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In another place (Lortie 1968) I have compared how classroom teachers and professors
are induced into work; the analysis was organized around the functions of shared
ordeals in work socialization. (Some of the ideas were referred to in chapter 3.)
Basing the comparison on research done by Hall and others, I pointed out that graduate
students in arts and science typically share ordeals which forge their identities as
members of the occupation. Doctoral examinations are a case in point. Hall(1967)
found that graduate students who worked together to prepare for such experiences
underwent greater identity change than those who worked alone; in that sense,
collective strategies for dealing with a common problem were rewarded. Such
ordeals differentiate members of the field from nonmembers; they also strengthen the
self-esteem of those who persist and, in the aggregate, the self-esteem of members of
the occupation. The neophyte’s readiness to experience demanding trials
demonstrates his commitment; older members of the field are reassured that
newcomers “care” about their work. Examination procedures require that senior
colleagues attest to the fitness of those who are accepted; in moments of self-doubt,
those who have passed through the system can reassure themselves that they were
tested and found acceptable. The same processes take place where protracted
apprenticeships govern training and entry; the “graduate” knows that his capacities

have been examined and certified.
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While both functionalists and Marxists might see the need to understand how a certain
group views its worked, neither would accept the idea that this is the primary function
of social research. In contrast to the view that we should avoid attributions of
incompetence to social actors, both functionalists and Marxists, for different reasons,
would find such an attribution important. Functionalists need the category of
incompetence to explain and justify the different social positions that students will
come to occupy after they leave school. Marxists need the same category to identity
and explain false consciousness. Whereas both might agree with the interpretivist
that there is a need to understand the particular interpretation developed by social
actors, they would insist upon the need to apply a more refined set of procedures in
order to judge its adequacy. Functionalists, for example, would judge inadequate any
interpretation they thought was based upon a commitment to particularistic norms,
while Marxists would view with suspicion any interpretation developed in the context

of class domination.
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