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The trouble with front-end loading in undergraduate university programs: Teacher
Education as a case in point

In this paper we show how Mead’s theory of emergeran prove explanatory in
how the theory-practice gap is co-created and sestain front-end loading
university programs. Taking teacher education asxamplar, we argue that the
trainee teacher encounters different and oft-tirsesflicting environmental,
social and cultural conditions in the two “fieldsiateraction” of their preparation
program, namely, the on-campus pre-service prograththe Teaching School.
The argument draws on interview and focus group datlected via a study of
first-year graduate teachers of an Australian preise teacher education
program. Our conclusions are two-fold. First, waaaode that role taking and
self-regulated behaviour within the two environnarfields of interaction in
front-end loading programs inhibit the trainee pssional from exercising the
power of agency to implement theory learned at ensity in practice in the
workplace. Second, we conclude that Mead’'s thedryemergence proves
effective in predicting the obduracy of the gapwestn theory and practice in
front-end programs.

Introduction

Earlier this decade, Chang (2004) advocated theibtead’s theory of emergence as a
framework for multilevel sociological inquiry. Chgrand others (Blumer, 1969; Cook,
1993; El-Hani & Pihlstrom, 2002) maintain that Mé&adheory has been largely
overlooked by scholars and remains only partialiglered, due to the often fragmentary
character of his writings and his failure to depeibe theory systematically. However, as
Chang (2004) points out, the outline of the theoan be found in Mead’s work,
particularly inMind, Self and Societ{f1934) andThe Philosophy of the A¢1938). In
this paper, using Teacher Education as an exempkanise Mead’s theory to provide
insight into the theory-practice gap commonly agged with front-end loading in
undergraduate university programs.

Turning theory into practice

Pfeffer and Sutton (2000, p. 4) refer to the nelzsasveen theory and practice as the
“knowing-doing problem,” thgroblemlying in the fact that there is a disparity betwee

the theory of the pre-service program or prepamasiod the practice in the workplace.
The phenomenon is found across a broad range aipliies, organisations and

professions, and has been the focus of consideraskarch (Brouwer & Korthagen,

2005; Reid & O'Donoghue, 2001; Reidy, 2006; Ya308).

For example, research in nurse education has afeke theory-practice phenomenon
in ways including workplace-integrated learningwhio facilitate learning in the clinical



area, and the role of the nurse educator (Be&@@1; Landers, 2000; Spouse, 2001).
Research in medical and engineering education tidr®ssed similar issues, particularly
regarding how to reconcile university-learned tlyeeith workplace practice (Davison,
2005, Dec 12-15; Hudson, Buckley, & McMillen, 200Burther, as Brouwer and
Korthagen (2005, p. 154) point out, “a gap betwdwory and practice seems to persist
across different times and contexts.” It would setvat the difficulty of integrating
theory and practice in professional education bag generated much debate but resulted
in few solutions (Korthagen & Kessels, 1999)n this study, Mead's theory of
emergence enables us to focus on the experiendegiwatiuals caught “in the gap.”

Mead’s theory of emergence

The primary understanding involved in Mead’s theofgmergence is that when a living
form of some kind interacts with its environmerdm®e new object is likely to emerge.
This study sees the interaction of the individuad &is/her front-end program as giving
rise to a graduate professional. Specifically,ghecess of becoming a graduate involves
one who has chosen to train for a profession (divisiual) entering the undergraduate
program (an environment) and interacting with #msironment. During this interaction
Mead argues that a process of emergence takes glabethat there ensues from it a
graduate (an emergent). This is consistent with gremise that “when things get
together, there then arises something that washeo¢ before” (Mead, 1938, p. 641) In
other words, emergence gives rise to new objeatisrenw situations (Maines, 2001).
These fundamental concepts are captured by Ch#RQ®) interpretation of Mead’s
model of emergence in human society, as showngar&il. Chang’s has been selected
as the preferred model because he has taken updvibadry and applied it substantially
(see, for example, Chang, 2000, 2005).

Figure 1. Mead'’s theory of emergence in human society (adiajpben Chang, 2004)

individual/collective

: Actor/Pre-Service Teacher :
’ with pre-existing conditions

. Environment/BLM program "
with pre-existing conditions
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BLM - Bachelor of Learning Management

Pre-existing conditions associated with both théividual and the environment are
axiomatic to emergence and underlie the realisabibthe interaction (Mead, 1934).
Changes to the pre-existing conditions of the imlligl and/or to the environment will

! The relevance of coursework taught on campus amdrdétue of university “theory” are also
broadly contested. Discussion of these issuesyisrukthe scope of this paper.



create a different type of emergent (Mead, 193#)s premise is the first of two that
determine the nature of the emergent. The secotithighe nature of interaction taking
place between the individual and the environmerdfiprimary importance in creating
the emergent (Reichers, 1987). For the purposéspaper, we focus on the second of
these two premises.

Nature of the interaction

The nature of the interaction that takes place eetwthe student and his/her
undergraduate program can be operationalised d@wkl The traditional front-end
program is conceived as a singular environment cising two “fields of interaction”
(Fol) (Mead, 1934, p. 249), the university (Folaayd the workplace (Fol-b). That is,
students undertake on-campus studies and intetjratheory learned in this field with
the practice of the workplace. Widely referred soveork integrated learning (Patrick,
Peach, & Pocknee, 2008) or work based learning Ba®2001), these types of
programming arrangements are commonplace in frodtumiversity programs (Patrick,
et al., 2008). It is our proposition that undergrai® students frequently encounter
contradictory expectations or “obdurate respongB&imer, 1969, p. 22) between the
two fields of interaction and that this impedesirthability to integrate theory and
practice. We now show how certain mechanisms camdindividuals’ actions during
interaction.

Mechanisms conditioning individuals’ actions

In Mead’s view, a number of mechanisms conditioman action. Two of particular
relevance to this study are the individual's ra&ing and the individual’s role taking-
based self-regulation (henceforth, “self-regulafjoRollowing Mead (1934, p. 141), role
taking is one of the “specifically social expressioof intelligence” that shape the
interpersonal nature of the work of the profesdioltanvolves the self engaging in a
reflective dialogue with itself in order to actiiole and is an inevitable consequence of
human interaction; “there are all sorts of selveswaering to all sorts of different social
interactions” (Mead, 1934, p. 142). Role takingdlves selecting from the number of
alternatives present the ones believed to be numtopriate and then enacting them
(Mead, 1934). The type and nature of role thatindevidual adopts are dependent on the
vantage point from which the individual perceiviee social and non-social environment,
and the level at which the individual interacts.

Mead (1934, p. 173) views the self as divided itite 1" and the Me,” with the |
representing the creative, spontaneous self andlié&referring to the outward, socialised
aspect of the self. Thde is learned in interaction with others and with émironment.

It includes both knowledge about that environmentl@ding society) and a sense of
who he or she is: a sense of self. This the active aspect of the self, which acts
creatively but within the context of thde. Both parts of the self come together during
the process of role taking. Mead (1934, p. 186uless the relationship in these terms:

The “I” is the response of the organism to thetids of the others; the “Me” is
the organized set of attitudes of others which bimeself [sic] assumes. The

attitudes of the others constitute the organize@™;Mne who reacts towards that
as an “.”



Reflective thinking shapes the actions of the bglenabling individuals to develop and
sustain a role (Mead, 1934). Role taking is the maeby which the self is able to
structure and react to its own experiences, malkexiree adjustments and thus establish
situational identity/ies (Mead, 1934; Reichers, 198t further involves individuals
seeing themselves as others might see them anthtiagutheir behaviour accordingly.
This is what is meant by “self-regulation.” Indivials undergoing the process of
becoming professionals must experience the progkessle taking in order to regulate
their behaviour and develop a sense of professideality (Mead, 1934). This involves
them consciously and regularly evaluating and amjgswhat they are doing when
performing tasks and interacting with others.

As outlined above, front-end loading programs sasfTeacher Education comprise two
fields of interaction. Each consists of key leagniexperiences, conditions and

requirements. Together these features of the emwiemt wield an influence on the

development of the student, but are also mediagddddher stance. Indeed, the student’s
self-regulation is pivotal. Maines (2001, p. 47jnistructive on this issue:

The individual selects out from the world that whis situationally meaningful,
or pragmatic, and adjusts to events that the wibrigsts upon the individual. The
adjustive responses transform the world in terms itef meaning, while
simultaneously establishing the structures thatitmm the appearance of future
events.

In the case of the student, this means that heslsleets feature/s that are meaningful to
him/her and adjusts his/her behaviour accordinglfis selection, however, is
constrained by the determining influence of theimmment. As a member of the
university program collective, each student teactlgsres a commitment to certain
understanding and commitments. For the student ino@t-end program, how this
commitment plays out in practice is a function bé tstrength of the pre-conditions
discussed earlier, and, interactions between theaorpus program on the one hand and
the workplace on the other. The relationship betwd#ese core concepts is shown in
Figure 2.



Figure 2: Relationship between the core theoretical corscepleacher Education
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Before discussing these matters in light of ouagate provide the context for this work.

The Bachelor of Learning Management

The context of this study is teacher education dbase a Bachelor of Learning
Management (BLM) degree that is conceptually deferto a conventional Bachelor of
Education (BEd) degree. A core goal of the BLMasetadicate the theory-practice gap
that has been endemic in teacher preparation gsmestablishment as a profession in the
1960s (Lynch, 2003). During the program, studemdeutake thirty-two courses from
four knowledge domains, namely, Essential Profesgi&nowledge, Futures, Networks
and Partnerships, and Pedagogy. Courses withie th@®ains, particularly a number of
keystone courses, include a theoretical backgrauntstructional theory and design, and
an understanding of the meta-analysis of teact@agiing, with a particular focus on the
role of the teacher in achieving learning outconmestudents (Allen & Smith, 2007).
Key Learning Area (KLA)- or discipline-based cowss®e also included in the program.
In-field experiences in Teaching Schools are stmect in such a way that students must
demonstrate their understanding of and abilitygplyknowledge learned on campus in
the classroom. The program provides 111 days dield-experience, comprising 100
days’ experience in schools. Students spend prsigedg longer in schools each year. In
their final year, they undertake a ten-week inteqmsluring which time they are granted
provisional registration by the state statutoryhauty.

The nature of the interaction between the pre-serteacher and the teacher education
program has altered since the introduction of th1BCourse content is significantly
different from the BEd program that was anchoredthe discipline languages of
educational psychology, sociology of education,osttturricula and social contexts of
schooling (Smith & Moore, 2006). Course deliverg mat changed markedly apart from
a stronger emphasis on web-based instruction. Téteren and length of in-field
experiences represent a significant change as ithetiqum-type periods in schools
common to the BEd model of teacher preparation baes reconceptualised in the BLM



asportal tasks periods when students put into practice the qoiscand theories explored
on campus (Smith & Moore, 2006).

Portal tasks are situated throughout the progranarget a range of standards against
which students must demonstrate competence in tygeoceed with their studies. They
entail a structured and mentored period of theppfieation in real-life settings and aim
to secure the theory/practice nexus consideretimitae preparation of educators (Smith
& Moore, 2006). Similar arrangements apply to te-tveek internship. A central tenet
of the portal task arrangement is that all paréioig, students, academic staff and
supervising teachers, follow “the same script” (88 Moore, 2006, p. 21). This is
achieved through partnership arrangements thatdecindustry input into BLM course
work and assessment and shared professional devetap(Allen & Butler-Mader,
2007). The BLM student also spends 14% longer oals than did his/her earlier BEd
counterpart. In Median terms, the program’s envitent comprises the two “fields of
interaction” (Mead, 1934, p. 249) of the universityd Teaching Schools.

Method

Data in this study were collected from a sampldirsf-year graduates of the BLM, all

teaching in primary schools in regional Australi. purposive sampling strategy

(Sarantakos, 2005) was used to select particigandts of sixteen participants identified,
fourteen agreed to participate in the study. Thealmer of participants enabled the study
to sustain an in-depth focus on their experiendasteracting in the two environmental

fields of interaction of the university and the €bilmg School. Individual interviews and

two focus group discussions were chosen as datermyag techniques in this study
because they could help provide an authentic insigto the way the participants

understand and engage with the world (Silverma®420The interviews were semi-

structured to facilitate the free expression of pagticipants’ thoughts. This type of

interviewing involves emphasising participants’ idgfons of situations, encouraging

them to structure accounts of situations and engliiem to introduce their notions of
relevance (Cohen, Manion, & Morrison, 2007). Fograups allowed us to re-examine in
a different context some of the responses thaicgaahts had given in the interviews.

They also provided an opportunity to subject tha@ivilual accounts of participants to

“probing and critical collective discussion” by &agp of their peers (Blumer, 1969, p.
52).

Analysis of the data set was guided by procedufresding, categorising and identifying
themes as proposed by Coffey and Atkinson (1996) Miles and Huberman (1994).
Thus, the data were scanned for themes and redatjp;y among these themes.
Hypotheses were then developed and modified thrdugimeneutic cycles of close
interpretative readings (Kelchtermans & Vandenbeyghl994) of participants’
articulations about their experiences of turningeotly into practice during their
preparation (i.e. as student teachers). The sactess was repeated across transcripts to
identify commonalities across all the data. Thsuteed in the creation of ten categories
which were then grouped into three themes: workplaadiness, futures orientation and
capacity to implement BLM pedagogical design. Far purposes of this paper, we draw
from our interpretation of the data across thesam#ts those data which show how
participants engaged with theory and practice énttvo BLM fields of interaction.



Findings

Four major findings emerged from the analysis oé tHata. First, participants
differentiated between in-field experience as pcatt real and immediate and on-
campus work as theoretical and remote. Some derabhstprivileged the former over
the latter and devalued and at times denigratedhiéhary they were taught, finding it to
be of limited use as they progressively took onrtile of the teacher. While the majority
saw value in what they had learned on campus ®thboretical and practical insights
that it offered, unless they witnessed or expegdnit in application the value was not
cached into becoming a “real teacher.”

Second, during their pre-service preparation ingorta emulated the practice of their
supervising teachers and other seasoned practgidnethe school environment and
valued the practice of these individuals over tlogn. For many participants, this meant
that they abandoned practice learned at universifavour of following and, at times,
mimicking the teaching practice of their superyisteachers. In many cases, they also
utilised planning materials and resources used Xperenced and expert staff in
preference to those they used in the BLM. Their msexperienced teachers seemed to
imply they were valuable resources in the view ahminformants.

Third, despite the articulated conceptual synergpesveen the university and school
partners about what the work of student teacherssdnool should entail, many

participants were unable or unprepared to implenkent features of their on-campus
learning during portal tasks and internship. Maag fittle choice but to conform to the

status quo with supervising teachers unaware ahoonvinced by the types of strategies
our informants were instructed to implement by rthuiiversity teachers. Some examples
of experienced teachers taking an active intenessame facets of the participants’

knowledge and skills once they had become teaetesgeported.

Fourth, only one participant believed herself toNmekplace ready upon graduation. This
can be attributed to two factors. First, the conedpworkplace readiness in the BLM
model implies a specific set of skills, knowledgel @apabilities (Lynch & Smith, 2006)
but respondents in this study seemed to intergretconcept to mean ready to deal
proficiently with any situation in the workplacedaequated it with expertise generated
through experience. Second, the majority of pgrdicts compared themselves
unfavourably to seasoned and expert teachers,vbgighem to epitomise workplace
readiness. Accordingly, they did not consider thelwes to have the requisite skills to be
workplace ready. Many questioned whether pre-semieparation could possibly enable
novitiate teachers to be workplace ready.

Discussion
In the following discussion, we interpret the engall findings of this study through the
framework of Mead'’s theory of emergehce

2 In doing so, we acknowledge that that there arasilide alternative explanations of students’
claims which, for the purposes of this paper, weaddiscuss.



Frames of reference

It will be recalled that the environmental precdiais of the BLM involve two fields of
interaction (Fol): the university (Fol-a) and theaEhing Schools (Fol-b). Teaching
Schools set up student teachers and practisineesa¢'experienced teachers” hereafter)
to interact in order to devise teaching experiericethe classroom. They do this through
interaction in the school. While this potentiallyrigs together the pre-existing conditions
of the two Fol, it also involves pre-existing catahs of the twols: the experienced
teacher and the student teacher. The following stataples provide evidence of how this
interaction unfolds in practice:

| couldn’'t use BLM strategies because my teachetwio of the portal tasks
hadn’t even heard of half the stuff we’'d been taughez)

There’s no way | would have gone in using the Eigh&rning Management

Question$ and that stuff. No one knew anything about ialked a bit about stuff

I'd learned [at uni] but there was always so muchdo and we had to keep on
track. (Desley)

In these examples, neither Inez nor Desley hadtantdge conversations about practices
learned at university in the Teaching Schools fidldeir transcripts further show that,
while they both mentioned some BLM practices inirthmeeting with experienced
teachers, neither pursued the issue of implementiagh. They had encountered what
Blumer (1969, p. 22) calls an “obdurate effect'tie environment; their understanding
of pedagogical practice learned at university it&adid not match the reality of others
in the Fol-b, the Teaching School.

Also evident in Inez’ and Desley’s remarks is tBaperienced teachers did not engage
them in further conversation on the topic. The oases of thds in the school context
were such that the desired pre-existing conditiohshe university were difficult to
achieve through interaction in the Teaching Scholile student teachers’ behaviour can
be explained through the regulation of theiby their Me as they started to see
themselves as they believed significant othersdegpced teachers) saw them, adapting
their behaviour accordingly. As aspirants to theugr ‘experienced teachers’, Inez and
Desley were seeking to adopt similar perspectilmsuawhat counted as pedagogical
strategies in Fol-b. They regulated their intea@ behaviour by following the
practices they observed in order to become moeetlie other, to belong to the social
group. It was their ability to define teaching siions from the same standpoint as
experienced teachers that made their personalatemossible (Mead, 1934).

% Pseudonyms for participants are used througheupaiper.

* The Eight Learning Management Questions (Lynch itB, 2006) are a set of sequential
design based questions that form part of the BLMrhimg Design. The expectation is that all
BLM students master and implement the BLM Learrrgign during their preparation and in-
field experience.



In turn, the responses of experienced teachershé¢o students’ talk about BLM
pedagogical practices reflect their own pre-exgtoonditions and sense of self as
teachers. The student explanations of BLM requirgmdid not fit experienced teachers’
preconceptions of “teaching.” By filtering out samd ideas, experienced teachers’
identities as professionals who know what needddoknown about teaching were
protected. The imbalance in the power arrangentettgeen the experienced teacher and
the student teacher ensured that, in this reldtipnghe experienced teachers’ views held
sway and the pre-existing conditions of the uniwgrdid not wield substantial power
over the meaning-making of participants (Bullougib&per, 2004; Hargreaves, 2000).

The following comments additionally show how stutdiachers encountered a different
frame of reference in Fol-b:

Being in the schools was like a different worldlidn’t really think about uni.
[One of my lecturers] visited during one of my abrtasks, | think it was the
second one, but she didn’t stay long. That wa®tte contact | ever had and the
teachers had no idea of what | was doing at umak really disappointed about
that. (Fiona)

The supervising teachers | had said they had na ab®ut what we were doing at
uni. None of them had had much contact at all witghuni, | don’t think. | found
it more practical to follow what my supervising ¢ears suggestedCatherine)

These and the previous data highlight a demarcatietween the two fields of
interaction, the university and the school, evigcia university-school divide. We
interpret this as the theory-practice gap defingdPkeffer and Sutton (2000), wherein
key players in associated institutions hold cotifig views about best practice. Student
teachers and, by extension, some experienced tsasleee unable to put into practice
the preferred BLM theory because the pre-existmgddions of the fields of interaction
were in conflict. We now extend this notion by femg on reproduction of the theory-
practice gap in practice.

Reproduction of the theory-practice gap in TeadBeéucation

A key feature of our analysis is that participabtth as individuals and as part of a
collective contributed to the reproduction of thepgoetween theory and practice. The
data illustrate this insofar as ten of fourteentipgmants upheld the belief that, when

compared with in-field experience, much of whatsgyoa in teacher education courses is
not relevant. The claim and indications of whahisant by relevance are contained in the
following comments about first-year courses:

The Futures course was a load of rot. How will thatd of thing help me to
teach? | really wonder why we did {Anita)

That course that was out there at the universitySlOSE was totally ridiculous as
far as I'm concerned. We had a couple of lessond ey took us.[on a
camp]...to X (name withheld) and as far as I'm concerngotl nothing out of it.
Definitely a general feeling, | would sganthony)



These informants’ explanations of an absence eWvaglce can be explained through the
pre-existing conditions of the individuals concetn&hat is, anticipatory socialisation
and prior attitudes and beliefs about the roleeather education dictate that a restricted
set of interactions should take place between qpaints and others in the environment
(Chang, 2004). This did not include interactionshsas excursions (SOSE) or studies of
the implications of globalisation on the world atde (Futures). In their interactions with
others, participants’ judgments and perceptionsewegulated by additional beliefs they
had already formed about the nature and valueawher education. Gay, for example,
said she believed that “training can only take t@a certain point” and Inez noted that:

Uni is important for all the background stuff butways knew I'd learn more
from being in the classroam

Similarly, our informants made clear distinctionstween the educational functions of
the university and the school in their developmastprofessionals, as exemplified in
Desley’s comments:

Desley: A lot of the theory was a bit out therewttuld depend on
the lecturer.

Interviewer: What is your concept of what theosams?

Desley: Reading and writing. Theorists. The why ylo things

rather than how. What we did at uni. Learning isHaeen
useful in some ways.

Interviewer: Did you believe it was useful wheu yvere at uni?

Desley: No, because you couldn’t see it happentigydifferent in
schools. School tends to focus on content. Unisegwn
psychology of why rather than the content. There ar
different ways of teaching the lessons but, inghd, it's
content.

These data associate theory with university andtipmwith schools. This is despite an
acknowledgement by participants that the univerpitggram included both practical
components and links with practice. For exampletigpants appreciated the practical
application of what they learned in KLA courses aothmented on the value of being
taught by teachers who “came in” (Elizabeth) to wihéversity environment as seconded
and sessional staff. The program also entailedestuachers going out into the school
environment through regular portal tasks and irsflei;m Nevertheless, despite these
acknowledged pre-existing conditions of the envinent, what was strongly maintained
was that the university was not about the “prattafeteaching that was perceived of
instead as the jurisdiction of schools. Our infontsareproduced and sustained the gap
between the university and schools when they astmutione environment with theory
and the other with practice.

Taken together, in theoretical terms, the participadata indicate that they could not be
“talked out” of what they already believed (Knowl&sHolt-Reynolds, 1991, p. 103).
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Their pre-existing beliefs had generated a cultebgbectation that there would be a
theory-practice gap between the university andsitteol. They further acknowledged

and accepted that cultural and institutional besrigetween the two environments were
not theirs to overcome. This interpretation is lergdence by participants’ responses to
the generalised other, namely, experienced teadhw@itsng in schools.

Response to the generalised other

The human response to the generalised other islep#ndent on contextual proximity.
The individual can define situations in the abseoicether people (Shibutani, 1955), as
exemplified in this study. During preparation, stntiteachers’ beliefs and actions were
continuously influenced and shaped by what theggddo inform the attitude of those in
the school setting. That is, they reacted to tlkeeipectation of the generalised other
(experienced teachers). We draw two examples fluendiata to provide evidence for
this. In the university setting, Carl selected fvatn all the practices he was taught those
he saw as having application in the school setting:

When it came to doing lesson planning, if | thougiduld use it in the classroom
then | sat up and took notice.

In interacting with one environment, the universiBarl made deliberate choices about
the types of practices and activities that he ketiewould facilitate his orientation in
another environment, the school. His decision-n@gkias informed by his aspiration to
adopt the attitudes of the generalised other insttf@ol environment. He selected out
from the university environment those things that believed would help him gain
membership in the school environment at some tmthe future.

Our second example shows that expectations abeugeheralised other were powerful
in the identity formation of some student teachers:

Some stuff [in the BLM] | couldn’t see myself usasga teacher. Wasn't sure it
would work. | talked to mum and my sister aboundhi like the planning
templates and they both said they'd never use tl@mer things | was more
interested in(Bianca)

In eliciting the opinions of experienced teachersier family, Bianca was searching for
the attitudes of the group whose perspectives shr@ed to assume. In doing so, she
displayed a capability for vicarious role taking ¢ouldn’t see myself ...”), projecting
herself into a future role defined by her expeotabf what her membership of the group
in the school environment would mean. In the cabédath Carl and Bianca, the
participants’l determined what kind of environment was relevarthem as prospective
teachers.

Bianca’s remarks also illustrate the breadth ofré@esentation of the generalised other,
‘experienced teacher,’ for this group of particigarHer mother and sister represent the
collective. Consistent with Mead’s view that thengmlised other comprises a range of
disparate attitudes, beliefs and behaviour, paditis actively sought out and referred to
perspectives of a number of others. Family meméachers featured especially in the

11



discourse of several informants as well as Biascgh as Earl whose wife had been
teaching for five years:

I would sit at the dinner table and talk to my wafed say, look, this is happening.
What can | do or how can | possibly get this acPo€s this child just doesn'’t
understand it. | explained it this way and this vemd she would suggest, have
you tried it this way? Have you done it another Way

Similarly, Anthony’s perspectives were influencedtbe practices of his son’s teacher in
a local elementary school:

| was so impressed with what [my son] was doingtifas unit on Egypt that |
rang his teacher and asked him how he did it, yoank the secret of his success.

These are instances of student teachers definijggtsble.g. teacher practice) and other
people (family members) from the perspective thaytseek to share with them.
Informants visualised their proposed lines of acfiom this generalised standpoint (how
to teach the unit on Egypt) and anticipated thetreas of others (“wasn’t sure it would
work”), thus regulating their professional behavi¢Ghibutani, 1955).

At this point we suggest that the data show thatgxisting conditions across a range of
individual characteristics and institutional arrangents, in the university and the school,
have a defining effect on people in the liminalipérbetween being a “student” and,
later, a “teacher.” The data reveal the dyadic neatf interactions between informants
and others in the social group, reflecting what ¥efers to as rationality.

Rationality

Some interactions involved a coming together akth¢gup of ideas from both students
and significant others in the school setting. Rwtldy is a multi-faceted and

disequilibratory process, evident in this studytte imbalance between the levels of
engagement of teachers with students’ ideas thadests with teachers’. According to
respondents’ comments, experienced teachers showviichal interest in their ideas

when they were students. However, once they weaaehtgs some of their practices
caught other teachers’ attention, as illustrated by

They were really keen to hear your opinion on sénmegs you'd learned; they

were really good at that. As with the Inspiratiorogram that | talked about

before, I'd had a little bit of dealing with thabd sat down with the Assistant
Principal and said, well, this is what I've sortlefirned. And the other teachers |
work with, they were really keen to look at thegveon as well so we sat down
and added this [program] to what we .d&arl)

There was some stuff, like Google Earth, that thergyear level teachers] liked
so | showed them how to use it. [They said theydtase it in a couple of the
second term unitgFiona)
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These are examples of rationalised social intevadtViead, 1934) whereby participants
(now teachers) both controlled their actions thfouge behaviour of others and
controlled others’ actions through their own. Theh@viour of these individuals can be
explained through the dynamic nature of their selaed the co-evolution of their
through their mutual social interaction (Beame€5)0

Generalisations

Our intention in this paper has been to demonstiate Mead’s theory of emergence
predicts the obduracy of the theory-practice gafpant-end loading university programs.
In using teacher education as an exemplar, wea@rsuggesting that all pre-professional
programs are alike. On the contrary, we acknowletigé there are many differences
between discipline areas in pre-service progranevi(ld, Sherman, & Cohen, 2005).
What is more, those individuals entering pre-serv&aching programs have been shown
to carry with them preconditions unique to theisajpline emerging from anticipatory
socialisation into the profession (Lortie, 1975eudrtheless, while acknowledging the
use of a small study sample, we argue that an if@apotheoretical insight emerges from
this research that is in principle generalisablether front-end loading programs.

The pre-existing conditions of front-end programes @ften such that participants interact
with different sets of conditions in the differdiglds of interaction of the university and

the workplace, resulting in a power play betweean tthio fields. While the discourse of

many university programs holds that both fields taom similar and complementary

frames of reference (see, for example, Beattiel 26fidson, et al., 2001), participants
tend to differentiate between the two fields andibaetting standards for themselves in
ways that align with the workplace. The agentiveveo of students is significant in

determining their trajectories through their undadyate program. That is, they make
active choices about what is important to themamms of workplace practice and

behaviour and about what they will adopt as th&in.oGiven that individuals tend to

adopt the behaviours and attitudes of the grouphich they aspire (Mead, 1938), this
generally means that they attach more importandbe@ractice of the workplace than
the theory of their university learning. We propdkat this is how the theory-practice
gap in front-end loading programs and Teacher Bdauca&specially is co-produced and
sustained.
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