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AF.STRACT

This sbudy is a pioneering evaluation of a New Zealand
teachers! college curriculum, namely the 1973 one-year pre-
service primary teacher educatlori programme aiv Christchurch
Teachers! Coilege for university graduates. It comprises an
historicel survey cf the course in that College, together with
other antecedent data, an analysis of selescted course transactions,
and a limited follow-up of course outcomes in 1974. Nine
questionnaires given to student, teacher, school principal and
teachers' college lecturer audiences were the main sources of
data. The major conclusion reached concerns the attitudes of
ambivalence towards the place and preparation of university
graduétes for the primary teaching service. A number of

recomnendations are made.
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CHAPTER. I
INTEODUCTION

The 1975 One-year Greaduate Course at Christchurch Teachers!
College, Primary Division, was in a numbsr of ways exceptional, First,
it differed froa the course into which approximately 250 students, mainly
school leavers around 18 years of age, entered for a thfée-year College
progremme before beginning their teaching career. Theirs was a course
of study coinsisting of four main components - English, Professionél
Studies, Teaching.Praqtice and Selected Studles. The English compon-
ent was concerrned with improving the students! own use of spoked ahd‘
written language. Professional Studies included studiesvof child.
development, educational psychology and other studies in education; as
well as the eight Syllabus Studies ﬁhich looked at the various priﬁaiy
school subjects, and Curriculum Studies which tied these together ;hto a
broader view of curriculum development in the third year. Teaching
Practice enabled students to develop and practise teaching techniqﬁés in
schools, and Selected Studies were academic studies designed to further
the students! own education. One-year Graduate Course students, with
their degree subjects counting in lieu of Selected Studies, and with
their assumed greater facility with English, undertook a College pfo—
gramme of Professional Studies and Teaching Practice only.

Second, the Graduate Course differed from a two-year course‘for
primary trainees who had from five to eight university degree unit
passes. The 14 students comprising that group in 1953 joined the
normal éecond-year courge but were provided with additiénal Professional
Studies missed from the first year. Iﬁ 1974, they undertooi the third-

year course. In their case, as for One-year Graduates, university unit



passes gonerally substituied for Colleye Se’ccted Studiss enubling laem
to ccope more easily with the extra demands of Proi:ssional Studies.

The On:~jyesr Graduate Course was guite gepavate from the Yhree-
year Course. FHowecver, there was also a third course differznce, énd
that was from Graduato Courses of previous years. TFor the first time,
two of the College lecturing staff were temporarily seconded to act as
slmost full-time Tutors and co-ordinators of the programame, and there
were consequent alterations to the content and structure of the course
itself. Mcreover, the lergest number of students to date entered it -
39 students,or over 13 per cent, of the tctal Primery Division intake.

Ths Craduate Students themselves too, weis older (average age of
about 23 yeurs), came from a widely varied background of New Zealand aud
overseas experience, and almost one-~third had had experience in other
full-time occupations. |

Because of these differences, together with the relative newness
of this form of primary teacher training end-on to a university degree
and the continuing debate by teacher educators over its vigbility and
effectiveness, the course of 1973 was seen to be .in particular need of
evaluation; The writer's position as one of the Course Tutors gave him
a particuiar interest in it (although he had misgivings, discuésed
later, about making a study from such a close position), and the wider
need for a formal evaluation‘of various College programmes, including
this one, hed long been recogniged.

A survey of the literature ofrcurriculum evaluation followé in
the next chapter, the design and methods of this study are described in
Chapter III, and the data are presented in the subsequent three chapters,
each of which has ils own summary. Throughout the thesis, "the Graduate
Group", "Graduates" and "Graduate Students" are all used in referring to
students of this particulér course, even though a smgll number were in

fact undergraduates (see Table 1).



GHAPTER IX
CURKICULUM EVALUATION

1. NEEDS IN GURRICULUM EVALUATION

Few adncators today publicly debgﬁs tbe need to thoroughly and
meaningfvlly evaluate curriculum programmes, Indeed, evaluation hes
become something of a catchword alongside "relevance", "accountability"
and "programpe appraisai®. Yet despite this, only a very small
proportion of programmes receive more than cursory eﬁaluative treatment
and the whole fieid of evaluation methodology remains unclear in the
minds of many. The 1971 Phi Delta Kappa Commission on Evaluation
went as far as to say that evaluation has been "seized with a great-
illness"1 and lacks "certain crucial elements without which the science
or art of pvaluation carnot be expected to make significant forward
strides".2 . The lacks, it suggests, are in adequate theory; specifi-
cation of types of information which are most needed; appropriéte
instruments and designs; good systems for organising, processing and
reporting information; and sufficient well-trained personnel., More

recently, Worthen and Sanders3 have suggested that other disciplines

L Stufflebeam, D.L. et. al. BEducational Evaluation and Decigion-
Making, Itasca, Illinois, F.E. Peacock Publishers, Inc., 1971, p.2.
Quoted in Worthen, B.R. and Sanders, J.R., Educational Evaluation:
Theory and Practice, Worthington, Ohio, Charles A. Jones Publishipg

CO. 1] 1973’ p'8.
2

Ibid., p.8.

3 Worthen, B.R. and Sanders, J.R. Educational Evaluation:
Theory and Practice, Worthington, Ohio, Charles A. Jones Publishing Co.,

1973) p.8.

\x
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should be thercughly invesiignted ror relevan®. msihodologies snd thal nox
effective use bs mads of neasurensni theory and ifustrurents tn help cure
these 1l11s. But moat important, they say, il to provide evalustors

with useful theoratizal frameworks and practicil guldelines,

2. JRONBACH'S CONTRIBUTION

Cronbach,4 in one of the comparatively oarly attempts to provide
such a frsmework, greatly broadened the traditional measurements approach
.to evaluation wiich ccnceatrated on preparing tests to produce fair and
precise scores for éomparing individuals. He described a process whieb
plays a brcader and wore vital role in rational decision making about
course improvement, about individuals, and in judging administrative
operations. ‘''Course evaluation should ascertair what changés a course
produces" he sdid, "gnd should identify aspects of tlie coursé that need
revision".5 Oubcomes should range "far beyond thevcontent of the curri-
culum itself"6 to include such criteria as attitudes, aptitude for
further learning, general upderstandings and career choices., These out~
comes are multidimensional, with pupil performance being but one component.
Opinions, as well as tests, are to be valued as sources of evidence, and
the many avéilable measurement techniques such as measures of prbficiency
and attitudes, as well as process studies should be tapped. The lasting
effects of the course are also oxtremely imperiant, giving yet a differ-
ent dimension, On the question of absolute versus relative studies,
Cronbach sees the evaluator's task as determining "the post course per-
formance of a well-described group, with respect to many important
objectives and side effects" rather than comparing one course against

another which, he claims, gives "equivocal results“.7

4 Cronbach, L.J. Course Improvement Through Evaluation. Teachersg'
College Record, Vol. 64, Nc. 8, May 1963, pp. 672 - 683.

5 Ibid., pe 247,

6 1p1d., p. 28,

7 1v14,, p. 238,
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3, THE PROFTF32LONAL JUDCEMENT SCHOOL

Since the publicaticn of Cronbach®s peapev, there has emergod a
rather influeiecial gerre of more formal éurriculum evalvation strate-
gies, the "profsssional judgement"8 gchool., It emphasises judgemen®h
a8 a critical ccmponent of evaluation. To the fore ars itha names of
Scriven and Stake, with Messick, Astin and Panos, and Worthen and
Ssnderc among the others making worthwhile contributions.

Scrivcn9 works t&wards a more adequate méthodology for curriculum
evaluation, with three sspects being of parxrticular note. First, he

makes three sets of useful distinctiors. 0L roles and gpalé of

evaluation he‘says that whereas there are many roles there is only oiie
functional gcal, and that is to assess the worth or merit of something,
In other words, some judgement should accompany any e&aluation. He
sees a place f@r both formative and summative evaluation, where
Cronbach stressed the former, and he separates intrinsic (evaluation of
the means used to reach certain ends) énd pay-off evaluation (evaluation
of those ends or effects), with a balance between the two-being pefhaps
a "worthwhile compromise". Second, Scriven expresses concern through-
out his papér to evaluate objectives themselvea as a prerequisite to
total progfamme evaluation. He clearly separates two types of.
question, "How good is the course?” and "How well does the course
achieve its goals?" Within a conte#t of evaluation having so often
been equated with assessing the level of goal achievement, his strqng
plea to appraise the goals per se is a major contribution. Third, and
perhaps of greatest practical valus, he presents a taxonomy of criteria
for evaluation studies which, rather than representing a finite model,

can be used as a springboard for generating evaluation plans.,

8 Worthen and Sanders, op. eit., p.126..

9 Seriven, M. The Methodology of Evaluation, Social Science
Education Consortium, Publication No.110, 1966,
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Stak610 formallzes Scriven's wide rarging, profound and wathar
phailesophical visw into a gystematic process. Ha discards 1nfcimal
(subjective) procedures in favour of the rore formal (objective), in
ordsr that ratioral judgements can be made, and is primarily concerred
with total educaticnal progrémmes rather vhan ths mere products of
these. Too livtle efforh hag besn made to spzll out antecedent
conditions and classroom transactions in evalustion studies, and in
linking these to programme outcomes,he feels, and what he attempte, in
fact, ig to conceptualize evaluation within the context of complex and
dynanmic tétal oducation systems, Descriptions and judgements are the
two major activities of formal svaluation studies, &nd both are
essential.,

"The specialist (evaluator) sees himself as a 'describer', ons
. who describes aptitudes and environments and accomplishments.
The teacher and school administrator, on the other hand, expect
an evaluator te grade something or someone as to merit, More-
over, they expect that he will judge things sagainst external
standards, on criteria perhaps little related to the local

school's resources and goals ... neither sees evaluation

broadly enough".11

In elaborating hig more measurement-oriented strategy than either
Cronbach or Scriven, Stake develops two data matrices, one for descrip-
tions and the other for judgements, within which the evaluator may list
the information necessary to rationally judge a programme, This frame-
wo;k, together with practical details of design, insfrumentation, data
collation and analysis enumerated in his later paper12, are certainiy
among the most valuable contributions to the field over the last ten

years.

10 Stake, R.E. The Countenance of Educational Evaluation.
Teachers' College Record, 68, 1967, pp. 523-540,

11

Ibid., p«525.

12 Stake, R.E. ' Evaluation Design, Instrumentation, Data
Collection, and Analysis of Data. In Worthen gnd Sanders, op. cit.,
pp. 303-316. '



12

Measick,13 a 1little lator, nighlighis the many factors outside
the programme itnelf which operate on a student.  Imcluded here 1s an
esgesunent ¢f the compatibility of the progiamme with the wlder goals
and values of socisty. He also gives a wromineal place to appraising
possible, no% just intended, outcomes.,  Seriven had stressed that
evaluation was more than geugiug goal achisvement®:, and Mesauick suggests -
that the slde effecis of a programme may, indeod, be evcn more
laportent, Important in the aftermath of measuremant-oriented and
quagi-experimental designs borrowed from research, he acknowledges the
role of value judgements in evaluation, for example, in choosing goals
and in choosing criterion measures. He sees a need to both evaluate
value judgements themselves, and to study the relationships between
them. Finally, Messick argues that individual cognitive style
variables should be taken into account in evaluation studies,

Messick offers no clear working model, but Astin and Panos14 do.
Theirs is a three-component framework - inputs (talents and pre-tests),
operations (means and environments) and outputs (ends and criteria) -
~and where all three are handled, and where causal relatlonships are
yielded, they claim that the greatest value in decision making results.
They stress measures of operations, so often less developed in the
research, as being essential. Four main sources of information are
1dentified - folkiore, anecdotal information, descriptive information
and research information. = In their emphasis on all three components

of their model, the practical guidelines given to sort out operations

13 Messick, S. The Criterion Problem in the Evaluation of
Instruction: Assessing Possible, Not Just Intended, Outcomes. In
Willrock, M.C, and Wiley, D.E. (eds.), The Evaluation of Instruction:
Issues and Problems, New York, Holt Rinehart and Winston, 1970, pp.
183-202, :

14 Astin, A.W. and Panos, R.J. The Evaluation of Educational
Programs. In Thorndike, R.L. Educational Measurement, 2d ed.,
Washington, American Council on Educgtion, 1971,
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data, and in their expressed concern for objsctivity znd sound
methodology and design, thev sdopt a stance very similar to Stake's,
except for thsir emphasis on controlled cstullse. |
Worthen end Sanders15 bring together the key contributiorns to
the field of cwrriculum evaluation over the lust fiTteen years, and
develop thelr own definition. They see evaluatlion as making "judge-
ments about the worth of the programme, product or process belng
evaluated", purposely excluding "activities such as describing
pregrammes, collecting and reporting informatiovn, or moidtoring ongoing
progremmes® which arc viewsl as "evaluatlen-avbendant activities rablher
than evaluation per se".16 This is a somewhat narrower definition,
but in formulating it they make useful distinctions between evaluation,
research and what they see as separate fields of "dsvelopment in |

education" and "diffusion".17

4. DECISION-MANAGEMENT APPROACHES TO EVALUATION

Third to the measurement and judgement approaches to evaluation,
and bound up with the rapidly growing field of educational planning,
there has emerged a school of so-called "decision-management strate-

18

gles" =~ which emphasises programme description -~ the collection,

organisation and storage of data for use by decision makers.

15 Worthen, B.R. and Sanders, J.R. FEducational Evaluation:
Theory and Practice, Worthington, Qhio, Charles A. Jones Publishing Co.,

1973.

16 Worthen and Sanders, op. cit., p.38.

17 Worthen and Sanders, op. cit., p.19.

18 WOI'then B.Dd Sa.nders’ OE. lCit., p01280
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Stuffliebeam, core of tre provoueuts of this schrol, defines
evaluation ac aogessing tl:e worth of "comgsting alternatives ... (or)
»se dolineating, obtaining and providing useful information for judging
decision alternatives”19. His approachk 1s widely known as the CIP?

model aftor his four types of evaluation - coxtext, ianput, process and

produst. The most basic of these is conlext evaluwation which provides
a rationale fur deteruwining objectives by dsfiaing the relevant erviron-
ment, dascribing desired and actual conditlons in that environmenv,
identifying current needs and unused opportunities, and diagnosing

| rroblems preventing these from being met and used. Input evaluaticn
is to provids information on how resources can‘be utilized in order Vo
achieve objsctives. Once the evaluation atudy ls under way, process
evaluation is needed to provide periodic feedback, and finally, producf
evaluatlion is to measure and interpret attainments during, as well as at
the end of, the project cycle. Stufflebeam emphasises description,
but also important in a practical way is his cycle in which feedback is

continually provided and which may result in modifying earlier decisions.
20

\
‘

In a very similar approach, Alkin™ separates five areas.

-

Systems assessment "is a statement of the status of the system as it

exigts in comparison to desired outputs"21;‘ programme planning provides

information to enable the decision maker to select from alternatives;

programme implementation evaluation "determines the extent to which the

implemented programme meets the description formulated in the planning

decision"22; programme improvement involves on-going evaluatlons which

9 stufflebeam, D.L. An Introduction to Educational Evaluation
and Decision-Making, Itasca, Illinois, F.E. Peacock Publishers, Inc.,
1971.  In VWorthen and Sanders, op.cit., p.129.

20 p1kin, M.C. Evaluation Theory Development. Evaluation
Comment, 2, 1969, pp.2-7. ,

21 Alkin, M.0. Evaluation Theory Development. 1In Worthen and
Sanders, op. cit., p.. 151,

22 Mlicin, M.C., op. cit., p. 153.
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can bs of value i1 modifying the progcrarmmes 'and programne cexbiflcetion
vields information which may help decislon nalers e:8ess the worth of
the programme und the extent to which it wsy be genesralised to another
situation., Alkin lLias also outlinecd details of e "cnst—effectiveneés"
ovaluation model23 which is financially oriented, but which, he claims,
can alsa be used to agsess ths worth nf "aliernaitive ways to do a given

job".zé

5 OBJECTIVES-PERFORMANCE EVALUATION STUDIZES

The fourth and last major.approach to ovaluation emphasises the
relationships between behavioural performence and clearly stated
objectives, Leading the way here is Tyler, whose approach was evident

as early as the 1930's in the Eight Year Study25 and as recent as the

National Assessment Project in the United State526. According to him,

the major steps in programme evaluation are:

"(a) to establish broad goals or objectives;
(b) to classify objectives;
(¢) to define objectives in behavioural terms;

(d) to find situations in which achievement of objectives can
be shoun; :

(e)vto develop or select measurement techniques;
(f) to coilect student performance data; and

(g) to compare data with behaviourally stated objectives."27

23 plkin, M.C. Evaluating the Cost-Effectiveness of Instruct—
ional Programs. In Wittrock, M.C. and Wiley, D.E. (eds.) The Evaluation
of Instruction: Issues and Problems, New York, Holt Rinehart and
Winston, 1970, pp. 221-233.

24 p1kin, op._cits, p. 237.

25 Smith, E.R. and Tyler, R.W. Appraising and Recording Student
Progress, New York, Harper and Row, 1942.

26 Wormer, F.B. What ig National Assessment? Ann Arbor,
Michigan, National Assessment of Educational Progress, 1970.

27

Worthen and Sanders, op. cit., p. 156.
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Evalvation comparus student performarice with.bghaviourally stated
objectives. It is s recurring process, with feedhack being con-
tinually used e reformulgte or redefine cbjectives, and with infsrme-
tion being drawn frem previous studles to modify asszssment and inter-
pretation plans,

Metfescel and Michasl's eight-step evaluation strategyzs is very
similar to Tyler‘s. Their paper is especially vaiuable for its list
of multiple eriterion measures and techniques.

Hammond29 makes a plea for local personnel to be trained to
oveluate (Metfessel and Michael also aim to iavolve the totsel
community), uses Tyier's suggestions of spscifying behavioural
objectives and utiliziﬁg evaluation feedback, and makes a unique
contribution ia the form of a "programme descripiion éube". This
three-dimensional view of the evaluation process, with its interacting
variables of behaviour, instruction and institution, give a more
“panoramic view", to use Stake's term, than some would allow. It also
serves as a reminder of important programme factors which are often
overlooksed in evaluation studies.

"The purpose of program evaluation", according to Provus, "is to
determine whether to improve, maintain or terminate a program“Bo. He
is very specific about explicating standards, gives practical details to
back up hls approach, and with Stufflebeam, focusses the evaluator's

attention on the several different stages in developing a programmé.

28 Metfessel, N.S. and Michael, W.B. A Paradigm Involving
Multiple Criterion Measures for the Evaluation of the Effectiveness of
School Programs. In Worthen and Sanders, op. cit., pp. 269-279.

9 Hammond, R.L. Evaluation at the Local Level. In Worthen
and Sanders, op. cit., pp. 157-169.

30 Provus, M. Evaluation of Ongoing Programs in the Public
School System. In Worthen and Sanders, op. cit., p. 172,
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His three phasec are "{a) agreeing upon program standards, (b) deter-
mining whother & discrepancy exlsts betwesn some aspect of the program
oad the siandurds governing (it) .., and () using discrepancy informa-.
" tion to identify 1lhe weaknesses of the program".31

Finally, & mention of one writer who propuses a mothodology for
investigating ilie apparent decision-making behavlour of educators in
formulative evalustion, ag they deal with sducstional objectives. 1In
the argument between the objectives-performance school, and those who
doubt whether all or any objectives can be stated behavicurally, Maguire
aﬁggests that what appears to be overlooksd is thal "purposes served by
objectives may Jdictate the form of their S'i‘.atemen‘t“.32 Critical
decisions about otjectives are made at several points in a programme's
higtory, and it may be useful to distinguisii between "initiators" ‘
(those who propose the objectives revolving around content, sequence,
materials and strategies) and "recipients" (those who make decisions to
accept, reject or modify objectives in the knowlédge of the local
situation and about a programme already in existence). Each has
different purposes which affect the form of the objectives, and both
implicit and explicit decisions aboul objectives determine the ultimate
shape and direction of the programme. For those wishing to improve the
gstate of curriculum evaluation, therefore, these are "legitimate

objects of study"B'3 he claims,

A Loc. cit,

32 Maguire, T.0. Decisions and Curriculum Objectives: A \
Methodology for Evaluation. - The Alberta Journal of Educational
Research, Vol., 15, No. 1, March 1969, p. 17,

33 Maguire, op. eit., p. 21.
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In summary, the needs in curriculum evaluation fcr viable
theoretical franeworks and practical guidelineé vor advane? to be
mede have been pinpointed, and some recent attaompts to meet thin
challenge havs been surveyed. From a historical backdrop of
measurement and quasi-experimentally oriented strategies, Cronbach
widened the view of evaluation in the early 1950's, and Scriven and
Stake quickly Geveloped his ideas while adopting a strongly judge-
mental role, Stufflebeam and Alkin. on the other hand, emphasised
comprehensive programme description as a tool for the decigion
makers, while the Tyler school focussed on clearly stated behavioural
objectives as a necéssary precursor to meaningful measurement of
performance. In the next chapter the approach adopted for this

study will be discussed and the design explained.
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CHAPTER IIM
DESIGN AN.) METHCDS

1. BROAD PURPOSE OF THIS STUDY

Over recent years the Primary Division of Christchurch Tecachers!
College has msde attempts to evaluate its various programmes. For |
example, the Principal has conducted regular student forums, usually each
term, with a view to tapping student verbal judgemeuts of courses and
general college organisation., Although these may be seen as a valuable
contact between the administration and studerts, their evaluative function
is very regtrictive due to such methodological shortcomings as the small
number willing or able to contribute in a large gathering, and to the
gross subjectivity of the exercise, Many College departments also seek
students! appraisals at the end of coursges, usualiy written, but these are
spasmodic, and questions are often so broad and open-ended as to make
meaningful analysis virtually impossible. Another form §f evaluation
involves students being invited to join a group of staff to discuss the
degree of course success, but student representation is usually very small
and the task of recording the comments may fall to a participating staff
member, which is likely to reduce objectivity. In perhaps the most
ambitious evaluation project to date, the College conducted a survey in
1970 of one hundred_Year—One Teachers who ‘had graduated from Christchurch.1
The task was to gain judgements of the College programme in retrospect, '

and some useful information was obtained. Yet, in general, the llaison

1 Year One Teacher Survey: Report to the Board of Studies,
Christchurch Teacherg' College, Primary Division, July 1971.
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and publie relaticng aspects of 4ll thers uviercises have probably bheen of
mucn greaber value than the body of useful informoation derived from them.
There is neéd for u formal, carefully planned and structured approach to
evaluaiing college ,rogrammes.

With this backdrop, it was decided wo aitempt a more profound
ovaluation of some aspect of teacher education at Caristchurch Teachers:®
College, and the one-vear graduate programue ves identified as having a
gpecial need. aking provision to prepare mniversgity graduates for
primary teaching was relatively new; the Collego was still approaching
the organisation and structuring of this course ruther £entative1y; .for
the first time,in 1973, the course was to have two tutdr-co-ordinators
geconded to it on almost a full-time basis; the graduate programme was
only one~thira the duration of a normal college course; and, finaily,'
widespread negative attitudes seemed present towards students in this
group from within the College and from teachers. |

The study was to have a broad frontal approach, encompassing‘aS‘
many criterion measures as possible, yet all within a formal and struct-
ured framework. Close and special attention to the programme operations
phase was felt necessary, as well as particular focﬁs on the‘studenﬁ and
other input variables. A limited follow-up in the first year of teach-
ing, looking at some programme outcomes, was also planned. The main
purpose then, was to cast a wide net in search of those variables which
could yield lines of congruence between both explicit and implicit course
goals and what actually happened, point to functional contingenciesﬁ
between inputs, the course, and outgoing teachers, and useful comparisons
between this and other college programmes. This was to be, in a sénse,
a pioneering study in a New Zealand Teachers' College, and the task was

now to find or formulate a suitable conceptuél model.



2, ALTERUATAVE COMGEITUAL FEAMEWORKS

A test and weasurement orientation ssemad inappropriate. The
characterigtics ot a good teacher and of good teaching, and the criteris
for effective teacher education were by nc means clear, =o to forﬁulate
tests to measure these in order to make acrcss programme comparisons,
would probably yield little usecful information. Moreover, the apeni-
ficity of such an upproach would make for too narrow a programwe evalua-
tion. |

An.objectives - performance base was looked at more closely; But
the real problem here was not just in defining broad aad specific pro-
gramme objectives, though difficult enough, but again in the narrowing
of scope which is likely when clearly specified objectives are followed
up. The programme evaluation could easily become oversimplified with
only small facets being scrutinized. Also, objectives - performance
studies, by very definition, focus on terminal rather than on-going and
pre-programme information, and little attention tends to be given to the
assessment of the objectives themselves. Thus, an approach attractive
in the relative ease with which it allows educationists to check degrees
of congruence between performance and outcomes, on the one hand, and
objectives once they are clearly specified, on the other,‘was put agide
in favour of a multi-dimensional framework.

A "decision - management" framework would have been mors global,
as well as being strong in its emphasis on collection, description.and
organisation of data, and sensitive to continuous feedback. But there
would be little place for value judgements, and this approach is alto-
gether too complex and demanding for one researcher to operate in iis
~ entirety. |

A broadly based descriptions and judgements slant was decided
upon, The widening view of Cronbach, with his focus on the dynamics of
the programme itself and his multidimensional outcomes, was influential,

and Scriven's stress on assessing objectives themselves and his taxcnouy
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of criteria were relevant. Put it wac Stake's view of tctal prograume
a2valuation which must closely matcned the fett needs of the study, and
it was he who pirovided & viabls and funetional f{ramework for organlsing

the datao

3. THE 3TAKE MODEL

The strengths Stake's appicach brought to thie study were its
sysﬁematic and formal structure, its specificity and the all-important
"panoramic view", Its scope included both J(sseriptions and judgements
fron as many audiences as possible connected with the programme, with
both inter~- and intra-relationships arising within this dual framework.
Due cognizance was given to progrémme mtrongactions” as well as to
"antecedent" conditions and "outcomes", with programme "intents" strongly
developed at all three phases rather than being restricted to anticipated
student behaviour. Finally, both absolute and relative judgements had
their place. Figure 1 shows how Stake's matrices were used to assemble

the wide-ranging set of data and statements in this study.

4+ DATA COLLECTION

College records, reports and the writer's own knowledge as a
Graduate Course Tutor2 were used extensively for descriptions and some
judgements, but ii was on the results of nine questionnalres that the
study largely rested. The first questionnaire (Appendix A) went 6ut to
all 33 teachers who hosted the Graduates in March, 1973,3 and the return

was 100 per cent. This was followed in July and November of that year

2 Some concern was felt throughout the study that such close day-
to-day involvement with the group under study would create methodological
problems and unduly affect objectivity. Certainly some audiences may
have reacted differently tc questionnaires set by a Course Tutor, and the
writer's own subjective assessments of certain situations (especially in
Chapter IV) are acknowledged, but no undue methodological difficulties
arose, and objectivity was striven for in analysing all questionnaire deta.

3 Twelve of the 39 students were posted in pairs, hence only 33-
teachers. '
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The Statements and Data Matrix (after Stake)
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by virtually identical quostionnaives (Appendicas C and C) to 364 and 37°
teachers respactively who had Graduates in theilr classrooms for the second
nd third poclings. The return rates were 94 por cent. and 100 per ceni.

The first quegtionnalire presented to Stndents in April 1973
(Aprendix B) was gziven tu all 39 Graduates (100 per cent. return), all
66 First-year Students with Higher School Gertici cate as the minimum
academic qualifica*ion on College entry (78.8 per cent. return), and to
all 64 Third-year Students with one or more university unit passes to
date (78.1 per cent. return). These particular Three-year Course
Student samples were chosen as those likely to be c¢losest to Gfaduatas
in academic potential and, to some extent, in general background, The
main purpose of this questionnaire was to obtain antecedent descriptive
data which would make later intergroup comparisons more pertinent.

At the end of the 1973 College year, a questionnaire was presented
to six audiences (Appendix D). Its main purposes were to probe atti-
tudes towards higher education for primary teachers, towards the One-year
Graduate Course concept, and towards various aspects of course structure.

The audiences selected were (a) the 37 Students left in the Graduate
Group (100 per cent. return), (b) the 76 First-year Students from two
alphabetically arranged6 College groups present on the particular day
(100 per cent. return from those present), (c) the 64 Third-year Students
from two College‘groups present (100 per cent. return from those present),
(d) the 54 on the Primary Division, Chrisfchurch Teachers' College teach-

ing staff, excluding the Principal, Vice-principal, Dean and the two

4 There were 38 Students left in the‘group by July, posted singly
to teachers. Two teachers were excluded as they had been in the first
teacher sample, '

5 By November the Student Group was down to 37, and was again
posted singly. ‘

6 Although a sample of Students grouped according to the alphabeti-
cal position of thelr surnames is not strictly a random sample, for the
practical- purposes of this study it was deemed to be so close as to justify
using the convenience of the already existing College groups.



Course Tutors {31.5 per'cent. rveturn), (e) the 41 Frincipals of Christ-
church schools where Graduetes hud been placed over the year (90.2 per
cent. retural) and (f) all 96 teachers whe had had Graduates with them
over the year (8645 per cent. return)., It is pointed out that the
First- and Third-year Student samples ere not the same as {or the first

tudent quectionnaire, snd that nowhere in the study ars data from theso
two compared.

At this vime also (November, 1973) %two of ‘the six audiences juat
described received additional questionraires- one was the Graduate Group
(Appendix E) and the other the College Staff (Appendix bﬁ. The particu-
lar pruposes heire were to have fhese two groups specifically scrutinise
the 1973 Graduate Course, mainly to obtain "transactiohs" data.

Finally, two questionnaires vent out to schools aﬁ the end of
Term One, 1974. The first went to Year-one Teachers (Appendix.H):u‘the
32 Graduates still teaching (97 per cent. returh), and a sample of 45
ex-Three-year Course Students comprising every fourth Year-one Teaéher
trained at Christchurch Teachers! College in an alpﬁabetical listing‘of
Canterbury Education Board schools (77.8 per cent. return). The second
questionnaire went to all 30 Principals of schools throughoﬁt New iealand
where the 1973 Graduate Students were serving as Year-one Teachers7.
(160 per cent, return). These two questionnaires sought selected trans-
action and outcome data.

All questionnaires were returned anonymously, except for thoéa
from the first and second teacher groups., Most, thovgh not all, qﬁest-
ionnaire data are used in this study, and they are generally presented in
table form.8 Some other data from Christchurch Tgachers' College‘

records is also presented in table form.

7 As three schools had two each from the 1973 Graduate Group, the

30 Principals in fact returned 33 questionnaires, one for each teacher.

8 Note that, unless otherwise stated, "n" in a table refers to the
numbers responding to that particular item, and not to the number return-
ing the particular questionnaire,



CHAPTER 1V
ANTECEDENTZS®

1. 'HE ONE-YEAL GRAVUATE COURSE: HISTORICAL |

14

(1) Tha First Years

In 1966, three students entered the tirst ona~yea?.course for
university graduates and near graduates at Christchurch Teachers!
College, Primery Division. One held a Master of Arts degree, ahoﬁher
a Bachelor of Arts and the third was an Arts undergraduate with eight -
units. A group of primary trainees with guch academic qualificéﬁiong
was a novelty at a ﬁime when the majority of collegn entrants came
straight from school, when many other employment avenues wére open to
university graduates and when it was assumed by many that graduates
would automatically enter the secondary service with its specialist .
subject teaching opportunities. | ‘

Over the next three years the Graduate Group grew from three to
sixteen, In the first year all had been women, and the group remained
predominantly female over successive years, Most graduate students
held Bachelors'deérees, and for the first time,in 1968, the group wés
joined by returning university studentship holders who were in facﬁ”

completing the second of a two-year teachers' college programme.1

1 University studentships are awarded to teachers' college
students to enable them to study at university full-time. A very
small number are awarded to school leavers of proven academic
ability, but most go to students at the end of their first college
year during which they have successfully taken university units con-
currently. Some studentship holders return to complete their college
programme with a degree finished, while others have still one'unit to

study.
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Table I sets out Graduate Croup nusbers, acadurlc status, those who
hoald universiity studentships and those with some provious full-time

employment, for *he years 1966 to 1973,

TABLE 1

Composition of tne (ne-year Graduate Group st Ch.istchurch Teachers®
College, 1966 - 1073

— e A e ]

1966 1967 1968 1559 1970 1971 1972 1973

Males ' - 2 4 3 3 5 13 8
Femeles: Single 1 2 5 6 8 12 8 25
Married 2 1 1 7 2 6 12 6
Total 3 3 6 13 10 18 20 3
Total in Group 3 5 10 16 13 23 33 39

Academic Status on

Entry:
Undergraduste 1 - 4 1 2 6 12 4
Bachelors Degree 1 4 5 14 ) 15 14 29

Bachelors (Hons) or
Double Bachelors or , ,
Mastert Papers - 1 1 - 2 - 4 A

N
w
N

Master's Degree 1 - - 1 1

Ex University
Studentship Holders - - 1 2 6 5 9 .10

Previous Full-time
Employment Experience 1 2 5 5 3 5 2 12

Source: Christchurch Teachera! College records
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By 1971, the pumber in tuo Gradvate Group conld no ionger be
rogarded as insignificant within the tutal Gollege, and its sfeady
growth belied thoughts of its transiency scme stafl members in the
College may have hid. Moreoover, it becams avperert that the group
needed a programme speclally tailored to it, snd that the somewhat
stop-gap conrse provisions made for it wers no lunger appropriate.
Indeed, at a time in the Jolleges's history viern the lecturing staff
was preoccupled in planning and phasiang in a completely new three-year
programme for the majority of students, the Graduate G?oup was viewgd

by msny £s something of an enigma.2

(2) The Farly 1970's

Even though many within the College and outside had reservafions
about end-on traiﬁing after the acqquisition of a degree as a viable
alternative form of primary teacher education, the one-year graduéfe-
programme did become slowly recognised within the College.. In comment-
ing on the increase in graduate numbers, for example, a report in 1970
predicted that 9 or 10 per cent of all students graduating from the

Primary Division in 1971 could be university graduates.’

It went:on,
"There is little doubt about the importance of this development fo'the
quality of staffing of the schools and to the status of pfimary teéch—
ing in the eyes of the public", and it identified certain character-

‘istics which had distinguished the group in the College to date:

2 The 1967 student intske was the firgt to undertake a three-
year course at Christchurch Teachers' College. The comments and
obgservations made in Sections 1, 2 and 3 of this chapter are based on
the writer's own experience since joining the staff in May, 1968.

3 Christchurch Teachers! College, Primary Division: One-Year
Graduate Course, 1970, p.1. (Mimeographed)
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". Thaey tend to have high profescional idezlse, though this might
not, alwvays be obwious. They tend to vslue Lighly teaching as a
profession and have a strong wisk to tezch,

2. They are invoulved in a difficul?t trausivion from university
study (or houe commiiment) to the profession ... as a rule a univer-
sity studeut's reusponsibilities arz largely to himself alnne.

These students readily revert to this concern Lor “hemselves whan,
for example, they become critical of arrangements that are inadequate.

3. Though they have varied academic bseckgrounds, they tend te
display certain jntellectual quslities in commcn: (2) outstanding
ability to gras» ideas quickly whether from books, people or
practical sltuations, (b) a capacity for independent study and
(¢) a highly critical attitude of wmind -~ evident in thelr readiness
to challenge idsas sand judge relevancy,

4e They ere highly motivated when they cau see purpose in an
activity and are able to relate their own knowledge and experience
1o a gituation, :

5. Their approach to professional training is thorough and they
show particular sensitivity to areas of weakness or uncertainty.

6. They tend to have had little person=1 involvement in the
creative arts in recent years.

7. As their professional knowledge builds up they develop an un-
common capacity to range from practice to theoretical considerations.

8. They devaelop a keen group feéiing."4
The report also noted the academic success these students had had at
university, but it isolated the needs seen at the "personal-professional
development" level, namely:
", to proverthemselves as people - they sustain a good deal of
criticism of their choice of primary teaching, which makes them very
keen to succeed and to feel satisfaction in their work,
2. for assistance in making the transition from concern with the
'product' of learning to an understanding of the process - involvement

in the arts appear to help here,

3. (for) a unified, cohesive course with obvious relevance to
teaching yet not losing contact with their academic strengths,

4. for methods of tesching that are appropriate - in an adult
atmosphere with free, frank discussion at all timeg,

5. to understand fully the regulations and conditions under which
they work during training and in subsequent years,

4 Loc, cit.
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o to huve work evalunted - thourh they display a healthy
cyniclism towards marks, they respond well to lecturers'! comment,
group Jdiscussion and opnortunity to test whemsslves in practics,

7. for an identity in the College wiilh opportuniiy to be involved
in the widac 12fe of the College, and

8., for guidance in relating to the profession znd the various
facots of thair training.n?

The broad aiuz cf the course were, it‘uas anggested, to assist in the
growth of "well-dsveloped personal qualitiea", provide "good academic
training" and help in the acquisition of
"superior professional equipment ...
.1. By pressntiry; a cohesive course that recognises the maturity of
thought and the speed of assimilation of ideoas characterilstic of
graduate students,

2. By providing a programme sufficiently flexible to capitaliss on
the particilar educational backgrounds and interests and to meet the
individual needs of the students. '
3. By affording the opportunity for each student to Imild confi-
dence as a primary school teacher and to develop specially his
thipking and practice at a chosen level in the primary school."

Finally, some observations were made on whet appeared to be appropriate
teaching methods with the group. Graduate students can read for them-
'selveé the philosophy behind a syllabus subject; but are very dependent
upon Lecturers to explain, outline and illustrate teaching activities
and sequences, Thay become interested in their own methods of learning
vis-a-vis the learning styles of primary school children, and they have
an "outstanding potential® to learn through group discussion and to tap
the collective knowledge and experience of their grbup. Ways by which
students can direct their own learning seemed worthy of special'investi-
gation, and it was also felt that the various course components, includ-
ing classroon experience; should be interrelated and mutualiy reinforc-
ing. This 1970 report was wide-ranging, profdﬁnd in its analysis, and
was the first statement from the College which recognised the potential

and very special requirements of one-year Graduate Students.

5 Ibid., p.2.

6 Loc. cit,



Yet, deupite these report findinys, the group renained
inadequately staifed, The Dean's awvallabilivy "o co-crdinate the
programme of a group which had risen to 33 in 1972, by meeting "the
students regularlf to maintain the diresctlon o the course, to be
alert tc¢ individual needs ..., to arrangs additions and modifica-

“tions to ths course, to keep students informsd about “ollege, and
act in a guidance capacity",7 vas severely uashricted by his many
other College responsibilities. He issued blographical notes on
students to subkject Lacturers to hélp them understand individuals
ofer short courses, and Gradusnte Students ware assignea personal
Tutors on the same basis as for Three-Year Students.g‘ éut probably
few subject Lecturers really got to know Graduates, and Tutors were
not directly involved in thelr course work. |

At thig came time a working party met in Auckland to discusg
the growing graduate course, and it echoed many of the éharacteristiés
and needs stated in the Christchurch report. But it focussed attention
more sharply on problems of staffing, on couf;e structure and content,
and on the anomalous position of returning studentship‘holdérs as .

undergraduates being added to the Graduate Group.9

On gtaffing, a case was‘'strongly argued for additional Lecturers
because of the extra demands made by such a group. These students; it
was suggested, were more demanding both academically and personally;‘

their re-orientation from a university environment to the primary

school classroom required special guidance and help; small groups for

7 Ibid., p.3.

8 The tutor system at Christchurch Teachers' College 1s con-
cerned with a student's perscnal development, and operates quite apart
from any course of study. About eight or nine students typically make

up a "tutor group", and they are assigned to a lecturer who remains their
personal tutor for their entire College course. '

\
A\

? Report on Lopdell House National Half Course, November 1970 on
the One Year Course for Graduates end Near Graduates (Mimeographed).
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course work werc 2gpecially desirable; the shortress of the coursé
required ﬁbve assignnents and gtafl supervision; and the weekly convse
hours were coneldeably briefer than for three..ysar students, Second,
regarding courge structure and content, representatives of all collegec
agreed that special programmes are essential for the graduate student.
"It is unsabisfactory and inadequate to ‘absort? them in other student
groups' coursss unless these can be said to be. at the academic pressurcs
of university courses.  Even then, this group of students prefers

10 The

practical werkshop programmes rather than eictensive lecinring.”
Graduate Course had unique needs, different irom university courses and
different from the College tﬁree-yeur programme, and 1t was to be hoped
that course structure would continuc to bke experimental and flexible.
Finally, in a reference to returning university studentship holders,
nany of whom still having to complete their degree, the report concluded
"that the one-year course should not be handicapped by including in the
group other students with heterogeneous backgrounds of teacher training
or university studies."11

By 1972, therefbre, the One-year Graduate pourse for primary
teachers had become established, and efforts were being made in Christ-

chuch to highlight problems and issues and to seek solutions.

(3) Attitudes Towards Higher Education for Primary Teachers

In 1973 six audlences were asked for their views on the value of

higher educationnfor primary teachers., Table 2 sets out the responses

of the group to five questions.12 A one-way analysis of variance with

10 1pid., p. 5.

M Ivia., p. 1.

12 See Appendix D, Questions Al and A2, - To simplify reading,
the headings of all Tables which set out data from questionnaires in
this study follow the pattern of Table 2, viz. the original statement
or question is quoted or paraphrased as the heading, and a reference to
the question in the original questionnaire is given as a textual foot-

note.  Audiences previously described on p. 24



TABLE 2

The trend over receat years has been towards a higher level ot education

for primary teacters,

and the recruiting of vwniverpity graduates to

trsin for one yesr as primary teachers seems to have become accepted

prachtlce =
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e com—

School Principals
(n = 37)

(n = 83)

Teachers

Al
-/

'
H
A9

College Lecturers
L

(n

First-year students
76)
Third-year Students

(n = 64)

Graduate Students

(n = 37)

Do you belleve that the
three-year course for most
gtudents is hetter, in
general, than the previous
two-year course ?

A1l other things being
equal, do you believe that
to have a university educa-
tion makes a person a
better teacher ?

A1l other things being
equal, do you believe that
university graduates should
. have better promotion pros-
pects over non-graduates in
the New Zealand primary
school system ?

All other things belng
equal, do you think univer-
sity graduates at present
have better prospects of
promotion ?

Leaving aside the question
of course length meanwhile,
do you agree in principle
with end-on training after
a degree is complsted ?

4.27%

3.75

2.97

3454

4,08

3.95

2.77

2.37

3.75

3.79

4e'T2

3.23

3.93

379

3649

2.32

2.30

4405

3.64

3695

1.96

1.75

3.89

3.20

3.20

3454

3427

3.10_

435

11,9415

24.03**

12.27%#
6.83**

6,05%#

& Means of responses on the
following scale -
"Strongly yes" =
"Probably yes" -
"Uncertain® -
"Frobably no"

5
4
3
-2
tStrongly no" - 1

3

P < 0,01
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uncqual n'e was celealated fou each queztlon, followed by a Newman.- .
Keuls tesl of « posteriori differences betlieen meuns. Ths haymonie
mean of the numbers of cases within cells was used for the Nevman-
Keuls tesis. All comparisons between responses ¢f groups in this
thesis are regarded as unplanned, and the Newnan-Feuls test of the
significance of the diffsrences between ordered means is usad only
when a significant F-ratio basyond the 1 per zent. lével is observed,
The enalysis of group differences on the firct topic -~ the
merits of thres-year training versus two-year training - showed that
vrincipals, Teachors, Lecturers and Third-year Students were signifi..
cantly mors in favour of three-year iraining than First-year sStudeats
and Graduates.13 Thi.s is not surprising, ﬁs neither Graduates nor
First-year Students had had any close experience of the total three-
year course. The second question asked whether a university education
makes a person a better teacher. Analysis of group differences showed
that the Graduate Students, School Principals and Teachers' Collsge Lec-
turers answered significantly more strongly in the affirmative than did

14 A simple interpretation

Teachers and First- and Third-year Student;.
.is that‘those having degrees value university education more highly than
those wﬁo have not had the opportunity nor the inclination to obtain such
higher education. The third question asked whether university graduates
should have better promotion prospects. Again the analysis of the

significant group differences suggests a difference in attitude between

those having degrees and those who do not.15 Principals’, Lecturers' and

13 gea Appendix J, Table 44(a) for Newman-Keuls test.
14
Appendix J, Table 44(b).

15 Appendix J, Table 44(c).
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Gruduste Studeni’s answers wers significuutly more sirongly towards the
alfirmative end of the scale chan wers Teacshears' and First-- and Third-
year s’c-udénta*u However, when asked to coumsat on the actual prospects
of promotion, the Graduate Students had signilicanily lses confidence In
the rola that a degree played in promoticn than did the other groups.
This pregents an interesting ccafliet - nun-graduste teachers' college
students believing that a nniversity education does not tend to make a
better teacher and should not play & part in promotion, but, in fact,
they believe 1t plays a more significant part in promqtion than do the
Graduate Students. This relatively negative athitude Qf non-graduste
students to the plzce of a degree in primery teaching.could be a present
or future sourcz of conflict. The last topic asked for the groups'
attitude towards an endnon'teacher education course following the
eequisition of a university degree. Thé only significant difference
between groups was that Graduates and Principals supported the endnoﬁ

course more strongly than did First- and Third-year Studeﬁts.16

2. THE 1973 GRADUATE COURSE: STRUCTURE AND CRGANISATION

(1) A Report to the Primary Division Principal

At the end of 1972 the Graduate Course at Christchurch Teachers!
College came under the close scrutiny of the Acting Dean of the Primary
Division, and a number of gpecific changes were proposed in his report to

the Principal.17

The first recommendation was that more opbortunity
should be given for in-school experience. The shortef time and néfrower
range of class experiences available made the school posting programme
more crucial for the graduates than for three-year students. Schools,

classes and Associate Teachers needed utmost care in their selection, a

home school to which students were attached each term was "a major

\
N

\
\

16 gee Appendix J, Tables 44(d) and (e) for Newman-Keuls tests.
17 Wilkie, D.B. Proposed Graduste Group Course, 1973, a repcrt

to the Primary Division Principal, Christchurch Teachers' College.
(Mimeographed) .
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necsegsity", the first term pesting should be split into two, and con-
sideration be given teo éosting graduates in pairs to classrocws in their
first school. Other proposals were that the number of scheduled hours
be reduced to aliow greatecr individual stuly “reeiom, that collegs
courses relate more .directly to school experiences, that courses be
differertiated to siit the major sub-groupings in termg of student back-
ground, and tnat within courjes themselves the ideas and ideals being
propounded be demoilstrated.

However, a major contribution of this report came under a heading
"The Spirit of ths Course". Here an attempt was made to express con-
cerns which had for some time been voiced by those most closely associated
with the group. Graduates had made it clear that they desired troatmeut
\different_in some degree from that given to the younger students, and the
report stated that graduates "need to feel that both they and their
‘course is (sic) valued in the institution ... (and lecturers) ... must

never apologise for their courses in any way and should never compare the

graduate course they are offering with a three-year course to the
detriment of the graduate course."18 Implicit here was the acknowledged
-second-in-priority status some lecturers had accorded the Graduates by
merely adapting for them a course prepared for three-year students, rather
than devisiﬁg one tailored to the needs of the Graduate Student, Greater
college recognition of the Graduate Group, in terms of staffing, wés
consldered necessary. "It needs a staff member - fully comnitted to it
as his major responsibility, one who will take part in the course and
guide it from within."19 The report concluded, "Graduate students are
st1ll largely unknown quantities and their impact on the teaching pro-
fession still lies aheéd. Such now are their nuﬁbers, hovever, and such
is their potential value that they must demand an increasing share of our

professional attention."<0

8 1vid,, pe 4e

19 Loc, cit.

20 Loc. cit.
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(2) A Naw Cowrse Shrusture

An Importen® staffiug reorganisation was made Jor 1973. No
doubt a major catalyst for this was the 39 gtudents accepted for the
course, the largyest number to date, but ths raport just discussed had
also highlighted important issues which called for attention. The Dean
retalned respongibility for the courge, but dzlegated the sll-over
organisation aul day-to-day running to two leciurers who had been
seconded from their respective subject deperiments. They retaincd gome
teaching Qithin their departments, bubt for the first time in seven years
the Graduate programme now had two Course Tutors whose main commitment
was to it., The intention of this gtaffing change was threefold. Firat,
by being so closely involved with the Graduete Group throughout th2 year,
the two Course Tutors would be able to more guickly identify and attempt
to remedy individual and group problems and special needs. Second,
better total programme unity and cohesiveiness would be aimed for,
especially if the Course Tutors were also closely involved in students!
work in schools. Third, because of the primary teaching backgrounds and
particular educational interests of the Course Tutors, the emphasis pre-
viously given to ;tudents' academic backgrounds would be likely to alter
to a greater highlighting'of students' professional needs.

There were some changes too in course content., The major study
components of the Graduate Programms for 1973, and their duration, are
set out in Table 3. The main difference in the prdgramme itself was
the great deal of Course Tutor involvement, both in planning and in
teaching. The respective College departments assumed responsibility
for six of the eight Syllabus Studies, while the Tutors taught most of
the Language and Social Studlies Syllabus Studié;. A course titled
"Educating Exceptional Children" was conducted by the Tutors, and they
also assisted ip some other education courses. - Studies in Teaching and
curriculum Studies were entirely developed and taughf by the Course
Tutors. _'There were fhree school postings in 1973 - a two-week period

followed later by three weeks in the same class in Term One, two two-week
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TABLE 3

Major coursez and their curation in the Ona-year Graduate Progreame, 1973

Courss Hours
Foundation Studies in Education
The School in Socleiy 9
Mental "ealth and Classroom Climate 9
A Study of Primary School Children 5
How Childreu Leacn 10
Educating Exceptional Children 17
Total 50
Studies in Teaching
Classroom Interaction Analysés 2
Microteaching ’ 8
Total 10
Curriculun Studies
Curriculun Issues, Planning and Teaching 25
Teacher Planning Workshop 10
Total 35
Syllabus Studies .
Art o 25
Language 25
Mathematics - 30
Music 25
Physical Education 25
Reading : ) 40
Science 40
Social Studies 20
Total , 230
Administration (approx.) . . 25
Other
Group meetings, forums, visits, etc. 50
Total in College® ‘ 420
First School Posting, Term One (50 + 75) 125
Second School Posting, Term Two (50 + 50) 100
Third School Posting, Term Three (100) ' 100
Total in Schools® - o 325
Total Course ' ‘ T45

B 26 of 39 weeks were spent in College (= two-thirds).

b 13 of 39 weeks were spent inlschools (= one-third).
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periods iu one closgs in Term Two: and a final posting of four consecvtivs
weeks in Térm Th»se. Pirior to each, the Covrse Tutors consulted with
the Principal Lecturer in charge of postings on sndividual placements, and
they briefed ell Associate Teachers¢21 Duwving ~ach posting the Tutors
visited schoole, discussing the observing students' work. Finally, the
Tutérs called ragular group meehtings, arranged forums with visiting
speakerg, organlsed visits to various educaticnal agencies and wero
constently available ror one-to-oue guidance.

The 39 graduate students were sub-divided into twu groups, with a
Course Tulor assigned to the group which best matched his own special
interests. The basis for the division was wiilversity background - those
with science and eocial science (other than Education and Psychology)
degrees were placed in one, and those with ﬁnglish and the humanities
in the other. Students with Education and Psychology majors were
divided between the two, Thig attempt to build on the specialiged
knowledge of students was essentially a carry-over from previous years
when degree subjects receilved some prominence. Students were grouped in
this way for most personal and professional meetings with Tutors, and fof
gome of the'teaéhing programme where the size of the total Graduate Group

made a two-way division preferable.

(3) HNew Selection Procedures

The 1973 group had been subjected to new selection procedures
too. With greatly increased competition to enter the course,22 and an
awarenegss that a single interview is unreliable as a method of selection,

it became important to look for other procedures. Moreover, the

21 Associate Teachers are teachers to whom students are attached
during their school postings. They are specially appointed and receive
an allowance for each week they have a student in their classroom.

22 Over 70 applications were received from graduates for the 1973
course, a small number of whom withdrew before being interviewed. Only
29 of these were accepted.
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confldential intormation supplied by the sshocl for a school leaver appli-
ccnt, early contect with the Recrvitment Officer ard an opportuniiy to
spend tvo or thiee days in a primary schocl at the timo of application,
were not always available for older appliaants.z3 Consequently, it wase
felt thut deeper consideration should bte given to three broad sreas -
"the relavsuce for primary teaching of the degree subjects taken,
the personial gualities of the candidats, particularly in the ability
to .adapt readily Irom ar academically orienved ¢ourse to one which is
professional and vocational in nature, and aa ability to relate
easily to both children and adults,

(and) a cemmitment to teaching which should show some evidence of24
involvement with people, and an ability to communicate readily."

It wes Gecided by the Selection Committee to give graduste candi-‘
dates the opportunity, after they had been thrcugh the initial inter-
view, to = '

"meet and relafe to children,
reveal adaptability and resourcefulness in a novel situation,
shov sengitivity to a practical teaching situation,

relate to a fellow professional,

(and) demonstrate quality and depth in thinking, particularly in a
socially orlented sense." 25

This was done on an experimental basis by having each candidate cbﬂduct a
éiscussion with a small group of five- or six-year-old children, by |
hafing a senior member of the profession interview the candidate again,

and by obtaining a written comment on a teaching situation portrasyed on a
videotaps. The fesults of these new procedures are discussed later, but
the fact that they were used again for 1974 and 1975 applicants inaicates

that other useful dimensions were seen to have been added.

R3 Information had been obtained from the head of the university
department in which the graduate applicant had majored, and from referees,
but these related only to academic achievement and potentlal, and to his
character. ,

24 Mann, J.F, Teachers' College Selection Not 'Hit-or-Miss!
Procedure, Nationsl Educetion, Well., N.Z.E.I., 23 Sept. 1974, p. 174.

25 Herbison, J.M. Selection of Candidates for 1973 Associate
Teacher Newsletter,Primary Division, Christchurch Teachers! College,
Vol. 2, No. 2, May 1973, p. 1.
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(4) Attitndes Towards Course Length
Six audieoscer were agked during 1973 for their views on the desir-
able length of u Teachers' College course end-on to a university degsee or
a degrse ninvs one unit.26 The responges are setl out in Table 4,
TABLE 4
Assuming that an erd-on course for university graauates is acceptable, how

long do you think it should be ?

=

w~n

School Staff College Personnel

st Year 3rd Year Graduate
Principals Teachers| Lecturers L:tudents Students Students
(n=34) (n=76)| (n=42) (n=€7) (n=5) (n=34)

Less than
one year - - - 1.5 - -

One year or
about one : a
year 3503 40'8 31 .0 25-4 1109 83.2

Two years or
about two
years 61.8 55.3 . 66.7 68.7 71.2 1.8

Three years

or about
three years 2.9 3.9 A beb 16.9 -

Total 100.0 ~ 100,0 100,0  100,0 100.0 100.0

a Percentage choosing this course length.,

Onlj 11.8 per cent. of Graduate Students saw their one-year course as having
been too short,27 whereas 88.1 per cent. of Third-year Students and between

59.2 per cent. and 73.2 per cent. of the other four audiences regarded a one-

26 See Appendix D, Question A 3. Audiences described on Pe 24,

=7 Note that almost one~third of the Graduate Students were returned
university studentship holders who were completing the second of two years
at College. This means that some of thegse students may have believed that
their two years at College was too long, although the question was somewhat

ambiguous for them. , :
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year coursc & tov short., An interpretation cf th@sevfigurcs is thut
all audiences, other tian Graduate Students, bellieved that graduetes from
previous one-year college courses have been uwuder-preparsd for teaching,
Also, an attitude of slight resentment by scne Third-year Students, that
Graduats Students spent only one year at Gollege tc the normal thiree
befqre going out on an equal footing into a Y9ar One teaching position,

may be reflected hﬁre.zs

3. THE STAFF, 1973

As already ncted, the Dean continued to have oversight of the
Graduate Cqurse in 1973, For the first term his role in the College
was essentially that of Primary Division administrator under the
Principal and Vice Principal, although he did some teaching in the Third-
year Curriculum Studies course. Among his particular resgponsibilities
in the total College were short courses, the tutoring system, the Curri-
culum Studies course, university studies by College students, and rooming.
His background was in primary teaching, lecturing in mathematics and
Education in the College, heading the College Education Department, and,
finally, secondment to the primary inspectorate for the previous year
while holding the Dean's position at College. In May he resigned, and
a new "Dean of Professional Studies" was appointed with a wider respons-
ibility for all professional courses in the Primary Division as well as
having the former administrative tasks. His previous designation was
Principal Lécturer in Education, and his background was also in the.
primary teaching service. Throughout the yeér the two Deans had only
one meeting each with the total Graduate Group, but kept abreast of the
course through contacts with individual students and occasional meetings

with Course Tutors.,

=8 This comment is also based on informal and unsolicited remarks
made by Third-year Students over the year.
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The Gourse Tutors were Lectursrs in knglish. snd Social Studiee
respectiveiy, Fach bhad been on the College svaff abcut five years and
had come from teaching positions in primsry schools. Both were trained
specialigts iu Science, end had speat their {irat few years of service as
itinerant Sﬁience Organigers, One hand spent three years as relieving
Lecturer in Science at Dunedin Teachersgs! Gnllegs, and a further eighteen
monthe as prineipal of a Grade III B schoocl. Both held Bachelor of
Artg degrees, in Geography and Education respsctively, gained by part-
time and extra-mural study, and both were coﬁplehing thesis research
for Masters' degrees in Education at the beginning of the year.

. Teaching the Graduate Course wag shared by 41 of the 66 total
teaching staif available at that time. Just over half the staff taught
course units of more than two hours' duration. Three-quarters of the
staff had had %eaching contact with Graduate Students in a previous

year, and just over 10 per cent. had been personal tutors to Graduate

Course students prior to 1973.

4. THE STUDENTS, 1973

(1) Academic and Other Background‘9

Thirty-nine students entered the 1973 one-year graduate pro-
gramme.Bo 8ix of the 31 women in the group were married on entry, and
two others married during the year. Twenty-seven came straight from
full-time university study, including the ten who had been on special
College studentships for university study, gnd another who was re-
admitted to College after completing a degree at her own expense, The
other twelve (nearly 31 per cent.) had spent up to seven years in various

other occupations immediately prior to entering College, compared with

29 The source of information for this section, and the next on
Selection Committee judgements, wag Chrigtchurch Teachers! College
records.

30 Through one death in May, and a termination of studentship
during Term Two, 37 actually completed the course. ‘
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just over 8 per cent. of all entrants to ihe turee-year coursa in 197
who had soﬁé previous full-time work experience, 0Of She ten ex-
unlversity stvdentsiip holders, six hal earlier spent the first yssr of
the three-yeur vourse at College, whillwe the oine” four had gone to
university straight from school. Four of the ten still had to complete
their final degree unit during 1973.

Two students held a Master of Arts degree, three had completed
M.A. papers, one was a Bachelor of Science (Hoacura), and the remaining
29 gracuates held Bachelors' degrees, three In Science and the rest in
Arts.‘ The greatest number of ugits pessed was in English, with the
three social sciences = Sociology, Psychology and Education - together
with History, also having been popular. 0Of gpecial note was the one-
third who had taken introductory units in the biological sciences, and
although only five advanced in the sciences, the proportion with some
science background was higher than for any previous Graduate Group.
Table 5 shows the undergraduate and postgraduate subjects passed by the
1973 Graduate Group. 5% per cent. of all passes were at the "AM grade
level, 485 per cent. at the "B" level, and 46 per cent. were "C" grade
passes. Only just over 3 per cent. of all units sat by the group were
failures (not included in the Table). This was a highly qualified
group academically. By comparison, the highest attainment of the 232
entrants to the three-year course in 1973 whose records were surveyed,
was -7

a pess in up to three university units 4.7 per cent.

.

some other tertiary qualification 1.3 per cent.

Higher School Certificate

23.7 per cent.

University Entrance 69.8 per cent.

and Scheool Certificate s 0.4 per cent.

(2) selection Committee Judgements

in terms of Selection Committee judgements also, this was an able

group. Candidates for the Graduate Course went through the same initial

selection interview as did all other applicants, and were rated on the



Univergity subjects passed

TABLE 5

A%

by One-year Graduvate Course Shudernts, 1972

st

|

)

Undergraduate Passes .

Post-graduate Passes

T

Stage Stage Stage Tota). | Dip.Ed. M.A. Mo4. N

1 2 3a Papers® Popers® Complete :

1

English 33 23 13 M 1 1

Sociology 24 9 8 41 1 1
Psychology 20 10 11 41
History 29 5 4 38

" Education 17 9 10 36 1 2 3
Geography 8 5 6 19
Biology 12 12
French 9.- 2 11
Philosophy A 3 9

Political Science 4 2. 9 1 1
Religious Studies 9 . 9
American Studies 6 1 7
Anthropology 3 2 2 7
Zoology 1 A 2 7
Law 7 7
Chemistry 4 1 1 6
Botany 3 2 5
Economics 5 5
Mathematics 5 5
Music 1 1 2
Geology 1 1
German 1 1
Greek Studies 1 1
Latin 1 1

Total 207 80 &4 351 1 3 2 6

& Includes "Additional" units and "Starred" papers.,

b Two papers.

© A1l M.A. papers completed (viz. .only thesis to do).
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aame Z0-point senls.  Lesg than one in twe et the original graduate
applicants (nat comniing returning uwniversity siudentship holders) wero
accepted for the course, and an analysia of Seiecilon Committée ratinga
reveals that graduatlos ratad significantly higher on the initial interview
than students entering the three-year course4that‘year.31 Table 6 sets
out the Sclectiou Committee ratings on the jniticl interview for both
graduates and thres-year students, topether with ratings of graduates for
the additional selection procedures at Elmwood Normsl School, deseribed
in Section 2 (3) of this chapter. Neither thfeemyear course candidates
nor.returning university studentship holders who were to join the one-
.year course, were required to go through these additional procedurss.
Table 7 compares the individual retings given to the 24 graduates
who went through the additional selection procedures at Elmwood Normal
School.  Although Student A's high initial rating was not replicated, and
Student S's contact with children was marked down, the Elmwood ratings
confirm the gtudent's high ratings on the initial interview.32 This is
not surprising as those selected to undertake the Elmwocd tasks were those

already regarded as suitable.33

A problem in usiqg the applicant's
ability to relate to young children as a criterion for selection arises
with Student E who came out top on both interviews but low for the Elmwood
teaching experience, Student E held a science degree (which included no

study of human communication or relationships), and also had had no

previous téaching éxperience. She thus may have been prematurely judged

31 Mean of Graduates 18.17, versus mean of Three-year Students
17.75, F = 5.22, p € 0.05. However, if returning university studentship
holders are excluded (they returned to College automatically and did not
have to compete for entry at this time), the intergroup difference would
be even §reater (Graduate mean rating 18.63 - see Table 7, F = 13.91,
p €0.01).

32 Student A was subsequently judged to be unsuited to teaching and
her studentship was terminated in Term Two, and Student S resigned from
teaching early in her Year One teaching positicn on her on volition.

33 Care must therefore be taken in using these Elmwood results as
evidence to support the quality of the initial interview.
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Selection Commitwce ratingsz of entrants to the One-year Graduate and

Three-year Ceourses, 1973

] One-year Graduate Group Three--year Group '

Initial Elnmwood Eluwood Initizl
-Ratinga Interview Interview Teaching Interviaw
20 . 7 6 [ 8
19+ ! - - - 1
19 6 4 4 40
18+ - - 1 1
18 i3 7 5 82
17+ - 1 3 2
17 8 4 5 78
16+ 1 1 - 2
16 2 1 2 5
15+ - - - -
15 - - 1 7
14+ - - - -
14 - - 2 -
None recorded 2 15 15 6
Total 39 39 \ 39 232
Mean® 18,17 18.33 17,38 17.75

& 20 was highest on the scalse.

p Ratings for the third component of the Elmwood
exercise - written comments on a video-taped
lesson - werse not available to this study.

¢ a plus (+) is taken as .5.



TABLE 7

Selection Committee ratings of the 24 Creduate entrants who went

through the Elmwood se¢lection procedures

48

= —T= = ==z

Initiel Elmvood Elnwood

Student Interview Interview Teaching
.1 19 16 14
B 18 17 17+
C 20 18 18+
D 19 20 19
E 20 20 16
F 18 17+ 16
G 20 20 19
H 18 16+ 18
I 18 20 18
J 19 18 17
K 20 18 .20
L 17 19 17+
M 17 18 17
N 20 19 18
0 18 20 17
P 18 17 17
Q 18 18 - 15
R 18 18 19
S 18 17 14
T 20 17 17
U 19 19 18
v 20 20 19
W 18 - 19 18
X 17 18 17+

Mean® 18,63 18.33 17.38

% Plus (+) taken as .5.
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on skills for which the Collcge covree was created to help her devalop.
The danger in this sxercise is the possible aszumption that the %eaching
skills demonstrated by the cendidate on College entry equate with teach-
ing potential.

When the high initisl Selection Coumittee ratings were taken into
account, together with the one in two acceptance ratio, it wac obvicus
that many potentially able teachers were loct to the primary service, aﬁ
least for 1973. It is interesting to note that, wunereas the Department
of Educaltion's quota for graduates enlering each teachers! college was

40; excluding returning university studentship holders, only 29 were in

fact selected for entry to the 1973 Graduate Course at Christchurch
34

Teachers' College.

(3) When and Why the Decision to Teach

Three student audliences were asked early in 1973 when they had
decided to take up a teaching career, and their responses are given in
Table 8.35 Most of the Graduate Group (69.2 per cent.) decided to enter
teaching after leaving high school, whereas only 17 per cent. of First-
year Students and 16 per cent. of Third-year Students had made up their
minds after leaving school., The difference between graduates and other
students would have been greater had the ten ex-universityrstudentship
holders beeq excluded, as their commitment to teaching would generally
have come while at school (as for three-year students). Just over
15 per cent. of Graduates said that they had decided while at primary
school, but as many as ons-fifth of Firsgt-year Students and one-third of
Third-year Studente reported that they had made their decision this

early.

) .

34 Compare the Christchurch numbers with those of the three other
primary teachers' colleges which had well-established Graduate Courses in
1973: Christchurch = 29 plus 10 returned studentship holders,

North Shore =~ 41 plus 5 returned studentship holders,

Auckland - 40 plus 5 returned studentship holders,

Wellington =~ 43 plus 3 returned studentship holders.

35 See Appendix B, Question A3. Audiences described on p. 24.
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TABLE 2

As far as you can rowmember, when did you decide on & iteaching career ?

l Graduate Mirgt-year Third--year
(iroup Students Studeats
(n =39) (n = 53) (n = 50)
During primary schcol ycars 15,42 - 20,8 32.C
During third or fourth form
years 206 1.9 600
During fifth or sixth form '
years 10.3 C 245 42.0
During seventh form 2.6 35.8 4e0
Later 69.2 17.C 16.0
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0

a Percentage choosing at this time,

The same three student audiences were asked for their main reasons
for choosing a teaching career.36 Nine poscible reasons were stated,
and students were asked -~ (a) to indicate which of the reasons had been
seriously considered by them (they could choose more than one), andk(b)
~to rank those reasons seriously considered in order of importance. The
results are summarised in Table 9. Not surprisingly, more Graduate
Students than First-year or Third-year Students cited the limited
currency of their degree subject qualifications in other occupations as
a reason for entering teaching, and a slightly higher proportion of
Graduates were attracted by teachers' salaries. However, the mean rank-
ings for all three groups are similar.

Seven possible reasons for choosing primary rather than secondary
teaching Qere presented to thé same three student groups, and they were

asked to indicate one or more reasons which they had considered.37 The

results are shown in Table 10,

36 See Appendix B, Question A 4.

37 See Appendix B, Question B 6 (a).
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TABTE 9

What were your majn veagons for chocsing a tezching carser ?

e —— e AT M St et <o ——
P T

Graduats Group Firet..ycar Third-year
Jtudents Students Students
(n=39) (n = 53) (n = 50)
as a  Mean a Was A Mean Was a  Mean
Reason Ranking Reazson Runking Reason Ranking
Enjoyed working b ]
With Childrer«". 10000 1.6 . 96,1 106 9509 105
Job variety of
teaching 76.9 2.5 76.5 2.1 76,6 2.6
Offered a stepping .
Stone ) 41.0 3.0 35.3 3.5 29.2 304
Academic'quals.
not suited to
other occupations 59.0 3.4 28.9 3.5 38.8 3.2
Attracted by long :
vacations 82.1 344 73.1 3.8 87.8 3.7
Teacherg! salaries :
appeared good 82.1 = 3.8 69.2 3,6 €67.4 3.6
High public stand- § ‘
ing of teachers 46.2 5.1 36.5 6.1 44.9 Le?
Were talked into .
teaching ° 709 503 11-5 4.3 2405 403
Close friend ,
entering teaching 12.8 6.0 7.7 5.5 8.2 4.8

& on this\ranking scale, 1 is highest.

b Percentage reporting this as a reason.

e



TABLE 10

Why did you decide upon priméry rather than secondary tzacher training ?

Graduate Firvat Year Third Year
Group Studunts Students
(n = 39) (n = 53) (n = 50)
More interested in a .
primary age gioup 37.0 7.5 39.2
More contf'ident with
prinary age group 28.4 - 36.3 40,5
Academic qualifications
more suited to primary 13.6 1.3 2.5
Pref'erred Primary to
Secondary Division c¢f
Christchurch T.C. 12.4 1.3 1.3
Primary offered better
promotion prospects 8.6 245 3.8
Did not wish to do the
necessary university
study - 8.8 8.9
Did not feel capable of
doing the necessary
university study - 12,5 ' 3.8
Tatal 100.0 . 100.0Q 100.0

a . .
Percentage choosing this reason.

Proportions citing an interest in primary children are very similar
adross groups, and only a slightly lower proportion of Graduates com-
pared with First-year and Third-year Students glve confidence with -
primary children as a reason. The 12.4 per cent. of Graduate Students
‘who preferred the Primary Division to the Secondary Division of Christ-
church Teachers'! College indicates a knowledge of.both Divisions (true

or otherwise) passed on by friends and acquaintances, and supports
unsolicited comments made by Graduates over the year that they found out .
about primary and secondary courses from people within the College, or
from those who had passed through as students. Other group differences

relate to university qualificaticns, and are essentially differences in .



the hackgrounds of the respective groups.,
Finally, the degrea ¢f confidence over ithe cholce of teaching with
which the three stndent groups entered teaciing was sought, and Table 11

shows & significunt difference across groups.

TABLE 71

How sure are you about your choice of teaching as a career ?

e

Graduate Firétnyear Third-year
Scale Students Students Students
(n=39) (n=53) (n=50)

I shall definitely
not change to another

occupation 4 5 11 15

I am not likely to

change 3 11 33 23

I may possibly changse 2 16 - 8 9

I shall probably change 1 7 1 | 3

Mean 2.36 3.02 3.00

r=9,09
p <0.01

Graduate Students were significantly less certain of their choice tham
both First—year and Third-year Students, but there was no significant
39

difference between First-year Students and Third-year Students,

(4) Perception of Teaching

Graduate Students, First-year Students and Third-year Students

were asked early in 1973 whether they believed teaching to be a pro-
40 '

fession, Their responses are given in Table 12,

38'See Appendix B, Question A5. , N
39 See Appendix J, Table 44(f) for Newuman-Keuls test. \

40 gee Appendix B, Question B2(a).



TABLE 12

In general, do vou believe teaching is a profession ?

- rw‘-, — — = —
Graduate First-vear Third-year
| tudents Students Students
(n = 39) (n = 53) (n = 50)
Yes . 61.5" £3.0 84,40
NO ; 15-4 . 7.6 4-0
Not sure 23.1 94 12,0
Total 100.0 100.0 - 100.0
& Percentago of respouses in _ X” = 10,19
this category. ' ar = 4

By inspection it is obvious that the First- and Third-year Students do
not differ from each other, The data were reanalysed after pooling -
First- and Third-year Students and pooling the "no" and "not sure" cate~
" gories. The chi~square for this two-by-two contingency table was also
s:'.gltxificant,l“1 suggesting that Graduate Students are less certain about
the-pfofessional status of teaching than First- and Third-year Students.
Another question sought responses to statements on teachers!'
salaries.*?> oOn a four-point scale (with 4 the highest) of the geﬁeral
édequacy of salaries, the means of 2.33, 2.12 and 2.04 for Graduate
Students, First-year Students and Third-year Students respectively;

43

showed no significant difference.

41 X2 = 7,81, ar =1, p< 0.05.
42
See Appendix B, Question B3.

43 p = 2.43.
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By ceoking judgements of the "socicl ievel"™*" of teacking, com.-

pared with.otnor occupations, a Shircd

perceptions by the pame three student

45

profession,

The results are shown

TABLE 13

in Table 13.

attempt wes made Lo assess

groups touardg teaching ss a

Indicate the eappruximate "social level" of each occupation by writiag

a number froam 1 to 5 opposite it.

Graduate First-yesar Third=year

Students Students Students F

(n = 39) (n = 53) (n = 50)
Member of Parliament 47 YA 4455 1.68
Accountant 421 4028 4.3 0.24
Dentist 4,07 le26 4.18 0.60
Airline Pilot 3.58 4,08 410 5.97"
Secondary Téacher 3.47 3.84 3.91 5.85**
Primary Teacher 3.40 3.60 3.62 1.41
City Store Manager 3.50 . 3.58 3.55 0.13
Minister of Religion 3.35 3.63 3.60 1.38
Private Secretary 3.00 3.26 3.34 2.51
Newspaper Reporter 3.02 3,32 2.97 4.05*
Carpenter i 2.92 3.18 2,95 2.19
Clothing Shop Salecman 2.00 2.12 2,00 0.43
Women's Hairdresser 1.89 1.96 1.97 1.52
Waterside Worker 1.48 1.60 1.26 2.27
& Mean rating on a five-point scale * p < 0,05
with 5 the highest. wx

p < 0.01

4 pdapted from Nuthall, G.A.

VOl. 4, NO. 2’ NOV. 1969, pp' 170 - 176.

Research Note:

Sex Differences in
Ratings of the Occupational Status of Teaching, N.Z.J. of Ed. Studies,

45 See Appendix B, Question B1, which alsc describes the five-

point scale used.
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Graduate ratiugs wvere slightly lowst than First-year and Third-year
Svudents! ffor most cecupalions, but the intergrcocup difference was
significant, beyond the 1 per cent, level for cnly two. Tor both an
. Alrline Pilov and a Secondary Teacher, Graduates irated the soclal levels
aignificantly lower than did the other two Student Groups, but there was
no significant diflference between First-year and Third-year Studen’c.s./+6
robably of wost interest is this difference between groups in the
perceived status of Secondary Teachers. Possibly having a degree them-

selves causes Graduates to see Secondary Teachers in a different way

from First- and Third-year Students.

{(5) Personal Aspirations

0f gpecial interest in this study was how Graduate Students sawb.
themselves as teachers., First, did the prospect of teaching areas of
the curriculum most closely associated with their degree majors assume an
importance to them? Certain assumptions are made by the Tollege Staff
that there is a relationshlp between degree units or College Selected
Studie547 and subsequent curriculum areas of teaching strength, and the
new seiection procedures described earlier did seek informétion on "the
relevance for primafy teaching of the degree subjects taken."48 Whether
or not such a felationship exists, and to what degree, is seen as a.
potentially useful field of research, but of greater concern to this
study was the exfant to which an enthusiasm for their subject may have
loomed larger to the Graduates than did a broader view of the curriculum
and an understanding of children's learning. Graduate Students, First-

year Students and Third-year Students vere therefore asked early in 1973

46 See Appendix J, Tables 44(g) and 44(h) for Newman-Keuls tests.

47 Selected Studies courses are elective courses taken by Three-~
year Students nol studying at university. They are tertiary level
courses, not necessarily related to teaching,

48 See Section 2(3) of this Chapter.



57

to indicate which of a number of agpecis of teachingzg would give the

49

greatest personal satisfaction.,” Only one aspect wes to be chosun,

and the results »re given in Table 14.

TABLE 14
Which one of the following aspects of teaching will give you personally

the greatest saticfactiorn ?

Graduate First-year Third-year
gtudents Students Students
(n = 39) (n =53) | (n = 50).
Seeing children grow in
knocwledge and skills under : a
© your gulidance 65.8 63.0 66,0
Working with enthusiastic , ‘
children : R1.1 5.6 18,0
Reaching an understanding
of children's neods and
development : 10.5 27.8 1440
Teaching the subject matter : _ |
of special interest to you 2.6 3.7 2.0
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0

a Percentage citing thig aspsct,

The important finding here was that Graduate Students were little differ-
ent from other Students, and they were more like Third-year than First-
year Students. Only one Graduate stated that teaching his own subject
was most important to him, and this was soon after entry to College,
before the full impact of the course with its emphasis on children and
their learning could have had much effect.

Second, the same three student groups were‘asked to rank a number
of teacher models according to personal preference, and Table 15 shows

the results.’0 . o 3

49 See Appendix B, Question Bi(a).

>0 See Appendix B, Question B11 for a description of the eight
teaching models.
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TABLE 15
Most young teachcrs have a particular model or atyle of tesching that
they would like o emuwlate. Rank the follewing l.eachers in the order

that they appeal o yoa.

Graduate first-year Third-year

Students Students Studente

(n = 39) (n = 53) {n = 50)
Questioner 1.60% 1,86 2,02
Partner i 2.83 246 2,62
Tutor 3.28 3.08 3.48
Prompter 3.48 3.63 3.21
Manipulator 4,70 497 4.87
Therapist 5.05 5.45 5.52
Model 5497 6,20 6.52
Entertainer 7.10 T.12 7.63

% Mean ranking with 1 the highest.

The rankings are the same'for all groups, with one exception., Third-
year Students expressed a breference for the 'prompter" model over the
‘"tutorn,

An apparent assumption by those who place Graduate Students into
Year One teaching positions has been that, because of their degrees, a
higher proportion than of three-year course students will want to teach
in intermediate schools. So, third, the same student groups were asked
to indicate preferred teaching levels, and Table 16 shows the results
(any number of levels could be chosen).f'1 It is true that just over a
half of the Graduate group chqices were preférences for interwediate or

52

higﬁer, but so was it true with other Students. The relatively even

5 See Appendix B, Question B5.

52 The nature of the First- and Third-year samples must be remem-
bered here,  however. They were students of the highest academic attain-

ment in their rcespective intskes, and may, therefore, have been more
likely to pursue further university study and teach at a higher level.
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TARLE 16
Agsuming thst you had the qualificabtions te Lsach et any of the

following levale, wnich would y»ou choese ?%

Graduate | First-year Third-yegr
Studentg ! Studentsa Students
(n=39) | (u-=53) (n = 50)
Chose Ranking| Choss Banking| Chose Ranking
Level Level Leval
Pre-schocl. 11.0°  4.6° | 9.6 4.8 | 11.5 4.1
Junior Primury 16.5 245 16,0 2.5 16.4 2.0
Middle Primary 18.9 1.6 [ 240 1.4 | 17.0 1.8
Intermediate 17.3 2.5 19.2 2.8 17.0 2,8
TLower Secondary 11.0 Leb 12,0 3.4 12.7 5.0
Uppsr Secoidary 11.8 bae? 10.4 3.8 12.7 4.8
Adult 1344 3.7 8.8 5.7 12.7 AN
Total "~ 1100.0 100.0 100.0

a Students were also asked to rank their choices in order.
b Percentage choosing this level.

¢ Mean ranking, with 1 the highest.

spread of Graduaste choices through all age levels was very similar to
those of Third-year Students.
Fourth, Students were asked to express a preference for school

>3 Only cne choice of school and

and class type, as shown on Table 17,
one choice of class was to be made. The only notable difference between
groups was the smaller proportion of Graduates expressing a preference

for country schools and the nuitber in this group with no expressed pre-

ference for a particular type of school.

53 see Appendix B, Questions B7 and B9(b).
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TuBLE 17
If you are still teaching in tan years whiu sort of school would you
1like %o be ir, arda if you were to teach in cn intermediate school what

type of class would you like ?

- Graduate B First-yéar Third-year
Students Students Students
(n = 39) (v = 53) (n = 50)
City school 30,8% 35.9 4240
Small town- school 38.5 30,2 28,0
Country school 18.0 34.0 30.0
No preference expressed 12.8 - -
Total school preference 100,0 100.0 100.0
Mixed ability class 38.5b 39.6 38,0
Average ability class 28,2 30.2 \ 26,0
Top stream c¢lass 23.1 22,6 2440
Low stream class ‘ 10.3 7.6 12.0
Total class preference 100.,0 ° 100.0 100.0

a Percentage choosing this school type.

b Percentage_choosing this class type.
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#inally, the turee atudent audiences viere anked 1o indlzats tho
positions fhey heped to hold (a) after five ysars of ssrvice and (b)
‘ﬁfter ten years of dervice.54 Thig was an open-ended question, and
answers were girouped under General Teaczhiug Fositions, Positions of
Responsibility and Special Teaching Positions. Table 18 shows the
responses to tlils question given sarly in 1973, snd follow-up quéstions
of Intentions and aspirations were to be tzken up sgain a year 1ater.55
About one-fifth of each group did not respond to either part of the
questinn, surporting verbal comments from students over the year that
they held no clear ambipions at that stage, but preferred tu wait and see
how effective they felt in their'own clagsrooms, Graduates differed
from other Students in two main respects. Fewer, were desirous of
takingron positione of respongibility, and appreciably more had their
sights set on specialist teaching positions. A possible interpretation
of the first is that Graduates had made up their minds to teach more
recently than cther Students, and no% having consolidated their position,
felt less confident about future positions of responsibility (if indeed
they had even thought of these). The special inyerest shown by
Graduates in specialist positions is likely to have been linked to the

high proportion with Sociology, Psychology and Education degrees.

% gee Appendix B, Question B9(a).

55 See Chapter VI.



TABLE 18

Assuming you ere 3uill in the education service, what position do you

hope to hold after five years of teaching, and after ten years of

teaching ?

Graduate Firgt-year Third-year
Students Students Students
(u = 39) (v = 53) {(n = 50)
After After | After After | After After
5 yrs 10 yrs{ 5 yrs 10 yrs}| 5 yrs 10 yrs
Gensral Positions =
General Teacher 40,9% 22,7 | 46.3 16,7 1 54,0 29.6
Relieving Teacher - - - 1,9 - -
Independent School
Teacher - 2.3 - - - P
Teaching Overseas - - 1.9 - 4.0 1.9
Secondary Teacher 2.3 Re3 - - - 1.9
Total General 43.2  27.3 | 48.2 18.6 | 58.0 33.4
Positions Responsibility -
Sole~charge Teacher 4eb 2.3 5.6 3,7 - -
Senior Teacher - 6.8 T 14.8 12.0 20.4
Deputy Principal - - 1.9 T 2.0 3.7
Principal 2.3 2.3 1.9 14.8 - 7.4
Lecturer 2.3 4.6 - 149 - 1.9
Total P.R. 9.2 16,0 | 16.8 42.6 | 14.0 33.4
Special Positions -
Subject Specialist
in a School 2.3 Lo 5.6 - 4.0 5.6
Teacher in fizld of :
Special Education 9.1 11.4 5.6 9.3 2.0 1.9
Adviiser 6.8 9.1 - - - 1.9
Social Worker - - - 1.9 - -
Teacher-Counsellor 9.1 9.1 - -~ 2.0 Ted
Total Special 27,3 34.2 | 1.2 11.2 8.0 16.8
No Response 20.5 22.7 24,1 27.8 20.0 16,7
Total 100,0 100.0 | 100.0 100.0 | 100.0 100.0

& Percentage choosing this position,



5. SUMMARY

From tus firct small, somewhat enigmatic group of 1966, it was
four years before a College report sought *o define the special charact-
erigtics and professional needs of Graﬁuate Students, and another two
yeafs before serious moves were made for course changes and a greater
College recognition of the group. Mesnwhile, this grcup grew to 39 in
1973, and two Lecturers were secondzd almost fnll-time to aect as course
co-ordinators snd as Tutors to Graduate Students,

In regard to the length of the course, the majority of School
Principals, Teachers, Teachers' College Lecturers and Three-year Course
Students surveyed in 1973 felt thaﬁ tvo years vwas the minimum nesded for
teacher training, whereas the Graduate Group of 1973 felt that one year
was sufficient. Students, Lecturers and Teachers with degrees valued
university education significantly more than did those without degrees,
yet non-graduate Students believed that a degree played a more signifi-
cant part in promotion than did Graduate Students. Also, Graduate
Students and School Principals supported the end-on course more strongly
than did First- and Third-year Teachers' College Students.

Graduate candidates for 1973 went through additional selection
procedures for the first time, but the real screening still took place
at the initial interview where successful Graduwate applicants rated
significantly higher than other applicants. Furthermore, only 29 out
of 70 Graduate applicants were finally accepted, despite the Department
of Education's upper limit of 40.

Most Graduates decided to enter teaching after leaving school,
unlike other Teachers' College Students, though their reasons for the
decision were similar to those of other Students., However, Graduates
vers significéntly less commltted to their choice of teaching as a |
career (see Table 11), and significantly more Graduates felt uncertain

of the professional status of teaching than other Students did. Fewer
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Gradu«tes expresged a desirn to take up pOSiﬂions of responsibility in
tne future, bat move were lo&king towards speciailis’ pusitions in the
educaticnal seyvice. Graduates were similar o other Students (e) in
their ranking of th= "social levels" of certain cceupations (although
they had a differert pcreeption of secondary teachers); (h) in aspects
of teaching likely 1o give the greatent satisfaction; (e¢) in preferred
teaching models; and (d) in preferred class levels, and school and

class types.
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CHAPTER V
TRANSAGCTIONS

1., STUDENTS AND SCHOOL EXPERIENCES

(1) Tnients and Student Judgements

"Teaching practice periods provide for students! practical expor-
lence in the classroom. Their purpose is %o erable studente to acquire
fhe skills and techniques of the art of teaching and to gain the nec-
esgary confidence to develop competency and an individual style of teach-
ing."1 The Associate Teachers to whom students are assigned are expected
to offer help and guidance, and at least oﬁce during each school posting
a College Lecturer visits the school to observe the student's teaching
and to discuss his work with him. In 1973 the One-year Graduate Group
spent a total of 13 weeks in three different schools.2 This represented
one-third of its‘course, compared with the 23 weeks or one-fifth for
Three-year Course Students, and was virtually the same as for previous
Graduate Groups, despite the Acting Dean's recommendation that it be

increased.3

1 Christchurch Teachers' Gollege, Primary Division Galendar, 1971,

Po R4

“ See Table 3.

3 See Chapter IV, Section 2(1).



Afber ove termiy teaching in their 1974 Yearw.one position. ex-

Graduate fOouvse Shudents and a sample ol Thres-year Courie Students4 wer e
asked to judge the gquality of support and guidsnce recelved during schonl
postings while at Lollege.5 The results ere sumnarised in Table 19.

On four criteria - ;upport and guidance from teachers, demongtrations of
teaching vecnriques, opportunities ior teaching and developing a better
understanding of children -~ both groupg rated schoel experiences to have
been "of much valus", "Some value" was séen oy both groups in fhe help
received frow viapiting Lecturers, in help froim thse schoql in planuing pro-
graumes o work and in developing a better wuderstanding qf the role of
the school in its ccoumunity. The only siginficant intérgroup difference
wag that Graduates rated the help received from Lecturers higher, ‘This
is probably because the two Course Tutors visited the Graduates on two out
of three of their school postings. A Three-year Course Student on the
other hand was often visited in schools by a Lecturer he had not met
before, or one who was primarily invélved in Selected Studiés courses
which had no direct relationship with the primary school clagsroom.

At the end of their College year the impiessions of the same
Graduates were sought on the degree of acceptance and help théy had -
received during particular school postings.6 Over one third (37 per
cent.) had felt "accepted as a professional colleague™ in all thrse
schools, the same proportion in two of the three schools, a quarterv
>(24 per cent.) in cne school only and two students had felt accepted‘in
no school. On the question of "help and encouragement™ from Associate
Teachers, half the group felt they had received this in all schools, 41

per cent., in two schools, one student in only one school, and three

4 Sample previously described in Chapter III, Section 4.

5 See Appendix H, Question C 4.

6 See Appendix E, Question G 11 (a) and (b).
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ABLE 19

67

How successful, ir generali, were your school postings during your

College course, in terms of -

Ex=Graduate

Ex-Three-ysar

Course Students| Course Students| ¥
(n = 32) (n = 34)
1

Receiving support and a
guidance from teachers 4a13 4,06 0.06
Having teaching tech-
ques demonstrated 4.03 3.97 0.07
daving opportunities to
practise teacning skills 4,00 4e21 1.16
Having opportunities to
develop better understand-
ing of children 3.97 4400 0,01
Receiving support and %
guidance from Lecturers 3.84 3.31 430
Receiving help in planning
programmes of work 353 3,61 0.07
Developing a bettsr under-
standing of the role of the
school in the community .75 3.19 3423
a *

Mean on the scale - p < 0.05

"Of very great value'
"0f much value"

"of some value"

1of a little value"
"Of no value'

]
- DWW\
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gtudents fcln that help hast not heen forthecominng in any nchool. Theve
were thus sgome shoricomings in the school-student relationship which nmugt
have restricted the extent to which the objectives of school postings

were attained.

(2) Attitudss of Teachers

Attitudes towards Graduate Students were sought from the three
groups of Associale Teachers with whom the 1973 Uraduates vere placed for
their teaching practices.7 Associate Teachers for the first posting were
all in the twc Christchurch Normal Schools.8 All but three had previously
had First-year Students in their ‘classrooms, aznd over two~-thirls had had
- Graduate Students in previous years.9 They were asked to compare Grad-
uates with Fivrst-year Students on their first posting, as the teacher
training course was just beginning for both., TFifty-one and a half per
cent., preferred Graduates, with most of the remainder expressing no pre-
ference (see Tahle 20). This supports a number of verbal comments from
these particular teachers regarding the '"more mature" and '"more percep-
tive" Graduate Group.10

The Associate Teachefs with whom the Graduates were placed for
their second posting were asked to make a comparison with Second-year
Students, as both groups were half way through thelr College course. A
little over 13 per cent. expressed a preference for Graduates, while a

similar percentage expressed a preference for Second-year Students (see

Table 20) .

7

See Appendices A, C and G, Question 5 in each case.

8 Demonstrgtion Schools attached to the Teachers' College, to
which teachers are specially appointed.

? See Appendix A, Questions 3 and 4.

10 Unsolicited comments made to the Course Tutors in 1973,
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VYABLE 20

All other thingp being equal, who would ycu prelf=r to be posted to your

class ?
First Teacher Second Teacher Third Teachey
Group Group Group
(n = 33) (n = 33) (n = 36)
A Craduate Student 51.5% 18,2 8.3
A First-year Student 6.1 - -
A Second~year Student - 15.2 -
A Third-year Student - - bl ody
No Preferencs ARA 66.7 L1.2
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0

a Percentage choosing this student group.

The grcup of Associate Teachers for the third posting were asked
to make a comparison with Third-year Students, as at this stage both
Third-years and Graduates were having their last section of school
practice., This group of Associates, like the second group, was drawn
from a wide variety of gchools, but unlike the second group, expressed a
strong preference for Third-year Students (Table 20).

The trend is obvious - a decrease in the preference for Graduates
as the comparisons are made from First- to Third-year Students. The
reagon may, in part, be due to the nature of the two courges - Third-year
Students had a course: which was more strongly oriented towards theif
final posting over a longer period, and they had more unscheduled time
during the College day in which to prepare programmes of work. Third-
year Students may also have understood more clearly where they were going
during extended periods of teaching, and they may have been. seen by the
teachers as more useful in the classroom. It is possible, too, that
because Graduates by now were compared with Students closer to their own

age, they-had lost the advantage of maturity which seemed important to the

Agsociates in the early postirngs.
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Thie other ladi-ator of attitudes towrds Grucduates in ths sehocols
came through & ygnesticnuaire iftem which asghed Lhe same Associcte Teachers
in 1975 to judge the teaching performance of Graouates coumparcd with
Three-year Studnntso11 The criteria of teaching performance chosen for
this item were bascd on a Christchurch Teachers' College printed report
form which Associates regularly vse to as.cess Students, and these criteria
wers, therefore, well knowite The results of the questions are shown in
Table 21, A clear pattern is shown whereby Graduntes are perczeived to
be better than First-year Students cn gll eriteria, about the same or a
little beﬁter than Second-year Students (except for classroom control and
the use of the blackboard and other aids), and about the same or o little
below Third-year Students (except that Graduates are seen to respoad to
advice better and be more flexible in planning). Intergroup differences
on all criteria are significant, but a Newman-Keuls test was not run across
groups as the order is consistent throughout - Graduates are seen best
alongside First-years, next best alongside Second-years, and worst along-
side Third-years. These findings strongly replicate student group pre~

ferences of these Associate Teachers (see Table 20).

(3) Duration of School Postings

Tight audiences were agked to indicate the desired number of weeks
One-year Graduate Course Students should spend in schools12, and the
results are given in Table 22, All audiences thought that there should
be appreciably more than the 13 wecks spent in schools. Also, Associate
Teachers, First-year Students, School Principals, ex-Graduuate Qourse

Students and Graduate Students all believed that the number of weeks in

B See Appendices A, C and G, Question 6 in each.

12 Six of the eight audiences - School Principals, Associate Teach-
ers, Lecturers, I'irst-year Students, Third-year Students and Graduate
Students - weve asked in November 1973 (see Appendix D, Question A 4).

The two Year-one Teacher groups were asked in April 1974 (see Appendix H,
Question C'5)., The nature of the audiences has previously been described
in Chapter III, Seciion 4.



TASLE 21

7

How does the student now with you compare with hree-yesr Covrse Students

on the following criteria ?

First Teacher Seccnd geacher Third Tescher
Group Group Group F
(n = 31) (n = 34) (n = 37)
Enthusiasm for q M
teaching 3479 3.17 3.00 bR
3t
Initiative 430 3.08 2.97 13.20"
3%
Personal qualities 425 3.55 224 10.37
General help and n
co~operation 3.74 3.39 3.02 4a32
#
Response to advice 3.93 3.35 3.29 3.56
Ability to talk and -~
mix with children 3.90 3.23 3.00 6.28
Warmth and encour-
agement towards %%
children 3.90 314 2.97 21.19
Understanding ns
children's needs 416 3.27 2.97 10.97
%3
Classroom control 3.80 2.85 2.59 16,51
Quality of planning _ i
and preparation 3.73 3.17 2.83 5.23
Originality in .
planning ' 4412 3.17 3.08 9.34
Setting realistic
and gpecific .
objectives 413 3.14 2.88 13.46
Flexibility in
evaluating and . %%
modifying the plan 436 3.35 3.13 16.65
Use of blackboard ' 0
and Other &ids 3-58 2.91 2-77 7089
& First Teacher Group compared Graduates *p < 0,05
with First-year Students. -
b p <0.01
Second Teacher Group compared Graduates
with Second-year Students.
¢ Third Teacher Group compared Graduates
with Third-year Students.
d Mean rating on the scale: '"Much better" -5
A little better® -4
"About the game! -3
"Not quile as good" = 2
1

"Decidedly inferior" -
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schools should have beecn significantly higher thaan the number expressed

1 ) 1 - T 1 r: ) : A
by Teachers' GCollege Lecturers, 3 Thug, there is an importsnt differ-
ence in length between the views of the practicicners and those in train-

ing on one huand, and those doing the training on the other,

TABLE 22
In 1973 One-~year Craduate Course Students spent 13 weeks in schools com-
pared with 25 weeks in College. In your view what lengln of time in a

One~yesr Course sheould be spent in schools ?

Mean Desired No., of
Weeks in Schools

School Principals (n = 37) 18.86
Associate Teachers (n = 82) 20.28
Lecturers (n = 43) 15.25
First-year Students (n = 75) 19.09
Third-year Students (n = 58) 17.87
Graduate Students (n = 37) | | 18,48
Ex-Craduate Course Year-one Teachers (n = 31) 18,77
Ex-Three-year Course Year-one Teachers (n = 32) 13.91

F = 3.63

p <0,01

2. STUDENTS AND COLLEGE COURSE STRUCTURE

(1) Intents and Student Judgements

The report to the Principai of the previous year had recommended
fewer weekly time-~tabled hours for Graduate Students. It suggested that
a major theme or assignwent should be introduced during a Monday group
meeting, that most of the week should be given over to independent study
and that a Friday meeting be used to pool ideas. Accordingly, for the

first term, the number of time-tabled hours for the 1973 Graduate Course

13 See Appendix J, Table 44 (i) for Newman-Keuls test.
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wag kept close to thie 12 sugsested. However, such werc the expressed
reeds of indivicdoals and the group, and such was the impatience of
Students to get on witih ths task of preparatioan {or teaching end to
Teceive greater orofessional direction, that each week subsequently
contained wore schaduled hours. Table 23 summarises the time Graduate

Students were gchedulsd to be "in classg" st (ollece.

TABLE 23

Number of hours Graduate Students were scheduled to be in College, 1973

|
!!

5 ST ST T

Term One: One week at 15 hours . .e .o . 15
T’\-.'O weeks at 15 hours *s vs o *e 30
Five weeks at 13 hours .. oo .o es 65

Term Two: Four weeks at 18 hours .. ¢ 4o oo 72
Four weeks at 20 hours .. . .o .o 80
Term Three; Three weeks at 18 hours .o .e . 54

One week at 10 hours . .o .o ,e 10
Four weekg at 16 hours .. ce e N A
One week at 20 hours os .e . o 20
One week at 10 hours .o .o o o 10

Total scheduled hours in College oo .o .o eo 420

Source: 1973 Graduate Course Timetables

At the end of the year Graduate Students were agked to make judge~ .
14

ments on the timetable. Twenty-four per cent. said the amount of
scheduled time had been "about right", 5 per cent. only "would have pre-
ferred more free time during the day" and 70 per cent., felt that "some
courges could have been longer even if this had meant more scheduled hours
in some weeks"., Even allowing for some ambiguity in the last statement,
the response reinforces the impression gained by the Courge Tutors that
Graduates were prepared to work harder than they did in Term One (and

even harder than they did in the rest of the year) so long as the tasks

were seen to be relevant to their professional needs,

14.See Appendix E, Question G 2.



74,

Throughout the yeer an attempt vae made Lo provide enough ell-over
programma structure to make tle broad objectives clear, and yet to ellow
enough flexibility to modify and restructur: cowrses at any time as cir-
cumstances changsd, An over-all timetabile for the year had been drawn
up and a more detailed weekly timetable devised for each term. Un-
specified wesily group meeting and forum times added to programme flex-
ibility (thcy could te used in any way the Tutors saw fit), as did the
appreciable amount of course teaching by the Tutors. Sixty-two per cert.
of 1973 Graduvate Studenﬁs judged the balance between structure and flex-
bility to hsave been Mabout right", 10 per ceni. thought the programme had
been "a 1little tco rigid at timés" and 24 per cent. thought it was "y
little too unstructured and flexible".15 Only one student gaw the pro-
gramme as having been "far too unstructured and flexible”, On a sepafate,
but closely related issue, 43 per cent, felt that their programme requests
had "always received attention", the same proportion said these had
"usually received attention" and the rest (14 per cent.) judged requests

16

as having only sometimes been net, No student responded to the "only

occasionally" or '"mever" categories.

(2) Student Groupings

The bagis for assigning 1973 Graduate Students into the two tutor

i Again, this closely

and teaching groups was university background,
followed a recommendation in the report to the Principal of the previous
year. No student judgement of this differentiation was sought, but the
Course Tutors felt at the end of 1973 that, as no useful purpose had been

served by such groupings, a change would be made to arbitrary group

allocation (elphabetically by surnames) for the 1974 intake. FExperience

15 gee Appendix E, Question G 3 (a).

6 See Appendix E, Question G 3 (b).

17

For a full description of this, see Chapter IV, Sections 2 (2)
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had indiceved that the comuon bond of profegsional prepsration out-
weighed any hizhlighting of different academic hackgrounds; and that a
crogs-fervilinstion of ideas could be an zdditioanal benefit coming trom

3 wider range wibhin each group.

(3) Iutegrabion into College Life

With a shudy programme geparate frowm the *taree-year cource, and
with student affillations having already been established with university
organisations, there had alweys been a terndency for Graduate Groups to
remain outside the corporate life of the.College. Over seven years the
group had grown steadily in size, and now that a special staffing pro-
vision had been made for it, authorities in the Cwullege were more con-
cerned than ever to integrate Graduate Students, This could only be
done to a very limited extent through common courges because of time-
tabling and differing group needs , and the main avenues seen were through
the varioug cultural and sporting clubsg, and such facilities as the
student cafeteria and commonroom.

The 1973 Graduate Group was asked at the end of the year to comment
~on the level of involvement in College affairs it thought was desirable
and possible within the constraints of the course as then structured.18
Regponses fell into three categories - 36 per cent. believing that there
should be greater involvement even though 1t wag difficult, 30 per cent.
feeling that such involvement was not important but that one's contribu-
tion to the Graduate Group itself was, and 33 per cenb. saying that wider
involvement in the College was quite impossible anyway.

? only one-fifth

On a question of actual involvement in 1973,1
judged their College activities outside the course to Lhave been comparable
with that of most Third-year Students, and just five Students had in fact

been associated with more than one College club or organisation. A large

18 See Appendix'E, Question G 13 (e¢).

19 See Appendix E, Question G 13 (a) and (b).
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prooortlon of thosz parbicipating were probaﬁly ex-university studeniship
bolders renewing Lheir earlier associatioris ir some cases, so the partici-
pation rate in wider College affairs seems parircularly low for the rest
in the group. How«ver, comparable proportions of the Threc-year Student
population participating in College afrfairs are needed before any real

assegsment can be made.

(4) Duration of Syllabus Studies Gourges

As over a half of the 1973 Graduate Course was taken up by the
Syllabus Studies courses, and because théy variéd in length in a depart-
ure {rom general College policy, eight audiences from school staffs, the
College znd Year-one Teachers were asked to make judgements about the
relative importance of each.20 Table 24 sets out their responses. An
obvious trend is that all of the eight audiences felt that more time should
have been spent on Language, Mathematics and Social Studies. These three
areas, together with Reading and sometimes Science, were consistently
judged to need more time than the other Syilabus Studies. Thus, the
principle of varying the lengths of Syllabus Studies courses in 1973 to
suit the judged needs of One-year Students was supborted here, although

the actual length of six of the courses fell short of what the Graduates

as Year-one Teachers now felt to be desirable.

3. STUDENTS AND COURSE CONTENT

(1) Syllabus Studies Objectives and Student Judgements

During 1973 all eight College departments teaching Syllabus Studies
courses were asked to provide a short statement of their objectives for the

Graduate Programme. In November Graduate Students were presented with

=0 See Appendix D, Question A 6, and Appendix H, Question C 2. The
audiences have previously been described in Chapter III, Section 4.



T&BLE 24
Alongside the eight subjects, indicate the iupcrisnce you attach to each

in a QOne-year_Course of teacher preparotion, hy nlacing a tick under the

preferred course length,

<
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School 5taffs (Nov. 1973):

Principals (n = 36) 202 40 40 25 25 40 25 30
Associate Teachers (n = 76) 20 40 40 25 25 40 30 35

College Personnel (Nov. 1973):

Lecturers (n = 33) | 25 35 35 25 25 35 30 30
73) 25 35 35 25 30 35 30 30
Third-year Students (n = 547 25 35 40 25 25 L0 32.5 35
Gfaduate Students (n = 37) 25 40 40 25 30 40 35 30

First-year Students (n

1l

Year-one Teachers (May 1974):
Ex Graduate Course (n = 31) 35 40 40 30 30 40 40 40
Fx Three-year Course (n = 32)| 25 40 42.5 30 30 45 35 37.5

8 Median course length in weeks,



~J

(9}

Lhese cbjectives and ssked to indicate bow "reslisiic and appropriate?
they believed thean to be, They wsre also esked to judge how successful

each courge was 'iIr. achieving thege stated objsctives®™, and to comment on

1
] - . .
The results are summarised in

the out—of-clasc work-load of eacha2
Table 25, I'irst, most éets of objectives werse seen to be lorgely rele-
vant, but with a range from Music &t bthe lowest level of relevance tho
Science at the higlisgt.  Second, in Matheuatics; Physical Education and
Science,; objectives were judged to have been largely achieved, and in the
other subjects they had been achieved only to sume extent. Third, in
terms of work-load, Science most closely mauvched what Students saw as a
desirable amouni, Reading was seen to have demanded a‘li£tle too much
and Languags, Art vad Social Studies not enough,

The responsos to open-ended questiong on Syllabus Studies course
strengths and shortcomings asked at the same time22 were grouped, and the
most frequent groups of comments are now reported. The particular
strength of Art seemed to be the knowledge of materials and techniques
géined during practical sessions, with limitations revolving around the
rigidity of course structure, the shortness of the course and its isola-
tion from Art in schools. The shortness of the Language and Social |
Studies courses was highlighted,23 but Students appreciated the course
flexibility and the relationship with the wider curriculum in Language,
and the preparation of teaching units in Social Studies. Mathematics
achieved a good balance,in the Student view, between being taught and
their practising teaching techniques, and it gave a gqod coverage. But
the course was seen to be too short by many, and to bte lacking in practi-
cal teaching methods and aids by others, Students responded favourably

to practical sessions in Music and Physical Education, but some expressed

21 See Appendix B, Questions G 5 and G 6, for & full statement of
course objectives and the specific questions asked. ‘

22 See Appendix E, Question G 5, \

23 See alsc Table 24.



TABLE 25°
How realistic end appropriate do you believe bhe objectliveg were, how
successfully wers thesa objectives achieved,and hew did you find the

oub~os-clags work Load for each Syllabus Study course ?

£
(o]
o
g :
73 ol
) «rd P
@ +2 -~ 5]
g 8 g ¥ 8
3 E] w0 B @ o 3
HO8 5 4 8 % 8 3§
Objectives were realistic a
and appropriate 3.89740361464813.75]4eh5]4e02] 4.60[Le27
Objectives were achieved 3.43%3.28{4.02]3.77(3.97] 3.37| 4.51| 3.56
Out-of-class work load 2.64°12.50(2.92(2.95|2.74] 3.69] 3.09] 2.65
2 Mean on the scale: "Completely" -5
Mostly™" -4
"In part" -3
"To a small extent® -~ 2
"Not at all" -1

b

!
- DWW

Mean on the scale: "Far too demanding”
"A little too demanding" -
"About rightn
"ot quite enough”
"Far too little"
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concarn over tne lack of specific helv in praparing. lesscne in these two
areag. Soﬁe algo caw tne Mugic courge as having been too short., Fead-
ing drew favourable conments aboub materials issued and the course cover-
age, and criticism centred around itn theoretical nature, its emphaéis on
skills, the lack of a clear, perceived course structure, the lecture-based
approach and the tact that the ccurse did not rus right through the year,
The practical nature of the Science course, the enthusiasm of its Lectur-
ers and the coverage ol the syllabus “he teaching methods were appreciated
by Studeuts, and no particular shortcomings caome through strongly. In
short, aspects of Graduate Syllabus Studies courses which were important
Lo Students included a close relationship with clessroom practice, prac-
tical 1eérning sesgions, course flexibility, help and practice in preparing
lessons and units of study for children, and programmes which ran over a
reasonably long period.

In April 1974, Graduates and a sample of ex-Three-year Course

24 X .

Students™ were asked, as Year One Teachers, to judge the all-over value
they had found so far in each College Syllabus Studies course as a pfe-

25

paration for iteaching. Four other curriculum areas were added for
judgements also.26 The results are shown in Table 26. All significant
intergroup differences favoured the Three-year Course. The disparity for
Reading is esgpecially large, and it received the highest rating of the
eight Syllabug Studies by one group, and the lowest by the other. This
also ties in with the Graduates! feeling that the objectives for Reading

ol
had not been achieved..’"7

=4 Sample previously described in Chapter III, Section 4.

25 See Appendix H, Questicn C 1.

26

Handwriting and Spelling are handled at College as part of Read-
" ing Syllabus Study, and Health Education and School Sport as part of Physi-
cal Education, Because it was judged that these may be seen separately by
Year One Teachergs, they were listed apart from the eight Syllabus Studies.

27
See Table 25.



TABLL 26

Now that you have your clags programme in tlie various curriculum areas

under way, hoyw successful do you feel your Collicge course was in pra-

paring you for thig task ?

Iix Graduate Uourse Tix Threc--year Course
Students Student s T
(n = 32) (r = 34)
AI‘t 3.528. 3‘-58 0'08
3*
Language 2.88 345 4479
I‘d&thematjcs jQZ}-’? 3.48 . 0.01
I&usic 2.87 2.52 20[’,-5
3%
Physical Education 3,39 4.00 8.47 )
1
Reading 2.75 4,03 24431
Science 3.61 3.32 1,21
Social Studies 2.84 3.09 0.82
Handwriting 2,13 2.18 0.05
Health Education 1453 1.82 2.12
#
Spelling 2:59 2.06 5.04
Sport ' 2,06 24ty 2.00
% Mean on the scale: "Of very much value" - 5 * p < 0,05
1018 much value' -4 -
"Of some value® -3 p < 0,01
"Of a little value" -~ 2
"Of no valus® -1
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(2) Woundstion Studies in Rducation

Acknéwledged by tne College as an impoitant component of the
Graduate Programme, though one in wvhich it has been found difficult Lo
cater for widely varying backgrounds, the fducai’on coursss were presented
to Graduate 3Students for comment at the end of 1973, and the results are
shown in Table R7. The questions werc opennendad,zg and the answe:s
assenbled inte three broad categories =~ those which generally praised the
course, thoge which were critical, and answers which were Indefinite.

"The School in Society" was a short, nine-hour course, at the beginning
of the year, and obviously many Students could nol remember much about it.
Praising and critical comments were evernly balanced and nolt particularly
strong. | "Merntal Health and Classroom Climate' drew strong praise for the
quality of its teaching, the relevance of its scope, the newness of its
content to most Students, and the fact that it was spread out over nine
weeks across two terms. "Studies of Children" was too gshort at five
hours to succced, and "How Children Lean", with its five two-hour weekly
lectures taken by four different Lecturers (being thus very disjointed),
fared worst in Student opinion.  All Students' comments were supportive
of the "Educating Exceptional Children" course. The visits and visiting
speakers were popular, and the greater amount of time available to this
course allowed for a deeper developmenl of ideas. On a separate five-

2C
point scale}‘) over half of the group judged it "excellent", and another

third Yvery good'.

(3) Developing the Skills of Teaching

The College makes assumptiong about its role in helping Students
grow in. the understandings and skills of teaching, but these are rarely
stated in gpecific terms. Indeed, it is very difficult to define and

me&éure such growth, yét six skills and understandings which seemed

28 See Appendix E, Questions G 7 and G 8 (b).

29 gee Appendix E, Question G 8 (a).
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TABLE 27
Comment on the relevanze, strengths and shorvcomings of the Iducation

courges tilg year.

Comments Comments

Generally Generally

Praising Indsfinite Critical Total
The School in Society 32,42 29,7 37.8 100,0
Mental Health and
Classroom Jlimate 9.6 - 544, 100.0
Studies of Children 21.6 13,5 6449 100.0
How Children Lesarn 18.9 10,8 70,3 100.0
Educating BExceptional b '
Children 100.0 - - 100,0

a Percentage of comments in this category.

b This percentage is from a separate question which

simply asked for any comment on the course.

important in this College were chosen from doubtless many possibilities,
and Year One Teachers were asked to make a judgement of the College's role

30

in their development in Students. Table 28 shows the mean responses of

two audiences - ex 1973 Graduate Course Students and a sample of ex Three-

31

year Gourse Students. Generally, Year One Teachers regarded the
College course as having been between "a little" and "some" value in
helping them develop these skills and understandings. In only five cases
were mean ratings greater than "of some value". On only two of the 12
criteria were intergroup differences significant. Gradﬁates felt they
had been helped at College in their understanding of children less than

other teachers felt they had, which supports thelr earlier low opinion of

the child development and learning courses.32 They also bolieved that

3
2

0 See Appendix H, Question C 3.

\

Sample previously described in Chapter III, Section 4.

32 see Table 27.



TABLE 28

84,

£fter your fivst term as a Year One Teacher, lhow svecessful do you now

fesl your toial College ccurse was in preparing you for the following

aspects of teaching ?

i

x Gradiuate Course

&y Three-year Course

Students Studebts I
(n = 32) (o = 34)
Understanding chilidren a !
of the ege 1lu your class 2.50 3.12 9.48
Teaching skills (e.g.
questioning) 2.91 3.53 9.06
Techniques of control 2,78 2.38 0.11
Planning programmes of
work 2,81 3,21 2.31
Use of audio-visual
aids 3.31 2.88 1.05
Classroom management 2.61 2.55 0.54
Legal aspscts of
teaching 2-78 2.67 1 .82
Provisions available for .
exceptional children 3.16 2.97 0.65
Advisory services avail-~
able to teachers 2.84 2,88 0.03
Administration within a
school 2.94 2.85 0.17
Adminigtration of
schools in ¥ew Zealand 2.52 2.29 1.18
Parent-teacher relation-
& Mean on the scale: "Of very great value" - 5 **p < 0.01

"0f much value'
"0f some value”

"of a 1little value®

"Oof no value"

1
=N WP
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College had helped thelir ovn teaching skill developueut lees than cthers
felt it had, and perhaps this is related to treir request for an increase

in the time spent .in schools during training {sce Table 22).

(4) Ceneral.

The gome Year One Teacherg were asked to indicate the'single nos®
valuable component of their College course,"?3 and the responses to this
open~ended questicn were assembled into four bread areas « School Postings,
Syllabus Studies courses, Other Courses and Generai. The results are
shown in Table 22. The impact of school postings on Students is generally
recognised, and cver & quarter of both Greduates and othe» Year One
Teacherg singled this oute Nearly two-thirds of ex Thres-yesr Students
choge a particular College course as having been most valuable, yet just
under one-third of Graduateg did. However, the major difference betweén
the groups is the 20 pef cent. of Graduates choosing "group atmoépﬁére",
whereas none of the Three-year group chose this category. lThis probably
reflects the cohssiveness of the Graduaste Group.

Finally, two questiong were asked about the all-over standard of
the College cou:r'se.:)’4 In November, 1973, in response to a specific
question on course quality, none of the Graduates judgediallncourse:com-
ponents to have been "of a high quality", 24 per cent. said most were,
68 per cent, said some were, and the rest felt that "only very few parts
were of goéd quality". After a term's teaching, Graduates and a sample

of other Year One Teacher535

were asked to rate the general challenge of
their respective College programmes, and Table 30 shows the results.
Both groups leant towards a belief that their College courses were not

1full and demanding"”, but on the other issues both were rather uncertain

33 See Appendix H, Question C 6.

34 See Appendix E, Question G 1, and Appendix H, Question C 7.

35 The same sample as for previous items (described in Chapter III,
Section 4).
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TABLE 29
What specitic agpect or component of your College cource stands oul ag

having been the wost valuable to your personally 7

I TR TSI T - = oo — ) RETLIETT

Fx Graduate Course Iix Thrce-year Course
Students Students
(n = 31) (n = 35)
School Postings 15 12
: 27 .8% 26.1%
Syllabus Studies Courses
Art » 2 1
Language - 2
Mathematics 1 -
Musie - 1
Physical Education 1 1
Reading 1 6
Science 1 -
Social’Studies - 1
Spelling? 1 -
13.0% 26.1%
Other Courses
Curriculum Studies - 1
Education b - 3
Human Relationghips 3 1
Micro-teaching 1 -
Selected Studies - 7
Workshep Courses 5 5 '
16.7% 37.0%
General
Clubs and Students!
Executive - 2
General College Teaching 1 -
Group Atmosphere 1 -
Help from Tutor 7 1
Help from Other Staff 4 1
University Studies - 1
4L2.6% 10.9%
Total 54° 46
100.0% 100,0%

2 Spelling was taught as\part of Language
Syllabus Study course.

P Yuman Relationships refers to the "Mental
Health and Classroom Climate' course,

¢ Total number of responses for thig group
(many teachers gave two responses).
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aboint aspe:ts of general conrse organisabion and the use they had made of

the College resources.

There were no sigcifican’ intergreup lifferencss,

and thies 13 consistent with other evidence presenced in this study, which

also suggests tliat Greduates and other Stwients arre equally enamonred of

or disenchanced with their resgpective College courses,3

TABLE 30

In general, how do you rale your College course ?

Ex Graduate Jourcge
Students

(n=32)

&x Three-year Courge
Students
(n = 34)

Was your course reasonably
full and demanding?

Should you have had more
scheduled time during which
you were required to be atb
College?

Should you have been given
more assignments or guid-
ance for your out-of-
college study?

Did you try to get the best
out of courses and make the
best use of College re-
sources?

2.50%

3bd

3,06

2.88

2.68

3.29

3.21

3.06

0,24

0.24

0.45

& Mean on the scale: nStrongly yes"® - 5
"Probably yes" = 4
"necertain® -3
"Probably no" - 2
"Strongly no"  « 1

36

See, for example, Table 28,



/4o STUDLNTS AND COLLLGE STARE

(1) 2ue_Role of ihe Course Tutors

The aims of seconding tuo Tutors to the Graduate Course in 1973
vere to involv: certain staff more closely with Studeats, to make for
better progremme unity and cohegiveness, anl 1o highlight the piofesia-
ional growth of Stwients rather more than their academic background.
Certainly, the greatest amount of staff - student interaction in this
coursé wes between Course Tutors and Students, O0ix audiences were zgked
at the end of the ysar to judge the effectiveness ol the two-Tutor arrange-

menb,37 and the responses are in Table 31.  All groups supported the

TABLE 31
For the first time,in 1973, two Course Tutors have been charged with the

overgight of the Graduate Programme, Do you helieve this arrangement has

been a good one 7

-3 2 2 i)
£ U
3] - g s
2 3 .3 fw 837 &g
b n® 23 ~ Ne @
Scale o B o g I g0 S
5G] 1) §5 b oo 2 e S a
S ) i g e
A £ 3 = & &
Strongly yes 5 17 36 16 3 7 31
Probably yes 4 13 31 19 39 27 5
Uncertain 3 5 12 6 20 18 1
Probably no 2 ~ 1 1 - 2 -
Strongly no 1 - - - - - -
No regponse 1 3 2 13 10 -
Mean 4'34 4027 /+o19 3072 3-72 4.81
F = 16.87
p < 0.01

37 See Apnendix D, Question A 7 (a). Audiences previously des-
cribed in Chapter IIX, Section 4.
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arvrangemens, bub the degres of support varicd approciablry, Tha Craduates
believed signitTizantly wore strongly than all olber giroups that the
arrangement haa been a good one, and Firsi- and Third-year Students
together were gignificantly more uncertain about this than all other
groups.38 It is also to be noted that a higher propcrtion of First- and
Third-year Strdents did not respond.  Probably they knew leacgt about the
arrangement, whereas Principals and Teachers had all met the Tutors to |
discuss 3tudents? progress, and Lecturers were also familiar witn the
Tutors!' function. The Graduates themselves strongly approved of the
Tutor system, reinforced elsewhere by 2C per cent, gelecting "group
atmosphere! bullt up over the year, and 13 per cent, specifically chcos-
ing the quality of Tutor help and support as the single most valuable

39

component of the total course.

(2) Transactions with Specialist Lecturers

Attitudes of College Lecturers towards Graduste Students were
sought in a brief quegtionnaire given in November, 1973, to which 44 res-
ponded, Torty Lecturers answered a question enquiring as to which type
of Student they preferred to teach, Third-years or Graduates.AO Fourteen
-expressed a preference for teaching Third-year Students, four expressed a
preference for teaching the Graduates and 22 had no particular preference.
A sign test was run on the 18 Lecturers who had expressed a vreference for
a particul#r group and p < 0.05 (two tailed).

Lecturers were alsc asked to judge the 1973 Graduate Group.in terms
of general attitude and achievement at College, compared with Three-year

41

Students and CGraduate Students of previous years. The answers are
summarised in Table 32. In terms of attitude towards preparing them-

selves for teaching, 1973 Graduate Students were seen by Lecturers to have

38 See Appendix J, Table 44 (j) for Newman-Keuls test of the diff=-
erences in means.

39-See Table 29.
40 gee Appendix F, Question D 5 (a).

41 See Appendix F, Questions D 3 and D 4.



TABLE 32

90

llow does the Graduste Student this year compare with the other student

groups named ?

Lo SRy K

S Ty e kT

Coupared ‘T

Goupared Compared Conpared
Pirst-year Second-year Thivd~year Previous
Students Studenis Students graduates I

No.RpaMeanb

No.Rp Mean

No.lp Mean

No.Rlp Mean

In terms of atii-
tude towards pre-

paration for s
teaching 23 4.00 22 3.73 25 3.08 25 Lol

In terms of
achievement in e
your subject 18 3.83 19 3.37 20 2.50 19 3.79

& Jumber of the 44 Lecturers replying i
to this itemn.

"thach hetter"

"A 1little better™
"About the same"
"Not quite asg good"
"Decidedly inferior"

lMean on the scale:

=5
-4
-3
-2
-1

been about the seme as Third-year Students, but significantly better than
42

" Pirgt— and Third-year Students and previous Graduate Groups. In ternms
of achievement in the Lecturers' subjects, Graduates were seen to be
glightly below Third-year Studeﬁts but gignificantly better when compared
with the other three groups. The feeling that 1973 Graduates were better
than Graduates of previous years on both criteria is interesting in that
it reflects a measure of Lecturer support for the changea course.ofganisa-
tion and structure that.year. However, only approximately half of the
Lecturers completing the questionnaire responded to this item, the main
reasong being that 12 had not taught the 1973 Group and some others

probably felt they had too little knowledge of groups to make meaningful

comparisons.

42 See Appendix J, Tables 44 (k) and (1) for Neuman-Keuls tests.



The finding that the College achlevewent of CGraduate Students,
as perceived by Lerturers, compared favourebly wibth First- and Second-
year Students, is generally repeated when a comparative analysis is made
of actual Tinsl Studenh marks for all Syllabus Studies courses in 1973.

3

These assegsments are set out in Table 33.4 From raw scores, all
Collego course maris are translated to a gtanine scalo. Before stanineg
for Student groups are confirmed, however, they are "moderated" by the
Chairmen of the Assessment Comnittee in discussion with the Lecturer in
charge of the course, and the ratings may be adjasted ip the light of auy
subjecﬁiva judgements which are made. Se it is here, ad_well as poesibly
at the earliér stags where the flrst raw marks are givén by Lecturers (as
some flexibility is allowed for in the distribution of Student numbers tc
each stonine rating), that subjective judgements may show Lecturer atti-
tudes towards different Student groups. In Table 33, the Graduate
Students rank fourth out of the five groups on mean stanine rating fof
Art, and they rank second for Mathematics. But for the oﬂher five
subjects, they rank first, These do not show that Graduate Students
were generally better than First- and Second-year Students, as the res-

pective courses were not identical for one thing, but that Lecturers

perceived them to be better,

5, SUMMARY

Both Graduate and Three-year Student groups regarded school post-
ings as an important aspect of teacher training.  The fotal duratién of
gchool poétings should have been longer according to all Students' Groups,
Lecturers, Teachers and Principals, and all other groups felt it should

have been significantly more than the duration suggested by the Lecturers.

43 ote that Physical Education is not included as Graduates were
not given g stanine rating that year, Also note that Syllabus Studies
courses are only taken by Three-year Course Studenls in their first two
years.



TARLE 35
Final student assessuments for Syllabes Sitndies courses at Christchurch

Teacherg! Gollege, 1975

o

i

L2 e IS R emsTe ATy semmemnees ey T TETTERTIRTIN D R
(V]
ord
[0 o)
Q o)
o B w o B
- N T
A - L d] ) o~
43 - ks 4 3 o [&]
H 3 S & o A &
Graduate Students: n | 37 . 37 38 37 37 37 37
)_( ./4.097 6.1}-9 5035 5686 6.11 6.03 5095
2 2.08 1.69 1,70 1.88 1.88 2.08 1.36
First-year Students,
First Seumester: n| 51 49 65 67 49 63 59
% 541 545 5.82 5,29 5.08 5.36 5.14
S 109/‘- 2 OO 2.09 1.91 2.0!{. u99 1.88

First-year Students,

Second Semegter: ni{ 60 62 59 50 63 62 51
. e 5.07 5.02 5.07 5.04 5.22 5.47 4496
s| R.05 1,93 2.1€ 2.01 2.33 2.10 1.93

Second-year Students,
First Semester:

[ 3 e
N L =2

Second-year Students,

Second Seuester: n | 59 62 73 69 79 42 56
X | 4.85 4.98 5.09 5.01 5.03 5.12 5,09
2.01 1.95 2.0, 2.02 1,96 1.87 1.84

& Mean on a stanine scale. Source: Christchurch Teachers'

GCollege records.
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Houever, only ono-thivd of Graduates bad fell uccented as professlional
collsagues in all cchiools, sund 6nly a hoalf ceported help and enconrage-
ment frow all Asssccliase Teachers, Graduates rabed the help given by
vigiting Lecturers significantly higher thai 4id Three-yzar Jtudeats.
The Teachers hosting 1973 Gradustes (a) expressod e preference for them
over, snd believed them to be bebter tharn, ¥irst-year Students, (b)
expressed nu prefarence betueen Graduates and Zecond--year Students, and
saw Graduates as wbout tine same or slighlly better than Secoad -years,
and (c) preferred Third-year Students, and saw Graduategs to be about the
same or élightly below them.

Within the College, three-querters of CGraduates would have acceplted
more scheduled weekly hours, two-thirds supported the balauce belween
course structure and flexibility in 1973, and most felt that their
personal requests had received attention. Only five Graduate Students
joined more than one College organisation outgide the course, und few
believed such involvement was important anywey.,

A1l student Groups, Lecturers, Teachers and Principals believed
that the Language, Mathematics and Social Studies courses should have
been longer, and it was also generally felt that these three, plus
Reading and sometimes Science, should be longer than the other Syllabus
Studies courses., The stated objectives for the Syllabus Studies were
seen by Graduates as mostly relevant, with Mathematics, Physical Educa-
tion and Science achieving these to the greatest extent. But Graduates
as Year One Teachers rated the value of the courses in Language,'Physi-
cal Education and Reading significantly lower than did ex Three-year
Course Students, with the discrepancy for Reading being particularly
great.

Two Education courses received strong endorsement from Graduates,
two were judged to have been unsuccessful and the fifth received a
mixed reaction, The College's contribution towards the Student's
understanding of children and his development of teaching gkills was

rated significantly more highly by Three-year Students than by Graduates.
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Tho role of “the Coursz Tutors was supportfed by all Siudeot
Groups,; Locturers, Teachers and Principais, ul, by CGraduate Students
significantly more ao than by the resgt, and by virgt- ard Third-year
Students plgnificautly less so.

Lecturers believed Graduates to be better then First- and Second..
year Students, and Graduate Students of previous years on genocral atti-
tude towards theiir preparation for teaching, and the same as Third-year
Students. In terms of achievement at Ceollege; Lecturers rated Graduates
slightly below Third-year Students, but significantly higaer when com-
pared with Firgt- and Secona-years and Graduatcs of previous years.
Finally, there was a significant tendency for College Lecturers to

expregss a preference for teaching Third-year Students rather than

Graduates.



CHAPTER VT
OUTCOMES

1. STUDENTS' VIEW OF TEACHING

(1) Injorment of Teaching

After three months' teaching in their Year One positions, Students
of the 1973 Graduate Course, together with a sample of Three-year Course
Year One Teacbers,1 were asked to indicate whether teaching so far had .

been satisfying.2 Their responses are summarised in Table 34.

TABLE 34

In general, have you enjoyed teaching so far ?

Ex Graduate Course Ex Three-year Course
Students Students '
(n = 32) (n = 34)
A1l the time 6.3% 4.2
Most of the time 62.5 55.9
Part of the ‘c.imeb 28.1. 2.9
Seldon” 3.1 ' -
Never b - -
Total 100.0 100.0
8 Percentage choosing this category. X2 = 16,37
b These three categories were pooled - ar = 2
for the calculation of X<. p < .0O1

1 Sample previously described in Chapter III, Section 4.

2 See Appendix H, Question A 1 (a).
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A chi-gquare lesl revcaled that Graduates hndé enjoyed their teaching

significantly less than other Tsachers.

E Y
v

The same twe Teacher groups were asked tu give the most and leas

enjoyable aupect of teaching to them,3 anl the responses to these open-

ended questions were grouped and sre showr in Table 35.
p

TABLE 35

What single things bhave you enjoyed mogt and least about teaching?

fix Graduate Gourse Ex Three-year Course
Studente Students
(n' = 32) (n = 34)
Most Enjoyable:
The children 70.6%  67.6
Feelings of success 17.6 54
Professional freedom | 5.9 16.2
Other 5.8 o ' 10.8
Total 100.0 100.0
Least Enjoyable: .
Extra pressures 424 62.5
Behaviour problems 36.4 ' 9.4
Personal.anxieties 12.1 7 9.4
Other 9.1 18.8
Total 100.0 100.0

& percentage choosing this category.

Some characteristic of their children (children's enthusiasm, sponfan-
eity, varying personalities and their responses to the Teacher) was
mentioned by just over two-thirds of both groups as the most enjoyable

feature of teaching, and a chi-square test showed that the over-all

4

intergroup difference was not significant. The pressures felt by

3 see Appendix H, Question A 1 (b) and (a).

4}{2: 955, df=3, p>01-
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Teachera in trying te handle all the extra c¢lerical and couline tasks
over and above the gyreat deal of programme planning required, was the
area of téaching least enjoyed by both groups. Behaviour problema con~
cerned more (iraduatas than other Teechers, and there is an all-over

s . . 5
significant intergroup difference.

(2) ELxpectatiors of Teaching

At thls time too, the same Year One Teschers were asked whether
teaching to date had been as they expected,6 and Table 36 shows the

results. Thiee~quarters or more of both groups found teaching was

TABLE 36

Is teaching what you expected it to bs ?

Ex Graduate Course Ex Three-year Course
Students Students
(n = 32) (n = 34)
Totally 3.12 1447
Largely t 71.9 70.6
Partly” 25,0 8.8
To a small extentb - | -
Not at all® - 5.9
Total . 100.0 100.0
a Percentage choosing this category. . X = 3.31
b These categories were pooled for ar = 2
the calculation of X<. p > .l

5 X2 =7.95, df =3, p <.05. N.B. This and the previous cal-
culation of X2 involved too many expected frequencies less than 5; however
no meaningful pooling of categories was possible and the results must be
treated circumspectly.

6 See Appendix H, Question A 2.
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"largely" or "btowally" as erpeched, and the difference bebwesn groups
was not significant.

Four brsad areas in which teaching difi'erad from expectations
stood out from comments Year One Teachers wers also asked to make., Aboub
one-third of each group felt teaching wag morse demanding in terms of the
extra-carricular tasks they had been called on to do, others found it
more rewarding (Graduates 17 per cent., others 14 per cent.), a few had
roceived less halp from Senior Teachers lhan expected (Graduates 10 per
cent., others 5 per cent.), and 13 per cert, of Graduates mentioned
greater control problems (none of the other Teachers mentioned this).

Other commenuvs ranged widely.

(3) Future in Teaching

Antecedent data reported earlier included a set of Student res-
ponges -indicating their degree of confidence over the choice of teaching
as a career.7 As any indicator of Year One Teachers', as well as
Students!, commitment to teaching was considered likely to be of value,
the earlier question was repeated under "course outcomes".8 However,
the scale was expanded to five points to give a 1littlz more refinement,
and the results are given in Table 37. Graduates were signifiéantly
more likely to leave the field of education in the near future than were
Three~year Course Year One Teaohers.9 The likely reasons given by
those contémplating leaving education were (a) overseas travel (Graduates
56 per cent., Three-year Students 43 per cent.), (b) "domestic reasonsg"

(17 per cent. and 35 per cent.), (c) a change to another occupation

(19 per cent. and 5 per cent.) and (d) further full-time study (8 per

7 See Table 11.

8
See Appendix H, Question A 3.

9 Note that, whereas the earlier question (the results of which
are summarized in Table 11) referred to the Students! future in teaching,
this questicn referred to thelr future in the wider field of education.
It has been reported earlier that many Graduates looked towards Special-
ised fields within education (see Table 18).
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TABLE 37
Hour sare arc you at this sbage abcut your choice oif a career in

education ?

= =R

Ex Graduate Course  Rx Three-~year Course
Scale Students Studentg
(e = 32) (n = 34)
Shall definitely not
change from the field
of education in the
near future 5 4 17
Unlikely to: ciiange in
the near future 4 14 © 10
May possibly <hange ,
in the near future 3 5 6
Shall probably change
in the near future 2 7 C -
Definitely intend to '
change in the near
future 1 2 1
Mean 3034 4024
p < 0.01

cent. and 11 per cent.)., Five per cent. of Three-year Course Students
indicated a likely Ehange to a non-teaching branch of education (efen
though likely movement within the field of educaéion was not asked for)»
Care, however, must be btaken in generalizing from these results.
They do not show what actually transpired, nor do they éhow the likely or
actual return rate of teachers to education after, for example, overseas

travel. These are seen as useful areas for further research.

2. STUDENTS' VIEW OF THEMSELVES AS TEACHERS

(1) Relationships With Children

The same Year One Teachers were asked to judge their own relation-

10

ships with children over the first term of teaching,' and the responses

are shown in Table 38, Ex Graduate Courge Students differed significantly

10 See Appendix H, Questions B 4 and B 5.
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TaBLE 33
Do you Jeel thet you gel on well with your class and with other children

)
le

in the school %

" s g — T T cme w3 e T e —

Ex Graduate Courge  EBx Three-year (Course
Students Students r
(n = 32) (n = 34)
Current relationghips | a
with children good 4e25 450 3.22
Have experieanced major
control problems 3.03 2.68 0.87
Still concerned avout .
control problems 2.34 1.74 T7.26
8 lean on the scale: "Strongly yes" - 5 *p < 0.01
: "Probably yes" = 4
"Uncertain® -3
"Probably no" =2
"Strongly no" - 1

from other Year One Teacheras only in the concern gtill felt about control
problems, the latter group being more emphatic that such concern no longer
existed. This is in line with the earlier finding that behaviour problems .
were cited by more Graduates as the least enjoyed aspect of teaching (Table
35), and that 13 per cent. of Graduates mentioned greater control problems

than expected, whereas this was not mentioned by any other Year One Teacher. -

(2) Class Level Preferences

Clasé level preferences of Year One Teachers were also éought, and
thege are compared in Table 39 with their current class, and with the class
level they had desired at the end of their College course.11 0f special
interest here isg that, whereas there is a very close correlation on inspect-
ion between the proportions of Threé-year Students desiring each level for
their Year One positions and the levels actually received, there was a

tendency to place more Graduates in the intermediate school level and lower

1 See Appendix H, introductory data and Question A 4.



TABLE 39
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Wiat class levwel did you hope for at the end of lasgt year, what (lass

kave you got and, at this stage, which clasg lavel would you choose for

next year 7

:0 —
g 5
& !
3 8 & 4 p
< © ] O g
8 ° L r(-l-: E rﬁ‘ +2 4
I g o o o 3 g
o & g g + 3 'ZJ 2
A a4 8 & 8 8 3 &
Year One position desired
while at College:
Ex Graduate Students - 20.6b 20,6 L4,V 147 - - |106G.0
(n = 348)
Ex Three-year Students - 40,5 28.6 26.2 4.8 - - {100.90
(n = 42) 7
TO'bal - 3106 25.0 34-2 902 - b 100.0
Year One posilion received:
Ex Gradvate Students - -15.0 30.0 27.5 27.5 - - ]100.0
(n = /g.O)
Ex Three-year Students - 44,3 26,3 23.7 5.3 - - {100.0
(n = 38) |
Total - 2905 28.2 25.6 1607 - - 100.0
Desired position for next
year:
Ex Graduate Students - 15.4 17.9 33.3 23.1 7.7 2.,6}100.0
(n = 39)
Ex Three-year Students 1.9 32.7 26.9 26,9 11.5 = - {100.0
(n = 52)
Total 1.1 25.3 22.1 29.7 16.5 3.3 1.1 {100.0

% Number represents the class levels mentioned,
not, in this table, the number of teschers
responding to the item (viz. a composite class
group is entered under each separate class

level).

Percentage in this category.
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ntandards shan desired these positions. An asswapuion wae preuwably made
by suthorities tnat Gradustes should be placed in Internediate Schuols
where their specialisth qualificabtions may vz cvotter ucged. Or it may
gimply have besn expedient to channel Graduates into sreas of the zchool
for which vhere weres fewer applicants. It 1s difficult to understand why
so mahy of the Graduates were placed in lcwer ygtundards against their
wishes. Whatever the reason, it could be a bad gtart for a young vocacher
vo find himself.teuching at a level other than that for which hc¢ hag been
preparing and feels comfortable in. Also, there is a possible inherent
conflict situation here between the teacher and the school.

About halt of the Graduates placed in the lower standards did not
intend to remain teaching at this level, and ithig, in conjunction with the
10 per cent. of Graduates who intended to teach at a secondary or adult:
level, represents the biggest expected change, It is interesting‘to
speculate whether the concern with control of some of the Graduwtes and
their relatively less enjoyment of teaching was associated with this

'misplacement",

(3) Curriculum Areas of Confidence and Concern

Year One Teachers' attitudes towards various areas of fhe curricu-
luﬁ were sought through a gset of open-ended questions which asked for
areas of felt confidence and concern, together with the reasons.12 For
each item Teachers were able to nominate one or more subject areas, and
the responses are shown in Table 40, The areas of confidence mogt men-
tioned were Language, Mathematics, Physical Educatién, Reading, Science
and Social Studies. On inspection, more Graduates were confiden® in
Mathematics, and less in Reading and Physical Education; than Three-year

Course Teachers. Mathematics and Reading were the subjects causing great-

est concern across both groups, with Music and Social Studies also concern-

12 See Appendix H, Questions B 1 and B 2.
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TABLE 40
Which subject, or arsa of the curricuium, (&) have you felt most confident

in aud (b) has caused you most concern so far ?
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Area of Greatesht
Confidence: )
Graduate Students - 218 3 3 18 9 15 - 6 - - 3 l1c0
(n = 338)
Three--year Students | 2 15 7 7 10 37 7 15 = = = = ~ [100
(n = 41)

Area Also Confident:
Graduate Students 12 8 12 8 10 5 12 17 - 7 3 7 = 100
(n = 60)
Three-year Students {12 18 10 1 14 7 12 19 1 4 1 1 - 100
(n = 74)

Total Areasg of
Confidence:
Graduate Students
(n = 93)
Three-year Students
(n = 115)
Total
(n = 208)

14 14 7 8 10 11 16 - 7 2 4 1 (100
179 4 12 17 10 17 1 3 1 1 ~ }100

eI o+

Q

15 11 5 10 14 11 17 1 4 1 2 1 100

Area of Greatest N

Concern:
Graduate Students - 3 26 - 6 34, 9 17 3 - 3 - - [|100
(n = 35%5) : .
Three-year Students | = - 49 18 - 21 3 3 - - 3 3 - 1100
(n = 33)

Area Also of Concern: .
Graduate Students 3 9 9 21 6 18 6 18 - - 3 9 -~ {100

(n = 34)
Three-year Students|{ 5 9 18 9 5 23 18 5 5 - - 5 - 1100
(n = 22)
Total Areas of
Concern:
Graduate Students 1 6 17 10 6 26 7 17 1 - 3 4 - 100
(n = 69)
Threo~year Students | 2 4 36 15 2 22 9 4L 2 - 2 4 - |100
(n = 55)
Total 2 5 26 12 L 24 8 11 2 = 2 4 -~ 100
(n = 124)

& Number of subject areas mentioned by this group.

b Peorcentage in this category.



ing a nvmber of teachcrs.  Bub ifuthematics concerned less Graduutee,13
Soclal Studies concerned wore, and Reading concerned more Graduates than
Three~year Courge Twachers teking only the "Avrea of (reatest Concern®.
Stadents goavs: a wide variety of reasons er their Teelings of
confidence in the various subjects, and these vere groupel under four
hroad headings -~ the student’s own background; the contribution made
by the (College course; special features of subjects themselves; wond
the orgunisation within the school which had been found supportive. The
reasons are geb out in Table 41. It is of special interest to note that
only 4.2 per cent. of Graduates cited their degree subjects as a source
of confidence, and that there was no difference between‘gfoups in the
proportions mentioning their own interest and knowledge. Vhen thege
findings are coupled with the fact that only 6.7 per cent. of Three;year
Courge Teachers believed that they drew strength from College Selected
Studies, the question follows whether Teachers' College Lecturers and |
others ovver-rate the relationship hetween the student's own field of
higher education and his area of teaching strength. This as a poten-
tially useful area of research has been mentioned in Chapter IV, and
relates to the very low proportion of Graduates looking forward on |
College entry to using their subject strengths in the classroom.14
A very similar proportion of both groups drew strength from special
features of particular subjects, but only half as many Graduates as
Three-year Course Teachers mentioned College courges, and twice as many

Graduates mentioned factors from within their school.,

13 Graduate Students were shown to be better at Mathematics than
Three-year Course Students on entry to College (mean 5.76 versus a stand-
ardised mean of 5.00 on a stanine scale), which is probably the reason for
their feelings of greater confidence, and feelings of less concern in
this subject.

14'See Tabls 14.



TABLE 47

Give reasons for your feelitgs of confidenc: *n teaching the svubjectg

or areas of the curriculum you have menticned.

l!

Ex Graduave Ex Three-year
Course Course
Students i tudents Total
(n = 48a) (0 = 45)
Student's Own Background: R
Own interest and knowledge | 37.5 37.8 37.6
Degree subjects y be? - 2.1
Total. background 457 37.8 39.8
College Courses:
General college programme 6.3 11.1 8.6
School postings Le2 Aol 4e3
Selected Studies - 6.7 342
Total college courses 10.5 2.2 16.1
Special Featurces of the
Subject:
GChildren naturally
interested 52 11.1 7.5
Good results seen 12,5 11.1 11.8
Scope for activities and
direct experiences 2.1 2.2 2.2
Structured nature of
programme 6.3 2.2 b3
Clarity of needs and
objectives - 2.2 1.1
Total subject 25.1 28.8 26.9
Organisation Within the
School:
Ample resource materials 8.3 yAYA 6.5
Help from other teachers 6.3 2.2 Le3
Time spent I1n planning
and preparation 8.3 2.2 5e4
Small class - 2.2 1.1
Total school 22.9 11.0 17.3
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0

a
Number of reasons expressed.

b Percentage in this category.
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The some Year One Teachera were asked affter one torm's teaching

. s , . - ) . 1
to indicate the aree of in-service training they vouwld most appreciate, 2

and the responses were grouped,as shown in Table .2, lnto the eight
College Syllebus Studieg orcas, and all other arets of assistance desired.
Once again, Mathematics and Reading are the areas the greatest proportion
of both groups wanted help in, a {act specially noticealble on first
choices of in~service course. Music and Socia. Studies are the next in.
frequency. The main group difference is that twice as many Graductes
express a need for help in Social Studles, which again reflects the

shortness and inadequacy of the College course in this subject.16

{4) Students' Oun College Course

Graduates aud Three-year Course Teachers were further asked after
thres months! teaching to judge in retrospect the length their regpect--

i Three per cent. of Graduates

ive College courses should have been,
said under one year; 71 per cent. said one year; 13 per cent. said 13
years; and another 13 per cent. said two years. This generally re-

18 although over a

inforces the time they actually spent at College,
quarter of the teachers felt that they needed more than one year.
Forty-four per cent. of the Three-year group chose two years, another

44 per cent. chose three years, with most of the rest in between at

2% years.

15 See Appendix H, Quesgtion B 3,

16 See Table 24,

17 gee Appendix H, Question B 6.

18 Note that of this 1973 Graduate Group, approximately 75 per
cent, spent one year at College, whereas 25 per cent. (the university
studentship holders) completed a two-year course.



107

TABLL 42
Should you havz the chance to attend an in-service course right now,

what aspect ¢f teaching would you most 1ikc some help in ?

Ex Graduate Students Ex Three~year Students
i (n_=_ 30j (n_=_35)
1st 2nd 3rd 1st 2nd 3rd
hcice Choice Choice TotaljChoice Ghoice Choice Totall Total
Art - 72 - 2 - - 9 2 2
Language 7 7 13 9 9 4 5 6 )
Mathematics 23 17 7 16 37 12 5 _1 | 18
Music 3 10 17 10 6 15 32 16 13
Physical ’

Education 7 4 3 5 - - 9 2 4
Reading 2 14 10 20 26 12 14 18 19
Science ~- 10 7 6 - 15 14 8 7
Social '

Studies 10 17 17 15 3 15 5 T 11
Audio-visual

Aids - - - - 3 - - 1 1
Classroom

Organisation| - - 3 1 3 - - 1 1
Control .

Methods 10 - - 3 - 4 - 1
Developmental - 4 7 3 6 4 9 61 5
Evaluation - 4 - 1 - - - - 1
Exceptional ‘

Children - - - - 6 A - A 2
Health ‘ :

Education - - 3 1 - L - 1 1
Meeting Other

Year One

Teachers - A - 1 - - - - 1
Meeting

Parents - - 3 1 - - - - 1
Planning

Programmes 3 4 - 2 - 4 - 1 2
Questioning

Skills - - - - 3 - - 1 1
Spelling - - 10 3 - 8 - 2 3
Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 TOO ~ 100 | 100

a Percentage in this category.



108
Je SCHOOT. PRINCIPALS' VIEYW CF YHE STULDHNTS

School Principals from throughout New Zealand who had 1973 Graduzte
Courge Studeats on their staffs as Year One Teachers, were asked in May,
1974, te compare these teachers with other Year Oncs.19 The criteria
used were the samc as thozse gilven to Assoctate Teachers in the previous
.year,zo and the some Tive-point geale was vsed.,  The responses show that
most Principals tended Lo see Graduates as about the sume or better thaa
other Year One Teachers in all criteria (see Table 43). This outccome is
important. Tt wreflects attitudes by Principals of accéptance of Grad-
uates, and even though some Principals mentioned their'reéervations about
this form of teacher education when requested to comment,21 it probably
also shows a measure of acceptance of the course itself. The wide-
ranging comments of Prihcipals included mention of the high calibre,
maturity and perception of their Graduate, but some perceived a léck of
confidence, planning difficulties and a lack of background ih some subject
areas. Only two specifically said the course should have been longer,

Further research is needed here to tap attitudes of other teacher
groups, and to actually assess the teaching effectiveiicss of Graduate
Course Students alongside others in thelr Year One teaching position and

beyond.

4. COLLEGE PRINCIPAL'S AND TUTORS' VIEW OF THE COURSE

(1) The College Principal

In February, 1975, after the 1973 Graduate Students had completed
their first year of teaching, the Principal of Christchurch Teachers!

College was asked to make a judgement on the Graduate Course for priﬁary

19'See Appendix I. .

20 5e6 Table 21. -

1 See Appendix I.



T/BLE 43
Compared with mcst Thiree~year Courge Year Ome Werchers of your experience,
how does your ex (waduate Course Year One Tsacher(s) rate on the following

criteria ?

Much A Little Abouu Not Quite Decidedly
Better® Better  the Same as Goed Inferior |Mean

Enthusiasm for teaching 7b 9 13 2 - 3,68
- Initiative 9 12 7 3 1 3.78

Personal qualitios 6 10 12, 3 - -1 3.58

General helpfulness and : '

co-operation 7 9 13 3 1 3.55

Response to advice 7 13 8 3 2 2.61

Ability to talk and mix '

with childrern 7 5 15 5 1 3.36

Warnth and encourage- '

ment towards children 9 4 14 5 1 345

Understanding child-

ren's needs 7 12 7 5 2 3.52

Classroom control 6 7 1 5 4 3.18

Quality of planning and | ' ,

preparation 9 5 9 8 2 - [3.33

Originality in planning | 3 13 11 4 2 - |13.33

Setfing of realistic’

and specific objectives | 3 10 14 3 3 3.21

Flexibility in evaluat-

ing and modifying the

plan 6 8 2 3 4 3.27

Use of blackboard and |

other aids 4 5 17 6 - 3.22

% uMuch better" is regarded as 5 on a five-point scale,

b Number of regponses in this category.
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teachers. Taken at “his gtage, the statoment wag veyavded as a1 courge
toutcone", on the assumption that what was saild would have been anfluenced
by the regulds of the 1973 course and its Students.

The Principal svoke of the earlier adminisbtrative problems with the
Graduate Course, and of recent improvements resulting from better select-

22 He

ion procedurco and greater understanding of Graduates! needs.,
identified Gradnate strengths in their "academic potential®, their abiliﬁy
to work independently to great effect, their social consciousness and ‘
their desire "to guestion statements of doubbful velidity".  However,
Graduates were seen to have difficulties in egtablishing relalionships,
and to reveal an "inflexibility in thinking", a superiority in attitude,
and a reluctance to depart from formal classroom procedures. Iirally,

he expressed his doubt that one year of professional preparation was long
enough for students to make necessary adjustments and prepare themselves

adequately for teaching, and a hope that either a concurrent or partially

concurrent B.Ed, system would develop in the future.

(2) The Course Tutors

Farly in this study it was decided to avoid judgements by the two
Course Tutors, as the writer's position as one of them was seen to be too
close, and evaluation, therefore, likely to be too subjective. However,
a.s the exercise was designed to obtain judgements from as many involved
in the course (directly or indirectly) as possible,23 it was felt later
that a gap would be left if those most clorely involved with the Graduate
Course were not drawn upcn. Accordingly, the Graduate Course Report to
the Principal, of Decembér, 1974, is included as an appendix to this
study,24 on the bagis that it was written by the Course Tutors very much

with the over-all assessment of the Graduate Course in mind.  Although

22 The full statement from the Principal is ineludsd as Appendix K.

23-See Chapter III, Section 1.

24,

See Appendix L.
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it e a Teport on the 1974 course, it may also Le regarded heve as a 1973
cowsa "oubcows!, as the experilences gained frem the 1973 course, tugether
with the kmowledgo of the progress of Graduztes as Year One Teachers in
1974, form avn inportant backdrop to it,  Morenver, the report looked
shead, for tho first time, towards desirable course changes as scen by the
two Tutors.

A number of gignificant aspects of the course seem to emerge from
the Tutors' report. First, they sound a note ol optimism regarding the
Graduate Cours?, and express satisfaction with the quality of its students.

2% o5 having been helpful,

They mention the additional selection procedureg
and of special interesl is their suggestion that (a) Collége teaching
staff were bzecoming increasingly committed to the course, and (b) that

their own role with the group was a vital one, both making for better

26

group "tone",

However, some concern was expressed over students' school posﬁings.
There were too few good Associate Teachers available, and Graduates could
not afford to have even one posting where strong support and encourage-

ment was 1acking.'(‘7

The Tutors were also concerned that Graduates had to
apply for their Year One class levels after only two school postings; It
is possible that some Graduates alﬁered their minds after their final
posting, which would account for some of the "misplacements! reported‘
earlier.28

Third, and closely related, was the felt need that, throughout the
programme, theory be viewed through practice, and that sghéols be brought

in much more as a partner in teacher educatiorn. The "pressing need for

25 See Chapter IV, Section 2 (3).

26 Graduates too felt "group atmosphere" had been important at
College (see Table 29). : ‘

27 Students too had been concerned about this (see Chapter V,
Section 1 (1). ’

28 See Table 39.



Conoinuing involvement® of the Sollege with young teachurs was o fourth
agpect, together with the likely value of earlier contact with new
gtudents belore tne College year begins. Finally, a need isg expressed
for the appointmer.t of a co-ordinator for all shoriened zourses for
primary teachers and for the programme of college students on university

studentships.

5. SIMARY

There hud been an apparent tendency #o place Graduates in clgss
levels ovher than those they desired for 1974, but this Qas not so with
Three-year Course Siudents. Graduates had enjoyed théir first three
months' teaching significantly less than other Year Ones, but there uas
no significant difterence between groups on whelher or not teachiné had
been as expected, Graduates were significantly more likely to leéve
education in the near future, Possibly the "misplacement® had creatéd
some problems of adjustment for the Graduate Students.

The length of College course the Graduates had undertaken was .
~ generally supported, although a quarter of Graduates felt they needed
more than one year of preparation. More Graduates than other Year One
Teachers were confident in teaching Mathematics (though many felt they
needed further help), but less were confident in Reading, Physical
Education, Social Studies and Musiec., More Graduates than other Yéér
Ones were still concerned over behaviour problems in children after‘a
term's teaching,

The College FPrincipal saw Graduates to be strong in the academic
and soclal-consciousness fields, but believed many of them to be some-
what inflexible, superior, formal in teaching and to have some difficulty
in establishing relationships. He had doubts that a Qne—year College
course was long enough, and had some resgservations abouﬁ‘g one-year end-on
course, expressing the hope that some form of professional trgining con-

current with academic studies will e developed in the future. The
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Courge Tutors exprassel satisfsction over the quelity of Graduate Stulents
and felt ouptimistic towards this alternative fecim of toacher education.
However, they expressed concern over the lack ol good Associstbe Teacher:
available, and the ract that Graduates chose Year One class levels afuer
too little euperionce. They stressed the lmportancs of the practical
nature of the ccurse, the role of the schocl in the training programme
and the need for gn earlier association and continuing contact with
Students after the year at College.

Degpite some of the qualms that both the Collega Tutors and the
Gollege Principal had about the course, most of the school Principals
with whom the Graduates were placed as Year (One T=achers, rated the

Graduates as good as, or a little better than, most products of the

normal three~year training course.
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CIIAPTER VII

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

1e CONCLUSS1IONS

This study presents evidence that the 1973 Graduate Group at the
Primary Division of Christchurch Teachers' College had a number of gpecial
strengths., TFirst, Graduates were rated significantly highér by the
Selection Committee than were other incoming students, and the extra and
special selection procedures for Graduates tended to support their Higﬁ.
initial ratings. The academic background of Graduates is shown to'have
been particularly strong, and the College Principal also commented on this,
together with their ability to question educational issues perceptively and
their social consciousness. Teachers' College Lecturers believed them 1o
be better in attitude and attainment tﬁan either First- or Second—year‘
Students, and better then Graduates of previous years. Their high general
quality was spoken of by their Courée Tutors. Teachers with whom they
were first posted preferred them to, and saw them to be better than, First-
year Students, and these Teachers also mentioned their greater maturity and
perception, ‘Finally, their Year One School Principals rated Graduates as
about the same or better than other Year One Teachers after three months!
teaching., The question ig therefore asked, why were oniy 29 of an allowed
quota of 40 (excluding returning university studentship holders) accepted
for the 1973 course, and why were so many obviously suitable candidatés
turned away when the number making application exceeded 70 ?

The answer to this question probably lies in the attitudes of sus-
picion regérding Gradvates' motives, and the ambivalent pdéitign of College

authorities and the Selection Committee regarding the need for highly

gualified Teachers on one hand, and reservations about this form of teacher
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education ea the other, Questicns have been raired cver recont yesvs,

. from withih the College and frow tne Depertumeut of Education in Welling-—
ton, about the comnitment of Graduates to primevy teaching, and this
gtudy does show thet the 1973 Graduates wers sijnificanily more uncertsin
about theif futuvre in teaching than were Three-year Course Studehts.

But only a merginally greater number of (raduates cited as a reasoa for
entering teaching that it offered a stepping stone into another career
(see Table 2), and more Graduates thian Three-year Students were looking
towards specialist positions in education (Table 18).

Uncertainty also exists over the value of a university education
for primary teachers. Non-graduate primary student and tescher groups
scemed iess convinced than Graduates, Principals and Teachers' Gollege
Lecturers of the place of university educaiion in primary teaching, yet
non-graduate Students believed that a degree played a more significant
part in the promotion of primary teachers than did Graduate Students.
Also, groups differed significantly in their support for end-on teacher
education aiter a degree - Graduate Students and School Principals
supported it more strongly than did First- and Third-year Students, with
Teachers and Lecturers in between,

Regarding the One Year Course itself, further evidence presented
here suggests that certain changes seem to be desirable, and that certain
areas for further research are potentially fruitful. These are now

identified,

24 RECOMMENDATIONS

(1) The length of the Teachers' College course for university
graduates should be varied for individual students.

Most Graduates, after three months' teaching, believed that one
year at Teachers! College was long enough, but others felt a need for a
longer period. The majority of School Principals, Teachers, Lecturers

and Three-yeer Course Students beslieved that two years was the minimum

time needed for adequate pre-service preparation, and the College Principal
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expressed dounts that one year was long cncugh. To some exbent the
concern over behaviowc rroblems, tae relatively lesg e¢njoyment of teach~
ing and the areas of cwriculum concern of scme Uraduates, may have arigern
because of the lack of previous classioom experience and lack of know-
Iledge in soue areas. Students vary, and it is suggested that the Colliege
course lengih be mors flexible to allow tov the:e variations., Fov some a |
year may be long enough, for others an additional term, two terms ur a

year may be beneficial.

(2) The two=yesr period before Gradusts Course Students receive

their Dipiloms in Teaching should be viswed ag a_gingle unit when the
course is designed. .

The Graduate Course Tutors expressed a desire that the College have
continuing cecatact with students after their one-yesr college course, and
they wished to extend their tutoring role into the gtudents! first year of
teaching. Graduates reported significantly more help in schools from .
lecturers (i.e. the Course Tutors) than did other students, and less
enjoyment of teaching and more concern over behaviour problems and some
areas of the curriculum than other Year One Teachers. Théy were also
significantly more likely to leave teaching. For these reasons, and
taken with the need to vary the College course length, it would be desir-
able to Vieﬁ the two-year period as a unit, instead of two quite separate
and rather inflexible years as at present. For students to have a
continuing association with staff over a longer period may avoid some of
the Year One oroblems identified here, and it would allow for varilations
of the college-school postings pattern (for example, a student may spend
two terms in college, followed by one term in a school, arfurther terin in
college and the final two terms in a school).

(3) More time should be allotted to school practice and care
gshould be taken in the selection of Asgociate Teachers.

The total time spent in schools in 1973 should have been longer
according to all student; lecturer, teacher and school principal groups

asked, Moreover, all other groups felt the duration should have been
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significantly longer %than the tine suggested by Tegchers' Lolliege
Leclturerg, L wore vaviad get of school experiences would slso help
allay the Cowrse Tutors' concern over Graduantes naving to apply for Year
One teaching positions with too 1little experisoce to draw upon.

Regarding the quality of schocl postings, oniy one thivd of Giad-
uates had felt accepted us professional colleasves in all schools, and
only a half reported help and encouragement from all Asscciate Teachersg.
The selection of Associates is a crucial area because a awber of primary
teachers in this study had reservations sbout, the place of a university
education in teacher training, and they also tended to believe that a
degree gsve unwarranted advantagés in prowotion. It would be unfortun-
ate if a Graduste Student were placed with a tescher who had latent

A

feelings of hostility towards a university education.

(4) The tutor-student—school link should be maintained.

Ambivalent attitudes towards those with degrees from some teachers
are still to be expected., It is of importance, therefore, that those
teachers?! college lecturers who have a special commitment to the Grad-
uates (viz. the Course Tutors) should develop and-maintain a close working
association.with Associate Teachers., Moreover, the shortness of the
school pradtice periods mekes it essential to have a continuous.link
between the College and schools, which can only be maintained by the
Tutors themselves vigiting the students in schools and discussing their
work with Asgsociates and Principals. A more positive approach to the
group and to the course may ve expected to develop. °~ In part, the favour-
able view of Graduates shown by the Normal School Teachers (see Tables 20

and 21) may have been due to the greater contact they had with college

)

staff,

(5) The Year One classes given to Graduates should closely match
the class levels thev desire,

An inherent conflict between a young teacher and his school may
exist if he finds himself in a class other than that for which he has pro-

pared. Also, any problems relating tc children, or in the handling of
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the curriculum, arve likely to be heightened.

(6) Moure wime should be allotted to certain Syllabus Studies
courses vhan othors,

Longvaga, Mathematics and Social Studies courses chould be longer
than they were in 1972, and these three, vith Reading, should be given
more time then the other Syllabus Studies ~courges. Also, for some
reason, lhree of ihe courses had not fulfilled the needs of Graduate Year
One Teuchers as a preparation for teaching, whereas other Yesr One Teach-
erg reported “he samc cources as having been of considerable value (see
Table 26). Gensrally, the cullege lecturers were the éame for both.
grouvps, so bhe difference is probably best explained in tefms of differ-
ences in the courses. It is possible that the time ellotted was too
short, or thau some other aspect of these courses was inappropriaté.

(7) The Teachers' College and the primary teaching service‘heed
to clarify the place of a university education in teacher training,

All in all, this study presents evidence which suggest some ambiva-
lence about the place of university education for primary teachers: (a) a
significant proportion of Teachers! College Lecturers expressed a prefer-
ence for teaching Three-year Course Students over Graduates;  (b) over 13
per cent. of 44 Teachers' College Lecturers responding to the questionnaire
said they were uncertain that a university education mekes a better
teacher, and another 9 per cent. in fact said it probably did not; "(c)
only 29 out of a possible 40 Graduates were accepted into the course:
(d) the College Principal expressed uncertainty about the place of Grad-
uates in primary teacher training; (e) Primary Teachers were uncertain
about the value of a university education %o them, and most felt that
having a degree should not be a factor in premotion; and (f) the two
Tutors have been seconded to the Graduate. Course only on a yearmby-year :
basig, implying s tentativeness in the College's approdqh to Graduate
training.- Mcreover, when a Graduate with a Bachelor's dégree leaves
college, he receives over $1,600 less at the top of the basic\scale as a

primary school teacher than his counterpart in a -secondary school.
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It would sesem, therefore, that a clacritfication of the value of a
university degree in primary teaching ig overdve. Either it is desir-
able to have gradivate primary teachers, or it is not. If it is, thre
College may need to approéch the planning of ibs shortened course fcr
unilversity éraduates with more commitment, and to recognise that thoere
is a pool of greduates availlable who are potentially very eble teachers
and who can be placed in classrooms in a year's time. The alternativeé
are to rely, for their influence on the quelity of primary teaching, orn
the small proportion of Three-year Course Studeats, who eventually
graduate through concurrent, part-time snd extra-mural study, or to

develop a Bachelor of Education course for most students.
3. FURTHER RESEARCH ~

Finally, certain aspects of the One-year Graduate Course at
Christchurch Teachers' College have been identified in this study as
being worthy of furthér research. These include (a) a further examina-
tion of the attitudes of various teaching groups towards Graduates and
the One-year Course; (b) the assessment of actual teaching success of
Graduates compared with Three-year Course Teachers in their firgt year
of teaching and beyond; (c¢) continuing evaluation of the criteria used
in Graduate selection and the procedures adopted;. (d) studies which
assess the relationship, if any, between degree subjects passed and the
subsequent teaching strengths and interests of Graduates; and (e) con-
\tinuing gtudies which follow~up the numbers of Graduates and othéré
leaving teaching, when they leave, their reasons for leaving and the

likely and actual numbers subsequently returning to teaching.
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APPENDIX A

FIRST ASSOCIATE TEACHER QUESTIONNALRE, MARCH 1973

Strictly confidential

Tick the appropriate box in all cases.

Your school « « v + ¢ o« « o« o o « « « + » « » Heaton
Elmwood

1. How many years of teaching have you ccmpleted ?

One yesr

Two years

Three years

Four years

Five years

Between six and 10 years

Between 10 and 15 years

Over 15 years

2. How long have you had students posted to your 'class (at this
school or elsewhsre) ? '

Thlis is your firgt year

This 1s your second year

This is your third year

This is your fourth year

This 1s your fifth year
This is your 6th - 10th year

Ten years or more

3. Prior to this year, have you ever had a student from the Graduate
Group (Primary Division) posted to your class at this school or
elsewhere ?

Yes
No

4. Have you ever had a First-year Student from the three-year course
posted to your class at this school or elsewhere ?

Yes

No _
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All other thirngs being coual, whe would you prefer fo be prsted
Lo your class - a gtudent from the Graduate Group 7

()

(b)

a Pirgt-year Student %

ct, you have no preference at all.

. ]

L.

How do you think the Graduate Studert(s) now with you comparaes
vyith mosgt First~year Students on their first posting ?

Enthusiasm for teaching

Initistivs

Personal qualities (voice, bearing,
manner)

General helpfulness and co-operation
Response to advice you givé
Ability to talk and mix with children

Warmth towards and encouragement of
children

Understanding of individual needs of
children

Classroom control

General quality of planning and
preparation

Originality in planning

Setting of realistic and specific
objectives

Flexibility in evaluating and modify-
ing the plan

Use of the blackboard and other aids -

A 1ittle better

Aboult the szme

Not cuitz as good

v
-

Decidediy inferio

AglMuch better

Write down any other differences you see between your
Graduate Student(s) and most First-year Students on their

first posting.

Your name:
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APPENDIX B

FIRST STUDENT QUESTIONNAIRE, APRIL 1973

ALL THIS INFOIMATYON WILL BE | Tick
KEPT STRICTLY CONFILDELTIAL

Si=

Sex

| Pirst Year
College | Taird Year
Year Ggraduate Group s
Graduate Groug B

Instructions: 1. Answer all questions. Where your answer is a nil
‘ one, write "NIL",

2, When asked to "rank", do so by writing wiw, n2w,
etc, alongside.

A1. Prior to entering Teachers' College, whalt types of employment have
you had ? '
Position ~ Duration
(1) Part-time work while at
achool,

(ii) Vacation work while at
schoel,

(i11) Part-time work while at
University.

(iv) Vacation work while at
University.

(v) Other part-time work.

(vi) Other full~time work.
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Since leaving school, what courges of cindy bhave you conpleted

(4)
(31)

(ii1)

(iv)

full-time

Part-time
completed

Full=-time

(other bthan a% Teachers!' College) ?

Durgtion

University study.

Univerzity study (iaclude units
while at Teaciners' College).

study at gome cther institution.

(Institution: )

Part-tims

study at couwe other instiivuation.

(Institution: )

career ?

(a)

(b)

During your
During your
During your
During ynur

During your

During a subsequent year.
(5tipulate the year: )

" As far as you cen remember, when did you decide on a teaching

Tick one

primary school years.

third or fourth form years.

fifth foru year.

sixth form year.

seventh form year,

What were your main reasons for choosing a teaching career ?
(Place an "X" beside any statement not seriously con31dered.
Rank the others in order of importance.)

You enjoyed working with children. .

Teachers' salaries appeared good.,

Teachers appeared to have a reasonably high
standing in the eyes of the public.

With your type of academic qualifications, there
appeared to be few other alternatives.

You were attracted by the job variety offered

within

You were talked into teaching by a friend or
relative,

Your cloge friend wus going teaching,

Teaching offered a possible stepping stone for the
type of position you would really like,

The long vacations were an attraction.

a teaching position.

Write down any other reasons.



A5.

A6,

A7.

How surc are you abouv your choice of teaching as a career %

shall definitely not changc to anoiher occupatlon.

I
I om not likely lo change.
I way yosslibly change.

I shall probebly change.

Tick one

-
-

(a) At Lthe %iwme of applying to enter teaching, who gave you most

encouragement ?

A friend

A teacher

Your mother

Your father

A brother or sister

Another relative
(Stipulate:

Yourself
(Other:

(b) In what ways did they encourage you ?

(a) At the time of applying to enter teaching who tried to

dissuade you ?

A friend

A teacher

Your mother

Your father

A brother or sister

Another relative
(Stipulate:

(Other:

No-one

(b) What were their reasons ?

Tick one

or more

Tick one
or more
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A8, Write dowm all the alternstive careers vou seriously considered
ut the time of applying for College,
(1)
(i1)
(1ii1)
(iv)

A9. (a) From where did you get information about teacher training ?
Tick one

or_more

University

Education Bosrd

Recruitment Officer

Newspapery’
Radio
Television o

Teachers' College

Friends
(Other: )

(b) To what extent did information thus obtained give you a true

plcture ?
* Tick one

Completely correct

Mostly correct
About half correct

Not very correct

Not correct - misleading

Did not contain any correct
facts at all

(¢) Which aspects, if any, were misleading or insufficient ?

A10. Name any close relative(s) or family friend(s) who has been a
teacher.



a11. (a)

(b)

A12. (a)

(b)
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What sort of couments hed you heard about the Primpry Division
Lal

of Teachevs' college befors applying for entry 7

Comments 3y Whom
(1)
(i1)
(ii4)
(iv)

To what extent, so far, have you found these comments to be
true ? (One tick for each Line) .

Always Orten Somatimes | Seldom Never
True True True True True

Comment (i)
Comment (ii)
Comment (iii)

Comment (iv)

What specific strengths and shortcomings have you found in the
College courses so far this year? For any course undsrtaken
by you, tick the most appropriate remark.

All as- |Most About Few A com-
-7 pects of |aspects [half was jaspects |plete

' great valfuseful of use were waste of]
ue to you useful time

Education
Course

Mathematics

Social
Studies

Language

Physical
Education

Maori Studies

School
Posting

YWrite down any other comments about your College course so far
thig year.



A13. So Ia

with

Lecturing?

Group discussion?

Individusl helip in i
subject matter? !

Perso
from

-Written assignments?

Gontact with children?

Work?

7 this yeal, have the fnllege coutaeg in geueral provided wou
enough «-

Too much sbovt ths Hot enough
v rizat smount
) Lgal ol

A el

nal assistance
your College Tutor]

(One tick in each line)

A14. If you were given the following choices on College entry, which type
of College grecup would you prefer to work as a member of ?

" A group, all of which are interested in teaching at

A15, (a)

(v)

(c)

Tick one

A group put together quite arbitrarily (e.g. alpha-
betically by surnames).

A group which, as far as possible, contains people of
similar academic and cultural interests to yours.

the same general level of the school as you are,

A group which is purposely planned to include people
with different academic and cultural interests.

A group which is purposely planned to include people
interested in teaching at differing levels of the
school.

What College clubs or student activities have you become
actively involved in this year ? -

(1)
(i)
(1ii)

How many N,Z.F,I., Branch meetings have you attended this year ?

Tick
None
One
Two
More than two

How often do you intend going to N.Z.E.I, Branch meetings in
your first year of teaching *?
Tick

Never
Sometimes

Regularly
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Bt. Indicate the anrproximate "social Tevel" of esch occupation by
writing = uvmber from 1 to 5 oppousite i,
Write 1 if yon think it belongs to the lowest level {i.e. has
the lewsst prestige or gocial imnoriance),

2 if it falls between the lowsst and middle levels,

3 1f 1t falls at the middle of the social hierarchy,

4 1f it falls betwesen the middle and highest levels, or
9 if vou think it has a very high prestige or socilal

importance,

Qualified carpenter (own basiness)
Manager of city department store )
Primary school teacher

Salesman in a clothing shop

Watorside worker

Accountant (own buginess)

Dentist

Membsor of Parliament

Secondary school teacher

Airline pilot {HAC Captain)

Persora, secretary to compsny manager
Minister of Religion (protestant) ,
Wemen's hairdresser (female)

Newspapex reporter

B2, (a) 1In general, do you believe teaching is a profession ?

Tick one
Yes
No
Not sure

(b) Write down any charaéberistic(s) of teaching which you feel
maekes it a profession,

(e) wWrite down any characteristic(s) which you feel tends to deny
teaching professional status.

B3. Are teachers - Tick one

too well paid?
well paid?
reasonably well pald?

poorly pald?
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B4. (a) Which ore of the following aspents of 4wvoching will give you
porscnaliy the greategt satislfaction ?
Tick ong

Teachlng the subject matter of spocial
intersst to you.

Reaching an understanding of lhe needs and Jevel
of concept development of the children in your
clasgs,.

Working with enthusiastlic children,

Seving children develop in kncwledge and skills
nder your guidance.

(b) Write down any other aspect of teaching which you think will
give you great satisfaction.

B5, Assuming you had the qualifications to teach at any of the following

levels, which would you choose ? y :
Rank

Pre-school

Junior School
Middle School
Intermediate School
Lower Secondary
Upper Secondary
Adults

- B6. (a) Why did you decide upon primary rather than secondary teacher

training ? Tick one
Il ~ or more

Becanse you were more interested in children
of primary school age.

Because you felt more confident working with
primary school children.

Because you did not wish to do the necessary
university study.

Because you fell you were not capable of
doing the necessary university study.

Because your particular academic qualifications
were more sulted to primary teaching.

Because you preferred the Primary Division to
the Secondary Division of Christchurch Teachers'
Collepe.

Because primary teaching offered better
prospects for promotion.

(b) Vrite down any other reasons.



B7.

B&.

B9.

B10.

It is a rainy day and your

Assuming you are to fLeach in an intermedlate school and whe
Princlpal gave you a choice of clags, whieh would you choose ?

A top streenm

An average shrean

A low stream

A mixed ability rlsss

Tick one

Assuming your employing Education Board gave you the following
choices aftur, say, five years of teuching, wnich would you take ?

A general teaching position

A vemedial teaching positiorn (in a
specisl interast to you)

Teaching a clags for intellectually
children

Teaching a class for physically handicapped children

(e.g. deaf, cerebral palsied, blind)

Teaching a class for emotionally disturbed children

Teaching a class for gifted children

subject of

handicapped

Tick one

—

(a) Assuming you are still in the education service, what position

do you hope to hold after say -
Position

Description

Five years of
teaching

Ten years of
teaching

(b) If you are still teaching after ten years of service, where

would you like to be ?

In a country school -

In a small town school

In a c¢ity school

Tick ons

In your first year of teaching you are likely to be confronted by
the following kinds of situation. Indicate your feelings if you

were faced with them now. (Tick)

Very worried
about facing
the situa-
tion

A little
diffident
but not un-
duly con-
cerned

Confident, that
you could
handle the
situation in
nost cases

class is very restless by
mid morning
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315, (Con%'d) " _- o
Very worriedja lictls Contident tnuk
gbout facingjdif{ident |[you could
the sitna- but not un--jhandle iLhe
tion duly con- {situation in
%9erned ; nmost cases |

R ——— -

A parent asks you to
justify a course of ,
action viith wihich he |
strongly dicaprees : ]

You are asked &t short
notice to Hake 3 Iorm 1
class outside for sport ]

A cuild in your class per-
sistently defies you in
front of hjis cliassmates

A child falnts in your
claasronin

You suspect a child in
your claas of steallng
from a clossmate's lunch /

Your Principal asks you
to abide by a point of
school policy with which
you cennot agree

You are asked to address
the next P.T.A. meeting
on a current unit of work
your class is doing

You feel you cannot '"get
on with" a fellow teacher
yet have been asgked by
the Principal to present
a combined report with
him/her on some aspect of
school work, to the next
staff meeting

B11. Most young teachers have a particular model or style of teaching that
they would like te emulate, Rank the following teachers in the order
that they appeal to you. : '

(i) A skilful questioner who sees himself as a guide, and
his pupils as experimenters and adventurers exploring
various paths.  Exploration, followed by discovery
and verification is the way he hest likes to operate.

(ii) An entertainer or performer, who seeks pupil reactions
which primarily satisfy his own needs.

(ii1) A prompter, whose pupils are the actors on the clags-
room stage. He is mainly concerned to fogher the
child's imagination and creativeness.




Bit., {(Cent'd}

(iv A um Ll’ﬂégyor of children's behaviour, he instructs
his ubjects in those sccial and irtellectual
cxllls which he fee«ls need to Lo absorbed by

¥

children in their ovwn bes’ interesis.
() Sees bimself as a Lutor or interpreterv. Through

dialogue and reflection, the ¢hild develops
understandings and knovledge,

(vi) A teacher-pupil partnership is emphasised. By
full pupil participation, a sense of responsib-
ilibty ie developed. :

(vii) FHe is a model whoge behaviour patterns are to
be imitated and pracuised by his pupils.

(viii) A theraplst, vho is primarily concerned with his
puoils' mental health and where the teaching-

learning situation is seen as one of puPLl
adjustment.

w
[




APPENDIX C

SECOND ASSOCLATE TFACHER QUESTIONNAIRE, JULY 1973

STRICTLY CONFIDENTIAL ‘ Your Name:

Your School:

TICK THE APPROPRIATE BOX

1. How many years of teaching have you cowpleted ?

One yecar

Two years

Three years

Four years

Five years

Between 6 and 10 years

Between 11 and 15 years

Over 15 years

2. How long have you had students posted to your class (at this
school or elsevhere) ?

This 1s your first year

This is your second year

This is your third year

This is your fourth year

This is your fifth year
This is your 6th, 7th, 8th, 9th or 10th year

Ten years or more

3. Prior to this section, have you ever had a student from the Graduate
Group (Frimary Division) posted to your class (at this school or
elsewhere) ?

Yes
No

4. Have you ever had a second-year student from the lhree-year course
posted to your c¢lass (at this school or elsewhere) ?

Yes

No S ———




&
PO

6., (a)

6 even if you have had few or no students posted to you

Please answer Question
pricr to this.)

(

(b)

4311 ovher things belng
;rour

3 ql 1&1 ’
class =

a studeant from the Graduste

a second-year
year course?

Group?

atudent fron the three-

or, youn have nc prefercncz at all,

How do you think the Graduwate Group student now
parzp with most gsecond~yvear student=?

TINK ONE BOX

137

wiic would ycu prifer o be posted o

with you com-

IN_EACH ROW

Much | A ibout | Not 'Dbciued ,
better | Little | the quite
bpigg r_j same as good 1nfeL 07l

. ]
Enthusiasm for teaching :
Initiative :
Pervoual qualities
(voicu, bearing, manner)
General helpfulness and
co-operation with you !
and other teachers
Response %o advice you
give

c— — —

Ability to talk to and
mix with children

Ability to hold child-
ren's interest

Warmth towards, and
encouragement of,
children

Understanding of indi-
vidual needs of child-
ren

Classroon control

General quality of plan-
ning and preparation

Originality in planning

Setting of realistic and
specific objectives

Flexibility in evaluat-
ing and modifying the
plan

Use of blackboard and
other aids

Write cdown any other differences you see between your Graduate
Student and most second-year students.,



APPENDIX D

- SIZ-AUDIENCE QUESTIONNAIRE, NOVEMBER 1973

STRICTLY CONFIDANTIAL

SEX:

AGE:

Male

Female

Under 20

21 - 25
26 =~ 30
3 =35
36 - 40
41~ 45
L6 - 50
Over 50

e

YOUR
CATEGORY: B,

C.

YOUR
UNIVERSITY
BACKGROUND:

Associate Teacher
School Priﬁcipal
College Stafi Member
Firgt.-year Studant
Third-year Student
Craduate G}oup Studenﬂ

No completed units

1 -3 completed units
4 - 6 completed units
7 - 8 completed units
Bachelor's degree
Part Master's degree

Master's degree
(including Hons.)

Higher or double degree

INSTRUCTIONS FOR ANSWERING THIS QUESTIONNAIRE:

1o
2.

3.

4.

Please answer all questions if at all possible.
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If any question quite obviously does not apply to you, please clearly

mark "N.A,"

For the sake of uniformity, use a clear tick wherever there are

boxe Se

Make all comments explicit, and use the reverse side of the page to

complete your answer wherever necessary.

Thank you for your help.



A 1. In New Zealarnd, as in othsr develoned countries,

A2,

(D)

139

the trend cver

recent years has been towards a longor training period and a higher

level cf

(a)

better, in

teacher education for primary ileachers.

ONE_TICK FOR EACHE CUESTION

Do you believe that the turee-year covise for most students is
generel, than the previous two-year course?

Strongly
Yes

Probably | Uncertain

Yes

No

Probably lstrcngiyi

No

N

uriversity education mskes a person a better teacher?

(c)

graduates

ALL OTHiR FHINGS BEING EQUAL, do you believe that tn have a

Strongly
Yes

Probabl}
Yes

nezertain

robably
No

Strongly
No

ALT, OTHER THINGS BEING EJU
should have better promotion prouspscts over non-

AL, do you bzlieve that university

graduates in the New Zealand primary school system?

(4)

Strongly
Yes

Probably
Yes

Uncertain

Probably
No

Strongly
No

at presen® have better prospects of promotion?

ALL QTHER THINGS BEING EQUAL, do you think university graduates

Strongly
Yes

Probably
Yes

Uncertain

Probably
No

Strongly
No

The concept of recruiting university graduates to train for one year
as primary school teachers seems to have become an gccepted practice

in New Zealand

(a)

teachers' colleges over the last two or three years.

ONE TICK FOR FACH QUESTION

Leaving aside the question of course length meanwhile, do you

agree in principle with such end-on training after a degree

is completed?

(b)

(e)

Strongly
Yes

Probably
Yes

Uncertain

Probably
No

Strongly |
No

vWhat strengths, if any, do you see in such a scheme?

what problems, if any, do you see in such a scheme?

(Use other side of this page.if necessary for A2 (b) and (c))



A 3.
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At present the teacheis' college course foir weiverpiiy graduates
(and a smzll nuwsber of neav-graduabes completirg their Jinal unit)
who wigh to eater primary teaching, is of one yesr's duratvion.

Asguming that ar. end-on course for university graduates is accept-
able, how long do you think it should e ¢

A cet, course iength for all of - Wilh some flexibility of |

course length, allowing for
individual student strengths
and wealmesses, but -

Less More
than ' than Abont sbout Aboul Abour
1l yr 1 yr 2yrs 3 ycs 3 yrs 1yr 2vyrs 3 yrs /4 yrs

(Tick One Only)

A 4. Tais year, students of the onc-year graduate course spent thirteen

A 5.

of their thirty-nine wseks (one-third of the total course time)
assigned Yo ciasses in gchools.

In your view, approximately what proportion of time should be'spent
in schools ?

3 C S C S C S C S C S G S C
39: 0 35: 4 32: 7 29:10 26:i13 23:16  19:20

S C S G S C S G S C S C
16:23  13:26 9:30 6:33 3:36 0:39

(Tick One)

(S - Schools
C.~ College)

This year the graduate course in-college time was allotted as follows:

about two-thirds (68%) to the eight syllabus studies and the primary
school curriculum in general, ‘

just under one-sixth (13%) to studies in education (viz. The School
in Society; Mental Health and Classroom Climate; A Study of Child-
ren; How Children Learn; Special Education),

and the rest to various other studies (audio-visual education; work~
shop courses; Maori studies; etc.) and to group meetings and forums.
(a) In your view, was the proportion of time spent in syllabus and
curriculum studies =
Too much About right Not enough Do not know

(b) - Was the proportion of time spent in education studies -
Too much About right MNot enough Do not know
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A 6.

1

(Conic'd)

(c) UYrite down ony other major cr miror shudies not iisted which
you would includs in the one-year graduate course.

Christchurch Teschers! College organiseos studies of the primary
school currieiluw into eight subject aveas (“Syllabus Studies™).
This year the graduate group spent 25 hours each in most of these
courses, but longer {(up te 40 hours) in some.

Aloagside the eight subjects indicate the importance you attach to
each in a one-year course of teacher preparation, by placing a tick
under the preferred course length. £dd any othei cnrriculum area
relevant to the primary scheol which you fesl warrants a course in

_its own right, and give it a time allccation *too.

A 7.

_A 8.

Fours
20 20 25 30 35 40 A5 4%

/

ART

LANGUAGE
MATHEMATICS

MUSIC

PHYSICAL EDUCATION
READING

SCIENCE

SOCIAL STUDIES

For the first time in 1973 two course tutors lLave been charged in
this College with the planning, oversight and general co-ordination
of the total graduate programme, and they have been closely associa-
ted with its students throughout the year both in College and in
schools.

(a) In general, do you believe that this arrangement has been a good
one?

Strongly { Probably | Uncertain| Probably | Strongly
Yes Yes No No

(b) Please list any reasons for your belief.

Please write here any comments you would like to maks about the
general function and naturo of the one-year course of primary teacher
education for university graduates.

(Use other side if necessary)



APPENDIX E

GPADUATE GROUP QUESTIONNAIRE, NOVEZR 1273

G 1, There ig a specisl need in a one-year courgse for a high level of

G 2.

G 3.

relevancy to the priwmary school, and fer students to gain as much
as possible asg individuals from every facet of the programme.

Tick the statement which most closely reflects your view of the
general gualivy of your profession:l preperation this year,

A1l compon=ants of the course were of a high quality. ' ]

Most components of the course were of a high quality.

Some parts of the course were of a nigh quality.

Only a very few parts of the course werc of good quality.

None of the course was of good quality.

During this year the amount of time you were gcheduled to be st
College ranged from thirteen to twenty hours per week.

(a) In general: The amount of class time was about right.

You would have preferred nore free time
during the day for your own study.

Some courses could have been longer, even
if this meant more scheduled hours in
some weeks.

(b) Any other comment about the amount of time you were required to
be at Collega?

An attempt was made thig year to structure the course so you knew
where you were golng, and yet to allow enough flexibility of planning
to cater for your emerging needs.

(a) Do you feel that this year's programme was:
Too rigid to cater for your needs?
A 1llttle too rigid at times?

About right in balance between structure
and flexibility?

A little too unstructuresd and flexible?

Far too unstructured and flexible?




¢ 2. (Cont!'d)

G 4. This year group weetings were usually hLeld weekly,
personal contact with your tutor as required.

(b) D¢ you L[eel that your requests over the yeaw:

Always received atteniion?
Usually recsived notention?

Somet:imes recelved attentlen?

Only occasionally received attention?

Never received attention?

(a) Do von vhink grovp meetings should be held:

More than once a week?

T

s a3

and you-hud

Once a week?
Once a fortnight?

Only as required?

L]

(b) Would you prefer meeting your totor individudlly, to discuss .

your course and/or any specific problems:

On a regular basis (weekly or fort-

nightly)?

Only as required by him or by you?

G 5. To follow are the stated objectives for the eight syllabus studies

courges underteken by you this year.

After each - indicate how realistic and aporopriate you believe these

objectives were,

- evaluate how successful you believe your course was in

achieving these stated objectives,

- indicate any particular strengths you saw in the 6ourse,

- and, finally, indicate any particular shortcomings you
feel should be corrected for next year.

(Pleasé be explicit. Use the back of the page if space is insuffi-

cient. )

(1) ART

To "open up an area largely neglected at secondary school eeesss
develop an understanding of art education's contribution to
the child's mental growth ...... explain the possibilities
of the art syllabus ...... glve knowledge of appropriate
materials and techniques ..o... study lesson planning and

organisation in the primary school",

(a) Objectives realistic and appropriate?

Completely Mostly In part To a small Not at

extent all




G 5.

/,

(3) ARL (ont'd)

(b) Were thezc objectives achieved?
Completely Mostly 1n part To a small dot at
[ _ _extenl ell

L B ! ] ]

—

~(e) Particular ctrengths:

(¢) Particular shortcomings:

(1i) LANGUAGR

To "look at the inmplicatious of the syllabus ...... relate
language development to the child's overall growth ......
show the inter- reclation of *the skills of language, and
their exercise and extension through- the school day csssee
provide practical knowledge of particular aspects of
teaching language".

(a) Objectives realistic and appropriate?

Completely Mostly In part To a small Not at
extent all

(b) vere these objectives achieved?

Completely Mostly In part To a small Not at
extent ~_all

(c) Particular strengthss
i

(d) Particular shortcomings:
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G 5. (Cont'd)

(1i1) MATHEMATICS
To "leare thy purposes of the new mathenatics ss it grows
torough the syllabus ...... builld iip confidence in know-
ledge of material; in free dig~ugsinn and in presentation
eer.ee make gbudenls aware ol classioom techniques »nd
visual aids in presentation ...... and to gain zome enjoy-—
ment from working in the field of math=maties",

(a) Objectives realistic and appropriate?

Cempletely Mostly 1In part To a small Not at
[‘ extent all

(b) Were these objectives achievea?

Comnletely Moctly In part To a small Hol at
sxtent all

(¢) Particular strongths:

(d) Particular shortcomings:

(iv) MUSIC ,
To "introduce students to the playing of a musical instrument
which can be used in the classroom, and to one other aspect
of music teaching".

(a) Objectives realistic and appropriate?

Completely Mostly In part To a small Not at
extent all

\

(b) Were these objectives achieved?

Completely Mostly In part To a small Not at
extent all

(¢) Particular strengths:

(d) Particular shortcomings:
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G 5, (Cont d)

(v) PAYSICAL EDUGATION

m

To ‘ereate an enthusiashic intercst in physicel education
tlircugh the enjoyment of practical sessions at College
esvsas introduce a range of teaching wnits to help students
become temiliar with the prisary scihiool syllabus es.e.e
provide the opportunity to cbuerve children participating
in physical education classesz ...... inculcate the appre-
clarion of the valus of phypical activity while growing aund
as 2 healthful pastime in aduithoodn,

(a) Objectives realistic and appropriate?

Completely DMostly In part To a small WNot at
[ extent all
i

(b) Were these objectives achieved?

Completely Mostly In part To a small Nobt at
extent all

(¢c) Particular strengths: -

(d) Particular shortcomings:

(vi) READING

To "introduce the students to the content of reading through an
examination of the processes, skills and attitudes involved
in learning to read, and to develop an awvareness of the
skills involved in adeopting a diagnostic approach to the
teaching of reading, whether using an ebility group or
individualised type of organisaticn'.

(a) Objectives realistic and aprropriate?

Completely Mogtly In part To a small Not at
. extent all

(b) Were these objectives achieved?

Completely Mostly In part To a small Not at
extent all

(¢) Particular strengths:



(4)

G 5, (vi) 2BADING (Cent'd)

Paréicular shortcomings:

(vii) SCIFNCE

To " he.p students appreciate the vature of science and its

(a)

(b)

(c)

(a)

relevence for children ...... 2esist studants to gain an
undsrstanding of knowledge appropriate to teaching
science in the primary school, aad provide a feeling of
cowpetence in teaching science ...... equip students
with knowledge of traditional and developing methods of

teaching the subject ...... and provide a background of
*“he structure and intent of the primary syllabuses'.:

Objectives realistic and appropriate?

Completely lMostly In part To a small Not at
extent all

Were these objectives achieved?

Completely Mostly In part To a small Not at
extent all

Particular strengths:

Particular shortcomings:

(viii) SOCIAL STUDIES

To "introduce students to the background and scope of the

syllabus and explore some of the pogsibilities it offers
cesses highlight the importance of providing direct and
indirect experiences ...... and prepare selected teaching
units appropriate to the student's preferred class level
next year"”,

(a) Objectives realistic and appropriate?

Completely Mostly In part To a small Not at
. extent all
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G 5. (viii) H0CTAL STUDIBS (Conttd)

(b) Were these objectives achieved?

Completely Mostly 1In part Te a small Net at
extent all

[ _

L __J

(e) Particular strengths:

(d) Parbticular shertcomings:

G 6., How did you fird the out-of-class worx-load for each syllabus study
(general reading, assignment writing, lesson preparation, ete,)?

Far too A little About the Not quite TFar too
demanding too de-  right amount enough little -
manding of work “ viork work

ART
LANGUAGE
MATHEMATICS
MUSIC

PHYSICAL
EDUCATION

READING
SCIENCE

S0CIAL
- STUDIES

G 7. Studies. in the theory of education fell into four parts this year.
Comment on the relevance, strengths and shortcomings of each, (Uso
the back of the page if necessary.)

(a) The 3chool in Society (Term One - Mr Pentecost):

(v) A Study of Children (Term One - Messrs Q'Rourke, Stevens,
Murdoch):

\
\

(¢c) Mental Health and Classroom Climate (Terms One and Two -
Mr Gibson):



G 7,

G 8.

G 9.

G10.
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(Con®14d)

(d) How Ckildren Learn (Term Two — Msssces Wright, Gilson, 3mith,
Fatviclk):

In the Thivrd Term a sgiudy was made of orovicicns in New Zealand,
and Christchurch in particular, for speciuvl education. Thig
course included speakers and visits.

(a) In your view was this course -

Fxcellent Very good Good Of limit- A4 waste
ed value  of time
-

(») Any commeni on the course?

Also in the Third Term special provision was made within the broad
field of curricwlum studies, and especially in preparation for next
year, for a number of workshop, lecture and discussion options from
which students chose,

(a) 1In satisfying your own particular needs, was this course -

Excellent Very good Good Of limit- A waste
ed value  of time

(v) Any comment on these options?

Your first school posting in Term One this year was just over four
weeks and was split into two;  your second, Term Two, posting was
of four weeks and similarly split; and your final posting of just
over four weeks was taken essentially in one block. Assuming a
similar total for the year of thirteen weeks in schools, indicate
your preferences on its allocation.

Lesg than About the More than  Split Blocked
four wks same as four wks into two into one
this year

TERM ONE

TERM TWO

TERM THREE
(Tick one in each row) (Tick one in each

row)




G11. (a)

(b)

(e)
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Tu general, did you fesli accepted o5 a colleagus by the sta”™f
in the *hree schecols to which you vere posted?

I all three In two of Tn only one  In none of
af the the scheools of the the schools
schooals , schools
l !

l I —

In general, did you get a reasonable amount of hslp and encour-
agement from your associate teachers?

In all three In two of In only one  In hone of
of the ) the schools of the the schools
_schools schools

Any comment about the role of the schools and associate teachers
in a training course guch as yours?

G12. Many students had the opportunity to record a.short lesson on audio-

or video-tape earlier this year.

(a)

G13. (a)

(b)

Did you take - an audio-tape lesson?

a video-tape lesson?

neither?

At an earlj stage of a one-year teacher education course, do you
see value in video~taping mini lessons wlth small groups of
chlldren and analysing them later?

Of very great value

Of some value
Of little value

A waste of time

To what extent have you felt part of the corporate life of the
College this year?

To & great extent - probably as much
as most third-years do

To some extent

To a slight extent only
Not at all

List all College clubs, organisations, activities, ete. beyond
the requirements of the course, with which you have had some
association this year,



612, (¢) Commer’ on the level of involvement o the Gradvate Group
in Colicge affuivs which you think is deeiruovle and poscible.

G14. Whal changes did you experience whenn you moved from the university
envirgoment to becowe a stusent at College?  What wag different
about heing o student at College?

G15. GCommeni on the selection procedures you went through last year at
Elawood Nurmal sSchool. ' .

(a) What did the experience mean to you pergsonally?

P

(b) How do you see these procedures as part of the College Select-
ion process?

G16. How sure are you at this stage about your choice of a career in
education?

Shall definitely not change from the field
of education in the near futurs.

Unlikely to change in the near future.

May poscibly change in the near future.

Shall probably change in the near future,

G17. Would you advise a friend to apply for the Primary Division one-
year Graduate Course at Christchurch Teachers' College?

Strongly Probably Uncertain Probably Strongly
yes yes no no

G18. Please make any other evaluative comment on this year's graduate
course, using the additional page 1if required.

Once more, thank you sincerely for your help ! .



162

APFENDIX F

COLLEGE STAFF QUESTIONNAIRE, NOVEMZEK 1973

D 1. Which Colloge Tepartment are you most closuly associated witn at
present?

Art FEduc Fng Maths Music Phys Sclence Soc  Spec Aduln
Id Stud Ed

—

D 2. (a) Have you had any teaching contact with the Graduate Group this
year?

Total Group|{Total Group|Part of Group|Part of Group|{No Teacling
Over 2 Hrs lUnder 2 Hrs{Over 2 Hrg Under 2 Hrg [Contach —

(b) Have you had any teaching contact with the Graduate Group in any
previous year?

Total Group |[Total Group|Part of Group|Part of Group|No Teaching l
Qver 2 Hrs |Under 2 Hrs{Over 2 Hrg Undsr 2 Hrg |Contact

(¢) Have you had a graduate tutor group in any previous year?

Yes No

D 3. In terms of attitude towards preparing himself fbr the task of teach-
ing, how does the graduate course student this year compare with the

(=¥ ]

typical -

Much A Little About the HNot Quite Decidedly Do Not
Better Batter Same as Good Inferior Know

First-year
Student?

Second~-year 1
Student?

Third-year
Student?

Graduate
N

Student of pre-
vious years
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D 4e In terms of achiovemeut in your subject, now aces the gradinmte
cour=e gbtudent this rear compere with the typical -

Much A Tittle About the Wot Quite Decidedly Do Newu
_Botter Bether Sais g Good  Infevior Know

First-ycar l
Student? ]
Second-year
Studeunt?
Third-year
Student?
Graduate

Student of nroe
vious years?

D 5. (a) In general, which student group would you prefer to work with in
yowr particular sukject field -

Graduate Group Group of 3=-year- No Preferenca
courge Students

(b) Reasons please, if you have a preferencé.f
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APPENDIX G

THIRD ASSOCIATE TEACHER QUESTIOUNAIRE, NOVEMBER 1973

THIS PAGE IS TC BE SOMPLETED QULY BY THOSE TEACHUWRS WHO HAVE JUST HAD A
GRADUATE COURSE STUDEFT O HIS/HRTR FINAL SECTION (October 29 - December 7,

1973).

B 1,

B 2.

B 3.

B 5.

How ﬁany rears of teaching have you completed?

1 vr 2 yrs 3 yrs 4 yrs 5 yrs 6-10 yrs 11=15 yrs Over 15 yrs

1
!

How long have you had students posted to your class (this school and
elsewhere)? This is your -

1st yr 2nd yr 3rd yr 4th yr 5th yr 6th=-10th yr 10 yrs or mcre

Have you ever had a Primary Division graduate course student posted to

your class before?
Tes _No

Have you ever had a third-year student (final section) posted to your

class hefore?
Yes No

A1l other things being equal, whko would you prefer to be posted to
your class =

Graduate Course Student? Third-year Student? No Preference




B 6, How do you think the Craducte Grour student wno nay just boen with
you compaves with wesi third-7ear studentg on thedir final posting?

(a)

(b)

Futhusiasn Tor teach-
ing

Initiativse
Personsl qualilties

(veice, bearing,
manners

General helpfulness
and co-oneration with
you and other *“sach-
ers

Response te advice
you give

Ability to talk and
mix with children

Warmth towards, and
encouragenent of,
children

Understanding of ind-
ividual needs of
children

Clagsroom control
General quality of

planning and pre-
paration

Originality in
planning

Setting of realistic
and specific object-

. ives

Flexibility in eval=~
vating and modifying
the plan

Use of blackboard and
other aids

biuch  [A Livtlel About theilNot Quitel Docidedl.

Bevber|Bebtor { Same a8 Good | Tnfevior
]
i

Write down any other difference you see between your graduate student

and most third-year students on their final posgting.

other side of this page.)

\
\\

(Continue on

(Please answer Question 6 even if you have had few or no students in your
room previously.)



APPENDIX H

YEAR ONY, TEACHER QUESTIONNAIRE, APRIN, 1974

STRICTLY CONFIDENTIAL

Tlease answer ali questions. ("W.A." if definitely not applicabls)
Read each queation carefully, and answer with a clear tick in the appro~
priate box or with a concise and clear statement.

Male College Course: One year

Female Three years

Lower Upper
Infantg Infants S.1 S,2 8.3  Sh Tl F.2

Present class (if
composite, tick
more than one box)

Class hoped for at
the end of last
year

A 1. (a) In general, have you enjoyed teaching so far?

All the Most of Part of
Time the Time the Time Seldom Never

(b) wWhat single thing have you enjoyed most about teaching?

(¢) What single thing have you enjoyed least about teaching?

A 2. (a) Is teaching what you expected it to be?

Totally Largely Partly To a small Not at
Extent all

(vb) Comment on any way in which teaching is different from what you
-oxpected it to be,
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A\ 3. (&) Uow svre ave you ab thals stage about your cluoice of a careor

in educuhicn?

£hall definitely not change from the fileld of
elJucalion in the near futurs

Uniikely to chaunge jn the near future
O

May poesibly change in the near fuburs

Shall probably change in the pesr futuwe

Det inlitely inbtend te change in the near future

(b) Do you intend to be teaching in New Zealsnd -~

next year?

ia two yecars from now?
in three years from now?
in four years {rom now?

in five years {rom now?

(c) If it is likely that you will give up teaching in New Zealand

within the next six years, what will be the probable reason?

Overseas travel
Further full-time study

Change to a non-teaching‘
branch of education

Change to an occupation
outside education

Domestic reasons

Other (state: D
A 4. At thig stage, which class level would you choose for next year?
Pre~ {Lower|Upper|S.,1[S.2(S.3|S.4}F.1|F.2{Lower |{Upper|Adull
Schocl!Inf. |Inf, Sec. |Sec,

B 1. (a) Which subject, or ares of the curriculum, have you felt most
confident teaching so far?

(b) Write down any other subject area(s) you have felt confident
teaching. ,

(¢) Give reasons for your feelings of confidence, -



B 2.

B 3.

B 4.

B 5.

B 6,

B 7.

158

(3) Whict subject, or aren of the curricvium. (if avy) has causad
you most concern so far?

(b) VNawe any other subject arsa(s) (if apy) which has caused you 2
fulr amount of auxiety,

(e) Give ressons for your feelings of auriety.

Should you have the chance to attend an in-gervice course rloht nov,
what aspect of teaching would you most like some help in?

First cholce:

Second choice: 7 N

Third choice;

Do you feel that you get on well with your class and with other
children in the school? e

Strongly Yes Probably Yes Uncertain Probably No Strongli,ﬂo

(a) Have you had control problems which have been difficult to deal
with? .

Strongly Yes Probably Yes Uncertain Probably No Strongly No

(b) Are yon concerned right now about your ability to control
children?

Strongly Yes Frobably Yes Uncertain Frobably No Strongly Ho

Knowing what you do now about teaching, and about your own strengths
and shortcomings, how long should your college course have been?

Less than 1 year About 14 2 years About 23 3 years More than
1 _year years years 3 years

Any comment:

\
v A

Describe the style of teaching which seems to suit you best.
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C 1, Now rhat you have your c¢lessz programme in whe vairloing curricuvlum
arece under woy, how succegsful do you Teel your colloge codrss wag
in preperirg you for this task?  College prepavaticn wasg -

Of very Of aueh JCF scme § OF a 1ittle | OF no
creat value | value  |vslue vasus valus

ART
HANDIRITING —
HEALTH @DUCATION
LANGUAGE
MATHEMATICS

MUSIC

PHYSICAL RDUCATION . 5
READING r_
SCIENCE
SCCIAL STUDIES ]
SPELLING
SCHOOL SPORT e

(N.B. If another teacher ‘takes any subject for
you, or if you are not involved in sport, place
a tick in what seems to be the appropriate box
tut write 'N.A.' alongside it.)

Any comment

C 2. Indicate in the following way how you see the relative importance of
the stated curriculum areas. Assuming that college course length is
directly related to its quality in preparing teacners, indicate the
length you consider desirable for each of the following courses IN A
Ol YEAR PROGRAMME,

(N.B. In 1973 the one-year graduate course students spent 25 hours
each in most of these, but longer - up to 40 hours - in some,)

Hoursd 20 1 20 | 25 { 30 [ 35 A0 {45 | 45

ART
HANDWRITING
HEALTH EDUGATION
LANGUAGE
MATHEMATICS
MUSIC
PHYSICAL EDUGATION
READING
SCIENCE
SOCIAL STUDIES
SPELLING
SCHOOL SPORT'
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¢ 3. ATber yonr Fleeb term as a Yoae One Teachei, how successful dc you
oy fesl your totald college course was jn preparing you for She
tollowing acpechts of tecching?  Collsge pvoparation ves -

10f very Of mueh[Of gome]Of u little]OF noj
great valuelvalve value vaine valus

Underctanding the neads

and intcrests of child-

ren g% your cless's age i

level, L 1
|

The skills of teaching
(questioning, etc.).

Techniques cf conbrol. N

Planning programmes of
work,

Use of blacktoard and
other avdio-visuzl mat-
erials.

Classroom cdministra-
tion (roll, P & A Reg-
ister, duties, class
routines, etc.).

The legal aspecls of
teaching.

Knowledge of special
provisions for ex-
ceptional children.

Knowledge of advisory
gervices available to
teachers.

Understanding edmini-
stration within your
gchool (role of Princi-
pal, V.P., Sn.Teacher,
etec.).

Understanding the ad-
ministration of schools
(Ed.Dept., Board,
School Comm., etc.).

Undergtanding the teach-
er's relationship with
parents (through P.T.A.
and informsl). ]

Any comment:



0 do

C 5.

C 6.

"structive criticism from

How nuccegsitl, jn general, were your schonl postings during yeur
college course, in verms or =

of very 01 nuch|{Of some|0r a 1littleinf no
Jereat value value (value lvalue Ve ius
Having teaching tech- '
niques demunstrated to
you?
Giving yocu the oppor- {
tunity to practise
teaching sikiils? .

Receiving support, en-
couragnoment and con-

associate teachers?

. gy

RBeceiving suppert, en-
courzgement and con -
structive criticism from
college staflf?

Helping you in planning
programmes of work?

Helping you to better
understand children?

Helping you understand
the role of the school
in the community?

Any comment:

(a) The proportion of time spent in schools last year by the one-year
graduate course sbudents was 13 weeks compared with 26 weeks in
college (viz. one-third of the total time was in schools; three~
year course students spent just under one-fifth of their time in
schools).

In your view,approximately what proportion of time IN A ONE-YEAR
COURSE should be sgpent in schools?

S C! SC} SC} SC 5C S C SC S C IS CJ]sC|{SC|SC]SGC
39:0135:4132:7129:10126:13123:16]19:20]16:23113:26{9:30]6:33{3:36]0:3¢
(S = Schools ¢ = College)

(b) Any comment on the length of each posting and its placement in
the course?

What specific aspect or component of your college course stands out

as having been the most valuable to you peisonally?



C 7. (2)

(b)

(a)

(e)

C 8. (a)

(b)

Ta generzl, wonld yeu say bthet yoor colisge covrse wos a
reasonabiy full and demending one?

Strongly ves Probably yes Uncertain Prohably no  Strongly no

e g
S—

—— —

I pgeneral, should you have had move schaduled time durinz which
you were required to atterd college clagses?

Strongly yes  Probably ves  Uncestain  Probably no  Strongly no
) '

!

1

Should vou have been glven more worl: assignments or guidance for
your out-of-ccllege gtudy?

Strongly yves Probably yes Uncertain _ Frobably no Strongly no

On reflection, did you try to get the best ovt of courses while
at college and make the best use of cocllege rescurces?

Strongly ves Probably ves Uncertain Probably no Strongly no

\

Any reasons or comments on your answers to the above questions?

Note any specific aspect or component of your college course
that you now feel, above all others, should be changed.

Describe how you would change it.

C 9. Have you any other comment about your college course which would
help us, in light of your teaching experience to date?



APPENDIX I

SCI00L PRINCIPAL QUESTIONNAIRE, MAY 1974

STRICTLY CONFIDENTIAL

You have at present on your staff a Year One Teacher who was trained at
Christchurch Teachers'! College in the ocne-year course for University
Graduates. Please indicate how this teacher compares with those who

have gene throush a throe-year course.

five-~-point scale snd pleage answer every item of cach question.

Be quite frank, use the full

Couwpared with most three-year-trained Year One Teathers of your experiencs,
how does your ex-graduate course Year One Teacher{s) rate on the fellowicg

criteria:-~

Enthusiasm for teaching?
Initiative?

Personal qualities (voica,
bearing, manner)?

General helpfulness and
co-operation with you and
other teachers?

Response to advice you
give?

Ability to talk and mix
with children?

Warmth towards and en=
couragement of children?

Understanding of indivi-
dval needs of children?

Classroom control?

General quality of plan~ -
ning and preparation?

Originality in planning?

Setting of realistic and
specific objectives?
Flexibility in evaluating
and modifying the plan?

Use of the blackboard and
other aids?

fuch A 1little | About Not Quite
Better | Better the Same | as Good

Decidedly
Inferior

Please tick one box in each row)

Any comment you wish to make about the preparedness for teaching of your

Year One Teacher from the graduate course?

necessary-- and thank you sincerely for your assistance!)

(Continue on other side if




APTENDIX J

NEWMAN=-XEULS TESTS GF A POSTERIORI DIFFERFENCES
BETWEEN MBANS

TABLE 44 (a)
Do you believe that the three-year course for most students is better,

in general, than the previous two=year course ?

o=l ==
[72] n
0 4 3
) o @
[»] L] o]
@ 3 b~
s P [
AUDIENCES iE m
' @ o e ~ @
0] [ o 0 o &
' + ™ > £+ & 5}
3 B & et o 3
- T T B
& = & & & -
Means 3.20  3.49  3.95 3.95  4.27T 4.72
% *3# #*3¢ ¥
Graduate Students 3,20 «29 75 5 1.07 0 1.52
] | H3 #3
First-year Students | 3.45 : 46 46 78 1.23
3
Third-year Students | 3.95 : - 32 77
*
Teachers 3.95 W32 ¢77*
Principals 427 A
Lecturers AaT2
r=2 r=3 r= r=5 =6

9,99 (r,330) 3,64 412 440 460 476

MS error
n

. .99 (r,330) 55 W62 0 W66 W59 W71




TABLE 44 {b)
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All othes thinge being equal, do you belileve that to hove a university

education mal'es a persen 2 betier teacher ?

=gy 'ﬂtszm%;-mm‘m-waﬂz, "".‘Lgf);
i 0 I e
i -lé (g '0)
i ‘I
3 [%5) n
AUDIENCES » ’ b o
O O o 0’ 'Ei 2
-+ Py > & [
3 R o 2 g 5
‘g 0 ft [3) o] 42
[5] = :] a o [}
1 B ‘. [ |3 [
[de [N £ (] Ay [
Me&.ns 1.96 2032 2077 355/;, 3'75 3.85
Third-year Students |1.96 36 .81 1,58 1.79% 1.90""
First-year Students |2.32 |° A5 1,227 13" s,
HH %3 3
TeaCherS 2077 077 ‘ 098 1 009
Graduate Students 3.54 o1 $32
Principals 3.75 .11
Lecturers 3,86
r=2 r=3 r=/ r=5 f=6‘
9,99 (1,334)  3.64 412 4O 460 476
/ HESIEOT 499 (r,334) 58 W66 70 T W76

"o < 0.01



TABLE 44 (c)

e

A1l otner things being equel, do you belicve bthat university graduates

should lLave better promotion progpects over non-graduates in the New

Zealand primary achool system ?

Tﬂmzhﬂ_ - 77?::\%5 = e — TN e pelbec——
9 B o
[11] [13] 42
o g %]
= 3 ®
£ & g
AUDIENCES v R 2
g g [7/] 'g 2 [01]
S - T S
T 1] S ] P o
4 5 8 7 3 3
£4 fry & ny v &
Means| 1,75  2.30 2,37 2,97  3.23  3.27
: % 3#3¢ et
Third-year Studeats |1.75 | 255 62 122 148 1.52
first-year Students |2.30 07 67 ,93** 997*ﬁ
Teachers 2.37 .60 .86** .90**
Principals 2.97 26 .30
Lecturers 3.23 .04
Graduate Students 3.27
r=2 r=3 r=4 =5 r=
9,99 (r,331)  3.70  4.20 4,50 4T 487
RS STEor | 9,99 (r,331) 63 71 7T W80 .83

**p < 0001
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TABLE 44 (d)
A1l other things buing equal, do you think university grsduatesg at

pregent have better prospects of promotion ?

|
i
|
|

& -:, :g ug
i 2 f J;
| : : :
B - 3 & G
MIDIENCES -&3) "
~ ﬁ] 2] ﬁ
()] < w D, |9 [1)]
T T T T
g 0 B S 5 "\
e} = [3) 1N + (2]
g4 0§ 4% 3
S oy e £l = £z,
Means 310 0 3454 3,75  3.89  3.93  4.05
Graduate Students . |3.10 S 65T 69 et g™
' . #% #3 ¥ #3
Principals 354 |, «21 35 39 W50
e 33 st
Teachers 3.75 o1/ .18 .30
’ 33
Third-year Students |3.8&9 \ <04 +16
Lecturers 3.93 . .12**
Firgt-year Students |[4.05
r=2 r=3 = =5 =6

9,99 (1,334)  3.64 412 40 4.60 4476

/ MS irl’or , q.99 (r’334) .07 .08 .09 .09 .10

#*




TABLE 44 (e)

Leaving aside the question of courese length rw=anwhile, do you agres in

principls with ... end-on training after a degree is completed ?

Ty e

e o) - - =

o
=

T

5 I

il 8 2

s o o

3 3 5

0 (5} =
AUDIENCES o 3

9 3 o =

[0 [11] fue w o )

P > () P4 o7 2

1 1 H o ol g

3 ) < 3

4 4 & & k&

1"[(38,1'15 3.20 3.64 3079 3(-79 4.08 4035
%% ! 3#3#
Third-~year Students |3.20 o, o 57 057 .88 1.15°
3 *3%

First-year Studeats |3.64 .15 o15 b T
Lecturers 3479 - 29 .56
Teachers 3.79 «29 >~56
Principals 4408 / o7
Craduate Students 4e35

C1.99 (I',332)
fuigzw: %99 (r,332)

r=2 r=3 r=/ r=5 r=6
3.64 412 LJAD 460 4.T6
57 NIA .69 .72 o4

"o < 0.01



TABLE 44 (£)

How sure ars you aiout your choice of teaching es a careor ?

vy o=—t it e i SRS et e SN
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o

|
|
\
!

Tl v T ot 4

T T B

i
!
|
i

«© 0
+ 43
o & 5
; <
g £ o
AUDIENGES a f .
2 2 b
3 S ]
] oy (0]
o n! 'f:'
CSS 'Eﬁ fxy
Means 2e36 - 3.00 3.02
. 3t it
Graduate Students 2436 .64 .66
Third-year Students | 3.00 .02
First-year Students | 3.02
r =2 r=3
1,99 (r,139) 3.70 4e20
IS _error 4,99 (r,139) .48 .55
n
#i

p < 0,01
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"Socisl level"™ of an Airline Pilot (W.A.C. Captain).

o AmEm s e

A (g)
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T B T A ety on e e .

i
i

zor .
P Ry -t

R TR I SR L

e i
L o B2
TS 15 !
2% %8 %4
AUDIENCES ﬁ 3 H 3 :g 3
R iy S
""“Llﬁm 2 " 3.58 40510
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o
=2 r=
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p < 0.01
TABLE 44 (h)
"Social level! of Secondary Teacher,
o i
22 Ba 2o
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S 0 AR £ %
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= Tr=
1,99 (r,134) 3.70 420
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TARLE 44 (4)

1

71

How muny waeks should One-year Graduabe Course Studerts spend in Schools °
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TABLE % (j)

o you believe thav the arrangerent of twe couvrse tuvtors clharged wi
Bo believe thav the arrangercnt of two 2ourse butors charged with

the planuing, oversight aad general co-ordination of the graduate pro-

granme has been a good one ?
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TARLE 44, (k)
How does the Graduste Studont this year compare with other Stdents

in terms of attitude 3

ia 3]
8o , 8 2z gaco
s 5 a = R
8 5.8 a8 f8%
COMPARISON GROUT'S o B oG &3 53E
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Nt i Wi
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TABLE 44 (1)

How does the Graduate Student this year compare with other Students

in terms of achievement ?
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APPEMDIX K

STATEMENT WRCM T'dlE PRINGIPAT,, ChRISTCHURCH TRACHERS' COLLLGE

Eecause of the shortage of seccuadary teachors, little or no effort
vas made until qurite recently to recruit universiiy graduates for primary
teaching. 2 few graduates did find their way inte the Primary College,
but provigions .made for thei were far from satisfictory. Difficulties
cavged by timebsbling and staffing for a small group were almost inéur—
mountable, In turn this led to the develepment of a rather gceptical and
deprecatory attitude about éraduate trainees.,

However, with the introduction of a graduste quota in the primary
colleges a much closer study of the problem has resulted in a better under-
standing of the igsueg involved and a very positive change in attitudes
from hoth collége teachers as well as from graduates themselves. This
.has been greatly assisted because of the large numbers of graduates apply-
iné for entry and the need, therefore, to be more knowledgeable about the
nature of the raw material involved and of the special needs of graduates
in teacher breparation. This has led to specially designed selection
procedures which are much more rigorous than those for other applicants,

It has now been possible to make special provision for the graduate
group and to asgign tutors almost wholly concerned with the designing and
teaching of graduste programmes.

Experience with larger groups of graduate gstudents over the lagt
few years has revealed a number of general characleristics displayed by
this rather selective group of able young men and women that appear to
either facilitate or hinder their professional preparation.

On the positive side, most graduates have considerable academic
potential, can work independently, are highly proeductive, are aware of the
social problems of the day and have an ability and a desire to question

gtatements of doublful validity.



These are very groal streogbbs iudesd and abbeupts are wmede iu
our programuing to capitelise on them.

However, a nuwber but by no means ¢11, nave difficulties in
'establishing warn relotionships with cnildren and can be insecure in
maeking personal relationshins psrticularly with those in aathority.

They may alsc reveal an inflexibility in {thinking, be superior in atti-
tude, and througi: a reluctance to depart from formul clagsroom procedurc
take, or encourag., a passive rather than sctive situdent role in the
teaching situatios.

With %he vary obvious strengthe they have, giraduates muke a deter-
nined effort to prepare themselves for the clessroom in the limited
period of time available., Even so they appear to be at a disadvantage
compared to the better three year students and have more difficulty in
egtablishing themselves in the classroom. It seemg that one year's
preparation is too ghort to guarantee the necessary changes in profess-
ional gittitudss and the development of teaching skills that make for ease
of entry to the ¢lessroomn. It should be said, however, that after a
longer period of settling in that graduate trainees develop well as
teachers. .Time may show that with their higher level of general educa~
tion that they are better prospects than many of our normal entfants.

I would like to find some way, either through a concurrent or
partially coricurrent B.Ed, system or by an extension of the college course,
to see an increase in the professional component of their teacher prepara-
tion. There are a number of other possibilities that I won't detéil
here that could be attempted.

Finally, I would like to give support to the extension of graduate
admission to teaching and at the same time encourage the development of a
thorough going research programme to look at gsuch matters as pre-training
preparation, degree structures, selection, length of professional prepara-
tion, induction into the teaching service, length of service, and progress

made in both the ghort and long term,

J .0« MANN
10 March, 1975



176

APPENDIX L

GRADNUATE COURSE REPORT, DECEMBLEI 1974

1, Students

Of the thirty students accepted into “he course, twenty-eight
graduated., Cne stndent resigned and another studentship was

deferred.
1.1 Compogitliion of the Group:
Masters' Degrees 2
Bachelors' Degrees 24
Undergraduates 2
Total 28
Ex Ddvision 'S!? 4
1.2 For tutorial purposes the group wes divided into two.

The division 'was an arbitrary one ond proved as workable
an arrangement as any other congidered so far.

1.3 The Tutors note with satisfaction the quality of the group
as & whole. The tone was, they belieye, assisted by:

* selection procedures which found suitable applicants
but which did not cull out colour or diversity from
the group.

* the increasing commitment of staff generally to the

graduate students.,

* the opportunity given to Tutors to personally assist
this particular group of students. This has proved
to be an integral part of the course, and the Tutorg
feel that the quite considerable time so spent has
been worthwhile,

1.4 In general, graduates were discouraged from continuing

university work. Two ex Div. 'S!' gtudents read their final
unit to complete their degrees.

24 Professional Studies

2.1 As in previous years, the professional studies component
recelived greatest emphasis, with the eight Syllabus Studies
occupying most of this time, The length of Syllabus
Studies courses were - ‘

.

Science: 40 hours

. Reading, Mathematics, Language, Social Studies
and iusic: 30 hours each.

* Art and Pnysical Education: 25 hours each
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sicual Jtudies (Contid)

From an evalualion of the praviouaa yearls courseg, collegs
departments were given an analyelds, in February of this
vear, of student judgements, of () coursge objcctives wad
(h) the deprece of objective schievement, Lo assist in 197
cours> planning. It 1s hoped that benefit was gained rrom
thia material, and a similsar evalvation of 1974 coursss wos
carried out cn 3 December.

Cuvrriculum Studies, teken by the course Tutors, was vizwed
ng rosgt important. To show studeubts over just one year the
wiiby of the total curriculum and to convince then of the
imporuance of sound and adequate personal prepsratlion,
repnains one of the greatest challengzes of this course,
However, the smount of effort directed here in 1974 bors
fruit, and it is felt that the qualily of work during the
sustained teaching experience of the final posting was com-
parable with most third-year studente, The courss will be
further strengthened by involving the Ag group with two
units of the %third year Curriculun Studies programme in

Poundation Studies in Fducation conbtinued to cause some
concern this year - in the widely varying backgrounds of
students and in the disunity vhere many staff are brought in
to conduct short courses. Next year it is proposed to
offer students alternatives under the themes "The Nature of
Primary School Children®, "l'he School in Society™ and
nSpecial Topics" (1975 Evaluating Learning and Educating
Exceptional Children) in an attempt to overcome these

Notable aspects of the 1974 courses were the visits to
independent schools and special education facilities, and
the "position papers" students were asked to present on an
issue of current debate in New Zealand education which they
felt close to.

The Studies of Teaching course continued to develop this
year, and a programme is evolving which seoms particularly
appropriate to short course university graduates, As well
as asgsisting the development of specific teaching skills
(e.g. questioning), the use of micro-teaching with video
facilities has proved to be particularly useful early in the
year to re-orient thinking from subject teaching to the
teaching of children. This year's course went well, It
included an eight-week Mini~ccurse using children in Heatoen
Intermediate School, followed by a close examination of and
practice in inquiry teaching in Social Studises.

201
2.2
1975,
2.3
shortcomings.
Re4
School Practice
3.1

Students spent two periods, each of two weeks, in one clags-
room in Term One. The return to a class after further
college work proved beneficisl.

The second posting was of four weeks in the middle of Term
Two, and most students had contact with their Associate
Teachers- throughout the term. This was not a "home schoolM
idea - merely a longer assoclation with one Teacher to allcw
for additional teaching episodes in Soe¢ial Studies and
Science related to College course work.
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School Frgctice (Coatid)

3.1

3.3

34

Five weeks in Teri Three werz gpent in a class as closoly
aligned as vogasible ho the Jikely ¢luss level for 1975,

The problen remaing of f{inding zood Associate Teachers row
all soudents. Unfortunately, a number of postingg this
yeal were unsatislactovy, gl bhe resulting logs of confi--
dence by the sgtudenits concerned was difticult to restore.
It is varticularly important for cne-year students to
receive gtrongly supporiive and encoursging postings. This
refiects the difficulty, parvicularly in Torms Two and ‘
Three, of finding suitable sgocrates who are not involved
in jn~gervice courseg.

Another recurring problem is the student having to elect a
Year One teaching level befcre hoving had experience in all
major sections of the primary school. The College may nead
to congider three separate postings before the end of Term
Two in the future. Meanwhile, for next year it is planned
that the first split posting be at two different levels of
the junior school, followed by either a middle or upper
posting in Term Two. This will give a little more breadth
of experience. :

The course Tutors are more convinced than ever of thelr need
to spend a great deal of time in schools working with both
students and teachers to provide gond College~school liaison
and to help build better understandings of university grad-
uate student teachers. Both Tutors were frugtrated this
year in not belng able to do all that they would have wisghed
in this direction. HNevertheless, =sach saw all his own
group teach at least once while '"on gection®; saw all teach
small groups on a number of other occasions; and was able
to brief Associate Teachers individually before every post-
ing.

Other Courses

b

4e2

43

bak

Maori Studles:  The group spent & semester joining with the
third-years in the HMaori Studies programume., The benefits
of working with the third-year students were considevable,
and the increasing acceptance of the graduate student into
the third-years' circle gives satisfaction.

A.V, Fducation: A twelve hour course was mounted by Mr J.
Lewthwalte. A feature of the 1974 course was the large
nunber of students who sat for projectionist's certificates.

Teacher Planning Workshop: In response to requests from
the 1973 group, provision was made for this year's graduates
to join fully in the T.P.W. course. This move was very
successful, and T.P.W. will undoubtedly become an integral
part of the graduate course again.

The Tutors feel that some courses have become an established
part of the one~year graduate programme, These should be,
in thelr opinion, more formally recognised in discussions on
lecture load, and noteg in Collsge trenseripts as well as
departumental records. It is hoped that the discussions will
be initiated in 1975 to clarify the position and have Doard
of Studies ratify those courses desmed fit for recognition.
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Staifing and Hesonurces

5e4

Twe course Tutcrs, Messrs R.T. Murdoeh end H.3. Stedman,
worked under tne Dean of Profecsionel Studics, Vr C.J.
Trriolt

ﬂ.f'lgé;]l)o

Each College department is respongible for teaching its owm
Syllabus Study, and the Principel Lecturer Teaclilng Practice
avranses school nostings, but the course Tulors keep closely
in touch wita these two areas.

Liaison with schools has been reasonably effective, but
Tutors recognise there is room for improvement. Of inter-
esl has been the worthwhile visits from teachers, including
the following:

M D. Matthews, Senior Teacheir, Elmwood

Mrs C. Rossiter, Senior Teacher, Heaton

¥las D. Jelley, Year One Teacher, Harewood
Mrs &. Shamy, Senior Teacher J.C., Northcote
HMr D. Stewart, Principal, Rucsley

¥Mr D. Bond, Psychological Serwice

These visits vere appreciaved by the students.

Besides professional resources, community facilities were
used by the graduate group. Visits were made to a variety
of places, including Battery Point, Governorg Bay School and
a wide range of facilities involved in care f'or the handi-
capped or special education.

Lopdell House ‘orking Party

6.1

6.2

€.3.

Both course Tutors joined a Lopdell liouse working party from
5 to 9 August, 1974, which was set up to evaluate the one-
year course. All colleges were represented, and the delib-
erations were most ably chaired by Mr H,L. Francis, Vice-
Principal, Auckland Teachers'! College.

On 23 September, a brief report was made to our staff, out-
lining the main thruste of the Working Party. These in-
cluded -
* The need throughout the one-year courge to
view theory through practice.

¢ The importance of the training "triad" (student—
lecturer-teacher), strong on all three fronts.

? - The pressing need for continuing involvement of
colleges with young teachers in their year-one
position, especially those from the one-year
course.

° The need for more formal and effective research
on the one-year graduate course.

The general feeling of optimism towards this
alternative form of teacher education; the
type of student entering the course; and the
quality of iteachsr being turned cut,

Both Tutors stress the great value the week at Lopdell House

had for them, and wish to express their warm appreciation for
the special case made Lo have both attend.



Looldng

7‘.1

'702

7.3

Tedy

Ahead

The one-yexr course for maivevality graduabeg has been in this
Cﬂl7ﬁge since 1966,  Over tae nine vears iv has been modi.-

ied and changed in an offorb Yo best meet the needs of a
uyﬂvtai group, Yet, provigions made have tendad to be
interim ones, and uhs Tutors believe thal bthe time has
arrived for this College Lo look ahzad more positively arc
isolate areas of desired change which can be worked towards.
Four such ereas, which seem to warrant early attention, are
ooy identified,

Sclection and Farly Contact with Sitndents:  The Tutors

appr reciated their involvement in the selection of students.
They feel that, in the fubure, some consideration may be
givert to the possibility of earlier contact with successful
applicarnts. By meeting students soon after selection, tnoy
would hope to better orient those able to come in to College
briefly before ihe holidays, mowards College and the ons-
year programae. 3

Continuing Associabion with College:  The Miciillen Reporth
on Furm 1-2 education in New Zealand (February 197/) ex-
pressed concern over the general weakness of one-year course
trainees in class management and techniques of teaching, -
suggested that these should be gtrengthened in the College
course and recommended that "the possibility of combining a
proportion of Year One with further practical ingtruction in
teaching techniques under College guidance should be inveghi-
gated" (pp. 19-20). As already reported, these aspects of
the course have heen strengthened, but Tutors also feel thig
real need for continuing contact by College with Year One
Teachers. With the Tutors' detailed lmowledge of students,
the expressed wishes of current Year One Teachers and in
order for Tutors to gain a better understanding of young
teachers! needs, such a continuing associalion would be of
mutual benefit. It is hoped that 1975 will see Tutors, in
collaboration with Inspectors, being able to meet ex 1974
courss graduates in the Christchurch area on a regular basis.

Staffing

7.41 It is felt by one course Tutor that the responsiblility
for bolh one-~year and two-yesr courses for universiby
graduates and near graduates, and for continuing con-
tact with Division 'S' students while they are at uni-
versity, should be delegated to a Senior Lecturer
appointed for this purpose., This would -

¢ Make for greater efficiency in the day-to-day running
of the one-year Ag. course.

* Relate the needs of one-yesar and tvo~year students
more closely and allow for some common course Compo-—
nents to develop more easily.

¢ Enable closer continuing asgociatlon with College of
students on studentship,

° Give greater course unity (especially to Division 'S!
students) by having one senior staff member respons-
ible for all three groups, and would allow for more
contact between these differasnt groups, and thus make
for better integration into the total College.



7 Loo¥ing fhoed (Zout'd)
7.4 paffiog (Cont'd)

7¢5

7.4’;

<

Legsen the day-co-day adwinistrative load on the Sewu
{or hig succegsor undsr the rew CGollege gtructure)
and the Principal Lectorer in jiducation.

Horking in a team with the Senior Lechburer would be
Courge Tubtors who would maintaein the quality of re-
lationship with students which has been built vp over
the last two years with the Ag. group. A desirable
stalf (Senior Lecturer and Tutors) to student ratio
is seen ag approximately 1:12,

7.42  Alternatively, ia the view ol another Tutor, the
present arrangement of two lLecturcrs working in co-
orerabion has advarhages which need to be recognised.

Particular viewpoints and ideas are discugsed and modi-
“ied on an equal footing with the worthwhile personal
invglvement of both Tutors.

T The studenbs do not necessarily look to a leader, but
see the Tutors as bub part of the total College team
working together.  This tends, it is argued, to
reduce the possibilily of an "in group" of graduates
within the College.

’ Clearly administrative details would be tidier with a
senior appointment, and any appointee to s position
should be aware of the pitfalls in leading such a
group, The present, rather cumbersoms, arrangesent
would not be a good long term one. However, the
strengths and advantages of two Tutors working to-
gether with a group need to he noted.

Both Tubors feel that, despita these regervations
about a senior position, the posgsible solution sug-
gested is » good one. That ig, that a Senior
Lecturer be appointed to take over-sll charge of the
short courses,being respensible to the Dean (or his
new equivalent) on one hand and responsible for Tuters
on the other,

Liaison with Schools

Of importance to the students is the quality of school exper-
ience. As 1n previous years, the Tutors see their role in
vorking with teachers as vital. Appended to this veport is
a working framework for 1975 schoocl practice, ard of particu-
lar note igs:

The special provision made for Tutors "to gpend more
time in ,.... schools alongside students" in Term One.

To group "home schools" and other posting schools in
Term Two into two circuits, with one Tutor having a
special liaison responsibility for each,

It is wlso hoped that, in 1975, provision may be made for
group reetings of Associate Teachers and Principals who will
nave coantact with graduate students,

H.S. Stedman R.T. Murdoch
Gourge Tubors



