed but only imitated to give the impression
that they are genuine, although there are cases in which authentic routines
can be distinguished from simul;tion routines only by our knowledge of the
intention of the people involved.

The routine model in terms of which behaviour is to be described
will possess the features of formal routine episodes I have mentioned - the
behaviour will involve, that is, the carrying out of a sequence of actions
which are describable in terms of a sequence of rules, and which have an
outcome which is causélly related to the carrying out of those rules.

Entertainment Episodes

This type of formal episode2 differs from routines in that it is not
performed for the sake of any outcome. Humming a tune is often such an
episode. It does nothing, and is producing neither pleasure not pain.

But it is a particular tune, so in a sense is a performance under self-monitoring

1. Harré, R. and Secord, P.F., op. cit., 178.

2. ibid., 203-4.
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and connected to rules.

The sort of behavioural regularity which appears susceptible to such
a descfiption will be one in which there is‘appgrently no intended outcome
or conventional upshot to the behaviour despite its being possible to
discern sequential components of the behaviour. This is not to suggest,

of course, that the behaviour is a kind of acte gratuit, for which no psycho-

logical explanation could be satisfactorily offered.

Ceremonial Episodes

The next formal episode I wish to mention is that which Harré and
Secord call the "ceremonial".1 They point out that a ceremony may be
considered a formal episode in that it is characterised by the existence
of a set of rules, in some cases called a liturgy, according to which the
actions of each person taking part'must conform for the act intended to be
successfully performed. Among the distinctions which can be used in the
classification of formal episodes there is, as Harré and Secord point out, that
between episodes in which a certain sequence of actions are conventionally
held to constitute the performance of an act, and those where thig is not so.
This criterion may be'used to distinguish the ceremonial episodes such as
that of a marriage, a Mass,ra Benediction, a blessing_of a Thanksgiving,
and the like, from other formal episodes.

The ceremony as a formal episode is the basis for what Harré and Secord
call the "liturgical" mode12 for explaining behaviour. The liturgical
model is forﬁulated.by imagining a liturgy as a paramorph for the unformulated
rules the imagined following of which by the participants generates the behaviour
in the episode. For the application of this model to be plausible, the behaviour
must be related to some entity which has "sanctity" or inviolability. Goffman3

has shown that certain aspects of interpersonal behaviour may plausibly be

1. Harré, R. and Secord, P.F., op. cit., 188-93.
2. ibid., 191.

3. Goffman, E., Interaction Ritual, 1967, 5-45.
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construed as involving a tacit acceptance that a person's "face" has cléims
to sﬁch inviolability. The identification of such an entity in an episode
would give good grounds for expecting the application of the liturgical
model to be fruitful as an analytic tool.

Pagsing BEpisgodes

Certain behavioural episodes do not fit any of the explanatory
descriptive mo@els I have so far mentioned. In particular certain behaviour
which might at first sight appear susceptible to é game analysis fails,
on closer inspection, to satisfy relevant criteria. The kind of bechavioural
pattern I am concerned with here has been discussed in other contexts
by both Goffman gnd Garfinkel, Garfinkel,1 especially, has been concerned
to examine behaviour, the analysis of which, when the games model has been
used to examine it, has been shown tec contain structural incongruities. One
'is concerned here with behaviour in which there is an element of deliberate
deception which, however, does not lead to a "win" or a "pay-off". Instead,
"success" in managing a situvation consists in sustaining a desired image.
Some of Garfinkel's most interesting work has been concerned with the
intensive study of persons "passing" in roles which they have deliberately
chosen to adopt. His much-discussed a.nalysis2 of the rules reléting to the
"presentatioﬁ of self" by adolescent,giris>derives from his questioning of
‘a person, "Agnes'", who, though originally a boy, chose to pass as a girl, and
had to learn, as explicit principles, fhe rules which operate in the lives pf
girls whose society he wished to join and to follow these rules faithfully.
There are, then, rules for the appropriate presentation of self which are
related to particular circumstances, and Garfinkel's studieé reveal once
again that everyday behaviour possesses features which allow us to consider

it as if it were the result of explicit rule following.

1. Garfinkel, H,, op. cit., 148.

2. ibid., 116—1850 b
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The methodology éf the ethogenic research approach, then, involves
the conétruction and application of various models of the kind I have
elaborated. Its success as a methodology will, for our purpose, mainly
hinge on the insights it can bring, firstly, into the ground rules of
interactions as they occur between teachers and pupils, and secondly, on
- the ;néighfs such information may throw on the process of school and school
role socialization. An assessment of both these possibilities may presently
bE made when I shall attempt to apply thé several features of this research
'approach to the problems of school and school role socialization.

2 (c) Ontology

Concerning the ontology of the ethogenic research approach there
is little of a controversial nature to be said. Ethogenists are concerned %o
study everyday social encounters and with this objective in mind, they are
very anxious té avolid reification of abstract entities. People, in all their
complexity, exist. In the presence of others they behave in certain ways,
énd entertain certain expectations concerning the behaviour of others. .Suoh
is the data which provide the puzzles which the ethogenist sets out to unravel.
As such, no particular ontological problems seem to present themselves.

This concludes the remarks T ﬁish to make conc;rning the conceptual
basis of the ethogenic approach to social interaction. I believe that, in
the form in which I have presented it, this reseafch approach is free from
serious conceptual difficulty. Accordingly, for our purpose, the crucial
question wﬁich may be posed of it concerns its applicability as a research
vehicle by which interactions, as they are conducted within schools, may be
elucidated. This question is crucial since the central concern of this thesis
is to produce a theory of socialization which mey be applied to the problems
of school and .school role socilalization. Since this is our central purpose,

before attempting to demonstrate its applicability I propose to set forth

an approach to socialization baséd upon the ethogenic research approach to

social interaction.
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5. An Ethogenic Research Approach to Socialization

Before setting forth explicitly the concepts by which this research
approach to socialization is to be characterised, I shall indicate the relevance
of certain features of the ideas so far considered in this chapter to a
conception oOf socialization.

To begin, the ethogenic approach to social interaction starts from
the premise that social interactions have to be constructed and maintained
on a moment-lo-moment basis. This requires a society's citizens to be
knowledgeable about, and adept in, the deployment of certain knowledge and
skills. The exercise of these skills requires the ability to stand back
and imaginatively construct the likely course of social encounters, including-
those which are of an extremely formal nature. This in turn requires, indeed
it would not be possible in our society without, the actual experience
of interacting with adul.ts in a more formal fashion than is commonly found
within the family. The most frequent and sustained contact which children
have with adults outside the family is at school, and it is therefore prom-
ising to look to the child's experience of interacting with teachers to learn
something of the development of these social skills.

In charting this development it is perhaps also pertinent to point
out that there is evidence- that the social worlds constructed by children
in their interactions among themselves are created and sustained .y~
processes similar to those by which aduJts sustain and create their own encount-
ers. Tliese processes involve the use of ceremony and ritual, the presentation
of selves, and the capacity for the imaginative rehearsal of social action as
a test of propriety. Tlie social world of children, then, may be considered
a precursor.

In. general terms, the kind of socialization process which I propose

to consider will be concerned with the contribution which the experience of

I See Opie, J. and Opie, P., op. cit.
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school life mekes to the child's expanding mastery and understanding of the
. forms of symbolic interaction which are necessary for the creation and mein~
tenance of interactions in the adul% world. |

It may be noted that in this matter. the development of childrents
progress may be charted by reference to the rale distinctions drawn by
Toulmin, We may say that typically the young child's first steps in learning
. "how to behave" are made withoul any realisation that there are any rules
with which his personal conduct is being éompared'and brought into line, In
these respects, he does not in his conduct "apply" rules of procedure to
éttain a certain end, still less employ such rules "critically" or "ccnsciously':
at most, the child learns to conduct his personal relations in a "rulé—governed"
or "rule-conforming" manner. In the early stages of a éhild‘s upbringing,
it is at most the mentor who has a "rule" in mind, and who corrects the
child's behaviour in such a way as_to consolidate the required patterns in
his conduct, |

.Thié will; of course, also be the case when the child is first a pupil
and his "mentor" a teacher., A major difference between parents and teachers
in the parts they play as mentors is that the formality of the relationships
in which the children engage is much greater at school, and increases in
formality as the pupils progress through their school careers, Constitutive
of this increased formality is the impersonality with which children and teachers
conduct their meetings. A large number of the meetiﬁgs are conducted on the
basis, not of individuals encountering one another, but of pupils and
teachers completing necessary business. Further, the rules by which teachers
and pupils conduct their encounters increasingly take on the characteristics
vwhich I have described - the greeting, followed by the ceremonial maintenarce of
ordexr ;nvolving supportive and remedial exchanges to deal with threats and
violations of this.order. Children are in fact led during the course of
their school careers from situvations which demand mere rule—conforming

"

and rule—-governed behaviour to situations which call for the applidation of



rules to preserve exder during encounfers, and even for critical reflection
upon the accepted ground rules of interaction, and the devising of non-standard
golutions. Indeed, it might be claimed that it is by the manifestation

by a group member of the ability to maintain social order during degenerating
social encounters that the relative success of the socialization processes

to which he has been exposed may be judged.

’ This concludes the general remarks I wish to make, and I turn now vo
the interpretation of the concepts both of socializatien and of those other
notions which attend upon it. |

From the ethogenic perspective, socialization may be conceived as a
process by which members are led to'acquire the knowledge and skills necessary
to interact with other group members in such a mammer that interactions
between group members are sufficiently orderly for the affairs of the group
to be conducted with reasonable efficiency and the stability of the group
not impaired. The unsuccessfully socialized person will be a nominal member
of a group who has failed properly to acquire the necessary knowledge and
skills. Unsocialized persons will, of course, simply be nominal group members
who, for whatever reascn, have not been exposed to the'group's socialization
processes, or through infirmities of some kind are unable to respond to
the operation of the socialization processes. Concerﬂiﬁg the notion of a
deviant person, this approach to socialization would seem neither to require
a distinction, nor indeed can one be made, betweeﬁ the unsuccessfully
socialized person and the deviant. This is because in focussing on knowledge
and skills; rather than values, only one question can be raised of a member
of a group: to what extent is he able to conduct interactions in an orderly
way? If the answer is that he is not pfoperly able, then it matters little
if one says of such a person that he is deviant or unsuccessfully socialized.
This being the case, I shall write of such persons as deviants, since this is

the more common term.
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To recapitulate, I began this chapter by attempting to provide
some indication of the range 6f knowledge and abilities required for the
successful management of social interactions. This was followed by an out-
line of the conceptual foundations of the ethogenic research approach - its
métaphysical paradigms, ontology and methodology. Finally, I offered
an interpretation of the concept of socialization and its allied concepts
based on the foregoing analysis. The interpretation which T have offered
of these concepts permits me, I believe, to write of an ethogenic research
approach to socialization. Such a research approach would share the
conceptual foundations of the ethogenic research approach to social interactionm,
but would seek not merely to describe the means whereby social encounters
are managed but would offer an account of the processes by which the knowledge
and skills employed in orderly social interactions within particular groups
are acquired. I shall, then, henceforth write of the ethogenic research
approach to socialization, and turn.to congider the problems of its

agsessment.
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CHAPTER STX

AN EXAMINATION OF THE RTHOGENIC RESEARCH APPROACH

TO SOCTALIZATION AWD ITS RELEVANCE TO SCHOOL ROLE SOCIALIZATION

1. The Appraisal of Research Approachesg: Some Further Considerations

Earlier,1 in considering the social systems research approach,
I suggested that the appraisal of research.approaches ﬁay proceed in several
ways. Comncerning research approaches considered as composites of metaphysical
paradigms, ontologies and methodological principles by which empirical
theories are underpinned, I wrote that one might raise questions concerning
their acceptability. I suggested that such theories could be assessed in terms
of.their profitability, and I characterised profitability in texms of positive
research findings to which such theories had led or seemed likely to lead.
Concerning the elements by which research approaches are composed, I wrote
in connection with metaphysical paradigms that one might raise questions about
the acceptability of their employment within the context of a certain problem.
Mbré fundementally, one might also enquire as to their acceptability in any
problem area. I explained that no straightforward criteria of "acceptability™
could be offered since the attempt to investigate phenomena from a particular
perspective involves an indefinate range of implications any one of which might
be shown to be problematical. In examining a methodology, the question to be
raised was whether it was adequate to the investigation of the phenomena
in which we were interested. The question of adequacy was to be approached
by seeking to determine whether all the required empirical data could be gathered
by recourse to the methodological précedures of the research approach. >Fina11y,
concerning ontological -commitments, the central question to‘be raised was
whether it had to be conceded that it was necessary to posit the existence,
in the strong sense of the term, of the entities to which the research approach

was committed.

1. See above, 121-127.
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In considering the ethogenic rescarch approach to socialization
these questions are, of courge, again relevant, but there are certain
complications of which account must be taken. It is also the case that a
further kind of question mﬁst be raised of the conceptualizations of
"gocialization" and its allied notions made in both the ethogenic and the
social systems research approaches.

The complications to which I refer have the effect of making it difficult
to consider the rule and role analogies separately from each other and from
an assessment of what may be called the "applicability"1 of the methodology.
This must be accepted since the manner in which ethogenists use the notion
of rules is inseparable from the way in which they employ their conception
of roles and the yarious.models which comprise their methodology. The
situations they coﬁsider are of the type whereby a person in a certain role
interacts with others in such a fashion that the behaviour of all parties
may be construed in terms of an adherence to sets of rules such as those that
constitute, for example, a game, or a liturgy. In attempting to assess the
acceptability of the rule and role analogies, therefore, we are led to examine
at the same time the ethogenic methodological procedures.

The further kind of question to which I referred which may be raised
of research approaches to socialization is one which, in order to avoid
duplication, was not raised when an assessment was made of the social systems
research approach. The possibility of this mode of evaluation may be seen
to arise once it is emphasised .that, however such processes may be defined,
it is groups who operate socialization processes.

Since it is groups, not theorists of any particular persuasion, who con-
trive matters so that their members learn to behave in acceptable ways, in
the empirical investigations of the sdcialization processes operated by any
particular group it is clearly important that theorists do not conduct their
research with theoretical presuppositions which result in their being umnable to

explain why it is that certain nominal members of any group are regarded as,

1. The connotation of this term will be elucidated in due course.
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for examﬁle, deviant or unsuccessfully socialized, by the other members

of the group. In setting out to conduct research into school role

sociélizatién, it is vital, therefore, that the theoretician‘s interpretation

of socialization and its allied conéepts be congruent with those who may be

gaid to "manage" schools, One further wa& of assessing these research approaches,
therefore, is to enquire whether their interpretations of these central con~-
cepts. are congruent with those which may be inferred actually'td be operative

- within schools, This also I shall attempt later in this chapter, For the
present, it is to an examination of the aéceptability-of the remaining meta—

physical paradigm, the "manipulation analogy', that I now wish to turn,.

2., An Examination of the Metaphysical Paradigms of this Research Aporoach

2 (a) The Manipulation Analogy

To my knowledge, no theoretician has ever attempted to produce arguments
purporting to show that the manipulation analogy - an analogy by which behﬁviour
which is not premeditated and inspired by a deliberately concealed motivation
is regarded as if it were so - is unacceptable irrespeétive of the intentions
of the theorist employing it. The fundamental validity of the comparisén ig,
then, not questioned. More contentious might be the claim‘that all interactive
behaviour may be so viewed with insights afforded into the ground rules by
which encounters are conducted, It might be suggested that this analogy is
unlikely to be illuminating when applied to the interaction between, for
example, two signalmen passing short messages of routine information between
ships passing each other on the ocean. On the other hand, one may concede
the suggestion that this analogy may prove helpful in the analysis of intex-
actions between people in situations in which the function of one person is to
persuvade the others to follow a vast array of rules vhether they are willing
or not,

If thgse suggestions are at all persuasive, then the acceptability
of this metaphysical paradigm may be made to appear less than questionable if iﬁ

can be argued that interactions between pupils and teachers typically occur
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under conditions which more resemble the latter than the former. Such a
demonstration would teke the form of a phenomenological account of school
life from the pupil's point ofrview which would in the end rely for its
general plausibility simply on an appeal to those who have experienced school
life as both teacher and pupil that this is not an unduly distorted account of
the way matters rest.

I propose now to offer such an account which is intended to show that
the pupil's position is one in which he is hedged about by rules of various
kinds to which he ﬁustllearn to adhere.

(i) An Assessment of the Pupil's Position

Before I begin my assessment I should like to emphasise two limitations.
FPirstly, in writing about the pupil's position I have in mind what I take to
be the most common classroom arrangement consisting of a number of pupils,
the average being about thirty to a class, and one teacher. Further, I believe
that my interpretation of the pupil's position most accurately fits the Secondary
school, although children in the upper end of the Junior school, in my
experience, often view their sitvation in ways similar to older pupils, thereby
suggesting that the "logic" of the Primary school classroom, at its upper end
at least, is not significantly different‘to Secondary schools.

Secondly, even restricting the‘discussion as Ilintend to do to pupil
behaviour which is not absent-minded of situational demands, it must be
acknowledged that it is unlikely that anyone will produce an asgessment of
the pupil's positicn, conceived in this very general fashion, such that all
pupil behaviour can be seen to be related to it.

I should like to begin my description of the pupil's position by focussing
on a distinction between two types of rulé which the pupil encounters during
his school career. I éhall then sketch what I take to be the typical reaction
of pupils towards these rules, hoping thereby to bring into ciearer view the
fact that pupils may be seen to view school life as one in which they are faced

by demands for adherence to a vas% array of rules. In this way I shall seek to
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render more plausible the suggestion that the manipulation analogy may be
likely’in this context to prove a useful heuristic device in uncovering the
ground rules by which pupil-teacher interactions are conducted.

I wish to begin by emphasising two aspects of classrocm life. The
first is that the acknowledged purpose of the presence of the children in
class;doms is that they should acquire competence in the academic subjects
which fill the timetable. Progress in these subjects may be seen to involve
the acquisition of the ability to adhere tc what may be called the "procedural'
rules-of.the various subjects. Secondly, the pupil is not only obliged to
work at the academic tasks set by the teacher, he is also supposed to conform
both to the teacher's requirements designed to ensure orderliness and efficiency
in the clagsroom, and to the more general school regulations which are meant
to enable the functions of the school to be carried cut successfully. Such
reduirements also take the form of, or involve, rules to which the pupil should
adhere; Certain of these rules may be called "disciplinary rules". To break
a disciplinary rule is, in most circumstances, to misbehave, at least in the eyes
of the rule—maker. Such rules may be broken wilfully and may be adhered to

reluctantly or prudentiy. These rules may be distinguished from procedural

rules, which find their justification and raison d'etre within particular
subjects or disciplines. To disregard or break the latter is usually to commit
errors or mistakes.

Between these two sorts,of rules lie many and various directives
which are given to the pupils. Some of these, such as the directive to write
clearly, may be viewed by the teacher as at once a disciplinary matter,
legibility being an issue which affects gfficiency in the school's assessment
procedures, and a means to clear thinking in a subject. Many directives,
then, are not clearly classifiable simply as disciplinary rules or solely as
a means to progress in a subject. Procedural rules, however, at least in

principle, should always be distinguishable from rules of other kinds.

-~
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The pupil's position as I have so far characterised it, then,. is one
in which it is demanded of him by teachers that he act in accordance with a
vast érray of rules whose Jjustification and purpose are of diverse kinds.
I want now to suggest that there are certain characteristic ways in which pupils
view guch a situation, and I shall try to render intelligible this viewpoint
by referring to the work of Piaget concerning the child’s conception of rules.1
In his studies of the moral behaviour of children Piaget observed their
changing attitudes to the status of rules. In particular he distinguished
two stages which are relevant to my purpose. (Piagét writes of "developmental"
stages, a notion to which there attaches cértain difficulties.2 I am here
accepting the stages described by Piaget without burdening my argument with the
view that each stgge must be viewed "developmentally'.) Firstly, there is the
stage at vhich children acknowledge the rightness of adult-imposed rules with-
ovt regard to the point or purpose of the rules or the intentions of the rule-
makers, but rather oﬁtof@«awe of authority figures. Consequent upon this
are two things: firstly, at this stage children do not distinguish between
the different status and types of rules, and secondly, they believe their
obligations end at the behaviour proscribed or enjoined by detailéd explicit
rules. At the other stage which is of relevance here, rules are judged right
because they are the means of achieving the common purposé. Thué the point
of rules and the intentions of rulemakers are now taken into consideration.
At this stage, also, distinctions between different types of rules are possible,
Further, with the changing attitude to the status of rules comes an increase-in
the burden of responsibility the child bears. At the earlier stage even
the most capable children are dependent upon directives from adults, and are
unable to comprehend other than externally imposed rules. With an increased
ability to see the status cf rules in this way, an increased‘measure of self-

directed and discerning rule-adherence may be expected of the child.

1. See, for example, Piaget, J., The Moral Judgment of the Child, 1932,

2. See Hamlyn, D.W., 'The Concept of Development! in Prcceedings of the
Philosophy of Education Society of CGreat Britain, vol. IX, 1975, 26-39.
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Younger children, then, according to Piaget, accept rules cut of én ave
for the authority figure who informs thew of the rules; and they do not
make discriminations among different types of rules., Some older pupils, I
suggest, despite having attained, to some extent, the "operational" stage of
thinking, and recognising that procedurai rules derive from the subject, make
little or no discrimination between the status or purpose of the variocus kinds
of directives by which they are confronted. IRules of procedure and directives
of other kinds are often treated as being of the same kind as disciplinary
rules., Qhe result is that, for these pupils, and all pupils may be seen to
adopt this viewpoint from time to time, school is indeed a place in wvhich
they see themselves as being made to adhere to a vast array of constricting rules.

I shall attempt to establish the plausibility of this characterisation
of the pupil'sjposition firstly be describing commonly observed pupil hehav-
iour which is supportive of my claim, and secondly, by sketching a typical
relationship between pupil and teacher which is rendered readily comprchensibls
once my characterization is accepted.

To begin, if my characterization contains at least a strong element cf
truth, it might be expected that pupils would, for exampls, on occasion twreat
a directive to learn verb endings or a rule about writing correctiong of
spelling mistakes as if these injunctions were similar in kind to the rule
ooncerning running in the corridors or the ban on smoking, the latter two rTules
being regarded simply as irksome restrictions imposed by teachers for reasons
into which the pupil does not engquire., Most teachers would, I believe, admit
that such behaviour is commonly observable. Pupils sometimes intentionally
break even subject procedural rules in an attempt to flout the teacher's
authority, thereby forcing him to treat the infringement” of procedural rules

ag if they were disciplinary ones. A realistic fictional illustration of

this occurs in Evan Funter!s The Blackboard Jungle:
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"The first sentence read: 'Henry hasn't written
(no, any) answer to my letter.
Rick (the teacher) read the sentence, and then looked
at Miller, 'Well, Miller, what do you say &
Miller hesitated for just a moment, 'Henry
hasn't written no answer to my letter!, ke said ..
"Antoro, will you take the next one please ™ Rick s8id ...
It was none other than (her, she).
1Tt wag none other than her!, -said Antoro guickly.
tNo!, Rick said. The answer is 'she", Take the next
one, Levy!,
Levy spoke &lmost as poon as his hame was called.
' 'George. throwed the ball fast!, he said.
"Throwed the ball ? Rick said, lifting his eyebrows.
1Throwed?! Come now,v Levy, Surely you know "“threw"
is correct 7 Levy said nothing. He studied Rick
with cold eyes. "Belazi'f, :Rick spoke tightly,
"Teke the next one'".
"It was them who spoke'", he said.
He knew the game now, He knew the game and wag
powerless to combat it."1
Another type of response which might be expected of pupils who do not
enquire into the point of the ;'ules the adherence to which is sitvationally
demanded, would be simply to caﬁ'y out the teacherts directives in a punctilious
but mindless way. This is confirmed by Mackenzie, who writes that difficult
children,
" oee are still in the minority. The majority we
can cope with: or rather, they are nice children and
suffer education patiently., They become moderately

interested, like & group on a sea—-side holiday

1. Hunter, E., The Blackboard Jungle, 1955, 32.
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who are prepared to put up with charades

wntil the rain stops".1
Such docile pupils will dutifully copy from the blackboard, Zor example,
* without any attempt to see the point of what théy are doing. In fact, as
teachers know, they will copy notes from entirely different lessons if these have
not bheen entirely erased from any part of the blackhoard., To behave in this
marmer is to betray not only a lack of concern with the point of directives,
but also a blinkered literalness to the precise words of insizuctions. This
is also in accordance with Piaget's findings concerning young people'!s beliefs
that théir résponsibilities are limited to behaviéur vhich comes within the
confines defined by explicit rules.

This literalness in interpretation of instructions further reveals
itself in other commonly observed behaviour. Because they regard their respons-
ibilities as limited to the duration of each lesson, some pupils enquire every
lesson whether they are to write down the date or rule off. A clearly defined
task is vhat is most satisfying.to these pupils,-clearly defined, that is, in the
gense of it being apparent that at a recognisable point the task is finished
end out of the way. Such pupils'also often enquire at tﬂé start of a task
the number of pages or examples they are expected to completee

Many more illustrations could be given of pupils! behaviour which are
supportive of my contention thaf pupils see their position as one in which
they have to adhere to a vast array of rulesz. However, plausibility will -
hardly be greatly increased by the citation of a few further examples. I have
indicated the kind of behaviour which would lend support to my view, an&

I am confident that those who are knowledgeable concerning school life will on
reflection be inclined to accept my cheracterization. I turn now to describe
a typical relationship between pupil and teacher which will also, I believe,
lend support to my claim,

1. Mackenzie, R.F., The Sing of Children, 1967, 33.

2, For further examples of pupil behaviour supportive of my contention see
Holt, J., How Children Fail, 1970, and Hargrcaves, D.H., Interpersonal
Relations and Education, 1972, School of Barbiana, Letter to a Teacher, 1970.
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In a situation which is characferised by a demand for adherence to a
great array of rules originating from one person, it may 5e predicted that
there will be a characteristic relationship between the two parties. Should
the pupil feel, for example, bewiideréd or threatened, bored or constrained
or intimidated by any aspect of classroom arrangements, the focus of his
feelings is unlikely to be the laws of the country or the examination'syllabus,
or evén the school, but actual people, that is, his teachers. It is the
teacher who will appear to the pupil as the persogification of the coercive
forces, and it is therefore, to be expected that the pupil's response to a
situation which requires adherence to mult&ple rules will be reflected in
his relationship with his teachers. At the very general level of this discussion
there are at least two possible relationships, both of which I shall outline,
though it is that which I shall call the "subservient" relationship which is by
far the most prevalent, I believe. I shall begin by pointing out that I
‘have implied that there are two sorts of reaction to the classroom position as
I have described it: that which.may be called the "disruptive" or ngelf-assertive"
and the "docile". It is clear, however, that novpupil cpuld be tolerated who was
disruptive all the time, and many pupils in my experience oscillate between
the self-assertive and the docile. VWhat may be common to both sorts of reaction
is a heteronomous view of rules. In attempting to und;rstand pupils who respond
in these ways to their position in the classroom it may be recalled that Piaget
found that with the change of attitude towards the‘status of rules came an
increase in the burden of respbnsibility the child bears. At the earlier
stage childien are dependent upon adults and are unable to comprehend othgr
than externally imposed rules. With an incréased ability to see that the rules
can be changed and that they were instituted for a purpose, a measure of self-
help is expected of the child. Since disruptive and docile pupils often
do not behave as if the rules they encounter were designed for goals they share
with teachers, they do not behave ag if they were engaged in a co-operative

endeavour with the teacher, and tiey do not feel that the responsibility
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for progress being achieved is in a large measure their ovm. They appear
to thinic in this way: "It is the teacher’s task to see that we progress in
owjT work. CQur responsibility is confined to carrying out the limited tasks
the teacher supervises when we are in his presence". Such pupils, whether or
not they are occasionally disruptive, may be said to see their relationship
with their teachers in a "subservient" way. To view their relationship with
their teacher in a subservient way is to rely to an unnecessar)" and counter-—
productive extent on the teacher for support, direction and assistance; it
is to behave as if few, if an)", distinctions are to be drawn between the
various directives the teacher utters, to show little concern with the point
and purpose of such directives, to behave as if one’s responsibilities are
limited to the carr)"ing out of the directives, and finally, to see the teacher
as a coercive force rather than a co-operative partner, (it will be observed
that I have described this relationship in behavioural terms. The question,
therefore, of whether pupils really see their relationship with their teachers
in this way need not be raised. It is sufficient for my purpose if their behav-
iour can be so interpreted).

The position so far reached is that some pupils not only respond
to the diverse rules by which they find themselves confronted in a disruptive
or docile manner, but also base their relationship with their teachers on the
fact that their behaviour is ordered in so many ways. This is a bleak view
and clearly does not capture the way in which many pupils respond to the
demands of classrocm life. To redress the distortion of this picture, I shall
first sketch a different possible relationship between pupil and teacher,
and then suggest how it may be that pupils move towards this relationship,
rather than towards the subservient one, from the same starting point of a
classroom life dominated by a demand for rule adherence.

In contrast to the subservient relationship may be set the one which is
the correlate of the view of the status of rules which Piaget has observed

to follow the earlier heteronocmous view. I shall call this view of the teachen
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pupil relationship the "consultative" view. Such a view is in some respects
similar to that which has been approvingly described by Entwistle , who
traces this conception of the teacher-pupil relationship to Piagetians such
as H. Isaacs. Entwistle notes that Piagetians stress the importance
of the child’s independent activity "through the notion that he himself must
build up his own mental structura from the bricks of his aivn experience".
However, to continue Entwistle’s imagery, though the child may be a builder,
it is difficult to see him as an architect of his own development. The iniT”anVa
in this designing and planning function must lie with the teacher. In addition
to this function the teacher has the responsibility to assess the progress
of the pupil’s endeavours. Thus, as with an architect or planner, the teacher
functions in an evaluatory capacity. With these qualifications noted, this
other possible pupil-teacher relationship can properly be described as
a consultative one. To view the relationship in this way is for the pupil to
behave as if he saw the teacher as a person who ac.ted as a sort of obligatory
consultant in the design and evaluation of learning, it being realised
by the pupil that, in the acquisition of skills and knowledge, self-help
in the form of a questioning frame of mind and independent efforts to
evaluate one's own performance and take appropriate courses of action, are
essential. Such a relationship does not preclude the direct teaching of
Diaterial in so far as this is necessary for the pupil to be brought to a stage
of accomplishment in a subject such that a limited independence of the
teacher becomes feasible. As Entwistle puts it:

"In learning for themselves pupils require not only

such indication of the topology of the field, but

also guidance on how to explore it in the most

economical and profitable way.
1. Entwistle, H., Child-Centred Education, 1970» 142-171»
2. ibid., 158.

5. ibid., 159»
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In depicting two possible relationships I do not mean to suggest
that pupils always behave as if they viewed their relationship with teachers
in either of these two ways. A truer picture, I think, would be one of all
pupils in their infant schools behaving as if they believed that a subservient
relationship was demanded of them, but, with success and a gradual increase
in confidence and awareness of the status and purpose of rules, g proportion
of them moving towards a consultative relationship.

Those who do enjoy a consultative relationship with some teachers do
not, of course, experience their rule-dominated situation as one so confining
that they feel impelled to behave either in a disruptive or unduly docile manner;
disciplinary rules are not experienced as particularly repressive and
adherence to procedural rules is a matter of common sense.

Such pupils are, in my experience, decidedly in a minority. 'Tre
relationship between most pupils and their teachers is, I believe, in large
measure a subservient one. If this is the case, then both the typical
attitude of pupils towards their teachers and the kind of behaviour in which they
commonly indulge in the classroom would appear to indicate that pupils
implicitly view their position within the classroom as one in which they are
constrained by a great array of rules, adherence to which the teacher is seeking
to foster. 1In such a situation, it would seem not unreasonable to suppose that
the manipulation analogy is likely to prove a useful heuristic device by
which to seek to uncover the ground rules by which interactions between pupils
and teachers are conducted. 1Indeed, in the circumstances I have described
we may expect that at least in some of the encounters between pupils and teachers
the way the participants behave would, in actual fact, be manipulative in
nature.

I turn now to the rule and role analogies. I have already suggested
that the case for an acceptance of these analogies cannot be examined in
isolation from the methodological procedure adopted by ethogenists. In these

circumstances I propose to move straight to an attempt to demonstrate that

the ethogenic methodology may be used to reveal the ground rules by which
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interactions between pupils and teachers are conducted. I hope, thereby,
not to establish the adequacy of this methodology, which is a topic I
propose to postpone until later in this chapter, but merely to show how the
ground rules of pupil-teacher interactions can be revealed by recourse to
this methodology, I hope to reveal, that is, merely the applicability
of the ethogenic methodology, and in so doing to render the metaphysical
paradigms of this research approach acceptable in at least one respect.
5. The Applicability and Adequacy of the Ethogenic Methodology .
5 (@ Applicability

Earlier, in elaborating ethogenic methodology, I stated that
the ethogenist sets forth sets of rules which he hopes will be applicable
to participants' behaviour during interactions. These sets of rules constitute
models the application of which serves to creat .a paramorph of the means
by which the behaviour is produced by the agents. I v/rote that it was by
attempting to construe interactional behaviocua: in terms of these models
that we may be led to formulate the ground rules to which we may suppose
the participants were adhering. I elaborated the various features of several
models and I shall refer to these in attempting to demonstrate their applicability
to pupil-teacher interactions.
(1) The Games Model

In discussing the games model I suggested that in attempting to describe
people's behaviour in games' terms we would, in addition to noting the
strategy which led to a particular outcome, also attempt to describe the role
the other people were playing in the game, that is, to describe the rules
to which they adhered which resulted in their playing the roles they did.

V/e would also attempt to describe the role played by the "gamester" - that is,

1. See above, 184-185.

2. For further illustrations and a more detailed presentation of ethogenic
analysis being used to illuminate pupil-teacher interaction”though
without reference to socialization questions, see Guy, W.R., Explanation
of Learning Failure, unpublished M.Ed. thesis, University of Leicester,

19?6, 152-171.
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olice again, to describe the rules to which this person was adhering which resulted
in his playing the role in which he had cast himself.

In order now to demonstrate the applicability of games analysis as a
means to the elucidation of interactional ground rules, I shall proceed by
describing an encounter between a teacher and a pupil and then attempt the
descriptions which are so important for the success of such an analysis.
For "raw data" I turn to one of the many descriptions of teacher-pupil
encounters to be found in John Holt's How Children Fail.

"They are very good at this, at getting other

people to do their tasks for them. I remember

one day not very long ago when Ruth opened

my eyes. We had been doing Maths, and I was

pleased with myself because, instead of telling

her the answers and showing her how to do problems,

I was 'making her thinlc', by asking her questions.
It was slow work. Question after question met

only silence. She said nothing, did nothing, Jjust
sat there and looked at me through those glasses,

and waited. Each time I had to think of a question
easier and more pointed than the last, until I
finally found one so easy that she would feel safe in
answering it. So we inched our way adong until sudd-
enly, looking at her as I waited for an answer to

a question, I saw with a start that she was not looking
puzzled at all by what I had said to her. In fact,
she was not evenblinking about it. She was coolly
appraising me, weighing my patience, waiting for the
next sure-to-be-easier question. I thought, 'I've
been had'. The girl had learned how to make all her
previous teachers do the same thing. If I wouldn't

1. Holt, J., How Children Fail, 1969; 58.



tell her the answers, very well,

she would Jjust let me question her right

up to them".
Ruth's behaviour as here described by Holt seems clearly to fit the games
model. We have an upshot which is a win for one of the participants, and
the win is obtained by the use of a manoeuvre showing a concealed motivation.
The role for which the teacher may here be said to have been cast by the
pupil can be described as "The Rhetorical Questioner". Such a name is
appropriate in so far as the rules to which the teacher appears to be adhering
are the following:
1. It is perralssPAble to ask the pupil any relevant question but if the
pupil indicates that he does not laiow the answer then a simpler question
may be asked.
2. Having begun to ask the pupil questions because she indicated that the
initial problem was too difficult, it is "bad form" to ask a pupil a question
to which she cannot readily find an answer. It is bad form, that is, to ask
the pupil to go away and think about a question supposedly simpler than the
initial problem. It is bad form because such a procedure implies either
a lack of patience by the teacher to help the pupil who is in difficulties
now, or a want of imagination on the part of the teacher in not being able
to conceive helpful questions which the pupil can answer and which lead
him gently to an understanding of the initial problem.

It is against a background of these ground rules that the pupil's
strategy is devised. The cbject of the game is to get the teacher to simplify
his questions so that you do not have to think to answer them, and at the
same time, to have him thinli approvingly of the efforts you are making to
grasp the knotty problem. If this is achieved, the pupil wins. The ground
rules to which-the pupil must conform if his strategy is to be successful
are those "rules" which any pupil must follow if he is to present the appear-

ance of one who does not fully understand a difficult question try as he might,



-212-

The pupil, that is, must play the part of "perplexed learner". The fact
that this is a part which the pupil only acts is what turns the normally un-
conscious "presentation of self" into a strategic presentation.

It is, then, by the employment of the games model in this way that,
most importantly for own concerns, we may seek to uncover the ground mles
by which pupil-teacher interactions are conducted. Of course, by no means
all such interactions may be construed in games terms, and where it does
not seem that a definite "win " occurs, the possibility of employing other-
model s must be considered.

(1i) Tlie Routine Model

Earlier, 1in explicating the notion of the routine model I wrote that
behaviour which may be described in terms of this model will involve the
carrying out of a sequence of actions which are describable in terms of a
set of rul.es, and which have an outcome which is causally related to the
following of these rules. I drew attention to a distinction between authentic
and simulated routine models, the latter being applicable to behaviour in
which the series of actions are not properly performed but merely imitated
in some respects. For the purpose of specifying the ground rules of pupil-
teacher interaction it is the simulated routine model to which recourse
may profitably be made, as I shall now try to demonstrate.

In D" experience, there are many classroom behavioural episodes which
are susceptible to a simulated routine model analysis which reveals inter-
actional ground ru.les. This model I have found generally to be applicable
whenever the teacher encod,TER.s repetitious behaviour of an unthinlting kind
which serves the purpose, so to speak, of getting the pupil "off the hook",
of allowing him to claim that he has done whatever has been demanded of him.
Consider, for example, the following description of pupil behaviour

?
dravm from Holt;

1. See above, 187-188.

2. Holt, J., op. cit., 44*
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"Here are some notes from the other day, when
~the fourth graders were playing twenty questions.
Many of them are very anxious when their turn
comes to ask a question. We ask them to play
twenty questions in the hope that, wanting to find
the hidden thought, they will learn to ask more
.informative and useful questions.
They see the game quite differently: 'When
my’turn comeg, I have to ask a question'. They
are not in the least interested in the object of
the game, or whether their question gains useful
information. Their problem is simply to ask a
question, any old question. The first danger
is that you will just be sitting there, unable to
ask a question. The next danger is that when
you ask a question, other kids will think it silly,
lavgh at it, say, 'that's no good!'.
So the problem becomes not just thinking up a
question, but thinking up a question that will
sound good. The best way to do this is listen to
kids that you know are pretty sharp, and ask questions
that sound iike theirs. Thus a child who found in one
game that 'Is it water?' was a useful question, went
on asking it game after game, even when other
questions had established that the information
sought had nothing to do with water".
For our purposés, in construing the behaviour described by Holt in
the terms of this model, one would first seek to observe the means by which
the authentic routine was reduced to a mere simulation. In place of the

formulation of a question by genuine intellectual effort, one sees the mere

vocalization of an interrogative which is known prior to its utterance to be
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irrelevant. In behaving in this manner, however, a pupil is not acting

- in such a way as to terminate the interaction between the teacher and the
class of pupils in a disorderly way; He is in fact adhering with perfect
propriety to the ground rules which are operative at the time. These ground
rules include not merely that which calls for a proper recognition that the
teacher has a right to ask the pupils gquestions and those which prescribe

- the manner in which they may réply without causing "loss of face" to the
teacher.” In volunteering even an irrelevént answer in a game of twenty
questions a pupil may show that he grasps that an honest admission that he
cannot think of a good question to ask may, from the point of view of ;ustaining
orderly interaction during a éame, even a Qlassrbom game with educational
pretensions, be a faux pas. When embarking on such a game teachers may not
recognize that a falr proportion of pupils are not going to make intelligeﬁt
contributions, or that if every pupil by an honest expression of his
puzzlement is going to signal for assistance in formulating a relevant question,
then the game cannot in fact be played. What is required of pupils who cannot
think of a question is either a fécial expression and gestures which convey
the idea that a question is on the tip of the tongue but camnot quite be
articulated, or an irrelevant or even foolish question which does at least
permit the game to be continued. Such are the ground rules which are
operative in this context.

.The ground rules, then, which govern the behaviour of Holt's pupils
permit them to avail themselves of a way of behaving which is only from an
educational view improper. Pupils mey be consciously manipulating the teacher
in behaving as they do, and their behaviour may be educationally self-defeating,
but it does reveal a certain adeptness in maintaining a sociél encounter,
and can for that reason be taken as a sign of successful socialization.

It is,‘then, by the use of the simulated routine model that we may be

enabled to see clearly that behav%our vhich is apparently counter-productive
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is in fact perfectly proper once we have uncovered the ground rules which

" govern the situation in which it occurs.

(iii) The Entertainment Model

In setting forth the features of the entertainment model,‘I I implied
that behaviour which may be susceptible to clarification by recourse to this
- model differed from that which fits the routine model in that it is not

undertaken for the sake of any outcome. I'suggested that the comparison
here might be with behaviour such as humming a tune. Such an activity
does nothing, and is producing neither pleasure nor pain. But it is a
particular tune, so in a sense is a performance which reveals an adherence
to rules.

The entertainment model, in my experience, in likely to be usefully
employed in the description of the behaviour of pupils who feel during certain
lessons that, no matter how hard they try, failure is inevitable, and where
fhis is recognized by the teacher. Accordingly, they do certain things which
patently they would not do if they believed constructive thinking would be
a success. Duiing certain lessons, such as those that occur at the time of
internal school examinations, or during weekly tests of vocabulary, comprehension

-or spelling, teachers find themselves, for practical reasons, compelling their
classes to participate in tasks which they know are beyond the capabilities
of certain pupils. In these circumstances, incompetent pupils often (some
regularly) correctly number their answers, set them out in the approved format,
but simply write answeré which are either nonsense or idle guesswork. Consider,
for example, the following which is also drawn from Holt:2

"We did some work the other day on multiplication

tables. The results were, to say the least,

. astonishing. The paper was marked in a grid of

10 x 10 squares, that is, 100 squares arranged in

ten rows, and.to the left of the left hand columm,
1. See above, 188-189,

2. Bolt, J., op. cit., 114.
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were written in the numbers 1-10, but in irregular
order. Thus every one of the hundred squares
in the grid was in a m:mbered columm and a numbered
rows If a square was in .the row numbered 2 and the
colum numbered 3, the child was to put in the sguare
the product of 2 x 3,lor 6. The square in the row
nmubered 5 and the columm numbered 7 would therefore
be filled with the number 35.‘ Mnd so on,

From Marjorie'!s paper, I got: 4 x 6 equals.22,
4 x 4 equals 20, 4 x 7 equals 32, Then 10 x 10 equals
20, and right beside it, 10 x 2 equals 22, Then, side
by side, in the sciuare ﬁumbered 8, 8 x 8 equals 48,
8 x 6 equals 59, 8 x 4 equals 40, 8 x 7 equals 49,
8 x 9 equals 42, In the 7 row, T x 5 equals 35, 7 x 8
equals 24, 7T x T equals 47, 7 x 9 equals 45."

It is apiaaren‘b,. I believe, that such behaviour may be construed in terms
of the entertainment model, Clearly, the pupil is adhering to some ruies -
the table square is being completed in the sense that each square is having
a number inserted -~ and the effort expended is not undér‘ba.l_cen for the sakel of
any educational outcome., The question may now be raised concerning the
interactional ground rules which the employment of this model reveals.

The first point to be noted is that in behaving in such a fasghion it
may not necessarily be assumed fhat the pupil is misbehaving., If the teacher
sej:s an entire class of pupils the same task, then it may be expected, especially
if the class is recognised to be one of mixed ability, that some pupils may not
be equal to its successful completion, Accordingly, the teacher may not, with
justicé, punish all pupils vwho behave in this manmer,

This granted, v}e are led to entertain the possibility that in engaging
in this kind of behaviour the pupil . is actually adhering to certain pupil-
-tea.cher interactional ground rqles.. The teacher sets his pupils a task which |

he knows & handful of pupils cannot in fact complete, How are such pupils

to respond if orderly interaction with the teacher is to be maintained 2
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To protest their inability moy be to undermine the authority of the teacher

ag a person who has been given the power to set children assignments on the
basis of his knowledge of how academic progress is to be achieved, If it

" is impractical to exempt these chilqi'en from ce;"c'l:a.in work (for there is no
space to put them, and silence is required) then, realising this, the children
may, as part of what Goffman calls a supportive interchange, dutifully write
"gilly" answers, and their teacher will mark them “"sympathetically",

‘If this explanation of such pupils'! behaviour is acceﬁted, then it
" may be supposed that among the pu.;pil—-teach_er interactional ground rules there
is a spebial sub-~set whiéh refers to encounters between children who play
the role of '"less able pupils"., These ground rules will refer to the ways
in vhich such pupils may respond in the kind of situation we have just
considered,

By the attempt to construe certain apparently pointless pupil beba.viour
in accordance with the entertainment model, then, we are led to view it not
es mere time~wasting but as a controlled performance which clearly must fulfil
some function. That function would seem to be related to the ground rules by
which pupils and teachers conduct their encounters, and seems. to reveal that
special ground rules may govern i;rberactions between teachers and pupils who are
recognised to be "less able", Further support for such a view emerges when
sitvations are examined whose S'Eructure would appear to be illumined by the
application of the liturgical model,

(iv) The Liturgical Model

In discussing the liturgical model I implied that there are two |
features of a behaviouré.l episode which suggest that it may be construed in
liturgical terms, These are: that the sequence of actions performed constitute
in themselves the performance of an act, in the way, for example, a series of

actions constitutes a Mass or a Thanksgiving; and that the behaviour can be
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related to some entity which has claims to "sanctity" or inviolability, such
as a person's "faceh.

So understood, the liturgical model has, I believe, a quite definite
application toc classroom behaviour, especially to the behaviour of pupils vho
have fallen considerably behind their classmates in basic skills, such as
reading or those required in the basic opeiations of arithmetic; in shoxrt,
>in those gkills which are socially necessary if periodic embarrassment is to
be avoidéd. The explanation of the low attainment of such pupils is often
partly causal in nature, but for reasons concerned with preserving "“face',
before their peers, that is , to cover up the extent of their lack of accom-
plishment, they behave in ways which make progress even leés likely. Such
reluctant learners are not, that is, seeking to avoid work and a commitment to
making progress out of an indifference or dislike of the tasks. Fear of
public shame is what moves them, as will become apparent when I have given
an example, -drawn from my own experience, of the sort of behaviour which I
believe is susceptible to explanatory description in terms of the liturgical
model. This exénple is of behaviour in a small remedial group, where pupils,
of Secondary school age, were taught to fead.

In teaching one group of such pupils, I often had’occasion to ask
Melanie, a fourteen year o0ld with a reading age of seven years, to read aloud
to me, the other pupils being engaged in their tasks. Generally she would
slap the book down on my desk with a truculent air, and this I came +0 rec-
ognize as a clear signal that she was feeling impelled to protect her self-
esteem, and prepared to be aggressive so as to provoke me into dealing
with her as a "discipline problem" should demands be made of her which would
result in her public humiligtion at not being able to read. The other pupils
were marginally‘more capable than her, and like so many adolescents, were not
slow to make their scorn apparent. The situation did not usuvally degenerate

so far that I had to treat Melanie" as a 'delinguent" pupil, however, for I caume
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to be aware of the origin of her demeanour, even if I was helpless to prevent
it. |

Our dialogue usvally began with a protestation by Melanie:
"This book is too easy". .
"Then you'll not be making any mistakes, I take it", I would reply.
Melanie was never able 1o think of a good rejoinder to this, espeoialiy
as I remained good-humoured. She would then begin to read. After a sentence
or two her mouth would begin to dry, and her tongue would keep flicking at the
corners of her mouth. Soon she would reach a word which she could neither
guess nor slur over, and at this point her attention would swing backwards
and forwards BetWeen»the words on the page, the dryaness of her mouth and the
tightness of her throat, and the reactions of her classmates at whom she would
dart glances through.marrowed eyes. After a time I usually broke the growing
silence by telling her the word, thereby dissipating the tension over
whether Melanie would say something foolish but entertaining to the other
pupils who were increasingly aware of their mle as audience. Quite soon,
of course,lsome more words would be reached whichwere perplexing. Here again
T would be faced with a difficult problem. If I pressed strategy on Melanie,
told her to break down a word, remind her of some exercises on consongntal
blending thebgroup had all been through, she would feei I was shaming her
publicly — how babyish she would think, I have to say aloud "re-mem—ber—ed".
Whenever I tried this, either she stayed silent and waited for me to tell
her the word, or she would re&ert to protestations that the book was babyish
or boring. TUnder these circumstances there was little I could do when a
difficult word was reached except to tell her what it was in as unobtrusive
a way as possible. This was counterjproductive; and I can only justify
it to myself by thinking that it was unavoidable, and that some good was being
achieved by having Melanie read aloud, even if certain words were omitted,
both from the ppint of view of her progress in reading, and in overcoming

s

her fear of ridicule before her péers. After several promptings and a couple
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of pages having, after a fashion, been read, I would make suitably encouraging
remarks and Melanie would return to other work.

Sucn encounters with Melanie would appear to be susceptible to a
liturgical model analysis. Given the initial situation of Melanie having to
read to me, than what follows could have been forecast much as a liturgy
might be used to predict what is about to happen at some kind of formal
service. What we invariably had were truculent reﬁarks swayed by good-
humoured ones, then several short readings from a book, punctuated by single
word utterances by the teacher, finishing with compliments for the pupil. The
occasions on which Melanie read to me could in fact be regarded as a kind of
contrived demonstration before her peers of her ability to cope in this testing
gituation without appearing ridiculous. Such episodes could be regarded as
a kind of ceremony which could be called a "Preservation of Face", on analogy
perhaps with a Benediction. It is evident, then, that certain pupil behaviour
may be construed in terms Qf the liturgical model. The question may now be
raised concerning the interactional rules which the employment of this model
reveals.

If we act on the supposition that the behaviour of pupils like Melanie
" is in perfect conformity with some kind of ground rules,.for the encounters
do at least proceed and terminate in orderly fashion, then we are led to
consider two possibilities: either there is a special set of ground rules
vhich are operative whenever interactions occur between the teacher and a
type of pupil, who may be called, rather cumbersomely, '"the less able pupil
who is embarréssed'by her inadequacy"; or, alternatively, pupils like Melanie,
in the kind of situation I have described, are no longer being treated as
children in their role of pupils, but as individuals. The latter interpretation,
may, I think, be rejected since instruction is in fact taking place and the
pupil's embarrassment is over her inadequacy as a pupil. It has,then, to
be accepted that such ground ru1e§ from time to time do govern pupil-teacher

interactiong.
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If there is such a role ag thalbt of less able pupil who is embarrassed
by her inadequacy,'then, of course, it would be open to more able pupils,
for whatever reasons, to present themselves in such a way as to be included
within the category. They would simply obsefve the kind of "moves" less
able pupils make, and the supportive interchanges with which the teachexr
responds, and adjust their behaviour accordingly.l If this is feasible,
then it is also possible to view the behaviour of pupils like Melanie
as, in a sense, contrived performances. One would start from the view that
in order to become recognized as a pupil belonging to a certain category
one would have to behave in the appropriate mammer. One would then view the
actions performed by a pupil like Melanie as signs designed to be interpreted
in the way she intends. The manipulation analogy of the ethogenic research
approach encourages this kind of "reading" of behaviour, and it would seem
that by such a procedure the particular ground rules operative at any one time
which belong to this subset ére very likely to be made evident.

(v) 'The Passing Model

In discussing the passing model,1 I wrote that certain behaviour which
might at first sight appear susceptible to a games analysis fails, on
closer inspection, to satisfy relevant criteria. Whilst in the behaviour
we are to congsider there is an element of deliberate deception, it does not
lead to a definite "win" or "pay-off". Instead, "success" in managing a
situation consists in sustaining by fraudulent means, a desired image.
Garfinkel2 calls the occasions on which an imposter has to pass crucial
tests, "passing occasions"., Tor our purposes these are occasions in vhich a
pupil's pose as a competent oxr induétrious pupil is under scrutiny. On such
occasions the pupil may see his task as one of remaining inconspicuous.
Passing occasions, then, for our purposes, will be occasions on which a pupil
has to conceal from his teacher, for example, his lack of industry or incom- .
petence. It is important to realise the motivation at work here. We are
1. ©See above, 190-191,

2. See Garfinkel, H., op. cit., 140.
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dealing with pupils whose strategies are designed to secure ancnymity, not
kudos. These are pppils who may be frightened or ashamed of their inability
to cope, or they may simply wish to avoid the additional work which would be
deménded of them if their teacheré became appraised of their weaknesses. |

In order to escape detection during passing occasions, impressions
have to be managed. Goffman1 has introduced the term "management device"
to refer to those ﬁeans by which people control and manipulate the impressions
fheir behaviour conveys. I shall write, however, of "passing devices"
and mean by that term, "management devices used by pupils to pass as pupils
of average industry or competence." -

There occur,-I believe, many classroom behavioural episodes which are
susceptible to analysis in the  terms of the passing model. The prevalence
of the use of passing devices will be readily acknowledged once it is realised
that among passing devices perhaps the best known is that of cheating. Cheating
may, of course,if the manoeuvre 1eads to kudos for the pupil, and if this is
the pupil's intention, amount ﬁo a game. In my experience, however, in most
cases cheating is most plausibly seen as a passiﬁg device. This is so since
cheating'is usually resorted to when the pupil has failed, for various
. reasons, to complete set work, and feels impelled to cover his omission and
appear to have done what most of the others have done.> To attain this end
of inconspicuousness (and to avoid discovery) cheating pupils often hand in
work which they know not to be completely correct.

Cheating may be seen fo be merely one kind of passing device which
arises fromva recognition by a passing pupil that he is likely to encounter
what Garfinkel calls "passing occagions", and that by taking appropriate
steps beforehand these may either be successfuliy negotiated or reduced
to less hazmardouvs affairs in the sense that searching questions are unlikely
to be asked. Hargreaves has given several examplegs of the kind of passing
device I shall call "normalising appearances", of which cheating is just cne

+

1. Goffman, E., The Presentation of Self in Everyday Life, 1959.




variety, and which are designed to overcome foreseen dangers of discovery.
The following is such an example:1
'"In one school I know the pupilé would write
the date in pencil in their mathematics exercise
books. If the teacher did not mark the work
in that particular lesson, then on the next
" occasion the pupil would rub oﬁt the old date,
substitute the new one and spend tﬂe rest of
the lesson on matters more important then
mathematics, secure in the certainty that if
called to accouﬁt by the teacher he would produce
incont:overtible evidence of having worked that day".

Another kind of passing device which is commonly used by pupils
involves getting what Garfinkel2 calls "the environment" to furnish them
with the answers to its own questions. Garfinkel calls this practice,
"anticipatory following". Sometimes the teacher will be unable to decide
whether the pupil is answering his questions, or whether he has guessed from
the teacher's questions or from subtle clues both prior to and after these
questions what answers are correct or will do.

Although it is by no means uncommon for individual pupils to employ
such passing devices, their employment by several pupils simultaneously is
also not rare. An example from Holt will iilustrate this:3

"Second graders who had supposedly been taught

phonics by the Gillingham method, were asked by

their teacher, 'What letter does Potomac begin

with?' There was a chorus of guesses - P,T,V,

and many others — with the children all trying

to get clues from each other and from the teacher.

A few children really knew, and their conviction, as
1. Hargreaves, D.H., op. cit., 151.

2. Garfinkel, H., op. cit., 147.
3. Holt, J., op. cit., 145.
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well as their reputation for usually being
right in such matters, won over the others, so

that after a while they were all saying P.
And the teacher looked pieased and satisfied!
Tater, pointing to a map on the wall, she asgked,
'Which way would you go if you flew East?' Arms

-~ waved in all directions, again settling down as
everyone got his cue from the successful students and
the teacher's encouraging expressions."\

Pupils have recourse to passing devices in order to remain inconspicuous;
they wish to appear as one of the mdjority. Accordingly, the most character—
istic passing device‘may be called "following the leader", and would involve
merely a straightforward copying of what the majority of pupils were actually
doing. The well-known device of pupils raising their hands when a sufficient
number have already raised their hands to make it unlikely that they will be
asked i1s, perhaps, the most common example of this device. The other side
of the coin, admitting ignorance when, and only when, a large enough number of
pupils have done so is also by no means unknown.

It is, in fact, the very prevalehce of the use of passing devices
vhich we may take as a starting point in our enquiries concerning the manner
in which the construal of behaviour in terms of the passing model may reveal
something of pupil-teacher interactional ground rules. It will, T believe,
be readily conceded that teachers are not unaware of the quite widespread
use of passing devices by pupils. This granted, the question may be raised
as to whether, in general, teachers may be seen to accept or even to connive
at it. To speculate cn this matter is not necessarily to attribute other than
worthy intentions to teachers, for it is certainly the case that under normal
classroom conditions no teacher is able at all times ‘o arrange matters so that
every aspect of hig legsons is pitched at an instructional level appropriate
to every pupil. It would seem that the teacher has to accept that he will

perforce ask questions and set tasks which not all pupils are able or willing
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to answer or complete, though all may, for one recason or another, wish to
appear competent and industrious. If this is in fact the case, then, it may
be expected that established pupii-teacher interactional ground rules

wili take account of this fact.

If we enquire just what it is that is being acknowledged, it would
appear to be as follows. Classroom interaction is, in its most characteristic
form, of the type in which one participant, the teacher, is empowered to ask
others to do certain things, including answering questions and underteking
written assignments. In these circumstances, the other participants must,
if orderly interaction is to be maintained, make positive moves which show
recognition of their teacher's authority as a person who may require them
to do certain things. This they may do by making either a response which
may be genuine or a pretence. So far as the maintenance of orderly interaction
is the issue, either may prove efficacious. Equally, it is to be noted,
either may prove ineffective; the pretence may be unmasked or the genuine
regsponse be so inadequate that a remedial exchange, in the form of an apology,
may be necessary.. - -

We are now in a position to suggest the manner.in which the application
. of the passing model may serve to reveal interactional ground rules. In
circumstances wvhere the use of this model appears to a;count for the behaviour
of pupils, whether the behaviour takes the «form of the kind of cheating T have
described, or anticipatory foliowing, or imitating what the majority of
pupils are doing, then it would appear that,in interacting with his class,
it is required not only that any one pupil should respond to the teacher's
questions and assignments, but that a certain proportion of the class do so.
It is not enough for the teacher that one pupil should be able to respond in
a manner supportive of-orderly interaction, for if only one out of a class
of thirty pupils did so, it would suggest that the teacher had not posed
a suitable question or set a proper assignment. If, then, we view passing

devices not as a means by which individual pupils avoid making honest
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endeavours, but as an attempt cn the part of the class as a corporate body
to provide the kind of respornce which will be supportive of orderly inter—
action, we may be led to the revelation of the kind of "corporate'" inter-
actional ground rules to which I have referred.

In general, the applicability of the ethogenic models to the problem
of discovering pupil-teacher interactional ground rules may be argued in the
following way. The "raw data" which the research worker has to analyse
are the encounters between teachers and pupils. It is claimed that the
structure of these encounters may be revealed by construing what occurs in
the termg of the various models., This is the first task to be accomplished.
Here it must be conceded that the resesrch worker has no means of knowing
that all the encounters he may witness will be susceptible to amnalysis in terms
of the structure of any particular model I have considered. However, it
would appear that the most likely structural possibilities are covered. These
possibilities include situations in which the following may occur:

(i) the pupil follows the teacher's instructions, which are designed
to bring about an improvement in the pupil's knowledge or skilis (routine
model).

(ii) the pupil merely pretends to be following the teacher's reqﬁests
(simulation routine model). |
(iii) the pupil persuades the teacher to do what the pupil wants despite
the teacher's prior requirement -that a certain task be completed (games
model).

(iv) the pupil makes an apparently quite unacceptable response to the
teacher's request, though interaction continues to proceed smoothly
(entertainment model). |

(v) the pupil engages the teacher in a kind of dialogue wﬁich revolves
not around the teacher's original request, but around the problem of
avoiding an unacceptable loss of '"face" by the pupil before the other

children (liturgical model).
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(vi) at least one pupil responds to the teacher's request in a way which
allows the teacher ﬁo proceed as if everything were normél (passing model).
The possibility of‘other interactional structures méy exist, but they
will surely be unccmmon, and we méy, I think, take it that the encounters
a research worker observes are likely 7 danalysable in the terms of one or
other of the models.

Understood'in the literal semantic terms of the messages passed,
these encounters may on many occasions seem to reveal subterfuges on the part
of the pupils, and, in some cases, collusion by the teachers. These are not
matters, however, which are of final interest here. In so far as observed
encounters proceed in orderly fashion, it would appear that interactional
ground rules are'hot being transgressed. This being the case, we may view
each request or question by the teacher and their responses by the pupils
as permissible during encounters between pupils and teachers, and the research
worker may enquire wherein the propriety of the behaviour resides. Such
an enquiry may require a certain interpretative skill, but in the discovery
of interactipnal ground rules operative within any group there will surely
never be devised a means whereby such ground rules may be "read off" in
any "automatic!" way.

It would appear from the foregoing that it is ﬁot implausible to
suggest that by the use of the ethogenic methodology some genuine insights
may be afforded into the ground rules by which interactions between pupils
and teachers are conducted. If so, then not only have we proceeded some way
towards demonstrating the applicability of the ethogenic methodology, we have
also provided in some degree a validation of the employment of the meta-
physical paradigms of this research gpproach.

% (b) Adequacy

It is one thing, however, to argue that this methodology is applicable
to the empirical investigation of schocl role socialization; it is quite

another to establish that it is aaequate for such an investigation. I propose,



-228~

in fact, to concede that it is inadequate in the sense that if one seeks

to answer the question concerning precisely how one would set about conducting
an eﬁpirical investigation.of school role socializafion, then it is clear

that one's concerns are not going to bé restricted to the elucidation of

the interactional ground rules which successfully socialized pupils master.

To be an acceptable member of a school community the pupil must learn to

act in a variety of ways, that is, he must learn to adhere to a variety of
rules, and these rules ére not restricted to those concerning pupil-teacher
interactions. Earlier, I wrote of subject procedural rules, discipline rules
and the various directives whose status is %mbiguous, and it will surely be
conceded that to be an acceptable member of a school, a pupil must also learn
to adhere to these to.some degree. It would appear, then, that a first task
in the empirical investigation of school role socialization will be to produce
a conceptual scheme by which the many rules to which such a pupil must learn
to adhere may be specified. ' This task may be facilitated by the employment

of a taxonomy devised by Hargreaves1 and his associates, which I shall now

set forth. |

(i) The Specification of School Rules

Hargreaves has noted that any research worker seeking to specify
the behavioural rules of a school immediately faces the.difficulty that the
rules are not, for the most part, written down in a codified form. A few
rules,: such as "Pupils must not drop litter in the school", are sometimes
written down in a formal way, and a list of such rules may be posted on the
notice board of each classroom. Some rules may also be affirmed by the head-
teacher during assembly times. But these listé of rules are very brief and
evidently contain only a minute portion of the rules governing the conduct
of pupils. In these circumstances, oné might, as a first step, enquire
further of the teachkers and pupils. Another step cne might take.is to observe
the conduct of teachers and pupils, try to infer the rules which were in operation

1.' Hargreaves, D.H., Hester, S.K. and Mellor, F.J., Deviance in Classrooms,
1950, 33-105.




_229-_

and then report these back to the teachers and pupils to confirm whether

- they were in fact rules governing behaviour in the schobl.1 Hargreaves

and his associates did in fact adop% both these procedures and embarked

on a period of observation in order to uncovér +the rules in operation in

the schools they studied. In this, Hargreaves notes, they were like Schutz's
stranger,2 who, not being a member of the group, had to place in question

- nearly everything that seemed unquestionable to the members of the group he
joined. -

Their observations led them to make several classifications ambng
échool“rules, and these, I suggest, might be used in the empirical investigation
of school role socialization as a kind of checklist to which an invesﬁigatpr
might have recourse in his attempt to specify the rules to which pupils must
learn to adhere. |

© The first classification is of the "subject" of school rules.
Hargreaves sub-divides the éubjects of séhool rules acéording to their "themes",5
aﬂd he distinguishes five separate'themes: |
(1)V the talking thgme - this includes the meny rules concerning when talking
ié permitted, and the manner in wﬁich conversations may be conducted.
(2) the movement theme - the many rules about standing and sitting, entering
and leaving a room, and moving about the classroom are included here.
(3) +the time theme - here are included the rules about arriving on time,
about wasting time, and about the time taken by pupils to complete tasks
assigned to them.
(4) the teacher—pupil relationship theme - here are included the rules about
" the ways in which pupils are expected to treat teachers. The rules in this,

and in the final theme, clearly would include interactional ground rules.

1. Hargreaves notes that to do this is to follow Schutz's "postulate of
adequacy". - See Schutz, A., 'Concept and Theory Formation in the Social
Sciences' in Journal of Philosophy, vol. 51., 1954, 257-73.

2. See Schutz, A., 'The Stranger! in American Journal of Philosophy' vol. 49,

1944, 257-73.

3, Hargreaves, D.H., Hester, S.K. and Mellor, F.Jj., op. cit., 46.
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(5) the pupil-pupil rélationship theme - here are included the rules governing
how pupils are to behave towards one another. DProminent here are those
concerned with fighting, name-calling and the various forms of interfering
with another pupil and his work.

There are many rules included in each of these themes. To illustrate
this, Hargreaves examines the talking theme in some depth. Talking within
the classroom may be either between pupils or betwpen teachers and pupils.
In dealing with the former he notes the foiloWing rules:
(a) 'all'taiking by pupils is forbidden: for example, during Assémbly,
when teacher is addressing the class, and during tests. All these rules
can be broken in situations which constitute "emergencies". Talking can
be legitimated before its occurrence by seeking the teacher's permission -
("Can I ask him for his rubber ')
(b) some talk is leéitimate: for example, during group work. On such
occasions, falking by pupils must meet the criteria governing volume and
amount, and must be task-related.
(¢) almost all talking is legitimate: for example, in the playground. But.
certain content is proscribed, such as swearing.
In dealing with conversation between pupils and teachers? Hargreaves lists
the following rules affecting speech initiated by pupils and directed at the
teacher:
(a) Do not talk while the teacher is addressing the class.
(b) Do not talk whilst the teacher is addressing another pupil, or whilst
another pupil is talking to the teacher. |
(¢) Do not talk without -permission - raise hand for permission.
Some rules Hargreaves noted affeotiné pupils! responses after being addressed -
by the teacher included:
(a) ali questions must be answered.
(b) all questions must be treated as serious or as intended. No flippant
answers. N

(¢) answers must be couched in the "right" style.
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It islbbvious that these rules presuppose many other rules, TFor
instance, thé rule about volume in conversations between pupils indic;tes .
that teachers have some rule by which talk can be counted as "too loud".

In fact, fhe examination of school rules in terms of the five themes led
Hargreaves to several conclusions. Firstly, it became clear that the themes
overlapped heavily. Hargreaves came to think that it was impossible to say much
about talking rules without mentioning teacher-pupil relationship ruleé, for
instance. Secondly, it made Hargreaves realise the vastness and complexity
of the task 6f explicating classroom rules. One ideal-woqld be to provide
some-kind.of'handbook of rules, a knowledge of which would enable a complefe
stranger to "pass" as a pupil in the classroom.1 By that criterion, the
list HargréaveS'piovides is very inadequate. Thirdly, it alerted ﬁargreaves
‘to the fact thdt fhe rules changed as the work being undertaken by the pupils
changed. It is clear that there are different speech rules in operation when
thé'téécher is addressing the class than ﬁhen the class is doing a test |
or'carrying qut group work.

' This>£eaturg’of the rule—syétem of schools, that rules change'according
to con£ex£;iiéads_p§'to anothei of Hargreaves' ciassifications. This timé
the grouping is_in terms of the domain of a rule's‘épplicétion. Hargreavés
notes that some rules apply to the pupil's conduct in gil parts of the school
and at all times. Hargreaves calls such rules, "institutional rules.”
Exagples wouid be.thé fu1e which-st;ted that pupilé must be punctual and the;
property fule.which_states that pupils should treatfschool property with
respect. There afe also other "quasi-institutional' rules wﬁich apply to
most places:in school but not quite all. An example would be the rule
about clothing and appearance, where special forms 6f this rule apply in the
. gymnasium and on the playing field.

Iﬁ disfinctioﬁ to such rules Hargreaves found that each situation or
'setting with;n the school carried its own more specific set of rules.

1. For an example of an attempt to construct such é set of guidelines in
a different context, see Scott, M.B., The Racing Game, New York, 1968.

2. Hargreaves, D.H., Hester, S.K. and Mellor, F.J., op. cit., 34.
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These he calls ”sifuational rules".'I Thus there are rules which are gpecific
to Assembly, to the dining room, to corridors, to the playground, to the
classroom. An example would be the corridor rules ﬁhich proscribe running
and prescribe walking on - the left.

Having distinguished institutional f;om situational rules, Hargreaves
next finds it useful to combine these two types of rule as rules which do not
emanafe from any one teacher, "general rules",fand-to contrast them with
"personal rules"z, which are rules operative ohly when pupils have dealings
with a particular teacher.

Hargreaves notes that both institutional and sitvational rules may
be difficult to specify since diffe£ent teachers vary in their desire and
ability to enforcé such rules, and where such férce is lacking it is difficult
to insist that any rule is really operative. Vécillation and weakness among
teachers also blurs the distinction between institutional and situational
rules on the one hand, and personal rules on the other, though Hargreaves'
work suggests that pupils are sensible of all three types of rule though
disagreement about the status of an& one rule may be in doubt.

This exhausts the classification of rules Hargreaves offeré, but he
does indicate some further complexities of fhe‘school rule systen which are
relevant to our present concerns. In particular he haé further remarks
to make concerning situational rules where the sphere in which the rules
operate is the classroom.

Hargreaves begins by noting that there are five principat phases

3

vhich are common virtually to all lessons. These .phases are: the "entry"
phase, the "settling down" or preparation phase, the "lesson proper" phase,
the "cleéring-up" phase and the "exit" phase. The first two phases tend to

fuse into one another, and Hargreaves! observation suggests great variations

1. Hargreaves, D.H., Hester, S.X. and Mellor, F.J., op. cit., 3%5.
2. ibid., 3%b.

3. ibid., 67.
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between teachers in the rules that govern these phases. .There are aiso
variations in the rules which govern the behaviour of pupils in accordance
with their age..

| Once the pupils are paying attention, the legsson proper can commence.
For the most part it is more adequate to conceive of the lesson proper
not as a single phase but as a sequence of sub-phases, each of which is con-
cerned with one dominant task. There is considerable variation between lessons
in the number of sub-phases as well as the order in which they occur. Hargreaves
tries to simplify this’complexity by refér;ing to just three types of sub-
phase. |

The first.type of sub-phase is one in which the teacher is highly
active, usually in‘the form of talking, whilst the pupils are relatively
pagsive. He is working out examples on the blackboard; giving a verbal exposition
or explanation; demonstrating (especially in science, handicraft and domestic
science); reading to the cléss. In all these sub—phases, the dominant
rule in play is the pay attention rule,i.e., the pupils must sit quietly,
watching and listening to the teacher. Any pupil activity which conflicts
with conformity to the rule is frowned upon, especially talk, movement
and auto—involvement.1
In the second type of sub-phase in the lesson proper, it is the pupils

who take the active role and the teacher no longer plays such a dominant
verbal part in activities. Typically, pupils are assigned a task which does
not involve directing their attention to the teacher. Common examples are:
writing an cssay, solving written problems,ldoing practical work, doing project
work. The dominant rule in this type of sub-phase is that the pupil should |
involve himself in the set task and carry it ou£ according to the teacher's
instructions. In contrast to the first type of sub-phase a certain amount
and kind of talk between pupils is permitted provided it does not involve
ghouting and is for the most part task-related. On certain occasions movement
may also be permitted. ‘

1. See Goffman, E., Behaviour in Public Places, Glencoe, 1963, 64-65.
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The third type of sub-phase in the lesson proper is a mixture
of the other two types. Both teacher and pupils are actively involved in the
task. Examples are.question and answer sessions, discussions and tests
(where the teacher poses the questions orally). Question-and-answer
sessions are more common than discussions, but the two have similar rules.
The main rules of the question-and-answer sessions are:
1. On the whole it is the teacher who asks the questions and the pupils
contribute the answers. -
2. Pupils should be willing to volunteer answers.
3. That a pupil is willing to volunteer an answer should normally be signalled
to the teacher by hand-raising. |
4. DPupils must answer when called upon to do so, and normally should not
"shout out" an answer on their own initiative.

Hargreaves suggests that every phase or sub—phase brings into play
a distinctive combination of rules. Pupils know which rules are in play
because they know which phase they are in - though they would describe a
phase in terms of the activity of that phase. DPhases - and their rules -
are changed by "switch-signals", which are usually verbal statements made
by the teacher. All this constitutes part of teachers! and pupils' common-
sense knowledge of clasérooms, and it is on this basis that members can make
sense of rule-breaking imputations which invoke unstated rules which are known
to be in play at random points of time during the lesson.

Finally, Hargreaves offers further illumination of teacher—pupil and
pupil-pupil relational ru.les.1 The notion of relational rules is one
which has general application, and indeed both Goffman2 and Denzin3 have
employed this notion in analysing interacfional behaviour in general. Har—
greaves, in concentrating on relations in schools, naturally ignores many of
1. Hargreaves, D.H., Hester, S.X. and Mellor, F.J., op. cit., 95-105.

2. See Goffman, B., op. cit., and Goffman, E., Relations in Public, 1971.

3., See Denzin, N.K., Sociolegical Methods: A Source Book, 1970, 93, and
Denzin, N.K., 'Symbolic Interacticnism and Ethnomethodology'! in Douglas, J.D..
(ed.), Tnderstanding Everydsy Lifce, 1971, 259-284.




the relaticnal rules discussced by these writers though undoubtedly they
do operate in classrooms as they do elsewhere. -

ﬁargreaves lists several teacher—pupil relational rules, including
the folloﬁing three:
1. The Rule of Obedience. Pupils are expected to do as the teacher tells
them;'and they are expected to do so without arguing, without "answering
back", and without undue delay;
2. The Rules of Good Manners. Pupils are expected to display good manners
towards the teachers. This is a comprehensive get of rules, with inevitable
variations between teachers. At the simplest level it is concerned with saying
"please! and “"thank you'" at appropriate times. It covers modes of address -
especially the use of "sir" and "miss". Of particular interest is the concept
of "cheek" or insolence, which are schocl forms of the more general social
rule against being "'rude".
3. The Rule of Permission4Seeking; Pupils are not expected to initiate certain
acts without seeking prior permission from the teacher. This is one of the
most complex of the relatidnal rules, since a pupil has to learn whether
or not an action is within his discretion at a particular time. Leaving
the room almosf always requires explicit permission, whereas leaving one's
chair may vary both by teacher, and also by lesson phaée. For example, no
permission seeking may be expected during group work phases, but is normally
required during a teacher-demonstration phase.

Among pupil-pupil relational rules Hargreaves lists the following:
1. The Rule Proscribing Aggression. This includes not only physical
violence, but also threatening behaviour for manipulative purposes, "psychological
aggression', such as making fun of other pupils, name-calling and so forth.
2. The Rules of Good Manners. The rule prescribes behaving in a "civilized
manner", and ”showing respect for others", and proscribes the use of "rude"
words, swearing and not acting in a ladylike manner.

3. The Rule Proscribing "Telling Tales". DPupils should not attempt to get

other pupils into trouble with the teacher by reporting their minor mis-—



a

_236_

demeanours. Ffom the point of view of teachers, to break this rule is to
show disloyalty to £e110w pupils.

A final reflection which may be made on the.subject of school rules
and Hargréa&es' classification of them is that it is apparent that not only
is therc some overlapping between the categories, but that all violations
of school rules turn out when discovered to be also violations of teacher—
pupil relationship rules, since all pupils are answera?le to teachers for
what they do. It is a relational rule that pupils should do what teachers
require, and among their requirements is that all school rules should be kept.

Such, then, is the conceptua; scheme by which a degree of order mey

be brought to the investigation of the many behavioural rules to which pupils -

Just learn to adhere. In order now to begin to establish the adequacy of

the methodology I am advocating - a methodology which not only includes that
of the ethogenic research approach by which pupil-teacher interactional
rules may be elucidated, and the conceptual scheme by which school rules may

be ordered and researched, but also gives recognition to the need to specify

subject procedural rules which pupils must to some minimum degree master if

they are to be recognised as acceptable members of the school community - I
propose now to outline the procedure by which the empirical investigation of
school rale socialization may be conducted.

(ii) The Empirical Investigation of School Role Socialization

In the .investigation oflthe socialization processes operated by a
particular school one might begin with an attempt to specify the behavioural
rules operative within the school, since it is surely the case that ﬁithout
some knowledge and understanding of these rules any attempt to comprehend
pupil-teacher interactional rules would sﬁrely founder. In the specification
of these rules the taxénomy devised by Hargreaves and his associates might
be employed, and the means by which the particular rules were uncovered based
on those cmployed by Hargreaves and devised by Schutz. As a kind of appendix.

to this specification of school rules one would also describe the typical

"punishments" or impositions which were likely to follow their infringement, for



in this way an understanding might be gained of the means whereby the
importance of learning to adhere to these rules was impressed upon the pupils.
Such "punishments" ﬁould range from. the loss of the teacher's esteem, to the
setting of extra work or even corporal punishment and temporary suspension
from school.

In this attempt to elucidate the requirements of children who are to
be regarded as‘acceptable menmbers of the échool community, special importance
should be attached to the elucidation of rules which are, in Eargreaves'
terminoiogy, bot "relational"1 and "personal”z, for it is by the pupil's
knowledge of and conformity to these rules that the successful management
of interactions may in large measure depend. It is important to realise
that such rulés are common, and indeed it could be argued fhat their presence
is inevitable, for members of groups not only find themselves playing roles,
they also, in accepting these roles, perforce complete the required actions
in a manner expfessive of their personalities. When performing actions people
display a certain style, they qualify their actions by the manner in which
they carry them out., TFor example, it may be a school rule that under certain
circumstances ‘the failure to complete homework is excusable, and these cir—
cumstances may include the work proving "too difficult". But whether a part-
icular homework is or is not "too difficult" is not always easy for a teacher
to determine, and consequently there is room for divergencies of opinion.

Some teachers will be more charitable towards pupils on this matter than others,
and will acquire the reputation for being this way, or simply be thought to be
that kind of teacher.3 In mastering symbolic interaction with his teacher,
therefore, the pupil has to léarn to interact not with an abstract symbol of
1. See above, 229,
2. BSee above, 232,
3. On the topic of the negotiation of "role identities", see McCall, G.J.,

and Simmong, J.L., Identities and Interactions, New York, 1966,63%-104,

and Goffman, E., Stigma, 1970, 18, and Harrd, R., 'Blueprint for a New

Science! in Armistead, N., (ed.) Reconstructing Social Psycholozy,

1974, 143-184. -
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authority but with an adult, who, by his interactions with pupils, neg-
otiates an identity which is an idiosyncratic version ofrthe role of teacher.
The importénce of personal relational rules-is not brought out by
Hargreaves who, explicitly at least, is not concerned with the process I have
called "school role socialization'. The examples he gives of such rules are
of such a general nature that they would serve poorly as guidelines to a pupil
endea&ouring to conduct orderly interactions with his teacher. Nevertheless,
I believe Hargreaves would intend that pupil-teacher interactional ground
rules be included within the category of personal relational rules. One
of the reasons why the illustrations he prﬁvides (the rules of "obedience",
"good manners", and "permission-seeking") are of such generality is, perhaps,
that the methodolégiéal procedures he has borrowed from Schutz do not encourage
the kind of examination of sitmations which alone may reveal gpecific inter-
actional ground rules. This point may be supported, and the need for the
ethogenic methodology revealed once more, by elaboration of examples of the foll-
owing kind.
Congider the case of a éupil who has inffinged, for example, the rule
which requires that homework be handed in during the lesson following that
in which it was set, and wishes to avoid the consequences of his inaction.
The first option open to such a pupil is to wait until“the teacher asks the
class to hand in their work in the hope that a fair number of pupils also
_have not done their homework - perhaps it was too difficult or the instructions
were unclear. TIn that case the pupil may simply "pass" as one of a number of
well-intentioned but perplexed pupils. The pupil has, of course, to decide
whether this ploy is workable. The teacher ﬁay not be one of the kind
who is impressed by the size of the number of pupils who have not done their
homework, and he may simply make them.all stay behind after the lesson,

insisting that the work was not too difficult or whatever.
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Let us now suppose that our erring puﬁil discovers tiéé_;#eryone’_m“—'“
. else has done their homework and he now findé himself being asked why he
has not. A possible answer he may éive would contrast the procedure adopted
by Hargreaves ahd the methodology of the ethogenist. The pupil might, with
apparent simplicity, say: "I'm sorry, sir, I forgot to do it". The ethogenist,
working.as he does with the metaphysical paradigm I have called fhe "manipul—-
v'ation assumption" would treat such a remark as a stratagem,which, in this
case, it happens to be. We are to supposé, then, that the pupil decides on
the bold stratagem of declaring to a teécher who, we may say, is known to be
fair-minded, that he simply forgot to do it. He does this with a wide-eyed,
honest expression and every indication of constermation and regret. éuch a
ploy might not enable the pupil to avoid completing the homework the next night,
but it might get him out of being set extra work. The reason why this‘ |
stratecen might work (the pupil would have had to "ghuge his man" correctly)
is that it invokes a ground:rule for the interaction df pupils and teachers
which the'feacher cammot easily ignore. The teacher, it must be realiséd,
listens to the pupil's expianatidn in the presence of other pupils, and it
is clear that how he reacts will help to forge his identity as a teacher, in the
eyes of tﬂese pupils at least. If he wishes to seem reasonable, then he must
indicate to the.pupils that he realises that anyone might forget on one ox
two occasions, and it would be harsh to set the pupil extra work. It would
also encourage dishonesty by the invention of excuses if he were seen to punish
" an apparently honest admission of a failure to keep to the school rules re-
garding’homewoﬁk. The pupil's excuse and apology thus bring into a play a ground
rule for the sméoth interacting of pupils and teachers, viz., the teacher
must not abuse his powerful position, but must appear reasonable at all times.

In tbe spegification of this ground rule the employment of the ethogeﬁic
methodology is by no means made otiose by the procedures employed by Hargreaves.
Using the procedure adopted by the latter one may well have reached the con-

clusion that during the pupil-teacher interaction under discussion the only
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ground rules operative were perhans those of good manners and obedience,
and it might well be that Hargreaves would nevef progress beyond such general-
ities no matter whaf the circumstances were.

In the empirical investigation of school role socialization the
procedure I have so far advocated includes an attempt to specify both school
behavioural rules and the ground rules by which pupil—teabher interactions are
conducted. It is evident that at no point in such an undertaking could one
be confident of having exhaustively complefed the task. Vhether this is of
any great importance will, of course, depend on the precise natuie of the
concerns of fhe investigator. The concerns of fhis thesis are primarily with
understanding the part played by schools in the process by which children are
led to become acceptable members of our Society.l I shall argue in the final
chapter that no attempt at a complete specification of the rules I have ment-
ioned is required, and I shall indicate also the limits beyond which such an
investigation need not prooéed.

Having conducted research into the school's behavioural rules and the
ground rules governing interaction both between~pupils and between pupils
and teachers, there remains the topic of subjeét procedural rules. The
necessity for the elucidation of such rules arises only, I believe, for
research workers whose interests do not embrace school‘sécialization, but are
confined rather to school role socialization. It is evident that no ordinary
school is obliged to accept all children who by age and address are eligible
for membership of the school, and will seek to arrange the removal of any child
who because of poor intellectual ability is unable to follow the school's
courses. Now, in order to give a complete account of school role socialization
it is evident that attention must be paid to all those requirements made
by schools the failure to meet wvhichresult in a child being regarded as
unacceptable as a member of the school community. This being the case, it is
evident that in order to give a complete and detailed account of the criteria -
employed by schools to determine whether or not a pupil is acceptable as a

member of the school, an investigation to establish which procedural rules
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of which subjects must be mastered if school membership is to continue must
be undertalen, .

Having acknﬁwledged this, it would appear to be the case that where
one's interest is in school socialization the scope of one's investigation
of school role socialization need not embrace the investigation of subject
procedural rmiles, for it is evident that should a child fail to meet the
cOgnitiﬁe demands imposed by ordinary schdols and have to be sent to a Special
school, then the contribution of the experience of ordinary schools to the
process ﬁy which the child is led to become an acceptable member of gociety
is negligible.

On the other hand, in the case of pupils who do meet the cognitive
demands made by schoéls there is little need to enquire into the subject
procedural rules to which they successfully adhere in so far as it is unlikely
that the mastery of these rules contributes to the mastery of the knowledge
and.skills required to conduct social intercourse in groups outside of
school which the child may Jjoin after leaving schooi.

I conclude, then, that although the expanded ethogenic methodology
T am advocatiné may provide no means of investigating subject procedural
rules, this, for the theorist interested in school socialization, is of no
great importance. i

In advancing this view I do not, of course, wish to deny that the
curriculum subject knowledge children acquire at school may not form part of
that ill-defined body qf knowledge which comprises the '"commonsense knowledge"
to which participants in any social encounter may allude. However, in so far
as social encouwiik$ may be conducted in an orderly fashion despite the
ignorance of one of its participants concerning any item of information which
may reasonably be supposed could only be acquired at school, I do not believe
it is necessary for the theorist who adopts an ethogenic approach to school
gocialization to produce a methodology by which investigations may be conducted
into the curriculum subject knowledge imparted to pupils during their school

careers.
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A similar manner of irrelevance attaches to a body of knowledge
acquired by pupils which is quite different from the information which is
comprised by the subjects studied in schools. This knowledge is similar
in nature to that to which Berger and Luckmann1 refer in discussing the
knowledge possessed by individuals who are acceptable members of a cavalry
regimenﬁ. Such people not only have a knowledge of whatlmight be termed
their "subject" - the arcana of horse warfére, the mechanics of drilling and
dress aﬂd so forth - they also know the argot of cavalrymen and have the kind
of intimate knowledge of their outlook such that tacit understandings may be
relied upon, and elliptical utterances comprehended. 1In becoming a successfully
socialized pupil, a child acquires knowledge of this kind, and such knowledge
may, in so far as it facilitates and is constitutive of camaraderie, not bhe
frowned upon by school authorities. From the point of view of the maintenance
of efficiency and stability, hoﬁever, which alone gives the school's éocializ—

ation processes their raison d'etre, knowledge of this kind may be regarded

as an irrelevance. If this is the case, then the theorist who adopts the
ethoéenic approach to socialization need not be unduly concerned if the method-
ology at his disposal is nct designed to elucidate this particular body
of knowledge. -

In this section I have been concerned to defend the adequacy of the
methodology of the ethogenic research approach to socialization as it may be
applied to the study of school role socialization. The issue of adequacy is
not such that one could ever regard it as a settled one, though I believe
that T have in this section raised all but one of the central considerations.

®

The topic which remains to be considered concerns whether the conceptualisations
of socialization and its allied concepts advénced in the ethogenic research
approach are, in a sense to be clarified, really "appropriate" to the study

of school role socialization. It is to this topic that I now turn in the

next section.

1¢ See Bergel', PcLoaIld Luolmann, To 20P. Cit., 158—159.
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4. The Relevance of this Research Approach to School Role Socialization

I turn now to the question of whether the interpretations I hawe
made of the notion of socialization amnd its allied concepts are congruent
with those whicﬁ may be seen to be actually operative within schools.

This question may, I believe, be approached most readily by enquiring whether
the interpretation of the concept of deviancy I have outlined may be seen

to be in essence that which is employed in schools.l1 If it can be shown

that this is indeed the case, then, since my characterization of those who are
not successfully socialized will have been shown not to be at variance with
existing practice in échools, it may .be granted that my interpretation of the
aim of school role socialization, and of the other allied concepts, must also
be congruent with those of the school authorities. I shall, then, in the
next sections, seek to establish the applicability of the ability criterion
of deviancy which I outlined earlier.

4 (a) Theoretical Criteria of Deviancy

I shall begin by locating my views in the contexf of current theoretical
disputes, for it is in this way that the issue of relevancy may most
effectively be clarifiéd.

Currently, the most influential writers on the concept of deviancy
are "labelling" theorists. In their theoretical writings, many of these
theorists hold that a deviant person is one who commits deviant acts, and
deviant acts. they describe as acts which break rules. As Becker puts it:

" ... social groups create deviancy by making

. . . . 2
rules whose infraction constitutes deviance'.

1. I shall also consider whether the account of deviancy offered by social
systems theorists may not be more congruent than the interpretation vhich
I myself have offered.

2. Becker, H.S., Outsiders: Studies in the Sociology of Deviance, Glencce,
1963, 9. See also, Kitsuse, J., 'Societal Reaction to Deviant Behaviour:
Problems of Theory and Method', in Social Problems, Vol. 9, 1962, 247-56,
and Erikson, T.K., 'Notes on the Sociolocgy of Deviance', in Social
Problems, Vol. 9, 1962, 307-14, and Lemert, E.M., Social Pathology, Few
York, 1951, and Lemert, E.M., Human Doviance: Social Problems and Cortrol,
New York, 1967.
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However, despite the wide subscription to this interpretation of the concept
. of deviance, some labelling theorists have conducted investigations into
various aspects of the "deviancy" of the physically disabled, such asgs blind
and crippled people, and others have carried out research on alcoholics and
homosexuals., Some of these writers have at least ackmwowledged that it is
very difficult to specify the rules which these "deviants" have broken, but
- are determined to proceed with their enquiries nevertheless. Thus, Schur
writess -

n ;.. it is questionable that the notion of rules

itself is broad enough to describe deviation.

This point is clearest in the instance of physicai

disability .+. There are several good reasons for

wanting to define deviance to include reactions

to certain personal conditions and disabilitiesi

which really involve no rule violation (except

the extremely nebulous rule that oné should not

bedisabled.)"1

Other theorists, who similarly wish to retain physical disability

within the auspices of labelling theory, find other solutiéons. Mankoff
devises a distinction between what he calls ascribed and achieved rule—
breaking:2

"Ascribed rule breaking occurs if the rule-

breaker is characterised in terms of a particular

physical or visible 'impairment!. He does not

necessarily have to act in order to be a rule-

breaker; he acquires the status regardless of

his behaviour or wishes. Thus the very beautiful

and the very ugly can be considered ascriptive rule- breakers"

1. Schur, E.M., Labelling Deviant Behaviour, New York, 1971, 24.

2. Mankoff, M., 'Societal Reaction and Career Deviance: A Critical Analysis'
in Sociological Quarterly, Vol. 12, 1971, 204-218.
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Such a view seems at bottom to be statistical in nature, and -this
approach has been rejected by Becker:
’"The simplest view of deviance is essentially
statistical, defihing anything as deviant that
varies too widely from the average ... In this
view, to be left-handed or red-headed is deviant
.eo But it is too simple a solution. Hunting
with such a definition we return with a mixed
bagl- people who are excessively fat or thin,
murderers, redheads, hbmose#uals and traffic
violators. The mixture contains some ordinarily
- thought of as deviants and others who have broken
no rule at all., The statistical study of
deviance, in short, is far too removed from the
concern with rule-breaking which prompts scien-
tific study of oﬁtsiders."1
Labelling theorists do ﬁot, then, presenf a united front on the
question of the identification of deviants. If we enquire into why this .
should be so, the answer is, I think, not only that the price of consistency
in the application of the "rule-breaker" definition‘of ﬁdeviancy" is an
unacceptably sharp narrowing of the field of their enquiries. That some labelling
theorists wish to classify the physically disabled, and others such és
alcoholics, as deviants, reflects their concern to have their investigations
include all those who "everybody knows" are "deviants" and "present problems"
for society.2 But, as Pollner has pointed dut, it is important to distiﬁguish
1. Becker, H.S., op. cit,, 4-5.

2. See McHugh, P., 'A Common-sense ?eroeption of Deviance' in Douglas, J.D.,
(ed.) Deviance and Respectability, New York, 1970, 61-88.

3, Pollner, M., 'Sociological and Common-sense Models of the Labelling Process!
in Turner, R., (ed.) Ethnomethodologv, 1974, 27-40. See also Phillipson, C.M.
and Roche, M., !'Phenomenclogy, Sociology and the Study of Deviance! in
Rock, P. and McIntosh, P., (eds.) Deviance and Social Control, 1974,

125-162.
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between a theoretician's conception of deviance and that employed by the
members of particulér groups. Fallure to do so often results in the kind

of inconsistency we have Jjust observed. It would seem in fact that any
theoretician's attempt to specify the criterion to be used to determine

who is deviant willlhave the result that for him only certain groups will

be open to wyestigation. Where deviancy is defined in terms of rule-breaking,
for example, it will oniy be groups which operate a similar conception with
respect to their memberé wvhich will come within the compass of the theory.

4 (B) School Criteria of Deviancy

In the approach to socialization which I am advocating, I have advanced
an abllity criterion cf deviancy, and if we are to assess the relevance of this
view to school role socialization, we shall have to determine whether or not
schools also work with such a conception. To resolve this question I propose
to turn to the literature concerned with the official, governmental criteria
by which ordinary state schools, whiéh are the subject of this thesis, may
arrange for a pupil to be transferred to a Special school, or to receive some
form of Special education which is radically different from that given to.
other pupils, for such pupils may rightly be said, I believe, not to be
socializable into acceptable members of the ordinary school community. A :
convenient summary of these criteria appears in the Warnock Report1, where
there appears the following:2

" ... ve are entirely convinced that Special
schools will continue to be needed, particularly
for the following groups.of children:

(i) those with severe or complex physical,
sensory or intellectual disabilities who require
special facilities, teaching methods or expertise

1. ©Special Educational Needs: Report of the Committee of Enquiry into the
Bducation of Handicapped Children and Young People, 1978.

2, ibid., 96.
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that it would be iﬁpractical to provide in

ordinary schools

(ii) those with 'severe emotional or behavioural dis—
orders vho have great difficulty in forming relation~
ships with others, or vhose hehaviour is so extreme
or unpredictable that it causes severe disruption
in an ordinary school or inhibits the educational
progress of other childxren;

and

(iii) those with less severe disabilities, often in
combination, who despite special help do not
perform well in an ordinary échool and are more
likely to thrive in the more intimate, commmal

and educational setting of a Special school."

Concerniﬁg the first and third of these criteriz little needs to be
added to make out the case that ordinary schools operate an ability criterion
in order to determine the success-or poéssibility of success of the socialization
process they operate, We turm, then, to the more shadowy areas of Varnock's
second suggestion, If there is a single term vhich may be used to designate
pupils who enter the category Warnock describes as thoée having emotional or
behavioural disorders, that term would surely be "maladjusted". The question,
then, that we may now raise is whethér ordinary schools view the behaviour vhich
leads to a pupil being designated "maladjusted" as in some sense involuntaxy
so that he méy be deemed to be suffering from & disability, or whether schools
view maladjusted pupils as children who wilfully reject the standards of
behaviour required. I shall argue that the balance of evidence we can obtain
grom governmental directives points unequivocally to the former.

. I shail.begin by remarking that a striking feature of the use of the
concept of maladjustment in official documents is its medical connotations.

Wexrnock reports that this recourse to a medical conceptualisation of "malad-
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Justment” was made even before the turn of the century, though it was

only in 1927 that the Child Guidance Council was formed with the aim of
encduraging "the prbvision of skilled treatment of children showing

" behavioural disturbances". It ig but one step away from speaking of
"treatment of behavioural disturbances" to the setting up of "clinics"
officially récognised as part of the school medical service. By 1929;

there were twenty-two such clinics so recognised and wholly or partly maint-
ained by the authorities.

The official‘gOQernmental inclusion of maladjusted pupils among the
medically disabled was sealed in the 1944 Education Act. This Act, fulfilled
by regulations made the following year, greatly extended the range of children's
special needs for which authorities were obliged to make special provision,
either in Special schools or in ordinary schools. The Handicapped Pupils
and School Health Service Regulétions, 1945, included eleven categories of pupils
blind, partially sighted, deaf, partly deaf, delicate, diabetic, educationally
sub-normal, epileptic, maladjusted, ﬁhysically handicapped and those with

speech defects. The categories have remained 1afgely unchanged since 1944.%

* Footnote
A similar inclusive list was made with respect to the organisation of
education in Scotland. In 1947, the Secretary of State femitted to the
Advisory Council in Scotland the task of reviewing the provisions made for the
education of pupils suffering from disability of mind or body or from mal-
adjustment due to gocial handicap. The Council produced seven Reports between

1950 and 1952. See The Education of Handicapped Pupils: The Reports of the

Advisory Council, 1955. The titles of the Réports were as follows: DPupils

who are Defective in Hearing, Pupils who are Defective in Vision, Visual and
Aural Aids, Pupils with Physical Disabilities, Pupils with Mental or Educational
Disabilities, Pupils Handicapped by Speech Disorders, and Pupils who are

Maladjusted because of Social Handicap.

-
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The idea that maladjusted children should be included among the
list of kinds of medically certified disabled children is all the more
striking in that, as the Warnock Report recognises,.whether a child is
thought to be maladjusted, and if so to what extent, will depend on a variety
of factors, including, for example, thé outlook, expertise, resources,
accommodation and organisation of the individual school. Warnock complains
that the use of the term "maladjusted" tends in itself to suggest a permanent
condition and fails to give any indication of the type of special educational
provision required. However, although Warnock thinks there is a good case
for referring to children as having emotional or behavioural disorders -
thereby avoiding the suggestion of a permanent disability - it remains true
at the present time that a successful request by an ordinary school for a
pupil to be transferred will be based on the argument that the pupil is
incapable of learning to conduct himself as normal pupils do — that he is,
in fact, disabled in some way.

It would thus appear that the criteria upon which ordinary sohools
base their evaluation of the success or likely success of the socialization
process they operate to bring children to be acceptable members of the school

community, are ability criteria.¥

*Footnote

An apparent exception occurs when an ordinary school expels a pupil
who then has to enrol at another ordinary school. Here it would appear that
the pupil is being judged by the first school to be deviant even though he is
not disabled, and in such a case it might appear that schools do operate
criteria of deviancy which are not based on abilities. I do not think,
however, that such an interpretation of the fact of school expulsion has to be
accepted. Before mentioning another possible interpretation it is worth noting
that such expulsions are rare, end are in fact extremely rare in counties
which do nct operate a grammar school system, and thus have no chance of sending

a pupil to a different type of school. Certainly, we are not here concerned
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Tt is one thing, however, to show that schools operate ability
criteria of deviancy, it is quite another to argue that the ability criteria
in question are similar to the criteria I have advanced in vriting of the
ethogenic research approach to socialization. The criteria of the latter
are concerned with the ability to engage in symbolic interaction, and in
particular with children, being able to conduct social encounters with adults
as teachers and themselves as pupils, According to- my conception, the deviant
and the unsuccessfully éocialized are nomiﬁal members éf groups who have not
learned to "play their bart" as group members., It is not proposéd that
enquiries be made into whether they want to play their part, and indeed, I am
ready to count as successfully sociaiized those group members who exercise
considerable role distancing and only "g§ through the motions" of being,
for example, a trustee prisoner or coﬁrteous waitress.

It must be admitted at once that the ability criteria concerned with
physical and mental disabilities which are operated by schools have nothing
in common with the notions I am concerned to advance, and to that extent,

the research approach I advocate may not be used to elucidate all the processes

¥Footnote cont.

with anything like the number of pupils who are sent from an ordinary

school to a Special school. Where a pupil is sent from, for example,

one comprehensive school to anothei, it would appear that the grounds,
stated in general terms, would have to emphasise special features of the
expelling school which are inoperative in the receiving one. If this were‘
not the case, it is difficult to imagine how the former school could reason—
ably expect the latter to receive the pupil. The expelling school would in
effect have to admit ﬁhat its socialization processes had invthis case

gone awry, and that given exposure to the similar but fresh processes

of another school, successful socialization was still possible.
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OF Schiool RoLE socializafion. Ordinary schools demand of pupils that they be cap-—
able of a certain pnysical independence and have intellectual powers

vhich do not make the curriculum a complete mystery; If at any point

in a pupil's school career it becomes apparent that he cannot meet these
standards, his membership of the school will need to be terminéted. Thus

it is only when one considers the more opaque area of the maladjustment
criterion that the approach I have outlineq may prove illuminating. The
immediate question we have to raise, however, is merely whether ﬁhe ethogenic
research apbroach ability criterion of successful socialization is similar
to that operated by ordinary schools in reaching a decision concerning
whether a particular pupil is maladjusted or not.

Couched in more precise form, the question will ask whether schools
reach their decisions on the matter essentially by judging pupils' competence
in conducting symbolic interaction.

I will argue that this is in fact the case, and will begin by pointing
out that the range of pupils who are designated "maladjusted" is by no means
limited to rowdy, unruly and disruptive pupils. Warnock reports that
during the decade 1954-55, which was characterised by é great expansion in
the provision for maladjusted pupils, maladjustment was increasingly seen
as having manifestations in passive, introverted behaviour as well as anti-
social forms of conduct. That a passive and introverted child can in the eyes
of a school be considered maladjusted reflects the fact that a schoolchild
is expected to learn to accommodate himself to both teachers and other pupils,
and thus any insupérable difficulties which a child experiences in accomplishing
this may make him appear maladjusted.

It is not in fact easy to taxonoﬁise maladjusted pupils. I have written
of rowdy, disruptive pﬁpils, but clearly this is not an exclusive category.

If we follow Caspari,1 and speak instead of "children with behaviour problems"
1. Caspari, I., Troublesome Children in Class, 1976, 43. For another possible

taxonomy of maladjusted pupils, see Rutter, M., et. al., Education, Health
and Behaviour, 1970, 147-178.
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then the identifying behaviour of such children might include some or all

of the following, and other behaviour as well: aggressive defiance of the
teacher, rejection 6f routine punishments as unfair, use of bad language,
spitefulness to other children, bullying, and spoiling and hiding other
pupils' work. By contrast, the category of the withdrawn, inattentive pupil
is quite a firm cafegory. Such a pupil. Just sits in his small circle of
solitude and makes little attempt to take part in either the work or social
life of the school. Another category of méladjusted child is comﬁrised

of the school refﬁser, énd yet another by some delinquent childrén, such as,
for example, certain of those who persistently in school steal or commit
vandalism.

In suggesting that the pupils who are sent to a Special school because
they are maladjusted have as their universal distinguishing mark an inability
1o cope with symbolic interaction, I am assuredly not claiming that teachers
believe that the origins of these various kinds of maladjusted pupils!
behaviour lies in their inability to engage in such interaction, or even
that teachers unerringly.pick out the fact that they cennot manage to do this.
Instead, I am claiming that maladjusted pupils, whatever form of deviant
behaviour they engage in, are all pupils who, for their various reasons, cennot
seem to learn to relate to teachers and other pupils in ﬁays schoolchildren
are required, and that even if their rule-breaking behaviour should be inhib-
ited by fear of punishment, lack of dexterity in relating to teachers and pupils
would still remain to be mastered, and until such time as it was, these
pupils would have to be regarded as deviants.1
1. One may speculate about the connection between the various forms of mal-

adjustment and the inability to engage in symbolic interaction. It seems
to me to lie in the emotional states maladjusted pupils appear to
experience. Agitated emotional states, and equally, great passive self-
absorption, may lead pupils to "personalise" interactions in a way

which precludes the perception that other children and adults are to be
seen as pupils and teachers.
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Finally, mention may be made in this connection of the fact that
much work on maladjﬁsted children in Special schools concentrates on the
fostering of good personal relationships. The form which this "treatment"
takes is the replacement of the fairly formal modes of interaction between
teacher and pupil by a more reiaxed, first;name relationship.1 This "form
of treatment" for maladjusted pupils reveals, I think, a tacit endorsement of
the inability which I am claiming ordinary schools perhaps unwittingly attribute
to maladjusted pupils. Expertise in symbolic interaction being an accomplish-
ment which is usually seen to be precedéd by ease in more informal encounters,
schools may rightly think that without greater attention to the fostering
of the ability to sustain informal interactions in the more relaxed setting
of a Special school, no progress in symbolic interaction will be possible.

If the foregoing analysis is found persuasive, then it may be agreed
that there is no significant discrepancy between the approach I advocate and
that of schools with respect to criteria to be used to decide hoﬁ suoéessful
a school's socialization process has been with regard . to any partipular
pupil, in so far as the pupil's behaviour raises doubts in the minds of teachers
vhether the pupil ought, as a maladjusted pupil, bto be sent to a special school.
This being the case, it would seem to follow that the conceptualization of
socialization and its allied concepts which are made ig the ethogenic research
approach to socializafion are in fact not inappropriate for the investigation
of school role socialization, and are especially relevant to the theorist
interested ultimately in gaining some insight into school socialization.
Conclusion

In this chapter I set out to provide an examinatjon of the ethogenic
research approach to socialization. During the course of this examination,

I suggested that the rule and role analogies could not be considered in isolation

1. See The Underwood Report — Ministry of Education Report of the Committee
on Maladjusted Children, H.M.S.0., 1955, and The Pack Report — Truancy and
Indiscipline in Schools in Scotland, H.M.S.0., 1977, and The Education
of Mzladjusted Children, Department of Education and Science Pamphlet
No. 47, H.M.S.0., 1965.
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from the methodological procedures which are part of this research approach,
and that it was only by establishing the applicability of the ethogenic
explanatory models that a provisional acceptance of these analogies might
properly be made. Having, by the method of illustration, attempted to argue
for their applicability, I then turned to consider the extensions to the
methodology of the ethogenic approach to social interaction which are necessary
to create methodological resources adequate for the investigation of school
role socialization. This accomplished, I referred to an assertion made

earlier in the chapter, that the crucial question whichany approach to the
interpretation of socialization and its allied concepts has to answer if it

is to be used to throw light upon school role socialization is whether the
interpretation offered is consonant with that which may be inferred to be
operated by those in authority in the norma.l state school. I then attempted
to show that it could be accepted that the interpretation of these concepts
offered in the ethogenic research approach to socialization were indeed
consonant in so far as they were required to be for the theorist whose ultimate
interest lay not in school role but in school socialization. It is by this
final argument that a strong claim can be madeboth for the adequacy of the
methodology of the ethogenic research approachto socialization, and the
acceptability of its metaphysical paradigms.

Having, at least to some degree, established that the ethogenic research
approach may be applied to the elucidation of school role socialization, I
should like in the final- chapter to seek to determine the way in which the
insights which may be gained by adopting this research approach may be

used to illumine the process of school socialisation.
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CHAPTER SEVEN

THE CONCEPTUALIZATION OF SCHOOL SOCIALIZATION

At the beginning of this thesis I stated that one of my centraiﬁ
aims was to set forth the philosophic considerations on which a reasoned
decision might be made regarding the most fruitful way to conceptualize the
socialization process so that any contribution made by schools to the process
by which children are led to become acceptable members of society may be
made plain., In the elaboration of these considerations I have been led
to develop the notion of a research approach, and to describe and criticize
what is probably the most widely accepied interpretation of the concept of
socialization, that of the social systems research approach. In this last
chapter I propose to develop further the ethogenic conception of school
soéializatibn and to set forth some final reflections concerning the strengths
and weaknesses of the ethogenic and the social systems research approaches

40 school socialization.

e An Ethogenic Conception of School Socialization

Earlier, I suggested that from the ethogenic perspective socializétion
may in general be characterised as the process by whicﬁ_members are led to
ecquire the knowledge and skills necessary to interact with other group
members in such a manner that encounters between group ﬁembers are sufficiently
orderly for the affairs of the group to be conducted with reasonable
efficiency and the stability of the group not impaired, I also wfote that
the central question concerning school socialization would concern the part
played by school experience in the development of the knowledge and skills
necessary for the negotiation of social encounters as they are conducted in
our society. Iater, I gave support to an analysis of social interaction in
terms of interactional ﬁules the adherenée to which is necessary if social

encounters are to be conducted in an orderly fashion. If this is acceptable,
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then the socialization process by which childgen are led to become acceptable
members of our sociéty may at 1east in part be characterized in terms
of the development of the ability to adhere to these rules.

This development may be seen to have its beginnings in the ability
of children to engage in "rule-governed"’I behaviour of the kind demanded
in such games as "Pat-a-cake'" where adherence within broad limits to certain
behaviour is acceptable. At a later stage of the child's development, when
he is deemed to be accountable for his linguistic.utterances, then "rule-
conformity"2 is demanded of him. However, the orderly management
of social encounters requires an abi}ity not merely to engage in rule-
conforming behaviour. Encounters betﬁeen péople are rarely of such a nature
that any participant has no aim other than to conform to the proprieties
of linguistic rules.  This being thé case, it can be recognized that children
gradually learnthét in order to communicate effectively and achieve what
they want, they must learn deliberately to pay due regard to the relevént

||3

interactional rules. They must, in short, learn to "apply"” interactional
rules. Further, even more than this is demanded of those who would be
competent in conducting social encounters since in.most‘circumstances it is
expected that people conduct their meetings with others without ""having

to think" what are the rules. Thus, iﬁ the sense elucidated earlier, it

is finally expecfed of people that they learn fo "follow" interactional rules
with which they have become famiiiar through experience.4 Of course, in
situations not previously encountered and of an unusual nature, a "creative"
solution to.the problem of how the encounter is to be managed in an orderly
way has to be devised. But this, to be intelligible, would have to be based
Te Seé above, 170-1,

2. See above, 170-1,

3. See above, 171-2.

Lk, See above, 171-2.
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on widely known interactional rules operative in situétions which in some
way resemble the problematic encounter.

Iﬂ the progression from rule;governed behaviour fo that which reveals
an ability to conform to, apply and follow rules, I believe the experience of
school life with all its formality plays an important part, for it is outside
. of the fgmily and close personal relationships that a great part of social
~life is conducted in our society. In order more precisely to indicate the
| nature of the contribution made by schools to the process by which children
_are led to acquire the ability to adhere to the rules operative in the
interactions they will have to conduct as members of society, we must now
clarify a few remaining issues.

The first of these concerns the interpretafion we.are to make of the
concept of the group which is at present under discussion, namely, "society".
The question which confronts us is whether or not society is to be conceived
as a group entirely separate from the myriad groups which may be found within
a society, whether these be groups which are publicly acknowledged to exist,
such as trades unions, or be groups which a theorist might compose, such
as those whose writings could be said to belong to a particular intellectual
tradition. In order to reach a decision on this matte;~we may recall that for
an interpretation of socialization and its allied concepts to be acceptable
it must be cogsonant with that which may be inferred actually to be operative
within the group under consideration. Where that group is society, it is
-essential, if the notion of a group operatiné socialization processes is to
be rendered comprehensible, that society be conceived in some measure as an
independent group which seeks to preserve its efficiency and stability by
fostering certain types of behaviour. When in the present context we refef
to society, then, we must not mean merely the collection of groups to be found
within ; sociéty, tﬁough the stability and efficiency of certain of these |
groups will certainly affect the stability and efficiency of the group which

is called. "society".
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The existence of such a group cannot surely be doubted. "Soéiety"
in the sense at present under consideration refers to that group which has
at its disposal prisons, hospitals, asylums end other means of excluding
from the main body of members all those who in various ways are regarded
as unacceptable as fully participating members of the group. Equally, the
group can avail itself of a reward system, such as the formal honours system
with its titles and privileges we have at present in this country, by vhich
those who it is deemed have rendered exceptional service to the group may be
commended, Membership, which is usually referred to as "citizenship" is
most uswally & birthright, but has in the past been subject to termination
by an act of banishment,

Having declared that it is in this sense that "society" is here to
be understood, it must be acknowledged that in the ethogenic account of
socialization reference will also inevitably be made to grouvps found within
a sécietyu Myriad activities are undertaken by the members of groups within
a society, &nd it is the performance of at least certain of these activities,
and sometimes the nature of the activities themselves, which determine whether
a person is regarded as acceptable ag a member of society.

The criteria by which members of ouz society are deemed to be unacceptable
(vhether termed "devient!" or "unsuccessfully socialized" or whatever) and
sugject to some form of denial of freedom to associate with acceptable members,
are quite varied, and, for the present purposes, an exhaustive catalogue
is not regquired. In thé present context it is sufficient to point out that
amongst the varied reasons vhy a person would be regarded as unacceptable would
indlude his inability to conduct social encounters in aw orderly manner, |
Such an inability would, of course, be a matter of dégree. At one extreme
would be those who are deemed to be of weak intellect or psychologically

disturbed - cretiné, obsessives, those suffering from paranoia and others,



Although such people may not be confinéd within a mental institution for the
stated reason that they are unable to conduct social encounters in an
oxderly manner, it is partly such an inability which necessitates their
separation from the main body of society.1

Such individuals may for certain periods of time be quite incapable
of conducting everyday social intercourse., Their incapacity, though striking
to thé observer, may not be totally incomprehensible for we are all prone
to manage certain encounters ineptly., Those among the main body of the population
who lack the neoeséary social skills to a certain degree are regarded as gauche
or avkward individuals, and if, knowing they cannot "menage" certain encounters
easily, such people avoid attending the social occasions at wvhich their
difficulties will be apparent, they may be regarded as '"unsociable", Such
labelling may not be.without further implications: success in a wide range
of occupations cannot be achieved by thosé who are regarded as umsociable.
Society, then, has at its disposal not only the extreme sanction of enforced
separation for those who fail to acquire or lose the ability to engage in
symbolic interaction, it also makes use of pressures of varylng degrees éo
lead people to learn and retain this ability. |

If this is the case, then it may be accepted that the interpretation
of socialization and its allied concepts offered in th; ethogenic research
approach is consonant with those which may be seen.to be operative in
"éociety", in the sense in which.we are to understand this term,

It is one thing to argue that the ethogenic research approach is
applicable in this sense; it is quite another to answer a question concerning
in just what ways the interactional ground rules learned by pupils in schools
facilitate social intercourse in adult life. To respond to this question is
1. Tt may also be pointed out that there is a groﬁing body of literature

devoted to the relatione between social behaviour and mental disorder.

See, for example, Argyle, M., 'Social Behaviour and Mental Disorder!
in Argyle, M., The Psychology of Interpersonal Behaviour, 1967, 133~149.

-~
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to meke an empirical claim which, at the present time, would be quite
unsupported by evidence, It is not my intention in this philosophic

‘thesis to make any such claims, though I do inténd to piovide some purely
speculative indications in the final summary of the ethogenic research approach
I intend shortly to make. Before I do so, however, I should like to dispose
the reader towards the acceptance of this research approach as the basis from
vhich best to investigate school socialization by providing a fééun&fof the
difficulties and wealmesses attaching to the social systems research approach.

2. 'The Choice Between the Social Systems and the BEthogenic Research Approaches

During the course of this thesis I have set forth several criteria
by which research approaches may be assessed, From a comparative point
of view, one research approach is to be preferred to another in so far as it
is less beset with conceptualdifficulties and has led, or seems likely to
lead, to the formulation of theories which have produced, or promise to
produce, a plenitude of positive'empirical findings. In assessing individuval
research approaches, I suggested that the analogies which constitute the
metaphysical paradigms may be examined to determine whether they are being
pushed too far jin being applied to & particular problem domain, Mbre radically,
one may enquire whether the analogies axe éccéptable at all. Concerning the
ontology and methodology of a résearch approach the impoftant qﬁestions to
be posed refer to the acceptability of the former, and the adequacy in the
problem arca under discusgion of the latter, Finally, I suggested that for
the interpretations of socialization and its allied concepts made under a
particular research appioach to be applicabie, they must be congruent with
those which may be seen actually to be operative by the group whose socialization
processes one is seeking to elucidate.

In the preceding chapters I have attempted to apply'mést of these
non—-comparative criteria to both the social systemé and the ethogenic research
approaches, In the remaining two sections of this thesis I shall deal with

those still outstanding, and will. then try to show that, at the present time,
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it =seems more reasonable to adopt the ethogenic rather than the social
systems research approach.

2 (a) The Social Systems Research Approachs A Final Assessment:

The conclusions reached earlier concerning the metaphysical paradigms
of this research approach were, in trief, as follows. Firstly, I pointed
out that the ferspective on group stability -~ the affective honds assumption -
involves a ciaim which ig difficult either to assess or to employ as a guide
to empirical research in iavestigating school or séhool role socialization
in the absence of any specification of the values vhich allegedly hold
together either schools or our owa society at the present times. Concerning
the perspective on persons ~ the plastic man analogy — it wes found that
before such a comparison could usefully be invoked it was necessary that
further research be carried out into the relationships between traii and
attitude appellationé and their overt expression in differing circumstances.
Finally, concerning the particular role analogy constitutive of this research
approach it was found that there was no gtraightforward method by which one
night establish precisely what are the role attributes of either the pupil
or the member of our current society. The metaphysical paradigms of this
research approach are, then, upon any close scrutiny, not irmediately
acceptable. ' ‘ _ -

Turning now fo ontological and methodological considerationé, it was
found that in cormection with the former there was no greatly compelling
reason for supposing that, in the strong sense of the term, dispositions
must be supposed to exist. Regarding methodological adequacy, it would appear
that in the ver& general terms in which the methodological principles are
douched, there is little objectionabie. However, the methodological zdequacy
of a research approach cannot alone vindicate a research approach-vand, in

the final analysis, perhaps the crucial question to be posed concerns
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whether the interpretation offered of socialization and its allied concepts
ere consonant with those which it may be inferred are actually operative
in the group ﬁnder investigation. It is to this question that I now turn.

In connection with school role socialization I have already argued
that schools do not seek to exclude pupils whose values are not those which
the establishment sceks to foster. This assertion should not, however;
be taken to imply that schools do not encourage the adoption of certain
values vhich are conducive to the efficiency and stability of the school, and
discourage others. It is simply the case that in any study of socialization
processes operated by schools account must be taken of the fact that it is a
statutory duty for schools to accept and retain all pupils except those
who are in some state approved way umable té learn to behave in the desired
ways. This being the case, any interpretation of the concept of socialization
cammot, with consistency, involve reference merely to values., This conceded,
social systems theorists might still wish to claim that their interpretations
of sociaslization and its allied concepts are relevant to the understanding of
school socialization, for they might take as their starting point the values
which schools inculcate in their pupils = values which{ﬁay be vnrelated to
school role socialization - and seek to relate these to socialization processes
operated by the group we term "society". ‘

The question which then hag to be raised concerns whether this group
can be seen both to be operatiné socializaticn processes which involve
values, and to be employing an interpretation of "deviancy" or "unsuccessfully
socialized"‘which also makes reference to the acquisition)of values, To
answer these questions one must first clarify the connotations of the term
"society". This, I believe, must be done in a way similar to that which
I gave in discussing'fﬁe ethogenic approach to school socialization. Society
is to be considered as a group to some degree separate from the many groups

within our society, and is to be understood as that group which, among other

-
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things, removes from the main body of the citizenry those it considefs
to be working against the interests of group members, such as traitors
or criminals of certain kinds., The question must be raised as to whether
this group operates vwhat may be called a "value criterion” of deviancy.
It is certainly the case that certain treasonable behaviour is commiited
Yon principle“, that is, in accordance with freely held moral convictions,
But it is surely not the case in this country at the present time that we
. incarcerate individuals merely because they hold and express certain convictions.
To this it may be replied that whereas there is no principle in British
law concerning the legality of people!s opinions, it is on the basis of a
man's opinions that a judgement concerning his sanity is made, and it is
upon such a judge;nen‘b that a man may be removed from the main body of society.
Such "convictions" are, however, if moral at all, not such as could be related
to a failure of value~transmission by schools. The problem which remains
for the social systems theorist is this: given that it is necessary that
the social systems interpretation of the concept of deviancy be consonant
with that operated by the group termed "society", and given that in order
clearly to conceptualize devis.ngy criteria and to free them from the fluc-
tuations of the opinions of group members it is necessary to refer to
statutory or some other kind of forma.l criteria, then it is necessary for the
social systems theorist to specify just what are these criteria. I do not
claim that this task is an impossible one; but merely that it has not yet
been accomplished, and until it has been, it remains questionable whether
the Pal‘t‘,iéu-la?_.ﬂt.anceitaken by the social systems research é.pproach to the
interpretation of sécializa’c.ion and its allied concepts is appliceble to the
gtudy of school socialization.

The last topic to be considered in this final assessﬁent of this
research approach as a basis from which to construct theories of school

socialization concerns the empirical findings which such theories have or

-
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scem likely to produce. I have during the course of this thesis considered
the theory which has given rise to the greatest amount of empirical
research of any theory derived from this research approach = that of the
behaviourists., Even adherents of this theory would, I believe, acknowledge
that the positive research findings comnecting sa_chool experience and adults!
values vhich may be deemed to be supportive of societal stability and
efficiency, are few, An impressive body of researé:h findings simply does
not exist., Nor, given the conclusions I have reached concerning the meta—
physical paradigms, ontolqu and conceptual interpretations of this research
approach, does it seem likely that without a great deal of revisionary work
2 greater accumlation of positive findings may reasonably be expected to be
compiled,

In asserting this I do not mean to suggest that, given an appropriate
methodology, one could not specify the values which both schools and oux
gociety foster in their members. I believe that both these groups do indeed
successfully encourage the adoption by members of certain values. However,
it is one thing to concede that these groups inculcate values; it is quite
another to hold that such values can be conceptualized in dispositional
terms and enjoy the peculiar ontological status I have _déscribed. One must
also distinguish between the claim that schools foster values, and the claim
that such values "live on" in the absence of the circumstances under which
they were adopted and, in the dispositional manner, are manifested in vaguely
defined situations long after the pupil has left school, My final view
is that the whole issue of the mammer in which the adoption of values may be
conceptualized so that their possession may be the subject of controlled-
empirical investigation is at the present time extremely pro*blematic..

From the foregoing. it may be concluded, I believe, that it ﬁould
not be un:cea.sona.;ole for the uncommitied enquirer into the nature of school
gsocialization to choose to attempij to construct a theory derived from a

research approach less beset with conceptual problems and which held out
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the promise of more immediate positive research findings.

2 (b) The Ethogenic Research Approach: Some Final Reflections

In advancing the ethogenic research épproach as a viable basis
from which to iniirestigate school socialization, I have naturally tried to take
account of those conceptual difficulties of which I have become aware.
I have, moreover, borne in mind the necessity to provide the kind of detailed
conceptualization from which empirical theories could be constructed.
It was partly for this reason that I felt the nced to supplement existing
ethogenic methodology with a schema designed to ‘order and categorise
gchool rules. It must beb conceded, however, that in this essentially philo-
sophic thesis I have not produced a detailed first—crder theory concerning
the "content" of the school role socialization process which might form the
basis of a detailed empirical theory of school socialization. Despite
this omission. I believe it is possible to suggest some indication of the
kind of links one may expect to find between the knowledge of interactional
ground rules the pupil acquires and ‘hhe‘ demands our society makes of those
vho are to be deecmed acceptable in so far as they possess the ability to
conduct social encounters in a.n orderly fashion., I hope in so doing to
indicate the limits beyond which investigation of interactional ground rules
operative within schools need not proceed. |

We may begin by making reféa:ence to the analysis made earlier of
social interactions in which i'i:._became apparent that the structure of
encounters may at the most obvious level be distinguished into greetings, the
central course of the interaction, and farewells. Children not only learn
the ways in which pupils indicate an awareness and knowledge of these
interactional stages, they come to realise that in similarly formal situations
special forms of words and mammer of address may be expected. It is the
very formality of interactions between pupils and teachers that makes the

experience of school life important in the process by which children become

-
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receptive to the idea that in different situations encounters are Qonducted
" in particular ways. There are, moreover, resemﬁlances Between the role
of pupil and certain others in adult life which it is relevant‘to note.
We may consider first that ill-defined but quite definite group which
I have‘termed "society". As a member of this group, an individual may
be called upon to play a variety of roles, such as those of a juror or a
" witness of some kind of accident or crime, which require that he conduct
himself in a manner which is so far removed from informality as to include
strong ritualistic elements. Other roles are, in a stréightforward sense,
subservient, as when the individual as citizen ;cknowledges, whether by a
bow or some other indication,the presence of royalty. The behavioural
éxtreme of bowing may be considered merély as one end of a continuum along
which lies society's expectation that a citizen should be able to express
his acknowledgement of the authofity of certain other citizens. Such
citizens include, for example, at appropriate times, representatives of_
the police, the medical profession, the military and the elected government.
The ability to play subse;vient roles is; of course, also required
in the myriad groups to be found within our society. It is pertinent to
remark upon these in' the present~context for our society is arranged
in such a fashion thaf its efficiency and stability is depehdent upon’
the efficiency and stability of at least certain of them. Among the most
important of these groups are those which comprise the work force in our
society. It scarcely néeds to be emphasised that most of these are composed
of employees and employers and that part of the requirements of the acceptable
employee is the ability to play a roie which calls for appropriate expressions
of deference on certain occasions. This consideration is aléo applicable to
many other groups which are important to the stability and efficiency of our

society, and is a factor which provides a clue to the form an ethogenic theory



of school socialization would take. It would attempt to trace the relation—-
ship between the interactionsl grouad rﬁles which characterise encounters
between pupils and teachers, and those which characterise encounters between
citizens in their various roles of employee, juror and so forth.

In attempting to describe this relationship one would first seek
to describe the requirements for the orderly management of encounters in
schools, In this task the methodology of the ethogenic research approach
to socialization would be employed, though it must be conceded that additional
conceptual resources may need tovbe dravm upon in go far as dné is interested
in school socialization. This need mey arise in the following wayse

It is clear that the ground rules by which adult interaction is
conducted in our society differ indtail from those which govern pupil -
teacher interaction, so that in seeking to describe the relationship between
the two it cannot be the intention to find a precise anticipation in school
life of the details 6f adult social intercourse., What I believe may be
established is that the awareness of the kind of requirements made of indi~
viduals occupying a certain p051tlon as a member of an organisation is \
first gained at school, To establish this it may aid cogency not only to
show that encounters both in schools and in society are regulated by ground
rules, but also that other notions such as those of a "language reglster"
and a "language style", which can be shown to be applicable to everyday
adult social intercourse and are aspects of ground rules, also may be applied
to pupil-teacher interaction., It may also aid cogency if it can be shown
that 211 the major £Unctions of language operative in interactions between
individuals in their capacity as adult organiéational members are employed.
within schools.

It is over the question of the need to employ these and other concepts,
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and the precise interpretations to be given o:‘.’."t;ht-:‘m1 that will provide

the poseibility for the construction of alternative ethogénic theories

of school socialization. It dces not appear likely to me that with

the appearance of alternative 'bheérieé we may witness the spectacle of

one theory leading to few positive findings whilst another leads to a

great deal. On the contrary, I believe that there is little room for

doubt that almost any empirical ethogenic theory will usher in positive

‘ findings, since it is scarcely to be doubted that interactions in schools

and in our society are conducted according to certain, as yet ~unspec:‘.fied.,

ground rules, I 'believe, in short, that it may reasonably be supposed |

that the ethogenic research approach to socialization will provide the

basis for the comstruction of empirical theories which will lead to a pleni-

tude of positive findings regarding school and school role socizlization,

and that, this being the case, it is reasonable for the uncommitted

enquirer at the present time to choose to work within the confines of this

résearch approach rather than that of the social systems research approach.

Conclusion |
At the begimming of this thesis I pointed out that it is possible

to interpret in differing ways what may be meant by "socialization'",

and that it would be upon the interpretation chosen th‘at’ the suécess of any

empirical enquiry would vdepend. I pointed out that it was necessary to

preface any investigation of school or school role socialization ith

a coherent - delineation of the adopted interpretation and an examina'l;ion of

its wderlying principles and assumptions, It is my intention that this

1. For an indication of the range of possibilities, see Joos, M., The Five
Clocks, 1967, and Halliday, M.A.K., McIntosh, A, and Strevens, P.,
The Linguistic Sciences and Language Teaching, 1964, and Fuddlestone, R.D.,
Hudson, R.A.,, Winter, E.O, and Hernnie, A.,, Sentence and Clause in
Scientific English, 1968, Robinson, W.P., Language and Social Behaviour,
1972, and Halliday, M.A.K., Explorations_in the Functions of Ilanguage,
1973, and Sinclair, J.McH., and Coulthard, R.M., Towards an Analysis
of Discourse, 1975.
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thesis be understood as such a preface to two possible interpretations,
_and though I have been concerned to advance and defend cne particular
approach to the interpretation of st;hool and school rolé socialization,
- it is for the uncommitted enquirer to determine which of the two
approaches it is more reasonable at the present time to adopt.

In reaching a decision account must be talen of the position I
_have adopted in philosophy of science with respect to criteria of theory
preference. It will be recalled that I wrote that whilst I believe it is
possible to make a rational choice between alternative research approaches:
é.nd theories, I do not adhere to the view that eriteria can be produced
which permit of other than a pragmatic decision to be reached. Consonént
with this view I have drawn only the most guarded concluéions concerning
the possibility of overcoming the conceptual difficuliies which beset the 4
social systems research approach., Similarly, I must entertain a limited
confidence concerning some similar inherent difficultiéé becoming apparent
in the e'l:hoéenic research approach, and my optimism concerning the posifive
findings to which I believe an ethogenic theory wouid lead must correspond-
ingly be tempered. This acknowledged, it is certainly true that account
st iae taken of the arguments raised within this thesis, end it remains my
conviction that as matters rest at the present time it is more reasonable
10 seek to investigate school and school role socialization by the employment

of a theory based upon the ethogenic research approach.
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ABSTRACT

A PHITOSOPHICAL COMMENTARY ON

THE CONCEPT OF SCHOOL, SOCIALIZATION

BY

W.R. GUY

The central concern of this thesis is to formulate an interpretation
of the concept of socialization which may provide the basis for a detailed
empirical theory which will explain the part played by schools in the
process by which children are led to become acceptable members of our society.
In Chapter 1 the mode of analysis to be employed is discussed and it is found
to lie in a meta-theoretical investigation of the foundations of possible
research approaches. In Chapter 2 the conceptual features of research approaches
are elucidated and those of the social systems research approach set forth.
In Chapter 3 it is shown that the socialization theories advanced by certain
writers may be assigned to this research approach and an appraisal of their
work is undertaken. In Chapter 4 criteria are formulated by which a critique
of the social systems research approach may be made. There then follows an
evaluation of the perspective on group stability and efficiency and on the
acquisition and expression of moral convictions associated with this research
approach. An examination is also made of its ontological commitments and
methodology. It is concluded that there "are substantial conceptual difficulties
inherent in this research approach and in consequence it may be preferable to
adopt a quite different research approach. In Chapter 5 an alternative research
approach, one based on the ethogenic approach to social interaction, is
elaborated. Following an elucidation of the knowledge and abilities required
«1n social interactions, the metaphysical paradigms, ontology and methodology
are rendered explicit and interpretations of "socialization" and allied
concepts are made. Finally, in Chapters 6 and 7, an attempt is made to
provide a detailed vindication of this research approach as it may be applied
to the study of both school role and school socialization.



