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ABSTRACT 

In August 19 77 Mr J G .Johnson, Chairman of the Committee on 

Health and Social Educa tion, submitted to the New Zealand Minister 

of Education hi s Committee's report , Growing, Sharing, Learning . 

The Report of the Committee on Health and Social Education . This 

Repor t, subsequently to become known as the Johnson Report , decl a red 

that the Commi tt ee h ad endeavoured , in the light of its terms of 

reference, to produce a blueprint for action in the realm of health 

and soc i a l ed ucation . 

Thi s t hes i s examin es selected aspects of thi s Report a nd 

argues that in the areas examined the Committee has been unsuccess­

ful in its e ndeavour . 

Following a brief l1istorical introduction, four observations 

concerning respon se to the Report arc present e d. Against thi s back­

ground of response and within the historical con t ext outlined, 

selected aspects of th e Repor t are then examin ed in detail . 

Und e r th e heading " General Concerns" the Committee's state­

ments on the t opics of " Research", " Social Education", "Academic 

Standards" and "School Climates" are examined in turn . Conceptual 

confusions are exposed , ambiguities are r evealed and the detail 

necessary in a blueprint is shown to b e o.h sen t. 

Under the heading " Specific Concerns" those areas of the 

Commit t ee's Report which have occasioned most public debate, viz : 

" Moral, Spiritual and Values Education" and "Education About Human 

Development a nd Relationships '', are then considered in some de t ail . 

In addit i on , the a rea of "Teacher Training", an area seen by the 

Conunittee as the key to chan ge in educat ion, is a l so considered . 

It i s claimed tha t in all the se areas the lack of conceptual 

clarity, the lack of precision in expression and the lack of any 

effective attempt to grapp l e with the central issues involved, 

militate s tron g l.y against the us e of th e Report as a blueprint for 

action. 

By way of conclusion a s ummary statement relating to the 

central claim of the thesis is presen t ed . 
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Chapter One 

I NTRODUCTION 

I n 1973 a committee s et up by Lh e New Zealand !Jirector-General 

of Education pro<luce<l a stu<ly paper on the t opic of human devel opment 

and relationships i.n the school curriculum . The paper, subsequently 

known as the Ross Report, concluded tlwt there was "An urgent need for 

progrnmmes in human development, sexuality and rel a tionsh ip s in our 

schools , a t all levels , [o r a]l pupils "
1 

and t ha t these programmes at 

the secondDry lcveJ be a " Compulsory core study for all pupils at all 

1II 2 I ] II levels of the schoo a nd at tie primnry evel be Integrated into 

the school cur riculum ... within th0 e.<isti ng health educaUon se rv i.ce . 113 

These conclusions provided the foc·nl point for considerabl e discussion 

throughout the country on the question of sc>x education programmes in 

'.'J ew Zeala nd schools . 

Ln 1975 a Committee _O_~~ealtli_an_0_Sllcial_ Education W<Js set up by 

the then Mi nister of Education, llon . P /\,\mos , to "Look more fully in to 

health C'ducation and l o sel Lile Ross CnmmiLtL'1.: 1 s rccor:11nend<1tions in a 
Li 

wide r pe r spective . " [ts terms o f r cierenc~ were : 

"o. . To idenrify Lil e condill,)ns under wh i ch hcailhy 

gr owth :111d development mAy be rostered in schools . 

b. To make recommendations on th~ sLu<lies and activit ies 

that s hould cons ti tute school programmes , or gani sation 

and relationships . 

In the context of (a) above the Committee would cons i de r the place of 

t he schooJ in such matters as : 

the physicnl fitn ess of c hildren and adults ; 

the use and misuse of drugs including alcohol and tobacco; 

the developmen t of outdoor. pursui t s ; 

1 . Ross , J (Chairman ) Human Deve l opment And Relationships In The 
School Cur r iculum . Discussion paper prepared by a Working 
Committee , Depar tment of Education, 1973 , p 14 . 

2. i bid p 30 . 
3. i bi d p 29 . 
4 . Snook , I New Zealand Journa l of Ed ucational Studies . 

Volume 13, Number 2 . November 1978, p 189 



the growth of desirable attitudes to safety in the wa t er , 

the bush a nd the mountains; 

the place of team a nd individual sports in healthy growth; 

the staff i n g and o t her s upport services needed in 

impl ementing programmes, includin g the developmen t of 

f 1 d h
. ,.5 

s taf ea ers ip . 

2 

Th e following year t he new Minister of Educa tion , Hon. L W Gandar , 

confirmed these terms of r eference and ref erred the members of the 

Committee to a number of c oncerns that had been in the public mind 

over a numbe r of years . As well "The Minis t er poin t ed out the link 

between the Committee's areas of consid e r at ion and the work of the Ross 

Committ ee on Huma n Development and Relationships in the Schoo l Curriculum, 

and hoped that it would take into full account the work of tha t 

committ ee . 116 

In August 1977 Mr J G Johnson, the Committee's chairman, submitt ed 

to th e Minister hi s Committee ' s Report, Gr~wi_ng , Sharing , Learning, The 

Re po r t Of The ~o_mmittee On Health And Social Education , and declar ed 

that the Commit t ee had "Endeavoured , in the U ght of it s terms of 

reference, to produce a blueprint for action in the r ealm of health and 

socia l education . 11 7 Mr Johnson also expressed th e Commi tt ee 's hope and 

recommendation t hat " Al l owing for careful preparation ancl training, 

programmes outlined should be sched ul ed to be in fu ll swing by 1981 . 118 

In accept ing this Report , subsequently to become knmm as the 

J ohnson Report, the Minister expressed the hope that all interested 

peop l e and organisations would r ead the Report, consider the rec ommend ­

ations and let hi s depar t ment have their comments . He indicated th e 

importance of the Report by describing it as "A serious a tt empt to 

assist the public to identify courses and subjects of study which could 

be included in official syllabuses in h ealth a nd social education that 

could replace existing subjects"
9 

a nd he d ec lared that it was his 

intention that "The public have one year in which to consider the 

5. Johnson, G (Chairman) Growing, Sharing, Learning . Report of the 
Committee On Health And Social Educa t ion, Department of Education, 
1977, p 4. 

6. Johnson, G op. cit. p 6. 
7 . ibid, p 3. 
8 . loc. cit . 
9 . ibid, p 2. 
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. It 10 l f Report and t o comment on it . T 1e time or public comment upon the 

Report was later extended for a further year . In reply to a question 

in the House in August, 1978, the Minister announced "lfuen the Report 

wa s first released l set a deadl ine of one year . The Report has 

become a best seller, and we have gone into n third printing, a nd it is 

obvious that many people will not yet have received a copy . 1 have, 

therefore, extended the deadline to .:ibout .Tuly n ext yca r . 11 11 The 

extension of this deadl in e for public comment has since been conf irmed 

by Hon . M Wellington the current and third Minister of Education to 

have been associated with the matter of t he Johnson Report . 

Public r esponse to the Report, as evidenced by the necess ity to 

produce two r e printings of the document, jw s been much great er than 

Anticipated . 

"Since November 1977, thirty thousand copjes of the 
Report ha ve been printed and wi dely distribut ed 
by the Department of Education, o r sold by th e 
Government bookshop. The Report has been wid ely 
publicised ·i n newspapers a nd maga:d nes and on 
radio a nd te]evision. 11 12 

In addition local discussions have been ar.rnng1·d hy Sl hool commj t t Qes , 

parcnt- teac.her associ.Ations <.1ncl o t her org<.1nisaL ions throughou t the 

counlry . Conccr.ning the na turc of this response the fol lowing observ­

ations cnn be mnde . 

First l y, as well as being more vxtensivc than nn tic ipntcd, response 

to the Report has been extremely var i ed , ranging from on the one hand, 

high commendation and c ntliusiastic support righ t: through t o st rong 

c riti cism and out right r ejection on tl1e o ther . The following state­

ments a re illustrative of this broad range o[ response . 

A secondary school principal, J R Kelly, has this to say about 

the Report . 

10 . 
11. 
12 . 
13 . 

"Growing , Sharing, Learning is an a dmirable document -
thoughtful, wide-visioned, nicely balanced between 
pragmatism and idealism , eminently readable, and 
handsome l y presented . A good tit l e , too , act i ng as 

l oc . 

a t i me l y reminder of what schools ought to be about , 
and balancing t he catch- phrases of the Sunday 
newspaper s . .. I have no doub t t hat the Report will 
be greeted with general satisfac t ion . 11 13 

cit . 
Gandar , L w Hansard No t es, 23 August , 1978 . 

l oc . cit . Gandar, L w 
Kel l y , J R A Principal ' s Views . Education No. 4 : p 15, 1978 . 



A university lecturer, Dr R J Bates , has this to say . 

"\.Jh<:lt could one reasonably expect from a report 
on healLh and social ed ucaLLon? AL Lhc very 
least, surely, a survey of current prov isions 
for health and sociuJ educa tion, C111 evaluation 
of curren t provisions against some clearly 
specified criteria , a nd recommendations for 
ac t ion where p r ovisions arc considered inadequate 
or in need of im provcmcnL. HowevC'r , anyo ne 
turning to the Johnson Reporl is doomed to 
di sappointment , for Crowi.ng , Sli;iring, Learni11g 
is a confused , conlraclicto r y anll unhelpful 
repor t . 11 14 

Aud Lhe Reverend K J Campbell, a minister of the Reformed 

PresbyLerian Church , hCIS this to sJy . 

"The recomme11d.:1Lions of t.hc· Jollll~;on RcporL are 
all embracive in the realm of child education 
and if enacted into .l<l\.J \·JOuld rl~s11ll in :1 com­
plete takeover by the statv school svslem o[ 
the essential l'<luc.:ition an<l upb1·inging of alJ 
ch i ldrPn . The rc com111f'nd;1L i ()n:.;; smack of 
tolaULacianism . The ~ tal~ school sys tem wrn11.tl 
Lhus c:onlrlil LllL' .:hi l<l ' s lC!,1ri1i11g u( ac<1den1ic 
and t echnical skilL>, tlw content of the child ' s 
academic and tcchnLl.'.al knowledge Lo n la r ge 
degree, the child ' s spiritual d1·ve 1,,p~ .. enl , an<l 
the child ' s moral dcvelopm1.:nt ! 111 nl11cr words, 
every chLld becomes n 'ward ' l)r Lhe: state school 
sys t. em ind o c: Lr i na t c d six ii ours a Jay i n the 
sysLem ' s humanis Lic phi.Josophy 11 f life ... 'the 
Johnson Repo r t in it!:; L'n l i r C'ty SCL'ks t:n P1nl>racc 
every aspect o( Lhl.! upbringing ..ind C'ducation of 
children , bul it does noL stop there! \h Lh 
' ev0ngclisL i c ' zeal i.t aims Lo boldly ventur e into 
the cun linued oversight and educalion of these 
childt·en even into their adulthood ... Whal 
ought to b<? Llw Christi<:i n' s respo nse? Every 
Christian ought to oppose Lhe Report nnd its 
recommendations i n every way l ega lly poss i ble 
Christ ian, act now '. 11 15 

4 

In noting LIIis rungc of response Snook offers an interesting 

comment . 

" One might well ask , then , why the Report has 
been greeted wi.th enthusiasm on t he one hand 
and opprobr ium on the other . It seems likely 
tha t it has f unctio ned as a projective test 
for polit i cal and ed ucational attitudes . If 
you have a warm liberal glow about children 
and a sense of the poss ibilities of schools in 

14. Bates, R J Socialization, Social Education And The Johnson 
Report. Della 22: p 26 , 1978. 

15 . Campbell, K J The Moral And Spir itua l Education Of Childr en. 
The Gos pel Witness: Volume 4, Number 2 . June , 1978, p 15. 



making the world a nicer place you will approve 
Lhe Johnson Report for it believes Lhat schools 
can be humanised and that better schools will 
produce a more humane society . I( , however , 
you have a more jaundiced view of children and 
support a more conservative role for schools 
the Report will infuriate for it makes highly 
conlroversial claims ns if rhey were established 
facts . ( ' Schools whi ch rL·main nculral about 
education in values ar~ nol Facinp, up to their 
r esrons ibiliti es . 1

)
11 l6 

5 

Secondly, although the response to Lhc l~cport lws been widespread 

and var i ed it has , in large measure , been very superficial . While it is 

difficult to obtain empirical evidence on tl1is point il seems accurate 

tn claim th~tL in spiLc· o( the widl•sp rt',1d publ i ci.Ly given ro till' Report 

only a small propor tion of the pllhli<' have acLllally become actively 

involved in its discussion and o[ those who have only a small pro­

portion again have sLudied the Report in suffici~nt drtail to enler 

into a discussion in <ll'pth . Teacl1l'rs simiLtrly, while express1.ng con-

siderable inten:!st in Lil e are.::Js the Rcµort dt'nls \.Jlth, have not, as 
17 

individuals , been widely involved in depth discussions of the Rt>port . 

Thirdly , in spite l)f wh.'.lt hi.ls _just hec•n said , ccrt.:sin spccinl 

lnlerest g roup s in the communi t y li:1vv l.'xnmi 1wd sclcclcd nreas of tl1c 

Report in great depth and li:1vc L1u11clwd 111;1_jor publicLty cnmpaig11s Lo 

e11lis L support for Lh~ir views . Two such groups are Lile Concerned Parents ' 

Associa tion o.11d Lhe Commi LLee For The.! Defence Of Secular Education . The 

former group wa s established afler the !1ltblication of Ll1e Ross R0port in 

19 73 and has as one of iLs majtll- concerns Lhe question of sex education 

progca1mnes in Ne\v Zealand schools . lt has Lhis to say about this aspecl 

of Lhc J o hnson R<.:pon . 

" The Johnson Committee was se l up in 1975 by Mr Amos 
(then Minister of Education), to continu e the work 
of the Ross Committee and place human development 
a nd relationships in a wid e r context o( health and 
social education . Because of its re-iteration of 
the Ross Repor t' s recommendations, we can only assume 
that its function is to achieve what the Ross Report 
failed to achieve - the widespread publi c acceptance 
of human development and r ela tionships courses , and 
the aboli Lion of the only remaining safeguard of 

16 . Snook, I op. cit . p 190. 

17. The basis for these con~ents comes from the author ' s experience 
in leading a var i ety of parent a nd t eacher meetings called to 
discuss the Johnson Report. 



parents ' rights - the regulation prohibiting 
primary school c la ssroom sex a nd contraceptive 
education . 01 18 
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The latter group was formed in March, 1978 and has as it s aim the 

protectjon of the secular na t ure of Stale education in New Zea l and. 

With r eference to the John~~n Repc:E_~ it has th i s l o say . 

"Our main concern is with th e l:"econunendations 
and the opinions expressed in Section 2 . 4. 
We a re amazed thal the Committee, which had 
representatives irom Rl l areas of ed uca tion , 
did not examine, or even commenl on, the mo r a l, 
values and r eligious programmes which were 
opera ting in State Schools when the Committee 
was set up and during its s ittings . The 
omission is the more surprising when it is 
realised that the nature and intent of the 
programmes have been well documented by the 
Churches ' Education Commission and even in the 
Department ' s magazine , Education ... The 
obv ious omi ss i ons and superficial comment in 
Sec tion 2 . 4 of the Johnson Report will cas t 
doubt up on the validity of i t s other, possibly 
excellent, recommendations . Through its 
neglec t, which reflects a much wider neg l ect , 
the John son Commi tt ee has ensu red t hat a ny 
Moral, Values, Religious Education p i-ogramme 
which might be attempted will be off to an 
appallingl y bad start ."1 9 

Four thly a nd firwJly , it is c l ear that lhe response to the Report 

has foc used on a relalively narrow r a nge of concerns . The Report 

contains one hundred and twenty pages and seventy recommendations yet 

r esponse from til e public has cenlred very l a r gely on the ten and n ha][ 

pages of sec tions 2 .4 (Mo r a l, Spiri tual and Values Education) a nd 2 . 5 

(Educa tion abou t Human Developmcnl a nd Relationships) and the e i ght 

recommendations contained t her e in. 

Against this background of response and wilhin the historical con­

text outlined , the present critique i s set. Attention i s mainly 

focused on those sec tions of the Johnson Report already indicated as 

having occasioned mo s t public debate and the Conunittee ' s endeavour to 

produce a blueprint for action i s put up for scrutiny. General con­

cerns relating to the use of r esear ch , the definition of s ocial 

education, the importance of school clima te a nd the requirement of 

18 . Concerned Parents' Association, Education - The Parents' Ri ght To 
Choose. Conce rned Parents ' Assoc iation Newslette r April, 1978 p 2 . 

19 . Committee For The Defence Of Secular Education, Statement On The 
Johnson Committee Report . Wellington, May, 1978. 
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academic standards are dealt with f irst a nd s pecific concerns , relating 

to Moral , Spiritual and Values Education, Educa tion abou t Human 

Deve lopment and ReJationshi.ps, and Tectc he r Training , a re Lhen considered . 

The claim is made that, in the areas examined, the Johnson Committee has 

been unsuccessful in its attempt t o produce a blueprint for action . 

Amongst other things, a blueprint [or action should be conceptually 

clear , be unambiguous in it s expression and be detai l ed in its 

instructions . In the sec t ions of Lh c ~ol~nso_n Rcpo~ examined in th:i s 

pape r these important feat ures are 13.rgc ly absent. Co nceptual con­

fusi ons abou nd, ambiguit i ~s a rc common .J nd m.c.: cssary Je:: tai l is no l 

provided. These a r c ser ious deficiencies . H Lhe .T_ohnson Report is Lo 

become in rea lity the "Blueprinl for action i n t he realm of heal th and 

social education1120 tha t its authors hoped it would become then these 

de[ic i enc:.Cs need to be ma<lL' good. Insofar as Lhe firs t s tep toward 

the solution o f any probl em is it s identi. ficati.n n, thi.s cri.Uqt1e 

repres~nts tha t first s t ep . 

20. .££.· cit . p 3. 
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Chapter Two 

GENERAL CONCERNS 

I n this sec t ion fo ur general concerns relating to the Committee ' s 

s t atements on the topics of " Research " , " Soc~i al Education" , "Acad emic 

St a ndards" and "School Climates " are examined . Attention is d i rected 

to Lhese particula r areas for two main re~1sons . Firstly, they arc 

areas of importance i n their own right. In a repor t o f this nature it 

is important t o know the degree to which Lhe report is based upon 

r elevant res earc:h evidence, the definition of t he a r ea under consider­

at i on , the relationships of the recommend ations t o the maintenance of 

academic s t andards and tlte importa nce of school clima l e as a major 

va riabl e in the establ i shment of an effect i ve learning environment . 

Second l y , the areas examined prov id,• clear~ evidence to substantiate 

the cen tral claim of Lhis thesis vjz . Lhe Johnson Report , in the 

areas consider ed, hns been unsuccessful in i t s endeavour to produce 

a blueprint fo r aclion in Lhe realm of hea l th and ~;ocial education . 

RESEARC H 

Following a general int roduct ion, a list of ma jor soc ial concerns 

and a resume o( submissions made , Lhe Conuniltc•e comes to the very 

important area of re8ca r ch . What it has to say here , bo th wit h regard 

Lo the status r esearch has enjoyed in its <lel iberar ions and with 

regard t o the specific recommenda tion it puts fo r ward, does not stand 

up well t o close sc n1tiny . Two pa rt icuJ or a 11 tl important: deficiencies 

s tand out . These a r e , the lack of clarity und erlying the stand taken 

on the func tion of research and the l ack of specificity in the 

recommendation proposed. 

THE FUNCTION OF RESEARCH 

These two deficiencies will now be considered in more detail . 

Firstly , the lac k of clarity r ela ting t o the f unction of research. 

Just what function does the Committee ascrib e to this very important 

aspect of its " bluepr int"? To what extent has its deliberations and 

recommendations been informed and guided by available empirical 

evidence and to what ex tent has its activities been informed and guided 

by the Commi tt ee ' s own collective intuition? The answer to such 
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questions is not immediately clear and careful reading of the section 

on research seems to suggest that a large degree of vacillation occurs 

here . One cannot help but get the fee.ling that the Committee has not 

thought out its own theoretical position on this matter at all care­

fully or precisely . This can best be illustrated by looking at the 

section in a little more detail . 

To begin with we are t old that " It would be useful if the 

Co~ni t tee could quo t e incontestable researc h evidence to support the 

victvs and recommcnclaUons it h as formul.:iLcd over the course of its 

deliberations"
1 

but that because human bclw viour is so complex and 

because "most of the r esearch th.:it we did examin e has been carried 
? 

out in other countries and has not been replj_cated here" ·- this c a nnot 

be done . And then, after being further to1d that "decisions which 
3 reople make in the social sector cannot wuit for appropriate research" 

and that these decisions must necess.:irily be based on people ' s per-

ception of a situation, their experience , wisdom and intelligence, we 

are finally tole! that "to sharpen Lts own focus and to illuminate its 

own perceptions the Committee resolved to make what sense it could of 

·1 bl l " 4 . l ( l . cl . l f l ava1 a e researc1 w1t1 re . e r ence JeLng ma e in t1 e text o tie 

Reporc to r esearch findings wl1ere appropriate . 

From all this what are we t:xpected to deduce? That the Committee 

sees r e search evidence play in g an impo rtant part jn helping it map 

out a !l ea] th .:incl Socia] l~ cJucatio n bJuepr int for the [uture or that it 

does no t ? The ~ms1-Jer is not at all clear bt1t one ge t s more than a 

strong suspicion that th e latter is the case. The Committee seems to 

be taking th e very dangerous position of usjng res ea r ch in what might 

loosely be termed a n "aposteriori" rather th an an "apriori" fashion , 

that is, using research to s ubstantiate a final position already decided 

upon rather than using research to help decide wh a t that final position 

might be. Evidence to support this assessment comes from the Committee ' s 

own statements where it says in its opening sentence that it would find 

it useful if i t could quote incontestable research evidence "t o support 

t he views and recommendations 115 it had formulated over the course of its 

deliberations , and later , in the penultimate sentence, where it reports 

1. ~-
2. lac. 
3. loc. 
4. loc . 
5 . l oc . 

cit . 
cit . 
cit . 
cit . 
ci t. 

p 11. 

MASSEY UNIVERSITY 
LIBRARY 
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tho t it made what sense Lt could of a v.1i lahl C' rCSL'<HC h to " s harpe n 

its own focus and t o illumin<1te iLs own pen·pptions . 116 In both these 

cases , quite c learly , the Committee is u si n g research ev id e nc e in this 

" apos t eriori" fashion and while this n eed not n ecess:ni l y lead to 

false conc lusions the c hances thnt it will do so are ve r y l1igh . Unl ike 

the scientific method, where an hypothesis is put t o th e test nnd 

modified or confirmed according t o Lile ev i de nce coll ecLed , thi s method 

al lows [or no chcinge whatsoever :rnd t he evidence that is co llected is 

likely t o be o n ly t hat which i s s upporLiv e of the pos .ition already 
7 

taken . The sect i on Research On The Gr owth or Self-Awareness seems LO 

be a goo d e xample of t hi s . ln thi s sec tion of Lh t:! Ke po rt seventeen 

referenct.!s a re mad e to research concern ing the self- concept a nd a l l 

sevent e en refe r ences arc hig hl y s up porLive of Lhe posiL i on the 

Committee has taken . In an a r eil s u ch cJs Lhis it is very difficult Lo 

be l i eve thal Llierc i s not even 01w pie Cl! of rL se,1rc ll E'V id en cc which 

runs cou11ter to the pen e r ;tl 1 i:w. And :ig;.1in i n i ts secL i o n on Cl i ma t e 

in Sc:\iooJs
8 

a s i milar s itun t ion obt .1ins . ThL' Cnmm lLt.: e(' stiltc• 

unequivocnl l y tha L it " acknm, J edge(s) l"l'~;ear1·h ;1Jvo1'11ting ' w<jrrn' :-ind 

'open ' cli.mal<.!S in s1'l10ols <1s ngnlnsl 1 C"lns l'd 1 
;111d ' rig i d ' c li mntc'.s 119 

but it makes nn reference wh.:iLs,1('\'Cr Ll' the rl.!sP.'1r«h which it dol'S not 

acknowl edge n o 1· to the cri rl!ri:i i.l emplovs ti> jlidgc which r esearch 

r.1eri Ls its ncknowle<.igl!mcnl ;111d which rc•sean~h t!ol's 110 :: . The [act that 

r esearch in t his area , c uunlc r t·o Lill.! C1H11miLtee ' s acknowl('dged research , 

does nct u3lly t':.<isL is brought 011t b>v Conpcr who , wit l1 part i cu l dr refer­

e nce to school clim:1Lr· and mora 1 l~d uca t io n vhservcs that : 

" Th r oughou t the ReporL much i.s made ot: 
fosterin g 'warm and caring rela tionship s ' 
i.n the schoo I n n d cl assroom . These are 
seen as espec ially importanL in moral 
ed ucat ion . They represent what socio l ogists 
ca Jl ' wide ' as o pposed Lo 'n.:irrow ' relation­
ships betwee n t each e r and pupil . 11 10 

He the n goes on t o poin t out that: 

" There is empirica] e vidence to show that no t 
only wide r elations hips but also narrow 
relationships have an important p a rt t o play in 
moral developmen t. 11 11 

6 . l oc . c it. -- --
7 . ibi.d , p 13 . 
8 . ibid, p 20 . 
9 . l oc . cit . 
10 . Coope r, A. A philosophical critique of some aspects of the 

Johnson Repor t. De lta 22 : 1978, p 23 . 
11. loc . cit . 
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The Committee was e ither ignorant of or chose to ignore such evid e nce. 

From these two examp l es alo n e , it i s clear that th e d a nge r 

of using res earch e vid e nce selective ly to support a prede t ermined 

position r a ther than u s in g it objectively t o determin e which position 

to s u pport , is a real o n e an d one which the Johnson Commit t ee has not 

been able to avoid . It does not make extensive use of resea rch 

evid enc e thr oug hout th e Report but where it does it tends to do so in 

this narr owl y selec t ive fashion . 

Two other po int s warrant brief mention here . The first, a 

logical one , relates to the r easons given for not being able to offer 

incontestable research evidence a nd the second, also main l y a l og i cal 

one , rela t e s to th e placement of th e Committee ' s first recommendation . 

Concerning the first point . As a first reason for not being able 

to quot e incontestable research evidence the Committee advances the 

notion that t he complexity of human nature does not permit this sor t 

of data ga thering, but t hen it goes on to provide a second reason, viz . 

most of the re sea r ch sl. udi ed !1 as not been rep licated in New Zealand . 

Sur e l y , if the fi rst reason stands up to examination then the second 

is , to say th e least, superfluous . Clearly , if the compl exity of 

humon b e haviour prcc J ucles the: ga ther j_ng of incontestable eviclence , then 

the quest ion of whe r e th i s r esearch should be carried out is en tir ely 

irreleva nt . 

Concerning the second point . After making it clear that in its 

op inio n it is impossib l e to gather incontestable research evidence the 

Committee the n presents, with out any warning or explanatory note, the 

fi r s t r ecommendation of its Repo rt wherein it is suggested that r esea r ch 

s tud ies be se t u p . The time facto r involved in carryin g out these 

st udi es is ac knowl e d ged and the claim mad e tha t decisions in the soc i a l 

sector will have t o be made in the absence of appropriate r esearch. 

Fo llowin g this, the Commit tee r eveals that there is some appropriate 

res e arch availabl e and it ha s made some u se of it. This order of 

pres en ting idea s is highly confusing a nd does little to h elp the reader 

uncover the logic that presumab ly und e rlies the whole enterprise . 

From asser ting that incontestab le research evidence cannot be obtained 

it seems a s trange shift to then recommend that research, presuma bly 

of the contestable variety, b e carried out. The b a sic problem h ere 

is to discover wha t exa ctly is the rela tionship between the opening 

pa ragraph a nd the rec omme ndation. What is it that the Committee is 
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trying to say about research and how does the specific recommend a tion 

f ol l ow from this ? In a report which end eavours to be a blueprint fo r 

action ther e s hould ·be no place for such questions . 

RECOMMENDAT I ON 1. 1 

Moving o n now f rom what the Committee has to say about research 

in general to what it has to say ahout research i n particular,the 

specific recommendat ion put forward by the Committee , i . e . 

Recommendation 1 . 1 , can now be considered. 

For a ny document to rank as a blueprint or t o have any practical 

value in terms of pointing up fu t ure direrrions , some degr ee of 

detail is an essential r equirement . The most striking feat ure of the 

Committee ' s recorrunendati.on here is the almost complete absence o f such 

detail. We are told tha t r esear c h studies are t o be set up but we are 

not told what type of research studies arc env i saged or what particular 

ques tions the s tudies arc to 8ddress themselves to . We are Lold that 

the effects parent s and L~achcrs have on 3n individual ' s development 

should be studied but we are given no indic<1tion as to what pa r Licular 

e ffects arc to be studied or how Lliese studies should be cnrried out . 

We a r e t o l d Lhal th!.! e ( [ecls o t her p~ople have on an individu:il ' s 

development s hould a.l.!m be; studied bur we arc uot tul<l wl10 these other 

people might be . I.Jc Jre in foct toJd very I iltlc, at all that would be 

l1elpful if we were serious in any attempt t o put the Committee ' s 

r ecommenda tion into effect . No limits to the scope of the suggested 

studies are spelt out, no specific objectives are clea rl y defined 

and no means of evaluating the p r oposed studies are gi·..ren . The 

absence of these and other details makes any talk of a blueprint for 

action quite inappropriate and calls seriously into ques tion once again 

the degree to which t he Committee has fully thought out , and is 

committed to, its own position on the place of r esearch in this area . 

While it says that it favours research and would like t o see incontest­

able research evidence made avai lable , its statements on the subject 

lack the conv i c tion , the c larity and the detail t o suppor t such a 

position. 
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SOC IAL EDU CA TI ON 

I n a r eport pr epar ed by a Commit t ee on lleiJlt h and Social Educa tion 

it would s e em r easona bl e t o expect some defiuition of t hese two 

particula r fo r ms o f educa tion . And indeed on scanning the list of 

cont e n t s one is l ed to be l ieve t hat s uc h i s to be pr ovided . On page 

eleven , we disc over t hat t he ques t ion, " \~hat is heal th a nd social 

ed uc ation? " is t o be dea l t with and all appears to be well. However, 

as ha pp ens wi th so mu ch of t he Commj t tee ' s Report , when th e inquiry i s 

push ed a little fu rt her a number of discrepancies are revealed . Hea lt h 

educ a t ion, we fin d , i s we ll a tt ended t o, with a pr ec i se definition of 

heal th being put fo rward a nd a general outline of its ciims iJnd areas of 

concern be i ng provid ed . Social ed ucation however , we fin d, is not so 

we ll a ttended t o and s earch as we may a wo r king defin it ion of soc i a l 

edu cat ion continues t o elude us . References are mode to social prob l ems , 

social we l l being a nd social competence but nowhere in t he entire 

sect ion devoted to the question of \vhat "is healtl1 :md soci::il educa t ion , 

i s a n at t empt ma d e to de l ineate cl early and exnctly just \vhat is meant 

by the term ' 'soci::il educat i on". Thi_s i. s a m;1jor omiss i. on . In ::i document 

wh ich pu rpclrts t.:o he ~1 b]ueprint.: fo r ne t illn i 11 Lill' ::i 1-c:1s of lie.:ilth ond 

socia l ed ucation it is abso l utelv essen tial L:li:tl both of the se areas be 

cle~1 dy defined . If , in addition to health eclucalion , we arc concerned 

wi th soc:i al educatio n l hL·11 this latter <lrea must also be fully dealt 

wit h nnd clea r ly identified . Th i s the Committee fails to do a n d indeed 

as Ba t es observes ; 

"I t is th e absence of any clear and positive 
conc e pU.o n of socia l education and Lhc 
e qu a tion of soc i al ed ucat ion wi th socialisati.on 
which l eads t o t he Repo r t ' s mos t ser i ous 
confusions . " 12 

I n what way does thi s a r ea of st udy d i ff e r Erom soc i a l s tudies? How 

does socia l edu ca tion diffe r Er orn s o c i a lisation? I s s oc ial educa tion 

no t j ust a no t he r name f or mor al educa tion? Th e se a nd ma ny mor e 

ques t ions find no satis fa ctory answers i n t he Committee ' s Re port a nd 

the fa ilur e her e can be tra c ed bac k on ce a gain t o the lac k of c oncep t ual 

cla rity whic h seems t o be endemic to the Repor t as a who le . The 

Commit t ee, i n giv ing ins uf f i c ient consideration t o the central problem 

12 . .£.2. · c it . p 26 . 
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of definition has failed to es lablish a c lear conceplual base up on 

which to build its plan for the fulur e . By nu t (ormulallng clearly 

and prec i sely wlwt it mcaus by soc i:i l educ<.ilion Lite Committee has 

undermined its own <]Ltempt Lo produce a blut>p1-int f or action . The 

confusion in concept has l ed to confus i 011 in precept and the Report 

suffers badly as a resull. 

ACADEMIC STANDARDS 

After attempting t o define health and soc ial education and 

after providing a selective account of available research o n the growth 

o ( self-awareness Lhe Comnd l lee lurn ed i Ls .:tllenLicm lo t he Loµic: of 

academic standards . Here again , the Commilt~e ' s inabil i ty Lo (ormulale 

a clear and concise conc0plua1 b<ise upon which to build ils c:ase has 

resulted in a statemenL which is both confused and inconclusive and 

which docs little to further rhe endeavou r lo produce a b] ucprint for 

action . I n particulLir, Lwn JcCi. c- ic'nci Ps sL~t lld o ut, Lite:· f i r sL relarir:~ 

to wlial Llii s st.:!c Lion purpurLs to dcn l will! ant.l Li1c SCC<)!ld n~laLi_ng t:o 

It 0 w i L d e ii l s \·I i L h i L • I ll L h l! fj r s t c <.1 s l' , l Ii l! cl) n l (• n t u ( t: Ji L! ~; e c t: i () 11 

does 110L di 1· ~ct l y d eal with wl1:1t Lhc tillv impliC's :ind i.11 tin· sc:1·011d , 

L11c m~1L~r j :tl L11<.1L is p1"<'S('1tl1.'d i ~ trl':ttt·d i11 such ;1 ('•i:tlusc:d a nd 

imprC'cise L1shi on th:1t t h <-' i.11LcnL of tltl· ~.; t<1!..C111C' :1L i.s obscured . 

\Ht!t r0 gnrd to the f·irs t dcfjciL'IH'Y iL c-.1n lie c:onunclc'd Lh:il 

the CummittL'C i. s neithe r addressing ils .. '1 f to tl1c generri l topic of 

academic sta nd a rd s nor to Lile more sped f i C' riues l ion of wha t academ i c 

st andards should be aimed fl)r in Lh c cur ri culum of our scltoo l s . Rather 

it i s cons idering the qul!stion of wltat Lh e c urric u lum iL::>elf s hould 

consist of . It at t empts to shuw th<JL the cstr1b I ishmenl o [ LI programme 

of health an d social educ;:i Li.on and the tc<ichi.ng of " bas ic skills" <:1re 

not mutu<:1ll y e xc lusive buL rather arc complementa r y . This consideration, 

while obviously highly r e l evant to the Committee's central t hesis 

regarding Lhe development of health and social programmes , can not be 

rated as an insightful slatement on the place o ( academic s t a ndards in 

our school curriculum. Such a statement ought to contain some reference 

to what is meant by the term academic s l andards and some reference to 

the specific action which the Committee s ees necessary with respect to 

achieving or maintaining the levels of excellence or adequacy aimed 

at in our schools . When we are talking about academic standards in the 

context of our school system we a r e talking about the var ious levels of 
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performance which are required of our pupils in the formal subjec ts of 

instruction offered by the school. The Committee ' s statement on 

academic standards avoids Lhis area a 1togelher . lt begins by giving 

its support Lo the Educational DcvelopmenL Conference ' s views on the 

jmportance of teaching people lo rea d , write :i nd spenk well and ends 

by suggesting how the teaching of Lhese basic skills might be incorpor­

ated in a programme of health and soc ial eJucation, but nowhe r e does 

it come to grips with wlwt academic standards are required . This, in 

a paragraph ent itled Academic Stilndards , se~~s to be a seriou~ omjssion . 

\Hth regard to Lile second and rather morL! important nren of 

de(i.ciency it can be argued that in putting forth its views on the 

place of Health and Socia] Education in the school system tlw Commi t t ee 

has failed lo s ta te cleHrly and un~quivocally just what it is that iL 

is advocating . Th e s laleme nt it make:; is Jisjuinl:NI and confused and 

in no wny represents a blul>.print (or acti.on . J\n actempt Lo provide a 

precis of whnt the Committee is sa;dng here tiring~ t>11t ~his deficiency 

very clc.'.l r Jy . 

J\l LC'r dffirminp, its s uppo1·t for the viL'Hs of the Educ~1Lional 

Development Confere11cc and Lil e. :!cComhs ' Committee with reference co the 

t~.'.lcliing of reading , lvrj t i.ng and spe.:iki Ill.! Llit.• Commi.L Lel' moV('S di.rec L ly 

into the field of subject spvciaJisation and dt:clrill'S tr1;1t: 

" Much u( Lli L' specja[ isL~d sll1Jy 11<>W Ldking pl.ace 
in school could \-'C'l l be posLponc>d L i.11 l ate r 
and be replnccd by concerns oC soci.ilisation 
~rnd of a heal Lily socic·ty . 11 13 

The relationship between these two concerns i s not al nll clear but 

t his is n rela t ively minor factor . \../Ital i s more important is the 

confusi on over tlic terms 11 !:>oc i.nlisalion " and " socinl educa tion " and 

Lh e lack of justificatio11 for the categorical declnration that then 

follows viz : 

"At leas t u p Lo age 16, primacy socialisa t ion 
must be the overriding concern of home and 
school. •rl 4 

13. ~· cit . p 15 . 
14 . loc. cit. 
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As already noted
15 

the Comm itt ee continually fails to establish what 

it means by its terms and in this particular section this failure is 

very important . When the Committee speaks of primary socialisation 

as being the overriding concern of home and school , a t l east up to age 

sixteen, what exactly is meant? Moreover why should soc ialisat i on , 

however interpreted, be the overriding concern of both home and school? 

The last major repo rt on New Zealand Education, th e Currie Report , 

(19 62 ), dealt very lucidly with this questio n of priorities in education 

and its statement on thi s question is worth repeating here . In 

referring to all the competing claims on education this report went on 

to s tat e : 

" Before any decis i ons could be taken on any of 
th ese claims, a more fundamental con sideration 
of the primary pur poses served by schools in the 
New Zealand community was required . This ra i sed 
immedia t ely the matt er of priorities . The school, 
it may be agreed, is concerned with the who le 
pupil, his intellectual, physical , emotional , and 
moral development . But this is not to sa y that 
th e school is wholly responsible for all these 
or that all sid es of pupil development a r e equally 
imp o rt ant a nd l eg itimate subjects for a school ' s 
efforts . Education as a concept can be made wide 
enough to include virtually any influence from 
the environment upon the individual. But 
partic ular institutions, such as scho o ls, are 
provided for particular purposes and there cannot 
be much doubt that the intellectual development 
of each pupil to his f ull cap a c lty is still th e 
primary, even though it is not now th e sole , 
purpose of New Zealand sc hools ." 16 

Of course, th e Johnson Committee is in no way bound to accept this 

view of ed ucat ional priorities but it should (a) recognise that what 

it is now suggesting in its Report represents a major change in 

educa tional policy and (b) be prepared to present at least some evid ­

ence or supportiv e argument to justify the important policy change it 

is advocating . In the absence of such recognition and evidence its 

affirmations in this area have little justification . 

In the next paragraph of this section the Committee goes on to 

declare that specialised s tud y should be provided by the i nt erested 

15. See, for example, Chapter 2 , p 13. 
16. Currie, G (Chairman) Report of the commission on education in 

New Zealand. Wellington, Department of Education, 1962, p 21 . 



17 

pa r ties i n t he vocational field rather than by the school and , then 

f · d· " t t d' example of Lh1's1117 · t a te r provi ing an ou · s an 1ng it presen s an 

exce r pt f r om a submi ssion iL received . 

"Some consider the ulLimntC:! purpose of lihernl 
education to be the transmission of our cultural 
her i tage a nd t he creation of good citizens loyal 
to t he ideals o[ our society . OLhers , howev er , 
stress the dcve l opmenl of Lhe independent , 
sensitive , quest ioning mind wi Lh Ll1c 1 ibcral nrts 
hav i ng a critical, almost revolutionary funcLinn. 
Perhaps we must steer between these two , but come 
wha t may , we must move away from the present day ' s 
tremendous emphasis on pure academic attainment, 
especially in narrow or spc>cinl i. st fi elds . 11 18 

This excerpt in itself is intc·resLing <1nd entirely legitimate but: ils 

placement in this particular con t ex t is inappropriate . What precisely 

is this submission saying about ucn<lemic sLHndnrds and whaL is it 

saying about delaying spec.i.alise<l sL utly ? llow does Lhis relate t o 

wha t t he Committee has just been discussing and Lo what extent are 

we to take this as a statement of th l! Committee ' s own posjtion? These 

<Jll L~s t ions r em<dn unnnswcred . Hhile ont: suspects Lllal the impcr<Jl' i.V<.! 

i11 Lhc f i 11 :1 l sen Lenee " ... bul Cl':lll.: \·Jhil L may •.·ll' mus L move <n.i;iy from 

Lile prcst"' lll day's tremendous cmplwsis on rrnr·c acaJ·~m i c aLL:linmC'nt, 

especi<'llly in narrow or speci<ilisl fildds . 1119 really reflects the 

Commi.LLL'e's position on this mnttcr this is not st;1ted . ,\ 11 t:he 

Commit tee lws to offer is thl' i11 CtHh.: I us i Vl' C<)lllllll'nl " flt, tlli.l t: as it: 
,,20 

m•1y . For a Committee attt>mpt.ing ro provide a hlucprin l for <1rlion 

such a declaration is qui Le innd c qunte. 

CL IMATE IN SCHOOLS 

Much of what the Commit t ee has to say in this section is 

educationally sound and wor Lhy of restaLement . The emphasis on cater­

j ng for the ch i ld ' s individual nee<ls , on enhancing the self- image o[ 

every student a nd not just the gifted or any one section, and on 

invo l ving children in planning their own study choices , is commendable . 

17 . E.E.· ci L. p 15 . 
18 . l oc . cit . 
19 . l oc . ci t. 
20 . l oc . cit . 
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Much , however, is not o( this quali l y and does not stand up 

wel l to closer scrutiny . The lack of conceptual and seman tic clari t y 

that seems to have beset the Committee fcom the outset continues Lo 

show it sc>lf in this sectjon . A more dctailf'd examinati.on of 

. • • l <l f II II d II II j l 21 section 2 . I. 2 concerning t le a vocacy o warm an open sc 100 s , 

? 1 d ., ')2 2 h h and of recommendations -· an ~ - - w ere il is urgea t at research 

be underL.:1kcn an<l cesource sLJff appoiulcc~ will tlJ.ustratc this cJaim . 

WAR M AND OPEN SCHOOLS 

In their advocacy of " warm" and "open" schoo] '' the• Committee 1 s 

r ecommenda tions seem to be open to two quite major criticisms . The 

f ir st relates to th e Comm·iLLee's selective use· of rc·search evidence 

and the second relates Lo the simpL·i sLic <1ppr onc11 the Com.nittee has 

to tile \vllole notiou of school cJimaLe. 

lhth r egard l o Lli L' [irsl of ti.<.::;c ~·rit:h· i ~;ms tile Commitlec , as 
23 

::iJn•Jdy nolcd , nwkcs very sc]vclivc. use of av<lilal>lc research 

ev idence , and only ackn owJcdgL's th.:il rvscarc::h whjch supports Lhc point 

of view the Committ e e has 11lre:1dy adoptc<l . 1n addiUon, no spccHic 

us.:!<l by th<.> Commi Ltl'(' to d(·cidc which rcSl'<irch e·,;idt'nce merited i. Ls 

support nnd which did noL. Appropriate ns this line of '"ct"ion might.: 

be in some (:i r cumsl<1t1C'.0s ic is l'n Lirl'Jy in:1ppr np i:i :i le in Lhis context . 

Tf there .is known t11 h0 conflicting rl'Sf'nrd1 t>videncc this s hould 

be acknowledge<.!, if j ud gcm(· nts ltnvc lwt'11 111:1dl' :iboul the ;1dmiss i bj l i t· y 

or non- ndmissibility of some ev i dence t11e criteria used in making such 

judgenH'nls should be pn1duced , <llld i f rc•senrc!i cvidenn' is Lo be usE.·d 

at al l il s hould all be clenrly referenced. 

With regard t o the second c ritici sm the Committee is far too 

sjmplistic in its appronch to the problems involved . The whole area of 

school climate is as complex as it is important and in no way is it 

susceptible to the sort o[ categorisation that Lhe Commi l tee attempts 

here . ln suggesting that " c l osed" and "rigid " climates are the only 

alternatives t o " warm" and " open" ones the Committee is setting up a 

21. ibid, p 20 . 
22 . ibid, pp 20, 21 . 
23 . See Ch apter 2, page 9 o( this thesis . 
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false dichotomy. There are countless times when a school ' s climate 

could quite appropriately be somewhat less than warm and open yet 

still not be harsh and coercive . A range of possibilities along a 

very wide continuum, may be considered appropriate. The challenge 

of a temperate climate and the restraints of a less than open 

structure could well be th e stimulus many pupils require to promote 

the " vigorous intellec tual development 1124 that the Committee commend-

ably applauds. It is true that the "warm" and "open" climate the 

Committee advocates is in strong contrast to the "atmosphere of h a rsh­

ness (as distinct from firmness), a n d c oercion (as <listinct from 

direction 1125 it contrasts it with , but why does a climate that is 

rather more t emperate than warm need to be harsh, and why does a 

climate t hat is not open need necessarily be coercjve? The Commitlee 

in oversimplifying the situation, is running the risk of ending up 

Iv i th l he per Ill is s iv l! L.1 is s l' z - Li Lr l' l y pl~ 0 r l' du c ;] t i \) n i t is s 0 all xi 0 u s 

to ovoid . 

RECOMMENDATION 2 . 1 

" ~.Jc recotnmt'ncl Lll:1t· rL'Sl'arch he t11Hlcrt<1k c11 into the wnys 

of evalua tin g effective school c.limotes . 11 

The rccommencL:ition h ere is the sel'ond in the Report and i.n that 

it provides a classic illustration of the conceptual and semantic 

confusions being focused on in this thesis it deserves close scrutiny . 

The first comment to make li ere concerns the relationship between 

the recommendation itself and the paragraphs that precede it. Like a 
26 

number of other subsequent r ecommendations in the Report this 

particular r econunendation does not seem to be the direct outcome of the 

immediately preceding di sc ussion. The Committee accepts without question 

research findings favouring "warm" and "o pen " climates in schools. It 

gives no indication that this research is open to challenge or that 

further research may be necessary . Then, immediately follow ing this, a 

recommendation a pp ea r s urging research of a very unspecified nature to 

24 . E.£ · c it. p 20. 
25 . lac . cit . 
26 . For example, recommendations 2.2 a nd 2 . 19 . 
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be und ertaken "in to t h e wnys of evaluaLing effective school clima t es . 1127 

Such an unsupported recommendation is unacceptable in a report of this 

nature . All recommendaU ons should arise logically out of , and not 

be disLinct fr om , the discussion that immediately precedes them and 

such discussjon should contain clear and compc1ling arguments to 

support the recommcnd:1tion th<:Jt is prest·r1tcd . 

A second and mo r e important commE:nt with reference Lo this 

section relates directly to the recomme11daL i.on itself and Lhe meaning 

we are to attach to it . Whal is the CommiLtee recommt•nding here? 

Study of this rccommend.:itiun reveals th.:1t suc h a question is not 

s usceptible to an immedi~te or satisfacLury solution nnd it should 

be . Due to an inabiJ j ty , or unwillingness, tll come to terms wi t h the 

often complex nature of the prohlc·ms iL is dC!.il i ng \,•j th the Committl!e 

comes up with solutions which, thourh superficially plnusible , are 

confusing and too often simplistic . The• r~'commendatiun presPntly 

being cons idered is ..i c.:as<-' in poinL . As ..i genera] exi1ortntion it 

ranks quite hi~hly . AfL1..!1- all, who due~ not want "c[[cctive school 

climates? " i\s part o[ <:J bluE.:print [or i!Cl ion , however, it is far 

from .1dequate. The analysis n<>w presenLC'd is dt>signeci Lo support 

t hi s conLention . 

In answer to the quc•srion ;is L•) whaL ex:ic.rly till'' Commilt:et' is 

reconune11diug , at least four possibj] ities present thcmse>lvPs . The 

f irst possibility ;illows ch.:• recommendnLinn to IJC' i11Le 1·pr0tc,cJ on the 

lit cr.'.11 level with " cv;:i1 u :1 L ing" 1 itcr;1 l Iv 1:1, an ing "detl'nni ning Lhc 

value of". Following this intc·rpr<..'LaLion rhl' recommendation can 

thus Jegitim;itely be r0phrase<l Lo read 11 \.Jc recommend Lhat research 

be undertaken into the ways of deLermining the value of effective 

sc hool climates" . This , however, will h11rdly do . If we already 

know that a school climate is effective we have already, at l east in 

part, determined the value of it . If we have said it is effective 

we presumably have some acceptable cri Lerlon or criteria of effective­

ness against which this particular instance of effectiveness can be 

measured. Why then do we need to undertake research into ways of 

de t ermining Lhat which we already know? It seems unlikely that 

this interpretation of th e situation is really what the Committee 

had in mind . What is mor e likely is that the " spirit " of the 

27 . .££· cit. p 20 . 



Committee ' s recommendati o n has been concca]cd by the "l etter" 

chosen t o represent ll. The word " evalua ting ", at least a l t:he 

Jit c ral level, does not accurc1t01y convey the meaning the 

Committee had in mind . 

Taking this further in an a tt empt to make sense of what 

the Committee is recommending , th ree <HJditio11;1l pos~;ibi Li ties 

If for the somewhat troublesome \vorcl " cv;1lualiug" we 
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subs titut e Lh e wo rd "assessing" tlwn \·;e havt· the possibility that 

t he Committee i s either- r-ecommcnding LhaL H'SL'i1rch be undertnkeu 

to disc o v er ways of finding out whj cl! schools have effective 

school climates, or it is r ecommL'nding r hat rl:!search be undertake::n 

to find out whnt c l i.mntcs a r e effective in schoo]s . i\J ternatively 

i t is recommendin g Llwt both these l in es u!. action be taken . Hhi.ch 

one of t hese lines of act ion cnptures Lile spir i t uf Lhe reconunend­

at ion is a ma tte r- of dispute and i n a rccom,.1endation which pu r pot Ls 

to be part of a bluep rint for action such ambiva1t~nce i s 

i. nac!missible . If Lhe Comm i ttee knows v.•lwL eff£!ctivl' sc:liool c l imntc•s 

a rC" then obviously iL docs not ncl'<l 1-esc·;ircl1 to IKlp il: d i scover 

them, b ut by t he same L0ku1 if it itLJs not the means t>f discove r- ing 

whcL11 e r or- not a particul<lr sclwol ' s c.Limn t e i!-> ef l. cc:Live o r 0Lhc1-­

wisc',on wh.JL g r ounds has iL bt•c'n <.1blc l1> m:ikl' i ts origin;1l assess ­

ment of clim<Jte effec t iveness? 

To SutJport the cJ.:i i ni being made here Lhe following crr.piricaJ 

evid e nce is sulimi Ltc'd . 

1\ g 1·oup of Lhi.rd yc•ar Tcnchers Cnllv1~L' su1dcnts w~1s given n 

questionnairt! relating Lo Recommend.:ilion ~ . 1 <lll<l responses f r om .:i 

random sample o f one hundred of these s tud ents were carefu lly 

analysed . The questio nnair e and analysjs o[ r esults fol l ow . 



22 

QU ES T IO NNA IRE 

PALMERSTON NORTH TEACHERS COLLEGE 

EDUCATION DEPJ\RT~ENT 

TllE JOHNSON REPORT 

Recommendation 2 . 1 

We recommen<l tha t research bt' undcrlaken inlu the ways o[ evaluating 

effective school climates . 

This slalcment means : 

(a) resenrch should he undcrt«1kv n LP di scovcr 
ways of finding out whjcl1 schools h;ivc 
e (( ec.: Livc cljmaLes . 

(b) research should be undcrL;1ken Lu f i nd out: 
what climates are ef fc c Live in schools . 

(c) both of these . 

(d) nei tlier. 

D 

D 

[~] 

D 
If (d) please briefly state what you Lliink the RccommendaLion means. 



RES ULT S 

TABLE I 

RESPONSE TO ALTERNATIVES 

-~~e-:ative -,, Numb~r of R es ;1011se~ ·1 ·-------:----1 
32 

I 
I 

b 

c 12 

48 d 

I 100 JI 
____ . ____ _L_ _______________ ------

Total 

TA J) LE I.! 

=-===r--==--=====--====--==:-:.1. 

1 
______ c __ 1_a_s_·s_i_· £_ic_n_t_i_o __ n _ ________ ~_ Number I 

No clearer than o riginal 

Synonymous with given 
alternatives 

Different from g iven 
alter na t iv es 

Total 

I 2s I 
I 
I 

12 

48 

* 7 different from each other. 
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Table I shows the numb e r of responses mad e with respect t o 

each given alternative. Eight of the sample believed that 

Recommenda tion 2 . 1 me ant tha t resea r ch should be undertaken to 

discover ways of finding out which schools have eff e c tive 

climates . Thirty-two be lieved that Recommendation 2.1 meant that 

r esea rch shou l d be undertak e n to f ind ou t what climates a r e 

effec tive in schools. Twelve believed that the reco~nendation 

mea nt bo th of th ese things and forty - eight he 1 i evccl t hat i t meant 

nei ther . 

Tabl e II shows respons es t o alternative (cl) cla ss ified into 

thr ee categories. Twent y- five responses were no c learer than the 

original recommendation , twelve responses were synonymous with the 

a lterna tive s given and eleven responses were different from these 

alternatives . Of these eleven responses, seven were different 

fro m each other . 

From these results it is quit": clcnr. that the· charge of Jmbiguity 

with respect to Recommendation 2 .1 io; fu 1ly s ustdined . l[, when 

asked to explain the mean·i. ng of a s ingle fo urteen word rec ommenda tion, 

a group of one hundred 1vcll educated teachers in tra inin g are unable 

t o obtain ;l lllC:1SllrC of ~l1_.',rCCllH..! lll i 11 (;XCCSS ol t.liirly-L\-JO per Cen t: 

t hen some thin g is very much amiss . CJ e;-irly a lev e L of o.mbig uit:y of 

this order is not acceptable in o docurnenL whi ch purpo rt s to be a 

blueprint for act:ion . Inevitably and r epeatedly one would be forced 

to ask , "l~hat action is this bluep rint detailin g for us t o follow? " 

and this sort of question one should no t have to ask. Thi s i s 

pr ecise ly the sort of inf or mat ion that a blueprint is designed to 

provide. 

RECOMMENDATION 2 . 2 

"We r e commend that resource staff be 

appoint ed whose specific task would 

be t o a ssis t schools achieve the 

type of c limate emphasised in this 

chapter ." 

In the previous section the Committ ee 's inability or 

unwillingness to come to terms with t he of t e n complex a natomy of 
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many of the problems it was dealing with was referred to and it was 

pointed out that this frequently r es ult ed in solutions which were 

superficial and simplistic. The above re commend a tion is a further 

examp l e of this. Achievement of th e typ e of climate the Committ ee 

emphasises , or for that matter the achievement of any specified 

type of school c limat e , is a much more comp l ex business than the 

Committee seems to realise and the me re appointment of additional 

r esource staff to th e school is not at all likely to produce the 

results desired. 

Essentially a school climate is something which develops from 

within a school itself and iL is not something that is grafted on 

from without . It i s th e product of a multitude of facto rs, many of 

which are ext r emely hard to identify .'.lncl many of which a school has 

no direct control over . If, as the Committ e e envi.sages , a particular 

type of sc hoo l climate is required then this wi ·11 cl er ive in LJrge 

measure, not from staff ocldi.t .i.onally appointed for this purpose, 

but from the existing staff and orgJ nisaLion or the school as a 

whole . The combined j deolog i.es <111u cump8Lencies of al l the t eache r s 

i n the schoo l have a powerful influence in determining the nature 

o[ tlte particulnr climate Lk1t: rL'Sults . This ot course is not to 

say th.Jt the appointme nt of addiUorwl staff wH·h particuJar 

expertise in tltis <JrciJ js nvt to be L·11cour;1ged . \~h<Jt nc ·ds to be 

made quite clear , howcver , and this th e Committee has not Jone, is 

that such people alone will not succeed in ach i ev ing the revolution 

in mind . Furthermore , the particuliJr tal ents requi r ed oE such 

people may well be (a) diffi cult t n jcJenti fy a nd (b) once id e ntified 

difficult t o locate. In th-Ls aren too the Committee's recommendation 

is less than satisfactory . If it is going to recommend that resource 

staff be appointed for a specific task, then it should indicate the 

particular skills that such staff will be required to possess and 

it should give some indication of th e nature of the task envisaged . 

In failing to do this the Committ ee has again overs implified a very 

complex si tuation . 
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Chapter Three 

SPECIFIC CONCERNS 

In this S('C tion those nrcas of the Commit tee's Repo rl which have 

occ<1sioncd mosl public- dcbntc vi.z; "~ioral , Spirit11:1l nnd Values 

Educ1tion", ~rnd "EduC<lL i on /\bout llum.-in Dvvclup111e11L And l\l'lo.tionships" , 

are examined in some deca·i1, together will1 the~ area of Tenchcr Tr;:iining , 

an area seen by the CommitLec as Lhe " Key to change in Education". 
1 

It is argued that the lack o( concept11nl cl;nit:y, Lhe lack of precision 

in express ion and the lack of ;my effectjvC' aLtempL to grnpple wiLh 

che cen tral issues in each of these areas, militates strongly against 

the use of th<? Reporl as n blueprint: for acLio11. 

MORAL , SP IRITUAL AND VALUES EDUCATION 

Insofar as public response i.-; conc(!rncd, this section o( the Report, 

Logether with Section 2 . 5, has prnbahly gcner:it.ed ns 111uch i.nterest and 

conlroversy as the rest of tl1e R~port put togelher . While a great 

deal of th .Ls controversy wou.Ld seem to be an incvi table accompan iment 

o( any stuc.ly of this parli1.: ular ,1 rc:u, not al 1 that is generated here is 

of Lhis kind . Some mdy be seen as a direct cuns<.:!quence of the con(uscd 

mnnner in which the Commit LL!e lias hanc.l led LhL issues involved . The 

lack of conceptual clari l y and the lack of precision in expression whic-h 

has already been iJlusLraLC'd cont inucs Lo ht• cvidenL here and not 

infrequently lends to disputc>s '"hich arc boLli needll!SS and counter-

productive. In numerous instances in this section controversy i s gener­

ated not so much by the ideas being put forwnrd but by Lhe lack of 

clarity surrounding the expression of these ideas. 

In that it provides an excellent example of Lhe sort of problems 

already discussed , the heading to this section seems to be a suitable 

start ing point for comment . Three apparently distinct areas of education 

are delinea t ed viz . moral, spiritual and values education . From this 

pr esentation, even allowing for a certain overlapping relationship in 

the areas , one would be entitled to believe that each area had its own 

territorial integrity as it were and each would receive an equitable 

1. ~· cit. p 50. 



27 

share of t he Commiltee's attenlion . As one reads on however one 

(inds this not to be the case . ~!oral ed11cation, under the head-

ing " The ~!ora l Uimensjon in EJucatj.on" js deall with in one brief 

paragraph, Spiritual Education as "The Spiri lual !Jimcnsion in 

Education" , occupies some fifleen pal'agraphs G.nd Values E<lucnt ion 

u nder three tli[fercnt hl•adings 0C<'11pil's sonH: nine or Len 

paragraphs. In a<ldiLion a section en tit l.l'<l "Conrro·1crsial J.ssues" 

;111d not re(0rrc<l Lo in !In' nvc·1;il l lw;1<li11)'. cil all is s lipped in 

between the val ucs and the sp iri tuaJ sect ions . In facl , Lh e more 

carefully one reads the SCLtion as n whole• Lh e more apparen l Lhe 

Committee ' s confusion bccomei:; . Referr ing specific;:illy to Lhe 

headjng of this section one ls forced to ask what exactly il is 

Lhat the Commit Le e is i1n cndi1.g Lo discuss? ~·Jlt;1t is Llw irnporlant 

distinctio n between moral e ducation .-:ind values education tha l 

warrants separate headings? GrauLed thal not all values are moral 
2 

values, what matters become the concl:! rn nr mnral educnti.on and 

what becc;ae the concern of vulul's cduc<ltinn'! .\re ther.l~ Lw,) dis-

crete arc.us of opcratiou hen·? Furt:hcr , ii mo nil education i.s 

·Lmµo rlant enough Lo be cnns id('ced fi.rst e1:1<l in ils m.n right, why 

drJe ~ ; LL r ece ive such i.naderiu·1te att 1'ntion? 

th e Com'.':lillee h;1s noL tho11glil Lhnrngh ~1t ~11 l caref11lJy Lh e cxdc:t 

nuLur e ol Lhe complex ·i ssues wilh 1;hjc:h Ll1<;y are cngagi.ng . 

THE MORAL DIMENSION IN EDUCATION 

ln L!Jis section Llle Commiltct' dLspos <.·s of the moral dimension 

in ed ucation in Lhrce sL·nLcnces . lL spc.:;1ks oL educat ion i n 

eminently sensible terms, it wisely pojnLs out tha t morality involves 

<1cLion ns we l l as ideals and iL h i g h ljgliLs the necessity [or 

freedom of c hoice in any moral acl . BuL nowhere does it make clear 

wha t it understands by "moral education" . In a blueprint this is 

the sort of specificity tha t is absol ut ely essential . Only then 

can the desired outcomes have a prospect of being translated into 

2 . See Snook,££· c iL. p 191. 
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realiLy . Generalised talk about the moral dimension in education 

may well generate contenLment and approbation buL it does not 

provide the details that Lcachers and currirulum planners need 

if anything "more than tnlk" 3 is going to eventuate in this 
4 

field . 

SC HOOLS AND BASIC VA LUE S 

ln moving on to Lhis secLion the CommiLtcC' turns its 

at t enlion to schoo l s and " basic values ". /\gain, i.t seems tlrnt 

what the Committee has Lo say i s more an exhortation to arms 

than a c l early s upported foundati on (or aclion . The list of ten 

basic values pres ented by the ComrniLtee is interesting and though 

the values listed relate in 3 genernJ way to those mora1 principles 

which c.le(ine the moral c.lornain Liley con(latc the important dis-

tiuc Lion beLween va lues which a rc moral o.nd Lltose which are 11011-

moral. In addition they lack precision in Lheir presenlatjon . 

Fo r example values two, four and f i.vc• seem Lo he cov~·ri ng much the 

s<lmc grliund . Cari.11g for ~rnd .1w<1rCi1l~Ss o[ oth ... :rs , the second listed 

value', appe;.irs ag;1i_u j11 Lhc va l ue ck signaLed aroli<.i and in t he 

value suppo1- ti11g concern <..1nd rnnside['ution Lur oLlwrs . \·JhLLe tile 

1.onnni Ltee may we] L have had in mjnJ import.,1nt di.stinc Lions hL•rc 

be tween these values, Lh..: dist.incti.ons do 1wt com(· ouL clearly and 

in a s u1 temc:n t whj ch purpor ls to id en Lify some of' the values "which 

have universal appeal and which will remain cornerstones of every 

commu11it y 11 5 they should. In addition, Lill' Comm i t.Lee is raLher 

3 . Snook , I a nd McGeorge , C More than talk . Mora l Education 
in New Zealand . WcllingLon, Department of Education, 1978 . 

4. Useful references dcnling with this vital matter can be found in 
Beck , CM et a l (eds) Moral Ed ucation : Jnter disciplinnry 
Approaches, Toronto , University of Toronto Press , 1971 . 
Hare, RM "Language and moraJ education ," in Langford, G an<l 
O' Connor, D J (eds) New essays in ph ilosophy of edu cation , 
London , 1973 . 
Hirst, P I! Moral Education in a Secular Society, University of 
London Press , London, 1974 . 
Peters , R S Reason a nd Compassion, Routledge and Kegan Paul, 
London , 1972 . 
Wa l lace , G a nd Walker, AD (eds) The Definition of Morality , 
London , Methuen , 1970 . 

5 . .££. · c it . p 32 . 
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ten t ativ e in its identification o( worthwld le values , "it is 

bl 'd ' f [ l l 11 6 . possi e to i e n ti y some o . L ie .;e vn ues J t says . Onl! wonders 

what other values , ~1S yl'L lll1i<le11tifi c·d by the C1JmmiL Le1.: , might 

.:ilso form prirt of the cnrnPrsLones of every ('Ommuni ly and onl' 

wonders also what justification the Cummiltcc has for the 

particular selection o f V<l lucs it l1as madf' . 

Both these matters are too important to r enwjn the sub,ic'.ct 

of speculation . If the Committee js able to idcnt i.ry on1y some, , 

an<l not <1ll, of t he baslc values t<.!Cjuir('O Lo f orn1 the cu rnersLon L~S 

of every community then Ll 1e foundi.lLion they are <1ttempting to lay 

js incomplete . Some lend shou l<l he given Lo suggest just h ow the 

missing values might yet be identified . Fu r thermore , if the 

Committee presents a list nf import.ant h;isic values which shou l d 

underpin the soci.ety they envisage', a r L' ~.J C not entitled t o know 

on what basis they mak~~ their seJ1.~ct: i on? Suc:h in[onn;,Lion i !; 

essen t ia l i f we arc Lo mnke informed p.;1-~;011nl judgements . We 

s ltou1J not be cxpcc:Le<l Lo tnk,: 0 11 f<tiLlt , 01· as S('L(-cv idcnL , value 

<lcc·isi.ons madl: fur us by 0Lhc1· rwop!c• , lto\vl'.Vcr 1.-.ise and sincere 

such peop Le mav bL' . To do S(' w,ll.i l ~l h l llS " l hL' 1>ppurLu11Lt:y 

l I 
11 7 

l o devv I op Lli L· inJcpcnl cnt v.1 Ul ' S 

until un quesLi oned <tnd hi.<l<l1.•11 ;ts~;umpli nns ;1~; Lo wlFlt is dC'.sirable 

or worthwhile are brought oul jntn thl' opl'n "il is ir1possihl<.! Lo 

get t o grips tJith Lhei r validjty o r d0sir<1biJ it y . 11 8 

Two further puiul s merit considc r<1ti un lil:re also . Tlil! f irst 

conc e r ns what can be en 11 ed Lh e myth of t:hc " Co I den Age" . The 

C:ommi.ttec be l iev es that society 1voldd lik.t' to see a "re inforcemen t 

of and retu r n to some basic values which h;:ivc universal appca.1 

and wh i ch will r emain cor ner s tones of cvcrv curnmunity . 119 While 

this may well be a co r rect interpretation of society ' s wish in 

this ma t ter , i t i s also an indication of the Committee ' s own a ccep t ­

a n ce of the belief that "once upon a time" t here was a golden 

age whe n al l the wholesome basic values of a decent society 

had u n i ver sa l app eal and acce p tance . If on l y, r uns t his belief , 

6 . l oc . c it . -- --
7 . ibid , p 3 4 . 
8 . £2. · c it. p 22 . 
9 . ibid , p 32 . 
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we could return to such a golden age <.1ll would be well and the ills 

of o ur socieLy would disappear. To accepL this view is to run the 
10 

risk of beconltng involved in what Marshall NcLuhnn descdbes as 

marching backwards into the future whilsL gazing steadily inLo 

the rear vision mirror . The Johnson ComrniLtec is running jusL 

such a risk. Through0l1L m11rh of iL'.; Report· it seems Lo be looktng 

back to the p<lst rather than forward inLo Lhe fulure and such a 

perspective tends lo have a limiL.ing rather than l.iberaLing effect . 

There exists no h.i<;tol'." ical evidence of there cv"er being such a 

golden :i.ge . Moreover the accept:rnce of the mvth is likely to dis­

tort the vi!->ion one mighL Jic1vt• for fadnp. the problems ot the 

future . ln terms of the GoJden Age myth Wt! h;r.re '"the breakdown 

f h f · 1 . 111 1 h"l . j o - t 0 ann. y unl.L, w ·1 c in Lerms o dc,:i.ling will! tile r>roblerns 

of Lhe future.: \-.re have .:i family uniL which ltas undergorw nnd is 

continuing to undergo cc11tsider~1 ble chungt'. To C'f!U<ttE' chunge with 

hre:ikdown i s a] ready to prec ludo. poss i.blc sol u ti cins t n pre:; '.;; n~~ 

problt:·ns . 

Tile second point to be Ptacle lH'JL' concerns Lhe: pac:1grnph 

following the listed vaJ ues . !!ere i l can be ;1slwd wheLhei- thi ~, 

~Latcme:nt i s lllL'nnt to be a ~;umr:.:iry ('!" e:-:pliL'.tlion t'f Lhc values 

l i.sled b..-!(ore or -,1h etlil!r iL is i11tL!nded Lo sc,rve sorw •)Lher purpose? 

The answer is not Ht all clear. A l'."ather l'f~wi ldering varietv of 

clements are contained in this p:ir;!gl'."anh c1nd thei1· relalionship to 

tlte Commi.tlee ' s ljst of "col'."nerston<: val11l's 11 ]s noL made cxpl.iciL . 

Rother Lhnn being ;111 cxpL.inaLion o r jusLificatiun of Lite ahovl.! 

lislcd values it seems to be more an cnjoi.nd<.~r to consider how 

"Maori people r.an best Lo uch our sensitivi.Lv to the world around 

\IS 
II 12 

and an cncouragemenL LO accepL the "fac L 11 l.h:1 t II •!() t on bread 

alone does man li..ve. tt 13 Such concerns wo11 l d be much mu re appropriately 

located in the section dealing with the spiritual dimension in 

education since while they do little to <lit"ectly illuminate our 

understanding of the relationship between schools and basic values 

Lhey do give us some general notion of what the Co~mittee s~es as 

being involved in the spiritual dimension of life . 

10. McLuhan, M The medium is the massage . New York, Bantam 
Books , 1967, p 75. 

11. EE· cit . p 7 . 
12 . ibid, p 32 . 
13 . loc . cit . 



VALUES EDUCAT I ON , POSITIVE SCHOOL LEADERSH I P , SC HOO L S 

REF LECTING VALUE SYSTEMS 

In t hese sections the Commiltee makc·s brief state>menLs on 
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va l u es ed ucation , on the positive l cadershir expected from schoo l s , 

and on techniques i n va lu"'s cJucaLion . Oncl.' aga in, while Lhesc 

p r onouncemcn ts hilvc a gcncrcl I. air o [ appea I and whi Je Sl>me could 

be said to reflecL <-111 accur;itc asst'ssmc·nt u[ Lill' sit1wtion , fo r 

CX.'.lmple the Observation "h'e t.:l'nd to JoVC' tltill~S and USC: f)eoplc, 
. ,) 4 

ins Lead of loving people .:ind u sing tlnngs Lhey do not i.n 

gcner.-.iJ stand up well to closc~ i- scruLjny. By way of support 

for s u ch a claim , u1H' e):amplc 1o·ach uf a presuppo:-,iLion, a contra-

d icLion and a lack ul de!iniUun Lo be loulld i.11 Lids !;cctiun of 

the Report will be l.'xamined . 

Firstly, there is the p n~supposition . Ln spC'<ik ing ol' sub-

missions received , tl!L· Commi LLeL c:.;.prc~sl'd its endo1seme11t.: of 

thos._~ thal l'mplws i scd thv cL111gerous l;1ck or basic v;ilue:s 1,ii.Lhin 

our soc iely. Bl1t what clPc s the Committ C<-' flll'.J.11 hy "h;_i sic V<llues " ? 

Nol only dol~s it tail t.o make c I ea1- wli:1 t it rr.c,111s by such a tt!rt'.: 

but lt is also L1n:ible Lo i.dl'nLify all rlwsv valtH•f; wll.icii i.l. put:; 

in rh i s l'd Ll';~ur/ . l"lt is being t:he l·~!sP , i . .; tiw Co::i:n i l. t'"'' n:;1 I I y 

just· ified in cn<l,1rsing ;i c.laim Lh:1r ;1ff inns tk1l rnt re L; a 

d;ingerci us l11ck uf basic v ~1lucs in 1n1r sm·ivtv? Jf it doc:s 110L 

It a v t' a c I c <lr c IJ n c p p L i. 0 n () f \•. ha t ;i b; Is i I : v il I ll L. : ,.; ( i . l' . i r s d e r i. 11 i II g 

c haracteristics) nnd j. f ·i r Cb!l not idcnt i (y .1] J such vnlues it .i s 

ct~rLainly in no posi t:ion to cla im LhaL !·>li<·l1 value~; <lre L1ckin~~ i.n 

society an<l that Lhis lai.:k is dnngcrous . h'hat the Committee i~; 

rc;.J]ly say .i ng is that tlw1·.: is .i l;1i-gt• 1111mhl'r of pecJple in society 

who do not share the CommitLee ' s views as Lo what par Licular values 

s hould be upheld. In effect this is Lo claim thRt Lhose membe rs 

of society \vho do noL share the Commi t tee ' s views in this matter 

necessarily lack basic values . In Lhe absence of an agreed u pon 

defin ition of what con sL iLu Les basic values all that can be claimed 

is t hat the valu es the Committee sees as being desirab le are not 

s hared by a considerabl e number of other members of society a nd in 

14 . ££.· cit . p 33 . 
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the Committee ' s view this is a dangerous situation , though why 

it is dangerous is not mad e c lear . 

Secondly, there is the contradiction. This relates to the 

Committee 's judgement that "Schools wldch rema _i_n neutr;:il abo ut 

d . . 1 f . h . . b. 1 . . ,,1 s e ucati on in va ues are not acing up to t eir responsi i ities 

and the claim in the next section that: 

" Every sc hool reflect s s ome type of values 
system . All indiv i duals and organisations 
hold sets of values, good or bad, whether 
exp r essed or not. · E;:ich school shows moral 
d e cisions or one sort or a no ther within 
every action and every area of its 
phil osc1phy nnd pL1ctir·L·:; . 11 l 6 

Clearly there is ;1 contradiction here. Lf L'v c r:v :;cl100] reflects 

some t ype of value systL'.m within every .'.lrL'a of its phi] osophy anJ 

practice then how can it possibly remain neutrnl about educa tion 

in values? Quite clearly by tlie Commistee's own definition , every 

school by virt ue of being n school i s engaged in values education 

1v h c· t ii e :- it i n t c n cl s i t o r no t . Th Ls lw L n g th L' c .1 >0 c i t i s od d 

to speak of schools which rcnwin neutral about: education in value~; 

as not L1cin3 up to tht·ir respon si.h i.l iti es . On th e Cummittee ' s 

own terms such a derelicLion of duty is .1 Jogical impossibility. 

l.Jhat the Committe e may in fact realJy m Jn here is that schools 

which do not accept the Commilte e ' s set of values are acting 

irr esponsibly . This, however, :is another issu e . 

Thirdly, there i s the lack of definiti on, in particular 

the meaning to be attached t o the term "positive living". After 

noting that many young adults feel let down by their experiences 

within the community the Committee observes that these young 

people become cyn ical and apathetic and dev e lop a "lack of 

1 f . . l " . 1117 u f 1 h ent1usiasm or positive 1ving . n ortuna te y, w at is meant 

by the expressio n "positive Jlving" is never made clear . As with 

so ma ny of the Committee ' s pronouncements this expression evokes 

a r eady acceptance initially, but when reflected upon, proves to 

have little substance. Obviously positive living is a good thing 

but what exactly is it? If we are to help in promoting such living 

we clear l y n eed to know more about it. 

15 . loc . ci t. 
16. ibid 
17 . loc . cit . 



TECHNIQUES IN VALUE S EDUCATION 

In this section on techniques of teaching values educa tion 

the Committ ee seems to be saying three thin gs . Firstly , tak i_ng 

a rather narrow syllabus type view of curriculum it declares 

that values educa tion goes far beyond the boundaries of the 

curriculum with every teacher being a tea c her of values. 

Secondly, a variety o[ approaches to values education is accept-
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a ble with a likelihood that there will usually be a blending of 

app roaches . Thirdly, an integrated rather than a separate subject 

approach t o values education is seen as likc:lv to evolve for most 

schoo l s . 

The Commi t tee ' s view on the second of L11ese matters demands 

comment . The guid ance it: h::is to offe r lwi-c i11 tcnns of !1e1ping 

schools decide what technique s and pr;icciccs to use i s minimal, 

paralleling its superficial appreciation of the theoreti ca l i ssues 

involved . All the Committee has said is that there are a number 

o f approaches t:o v;1lues ecl uG1t ion, S\Jme fo r m:1l , others informol 

:111d co.ch school 1dll ho.vc to decide for it scl F jusl which one or 

1rncc~; it is to use . Nm,dwrc doE~s Lhe Commi_tte>e give any indication 

of the c:riteri_a schools mip,ht use to aid them in their selec tion 

:ind nowhere does it ind i_ calc that 1-Ji.tli t:h~ formulised approac hes 

Lu mor a l education m;.nked tlll:~orctica.I <llld methoclologj c:-il differ -

ence s are apparen t . Coop er brings this out wi1en , after noting that 

Lile Committee advocates a blending of the approo.c he s of such people 

as Simon, ~icPh<1il , \.J-i_Json and Kolilhct·g, he p(ijnts out th;1t thjs : 

" Fai l s to make sense as Lhc four methodologies 
are predicated on different conceptions of 
morality and thus how to teach it. For 
example , Simon's Values Clarification technique 
is relativistic and subjective , while 
Ko hlb crg ' s Stcige Theory approac:l1 is cogni tiv e 
and objective . 11 18 

Codd make s a similar assessment. When speaking of the approaches 

the Committee enumerates he declares: 

" They vary markedly in their theoretical per­
spectives , making nonsense of the Johnson Report ' s 
s uggestion that ' usually there will be a blending 
of all these approaches' . 11 19 

18. op . ci t. p 22 . 
19. Codd, J Val ues education and the neutrality of the teacher. 

Delta 22 : 1978, p 31. 



If the CommitLee is concerned with a blueprint for action it must 

help schools gain some insight into the various theoretical 
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stances that differ-ent nppr-oaches to moral education nre predjca t ed 

upon . Furthermore it musl offer some· speci fie help i.11 dec:ldi.np, 

which particular approaches mer i L cons i.dcr.:1L ion for the ir 

part i cular purposes . 

RECOMMENDATION 2 . 19 

With respect Lo this r(•comm<.'ntl.::iLion il could be s:i id thaL 

it is so broad in its scope and so generaJ in ils direction as to 

be almost no recommend at ion "IL ;1 l l . l{cse.1rch ol nn unspeci f ieJ 

na t ure ls Lo be carried out i.nto aJl asp<·cts of our chil<lr~n ' s 

values . i\s .1 guide for act ion such :1 <lir<.'ctivt· u[ fers li Lt le~ 

ht'lp . \~h.:1t l .S rL'Cjl llr C'd is .:111 expJicil SJlVC'i[jl:<tlil)l1 Of t}I(' 

objective s of the rest'.1rch ;tncl :1 morL prt'<'iS(' idl'nLificntion of tlw 

drens of sLudy to bC' cunsldvrc:d . ln :1<lditi.011 it sec.~ms .:iµpropriale 

to ask why Lhe resc.:Jrch cnv i sagL'd is not ;1 l.so to be c.:nnc erned with 

the vulues uf ad11l Ls . t\flcr .:.1) l cl1i !,fren f'l'•)\-' up into ndults and 

j L ·i s the <l if f i '-.'. ll l l y of t 11 i s gr n1v i n g up l il;1 t Lill• C:rn11nd Lt N' h;1 s 

jusL been cunslJ~ring . 

RECOM MENDATION 2 . 20 

I.Ji.Lb rc:spect to this rL•com11H.:·nd~1tion 11 slmil.-ir commen t cnn 

be made . The rcc ommenuaLion is very broad in sroµe in that .:.ill 

aspect s of health and soc i nl educ:1tion :ire t·o he covered, and 

very genera l ln iLs diJ'CcLi.on . (Lcad('rsltip mL!t'l ing only the 

general c r i terion of adequacy is called fur . ) In making this 

r ccomme ndaLi.un Lhc CommiL Lce is nul prllvidlng Lile specifications 

necessary for the acli.on envisaged . lt seems almost axiomatic 

to accept Lite claim that education in any areH requires adequate 

l eadership . The cruc i. ;il question, however, ls, whal leadership 

is to count as ~1dcqu;1tc? The Committee provides no answer to 

this q u estion a nd tl1e recommendation suffers as a result . 



CO NTROVERS IAL ISSUES 

We come now to the secLion on controv~rsial issues. The 

manner in which the Commitlee suggests such issues be handled 

is once again illustrrilivc of Lhc ]rick. of conceptua l clurity 

that underlies so many of Ll1e Cammi t tee ' s µronouncerncnts . 

Lacking a clear grasp of what is involved in moral e<luc·;1tion , 

the Committee's s l ance on lhL lmporLant question of teacher 

dd b "<l 1 h. l 11 20 neut:ra]ity i s , as Co o serves , angerous y nm 1VA. enL . 

i\[Ler p r oviding some examplC!S L'f controversial issues, 

ranging from euthanasia lo vandalism, Lhe Commi ttcc makes LhEo• 

point that , " Young people Laday nrc un<ler enormous pr~ssures 

from their peer groups and from the uews medi<.1 to follow the 
I . - I ,, 2 I 

1;irest trendy vu:wpo1.11L. TL l'.llC'S on Lo poinL out t:h;1t 
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tenchers, by engaging Lheii- pupils in cJ-iscussion of cnnlrovcrsial 

issues, can assist them to "d cvi:.lop the inciependt.:nl v::ilt1es which 

will hcl p them copL~ with peC'r 
., 2 

pressure~·.; . "- The Com:n it r·cl· I hen 

brings oul the v::ilue ol clust' invol.v<.;mc'nt l>ct1vecn LL·~1c!l,~ r:; 0nd 

p:J r ents an<l Lh<.; IH~C'd fn:- t l:nclH·rs Lo l'mpli11s i ::;,_ sl r<1ngJ y the 

values accepted by Lill' ~;choul and community i.n DarLncrshi~>. At 

express Lheir 01.;n personal vic-'.,·s . i!c11\L"Jer , it -.:onc!.u<lLs th.it. 

thcrl' should be no ruom for Liw valuL'S of ":rnti.--estabJ Lslnnent 

het-t)(!.s" in such a prO)'.Lllnmc . FinLiily it rL':1rfirn1s Llie neccssiLy 

fo i- gl)oJ con11:1u11icaLion lil'Lwec:n LliL• Sl~htH)l and Li1e liu1n<..! . 

ln Lhc Committt:e ' s prunotrnccments here a number of assumptions 

a r e made and some of these need exnmining . 

In the first instance , it is assuming tlwL pressure from 

peer groups ah1.:iys [lllU 11ccessa1- i Ly I cads Lo undesirable outcomes . 

This is an assumption that needs to be challenged . There is 

little doubt that , as the Committee obs~rves , young people today 

are under considerable pressure from Lh e ir peer groups , but this 

pressure i s not always directed towards " trendy" viewpoints . 

Some of these viewpoints outlive this clearly derogatory connotation 

and quickly become an accep t ed and acceptable part of establishment 

20 . 
21. 
22 . 

loc. c it. -- --
E..E. · c it. p 34 . 
J oe . ci t . 
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policy and action. One does not have to go very fa r back into 

history to discover examples where masses of predominantly young 

people, responding largely to peer group pressure , have succeeded 

in gaining widespread estc1blishmcnt supporl for wha t w:is ini_tially 

regarded as a trendy way-out viewpoint . On the international 

scene the Vietnam drama and on the national scene the Conservationist 

Lobby provide recent examples of this . 

Related to this is the assumption the Committee makes with 

regard to the independent values yo un g people are encouraged to 
23 

develop to help th em " cope with peer pressur es ." The assumption 

here is that these values will help young people become independent 

of pee r pressures while accepting of establishment v:ilues. Clear Ly 

there is a con t radiction here. On th e one hand the Committee says 

1 " l . I l l" ,,2Li . tlwt it wants young peop.e to ta(e an .ui.cepenc cnt ine i_n sort -

.i.ng out their mvn va.Lucs whiJ.e on the other hand it says that this 

line must not be independent of tha t taken by the school and 

communit y in partnership. Such inconsistencies necessarily 

lead t o 1..rlwt might be termed a Jekyll and Hyde stance being forced 

upon the unfortunate pupils . When Lhey arc confronted by the vnlues 

of their peers young people a t·e LL' oc l.'ncou r.:iged to uike an ind epen d-­

en t line. When they are con f ronted by the val ues of the school and 

In these 

c ircumstances confo rmit y , not jndcpcn<knce , "is to he VC!lued and 

young people are to be st r ongly encouraged t o accept what the 

majority uphold . Two obvious co~nents c an he made about this 

s ituation. 

Firstly, as already pointed out , peer groups are not necessarily 

or always wrong . Secondly, and by way of a corollary , the school 

and the corrununity are not necessarily or always right. This of 

co urs e , raises the very important question of how we decide what 

values are worthy of acceptance and what val ues are not. How do 

we decide what i s right? The Committee does not face up to this 

vital problem at all . It seems to accept unquestionably the notion 

that the majority i s necessarily always right. The deficiencies in 

23 . loc . cit . 
24. ibid 



this viewpoint are brought out well by Codd who notes that : 

" New Zealanders are too often inclined 
t o equate democ r acy with consensus . 
The Johnson Comm i ttee, after fi.rst acknow­
ledging that the submissions made to it 
emphasise the dan ge rou s lack o[ bnsic values 
within our society, proceeds to ex hort 
teac hers to stand up for those values that 
are accepted by the school and community in 
partnership . But vaJ ues are not justified 
merely on the grounJs tl1at they are accep t ed , 
even if such acceptance is held by the great 
majority of the community. Ind eed , it may 
be discovered through rational, open and 
disciplined discussion, that the 'basic 
values ' of the community p r ovide a very 
insubstantial foundation upon which th e 
teacher could stand. 11 26 

Furthermore the Commiltee s ugges t s r-hat solvi_ng comp J ex moral 

problems , (e . g . abortjon or r'1cism , ) is ];1i-gely brought <Jhout 

through open anJ frank discussion wher~ all points of view arc 

freely discussed and fully understood . Expressed another way the 
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Committee is saying moral education invoJving controversial i ssues 

consists o f allowing cliiJdrcn to l1l' <1r and discuss alL Cispects of 

a situation while at the same time ens ur ing th;_it the views held 

by school and community are g.ive11 priority . Once again a con-

tradiction is involved here . Jf p<Jrents ore to be assured that 
,, 2 7 

"all poinls o[ view arc [airJy prcsenlecl tl1en liO\v cau one 

[ . b II l I . 11 28 point o view e more stro ng y cmp 1asised than a nothe r? 

If the word " fair" is to have any meaning al o1l it follows that 

all points of view need to receive equal emphasis . Th is said, 

Lhere still remains ho1vever , the important question o[ the place 

of discussion and t he role of the teacher in helping pupils solve 

matters of moral concern . As already indicated, the Committee 

seems to believe that a simple discussion js all that is required 

for the resolving of controversial is s ues and tha t a teacher ' s 

role is simply t o ens ure that pupils understa nd all points of 

view. Such a belief is naive in the extreme . Moral education is 

much more complex tha n this. Not only do children need to be 

h e l ped t o s ee al l sides of the issues involved but , and this is 

26 . op . c it. p 37. 
27 . o p . cit . p 34 . 
28 . l o c . c it. 
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of cent r al importance, they need also Lo be helped to gain the 

knowledge and ski.] ls that will equip Lhem Lo makL: moral decisions 

in this aren . To help children sec Lile complexity of a moral problem 

and ye t fail to p r ovide them with i1SSisLanc:c in selec ting morally 

appropriate soluLlons h~s little to do with moral education . 

By contrast , Snook and ~be George in tile ir valuab le book 

More Than Talk
29 

outlin(' wlinl is involvc·tl in mcr<il education and 

how to go about dealing wi rh tile sorLs of contruversi.-11 i ssul;!S Lhe 

.Johnson Committee is talking about . They itemise five principles 

that arc so central to moraliLy Lhai· "tlley c:-rnnol be abandoned 

I 1 l 1 . 1 l ,, 30 l 1.,1ithout 8)0 :i.s 1ing mu r a 1.ty n Loge l 1cr. T H:'Y then go on to 

claim Lhat "Thes e five princi.pl0s define the morriJ donwin. 

Initiation into these princip les and Lhe i1· workLng out jn pnicticc 

. . . . . . 1 . . . l I · " '3 l ts u11tJ ~1t.ton into mor;1 ity : 1.t t !; murd ('CtH.-:1 t1 o n . lt is 

.111 appreciati on of mvruJ ~d11caLio11 in tlwsc dimensions Lhal Lhe 

Commi LLee seems Lv 10..:k. l n t Ii e o st: c n s .i b l y th ' u L r a] r,' 1 (' l t pr c-

scribes fur t c<1chc1·s i nvn l vcd in cx:1m i nj 11g conLrLivcrsi <t L mura I 

issues the Committee displ:iys .1 <lisqujeLing ;imhiv.ilen(l'. Chil<lrPn 

are to be e n couraged to dcvvlop a n i.ndepe11d1~ nt J inc, yE·l teachers 

<HC charged ro give strong t>mpliasis Lo thC' pnsi lion taken by t:lie 

cst~1bli.shmcnt . A conflict o[ i11Ler~sts occurs lw1·c and more tlJ:Jn n 

hi11L uf indoctrin;1Lio11 ;111d CVl' l l co1.1ci0n 1:111 :H• dct~ct('d . CoJJ 

dea]s weJl wlLh th ~i.s problem of t1~ilclicr 1wt1tr;1Ji.Ly . ALt:er muking 

Lhe point that : II The n0utr1lity o[ Lh c tca1.:he1· wiJ 1 tend Lo 

hrivc a dirccL bearing on the effects Lhat classroom cl.i.sc:11ssiun of 
"') 

moral issues ha s on the pupil:; who partic.ipaLe,"J._ he goes o n to 

obse r ve : 

29 . 
30 . 
3 1. 
32 . 
33 . 

11 \.Jhere 'neutrality' is taken to merin ' complete 
ethical relativity,' these effects could welJ 
be contrnry to Lhe aims o[ moral education . 
On the other ha11d, if the term ' neut r ality ' 
is taken to mean something closer to ' rational 
impartia] jty ' we have a conception of a 
teacher ' s role as a chairman of discussion 
who is consciously helping pupils to bring 
impartial s t andards of reasoning to bear on the 
moral problems thaL are under di.scussion. " 33 

.££. · cit . 
ibid, p 16 . 
l oc . cit. -- --.££.· cit . p 35 . 
l oc . cit . 
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lt is rational impartiality LhaL writers like Snook and HacGeorgc 

nrgue for and which Lhe Committee at Limes seems to be advocat­

ing . However, it is ethical relativism that many critics of Lhe 

Repo r t fear may eventunte . To nllay such fears the Johnson 

Comm i ttee needed to have a much cle<.lrer unclersL.inding of the 

complexities involved in an area which is indeed , as Snook and 

b " b \ . cl . L II 34 MacGeorge o serve or 1 1.lllporlant .:in cont ruversia . 

Before leaving this se;cti.on one further CLimmcnL needs to be 

made . This relates to the Committee's declaration , "There must 

be no ' ant i - establishment ' heroes ' in such a programme, and we 

would expect principals to sec Lha1- this was so' . 1135 
This is 

both a cont r oversi.Jl and a revcaling statement . IL is cuntrovQr­

sial in thnt it poinLs Lo a nlw "pol icing" role fqr school 

prillcipals and it is rcvC'alin g in that it inJi<.::1t<.~s on<.:e again the 

Committee ' s covc>rt ralhcr th::in overt po~dt i«>n with reg;ird Lo the 

11nclwJlcngeable sanclity or the esL<1hl isliewnt view . In spite' of 

what it h<ls been saying 3boul a i ioHing chUJren tlw opport·unjty to 

devel o p independent values ;ind to SE'<.! <-11 I points ot viC'w , th<.: 

Committee is not 'it sel f prepr:i-cd Lo concvde tlw possibility tlwt 

Lh<.: l">Labli·.;"111..'11l is 11 ot ;11\1:1y s r i ght ;.111d Lh:11 Lh e ideology and 

pr<.Jc li<.:t.> or tl11 ... cslablishml·nt ;1re as mu<.:h ll'.J [or cha llE:nge as Lhosl'.! 

of the most trc·nJy way-ouL minority group . Thal tlie Commi t tl:'e sho uld 

choose Lo el imi1wtc Llte poss i ble nppca r a1ll:(~ of any 11 'H1Lj-c·st:abli.shmcnL" 

heroes Lhrn ugh the 0pvl';1L i ou of :1 p1·i.11cipnJ. ' s authority is odd . 

FirstJy , iL is odd i11 Lh<1t: il suggvsts a basic insecurity 

with the stance Lhnl the establ i sh:ncn L takes, n fe e ling thul the 

estnblish111Qnt views have Lo be prolected by some sort o( "policing" 

action . 

Secon d l y , i t is odd i n that it revea l s , once again , the 

Committee ' s fai lure to appreciate what is actually involved in moral 

educatio~ for i f the beliefs and practices of Lhe establishment were 

open to public , rat iona l scrutiny and modification what need should 

ther e be to invoke unilatera l ly the coercive powers of school 

princip als? 

34 . ~· c i t . p 17 . 
35 . ~· c i t . p 34 . 



40 

History r eveals numer ous examples of anti- es t ablishme n t 

he roes who have contr ibu ted t o our moral e n lightenmen t . Is no t 

the Committee ov e rlooking one of th e most famous " an ti-establi shment" 

heroes of all time? He who sa id, "Hy house shall be called t he 

d d E I . 11 36 house of prayer , but ye have ma e it a en o t11eves. Is this 

th e sort of hero the Committ ee proposes to e liminate? 

THE SPIRITUAL DIMEN SION IN EDUCAT I ON 

The Committee ' s proposals j.n thi s section, insofar as one can 

fairly interpret t hem , seem to sugges t a major change in the rol e 

o f our pub lic schoo ls . Since th e Education Act of 1877 New Zealand 

s tate education has, by legisla tion , been a secular enterprise . 

Any religious in s truction or dir ec t fos t ering of r e ligious or 

sp iritual belief s that has t a ken pla ce has occurred , at l east 

technically , outside of of[icia.l school hours. By me.:rns of wh;1t has 

become known as the Nelson Sys tern, weekly lw l f hour religious 

instruction sessions have been held in large numh e r s of prima1:y 

schoo l s , where school cornmi tt ees hnvc app1:oved . Parents however have 

had the right t o withdraw their children fr om such sessions ;11H.l ';.1h il e 

the sessions are in progress t he schools have officially been closed . 

\·Jliat tile Committee proposes in this sec t. j nn , however , radically changes 

this . School involvemt.:nt iu t he " spirit ual dimension " is to range 

from the pr e - school and infant stage right through t o form seven 

a nd spiritual conc e r ns are to bec ome an integral and integrated 

pare of the total stu t e education process . Such proposals, not 

su1:p r isingly , have genera t.:.d extensive and in t ens ive response through­

out the country a nd t he c l ose sc rutiny to which the Committee's bl ue ­

print in this area has been sub j ected has revealed , yet again , ma jor 

pr oblems . The foll owing comments focus on three particula r a r eas of 

concern . Firstly, the l a ck o f precision surro und ing the def inition 

of th e term " spiri tual dimension". Second ly , the assumption made 

regarding the exis tence of this dimension. And thirdly, the con­

f us ion that surrounds, and some of th e implications that follow f r om, 

the recommend a tion that th is dime nsion be fostered in New Zealand 

sta te education. 

36 . The Holy Bible. Oxford, Oxford University Press, Matthew, 
Chapter 21 Verse 13 . 



4 1 

Firstly, the definition of t he ter m " sp iritual dimension". 

Once a ga in the Committee, as with its definition of socia l educa tion, 

is not able to define clear l y just what it is that it is talking 

about . The Committee speaks of schoo]s fost e ring " a pride i n 

her itage , in th e growth of self - identity and in seeking purpose 
. . ] 'f 11 37 k ( 11 l II 38 a nJ meaning in _1 e ; it spca·s o u timatc concerns , it 

deplores today ' s materialisti c society and suggests that the word 

"r e ligion", because of certain contempo r a ry pejorative conno tations, 

does not des cribe what it is r eferring to . The Committee claims , 

rather, to be r eferring t o what Pro fesso r Geerin g exemplif ie s in 

the four questions , Who am I? Why am I here? Hhere have I come 

from ? Wher e am I going t o? and while it a grees that these are 

esse nt ially r eligio us questions the Cnmmit t:ce prefers to speak of 

them as " spiritual " ques tions .1s thi s more accu rately describes 

the t ype of school invoJvement it env isa ges . The Committe e th en 

quotes Albert Einstein when he talks f!bou t "til e sensation of the 

rn y s t i cal " 
3 9 a nd :Lt exp r cs s es th c ho r c t h <1 t " t e :1 ch er s o ( ;1 1 l 

subjects wou Jd be ;:ib]c t o incorror<:iLc some of this dimension in 

their teaching 11
•
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The Comm it tee concludes by expressing i.ts 

s up port for th e affirmatio n made by the "Aims and Objecti.vcs " 

1.JOrk.ing p;:irty of the Educat i onal Devclnpment Conference in 197!1 

th~1t "t he search for meaning, purpose and jd ent i.ty in ]ife is 

necessary (o r t he health of the inciividua.l and the community 11
•
41 

What a re we to make of .:i1J this? l'erlinps the CommiLtee in 

speaking of a spir i tual dimension js referring to that human 

response which goes beyond our concern (or the immediate physical 

wo rld whi ch we i nhabit and reaches out to what some people 

describe as th e meta-phy s i cal world . Bu t if this be the case one 

might ask , in what way i s "pride in heritage " and the " grow th of 

se lf - identity" part of t his new dimens i on? The schools of 

New Zealand have be en endeavouring for years to foster in their 

pupils a pride in thei r heritage and t eachers have been awar e of 

a nd have responded t o, the need s of their pupil s to establish 

their own self-identity . If this be th e case is it not correct 

37 . £.£. · cit. p 35. 
38 . loc. cit. 
39 . loc . cit . 
40. lac . cit . 
41. lac . cit . 



t o say that the fostering of a spiriLual dimension is a lready 

an established part of our stale education system? Next , the 

Committee refers to the views of Paul TiJ b ch and the concept 

"ultimate concerns" and iL is here thnt the \.;ord "religion" i s 

r eferred to for the fir s t time. However , raLher than making 

clear what it understand s by tlli s term, the Commit tee proceeds 

42 

to tell us what the "misguided" majority of New Zealanders 

imagine iL to be . f'o lJ owing Lhis iL presents Professor Gcering ' s 

fo11r questions as examples of whal it i s tAJking abou l but then 

proceeds t o confuse the issue by info r mi ng us t hat these are 

in fact deeply religious questions. However , for reasons 

uns t a ted it prefers in this context to use the word " spiritual" 
I 2 

as more accurately des c ribing the Lypc of schc.,01 invo1vcmenL"' 

envisaged . To add to the confu~ion, L11~ Committee brin~s in 

Einstein ' s notion of t he "myst i cal " as a b<.!autiful .:.rnd prof0und 

emot i o n whic h is al tht! ct>nlrc ol LrtH.: religiousness, Lb c r12hy 
It] 

successf11l ly conflating the di sL inction thC'y lat:t: r make bc Lwce:n 

the emotional and sp ir itual dimensions . 

Such conceptua l vagueness a nd confusion cannot be accepted 

in a blueprint fo r acL ion. ff a spirilu.:Jl <l imen.-;ion i s to b,, 

fos Ler ec.l in our Sl<ll l.! educa tion sy~;tem t·lwn the n;:it ure of this 

di.mension must of necessity bC' mad(• clear . 

The second inadequacy t o be examined in Ll1is &ection con-

ccrns t he ;issumplion Lhe Commi ttce m:1kcs with regard Lo the exisL-

cnce of the dimension it bas been unablC' to succc.:ssfully defint>. 

AL Llie beginning of iLs sl<.J Lemenls in section 2 . 4 .8 the Commi tt ee 

decla r es " There is a furth e r dimension in the area of moral and 

values education t o whi c h this Committee gives its s upport . This 

. h . . 1 d. . 11 44 d . h f ~ s t e spir itua imens1on an again at t e commencement o 

section 2 . 4 . 9 it affirms "There i s a spiritual dimension wh ich 

is part of being human . . . Man has many dimensions : emo tional, 

physical, intellectual , social and spiritual 11 .
45 

In neither 

c ase , nor elsewhere in this section , however, does it make any 

attempt to support this declaration . Some might wish to argue 

42 . 
43 . 
44 . 
45. 

l oc . cit . -- --
See page 43 . 
l oc . c it. 
loc. c it. 



that the basis for such a declaration is self-eviden t and thus 

requires no explication . Others , however, might wish to argue 

that the j ustification for s uch an import a nt p r emise should be 

made clear . 

43 

One would think that a Commit tee whi ch enc ou ra ges youn g 

people to take an indep endent line and which applauds the 

intellectual development of individuals t o the fu ll, wo uld share 

this view and would have taken th e opportuni ty t o exemp li fy it 

in practice by stnting exp.l i citly ;rncl un ;11nb i guous Jy th e hasis 

for suc h a belief. One might well accept the exi s t ence of an 

emotional, physi ca l, intellectual and social dimension of man 

on the basis of an accumulation of empirical and personal 

experience , but the existence of a spiritual dimension seems no t 

t o be as readily susceptible to such veri fication . Indeed , a 

quite different se t of criteria seem to be involved and these 

crite ri a should be avai] able fo r pub ] i c -pC' rus;1l. 

The third inadequacy to be exami11ed here concerns r ecomm e nd·­

a ti on 2 . 22 its elf , v iz: "That the fostering of <t non-sectarian 

spiritual dimension in New Zealand state education be accep t ed ". t16 

There seems here to be a f ur thc1- ;1rea of co n fus :i on and at l east 

two important implications r elating tu charges of possible indoctrin­

a t ion a nd of failing to take into .:iccoun t th8 views of those who do not 

;:icceµt the Committ ee ' s i:econnnend<:Jtion . 

The confusion a lr eady engendered by the Comm i t t ee ' s use of 

the t e rm " sp iritual dimension" is f urther exacerbated in this 

r ecomrne ncl a t:ion by tlte const ruct i on of t he recommenda tion itself 

<:Jncl by th e inc l usion of t he term " non-sectnr·ian" . \tJhen the 

Commi tt ee says it wish es to foster a non-sectarian spiritual 

dimension in New Zealand state education what d oes i t mean? Does 

it wish to promote an awareness of this dimension , whatever it 

may prove to be, or does it mea n that it wishes t o promote definite 

belief in this dimension in New Zeala nd stat e educ a tion? There 

seems to be a significant difference here . If t he former is the 

case , the emphasis will be on the sorts of experiences individuals 

will be exposed to in order that they may experience more fully 

46 . ibid, p 37. 
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h • II [ b • l II 47 this dimension whi c i s part o eing 1uman . If the la tter 

is the case , however , th e emphasis wil l be no t ius t on p roviding 

particular experiences, but will be on effecting specific 

changes in an individual ' s belie[ system. In the second case it 

would seem Lhat the in<lividuaJ has liLLJc option but to "believe" 

while in the firsl an clement of choice is re tained . Just where 

the Committee stands here s hould he ma<le :1hsoll1Lely rlear. 

When the Committee uses the Lerm " non - seclarian" it adds a 

f urthe r ar ea of confusion . One nornia l l y assoc iales thi.s Le rm 

1vi t h the wor<l "religion" but whc11 i.t is coupled with Lhe term 

" spiriLual" wha t e xac t ly is mc<1nt? One of Lhe common meanings 

of the word non-sec tarian is "no n-den om i.national " and when we 

app ly th·i.s to the term "spiritunl" WL' l:'nd up witn the odd s ituation 

of advocating a non-denominational spiri.Lual dimension. This 

of course presupposes that "spjr i lual " dimensions can nece::;snrily 

be categor i sed inlu denominatirus. Is ,titi::; whnt the CommiLLee 

mea ns? I s it advoc-at i ng Lhe fostering of ;1 n on-<lenomin;it:ional 

spir i~ua] djmcnsiun? 1n tlw absence ol any support: , c'i.t:her i n 

Lh e Johnson Report: itscJf or elsewhere! , for th<.: view thaL the 

spiritual dimension is subj~ct to <lenumln.1Lion..il claims , one is 

f orced t o conclude Lh.::i L thc CommittL:c ~1£Lc1· all doc's not r0ally 

mea n 1.:lw L it appen rs to hl' S<lyiug . Rather th;in a uon-sect:ai-inn 

spi dtual dimension it really means H non-sectarian _religious 

dimension . In sLriviu g t o :ivoid Lhe problems associo t cd with the 

word "relig i on " it has encountered other s equally intr:msigen l 

wi.Lh the resulL tliaL ~1 greaL dl':ll mute h l'a L Lh;in lig lll itas been 

gene rated in this area . 

Assuming now LhaL by a "no n-sectar ian s piri t ua l dimension" 

the Committee means a non-sectarian relig i o us dimensio n , one 

fur t h e r confusion still remains . Is the Committee r eferring 

to " sectar ian" in the context of Christianity only or is jt 

viewing it in the context of all religions? Again this i s not 

clear . Mention is made of discussing " the tenets of various 

religions on a comparative basis
1148 

and of considering the wider 

47 . ibi d, p 35 . 
48 . ibid , p 36 . 



d • • f II 1 • II 49 1mens1on o u timate concerns . On this basis one could 

reasonably suppose that the "sec rarian" <:ispect of non-sectarian 

refers to different world religions . However, references to 

" Christian concerns 11 50 and "the Judaeo-Christian tradition1151 

and othe r r eferences el se1.;lie1·e in the Report suggest Lhat the 

45 

Committee rea lly has in mind "sectar ian" in respect of Christian 

sects . If the Committee> is a<lvocnting Lhe fostering of a 

dimension which relates to all the various sec t s of Christianity 

l11 .1 L j S Olle l11 i ng. if the Co111111itLcc is advucaLing the fostering 

of a d i me nsion \.;hicl1 rela t es to alJ worJ.<l religions Lhat is quite 
52 

another . 

Leav i ng aside these confusions, two further closely related 

matters need to be examined . The first conce rns the implication 

attached to the term " fostering" and Lhc s0cond conc<Jrns the 

provisions the Committee makes for those inc.lividnals who do not 

shure the Committee's bc·lief in rile existence of a " spiriLu11l " 

t.I imcnsio11 . 

With r egard to the term "foslering" there seems to be ;1 

cleu r indication LhuL since Lile b:isic prcmis1.: conc~rnin g thC; 

exjstence o i a spiri.tual dimcnsi.l111 is nut up for cli:11lC'ngl', 

it will be the task of Le.JclH.~rs to ensure Llia t: their pupils coml' 

to believe jn this part.iculnr Jimcnsion. This being the case one 

cannot escape Lhc fee ling thal there i.s , <!Jh ,~ i t i.n an incipient 

fonn , a n clement o[ indoclri11;.Hion i11voJveJ here . ln using 

the te1·m " fostering" thc> Committi!C' is not rcal ly allowing for 

a ny outcomes other than the ones iL envisagt'S. It is, in effect, 

S<lying, we bell.eve a spirllual <limensi.011 exists as parl of being 

hum:tn and this be! i.c[ i s Lo be fosLercJ i11 the >Jew Zealand state 

education system . By choosing to use the term "fostering" 

rather than say, the term " examining" , Lhe Commit Lee is coming 

perilously c l ose to advocating a situation where individuals are 

Lo be persuaded to acc ep t one version of r eality rather than 

49. ibid , p 35 . 
50. ibid , p 32 . 
51 . ibid , pp 35 , 36 . 
52 . Alterna t ively the Committee may have in mind the concept of 

an " agreed sy llabus " i n religious ins t r uction fol l owing t he 
British pattern . 
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another, not on the basis of rational disputation or examination, 

buL on the bnsis of an unq11estjoning ,icceptancc of the beliefs 

of others . Even viewed jn the most fovour<.1ble light this appr1)<1ch 

has strong connotations of indocLrinalion . 

Developing this a little further leads to the second matter 

for examination . The Committee, in putting forward its recommend­

uLion in the way it docs mnk0s no ullowoncc fur those persons 

who do not s ha r e Les convictions . On at l0ast two counts interested 

individuals might well object Lo the action that the Committee 

proposes . 

Firstly , there is the objecli0!1 LhnL not all people subscribe 

Lo the Committee's bebef that all human beings possess a spiritual 

dimension . To those who hold the vi.cw Lhat there is no spiritual 

dimension to life any attempt to fosler such a dimension makes no 

sense . If something does 1wl c.xisl you cnnnol lh~ CXi>nsed Lo i.t 

and if it does not exi:::;t you slwuld noL,be cnc•)Urc1ged Le) hl~li0ve 

Lhat Lt docs . 

SccondJy , there is till~ objC'ction Lhnt ir'. :t serular c:duc;1t Lon 

systCJll Lllt:l"C ls by Licfi11iljon JlU p.l;lt:l! !11r :111y f.1rm of religious 

instruction. Tlws..: 1,•IH1 lll>ld Lhl' viv1·J tli:1L ll.1..'n.! is no :;pir·itu:1l 

dimension Lo liti: b1..•Ji~ve tlwi: t:h1• .Jollll~;on CommiLLL'c is t'C'allv 

t:i lking about (osler ing a non - clc!nor1i 11at io11<.1 J rel i gh)us d i:nu1s ion 

in New Zea] and s tate educal i.un ancl this they strougly l)ppose . The 

following quotat i on expresses ralh0r L'ffiOtionallv such :i position: 

"The tentacles of 1cJieious dogma rench out j11to 
evrry corner of our society. They tl12x Lhelr 
muscles in parliament where a fatuous prayer 
is followed by actions which s tretch out in 
other directions ... Rel ir,i.ous enthusiasts are 
cre<.J.ting havoc in all parts of Lile world .. . 
Rndios and televisions cl:iily churn out religious 
nonsenses t o provide what Karl Marx called 
' The Opiate of the Masses' . Confound our adults 
if you will , but, please spare the immature child . 
Keep religion oul of schools . 11 53 

53 . Anderson , E Spare our children . The New Zealand rationalist and 
humanist Volume 39 , Number 12: 1978, p 3. 
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That the Committee chooses to ignore such objections js both 

presumptuous a nd counter- productive . IL is presumptuous in that 

it allows no tolerance [ur dissenting views a nd it js counte r­

productive in that it gives no indication how this extremely 

difficult dilemma might be resolved . Somewha t ironically the 

Committee advocates "a c<J ring for and ;.1w;1 rl'l\e~s of t h ose around , 

including th e community us c.l whole . .. <1 concern and considcrnti.011 
54 

for others" as " basic values which h<1ve universal appeal and 

h "ll . l f . " 55 whic w1 remain tie cornerstone n every community vet in 

[uiling to ucknowle<lge the existence of beliefs contrary to its 

own the Couunittee shows little evidence. of its preparcJness to 

uphold such values itself. 

Whichever way one :in Lerprets the Commit tee's rc\:ommendati.on, 

two things a r e quite clear . firstly , a m;.ijor chang0 in the 

controversial area of reli~inus i11struction in New Zealand schools 

is being ;_idvocated , t!toug!t e:-nctly what Lids ch;1n~e Ls is 110!' at 

;11J cl.car . Secondl.y, interest in and resisU1ncC' l n such a change 

i:> likely t,1 be very hig!t i.n Llw ((>1i1n111nity at Lngv . r~nt al] 

p<irents , for examµlc, 1,1.:int LhL, ir O(•Jiels 0:1 1-,·1 ip,ious m<lltcrs to 

be chal.Jenged in tlH~ schools. Tliis bt • jng Lite c.1sv, jl seem.-; 

absolutely cssenti31 that a " bluc·prinl 1<>r net :011
11 shonld ~ivc. 

some indicntLnn how this vt.>r) di,.fj c ult i :;sue ;-1ig;1t be sati.s­

iactorily resolved . The Cornmitte:,•'s failure to d(i Lhi.s is a 

major inadequacy <.ind may very \Jell in the long run prevent Lht' 

implementation o[ the action till' Cummiltll is s o slrcmp,ly rec.:orunu1ding. 

EDUCATION ABOUT HUMAN DEVE LOP MENT AND RELATIONSHIPS 

With respect to education about human development and 

reJ:iLionships the C:onuuittce strongly endorses the sµiri.t of the 

suggestions made in the Ross Report. In ;.icJ<lition it supports, 

wj th qualifications, the eight rccommen<lat ions of The Royal 

Commission on Contraception, Sterilisation and Abortion, by offering 

some points to consider and making some suggestions concerning the 

setting up of programmes and the involvement of teachers . 

54 . ££.· cit . p 32 . 
55 . loc . cit . 
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In terms of the public debate in this area, what the 

Committee has to say here is interesting and important, hut like 

the other a rea s of the Report Lhus far examined it is open to a 

number of imporlant criLicisms . L11 p;1rticular what the Commi Ltee 

has to say does very liLtle Lo ince up to, and help resolve, 

many of the problems raised by the proposals of the Ross Report . 

By concentraLing more on procedural maLLers and s Lrategies for 

i.mplementntion, and by rcdsing Lhc sL1Lus of its own beliefs Lo 

the level of fact it seems to be hoping that Lhese problems will 

quietly di sappear . Un(ortuna Lely LI.is is not likely to h;.1ppen . 

Although as yet the DepnrLment of Educnti.on hns still Lo 

publish details of the submissions it received, it is cJcar 

that puhlic response to thP Ross_ncpor~ was ext~nsivc nnd in 

cer l ain areas very intensivl' and th;.it while manv of Lhe submjssi.ons 

were ver:y supportive o[ the recommendnLions made, many were nor. 

IL is these latter submissions and Llte concerns Lhey expresscJ 

whic h Lh e Johnson C0nu1d.LLee ha~; i.1i Jnrge mcnsun· c hosl'n Lo 

j g11ore> Jnd it Crll1 be ;1rguC'l! wi tit SOJlll' jusli f i Cilt ion Lilal in SO 

doing it has made i.Ls own position significanLJy less subsLanlive. 

One of the more serious crilit·is:ns ol Lhe Ross J{cpor:L cun-

,·vrnL'd tlw innclcqu;1lL' m;inne1· in 1"hich il dl'<tll 1,ilh Lhe art!;1s \ll 

scxu;.1 .l ity and morality and L11e m;rnnL~r in t,il1id1 it pre!;entcd sv:.­

cducatit)il under Lh.: umbr,·lla oi hum.-rn JcVl'lupnlC'nt <.rnd relationshi.ps . 

Speaking specific ... dly of the Ross J{eporl ' s statements reliltinp 

Lo sexuality and mot«1lily Basst•tL <·l;1imcd Lh;1L Lid!; wns wlwre 
II the most sjgni[jc;wL con Lr nvt•rsy li.es ;ind w!w r c the Committee 

11 56 seem must unsure and vague . The Ross Report wns to be criLici.scd, 

he c laimed, not so much [or what it sajd but for what it did not 

say . In an attempt to nvoid heated debate, Bassel claimed : 

''The Committee have failed Lo give ;in adequate 
account of sexualily and its relationship with 
morality or the manner in which the subject might 
be approached . In so doing they have left 
recommendations so vague and imprecise as to 
provide insufficient guidance . It confuses 

56 . Bassett , G R 
p 45 . 

Education and sexuality. Delta 16: 1975 , 



more than il clarifies . In brief the 
document is Loo Limid, lacking tile 
boldness and cJarily of outline which 
might have provided direction .in Lhis 
area ."57 

Speaking of the Ros::; Report ' s aLtempt t o present sex educaLion 

within the context of hum<Jn development and relaUonships 

SL . Dominic ' s College nncl Primary Schoo l llornc and School Associntion 

claimed that the RcporL was deceptive in Lhat sex instruction was 

purported to be only a minor parL of Lhe programme but in facL was 

Lhe only section that was new . 
58 

Furthermore, the New Zea land 

P0st Primary Te.:lchers ' Associ.n t io n C'onfcr~nce of 197'.> also claimed 

Lh;1L LhC' Ross ReporL virtual1y li.mitt·d iL :;1·lf to ,1 discussion of 

sex L'ducal ion and as ; i rl!S ll1 t the <"'111)fv1·cncL' b1·ouglit fon:a 1-d and 

accepted a wider deflnit:ion of liu111;111 dt•vc·lopment nnd r1-·l:ir ·i.onshi.ps . 
59 

The Society [or the Pr1>m0L ion t'f C:c•mm1111irv S1.:1ndards m:Jclc ;1 simi.lar 

c laim i.n d12clnring LhaL tht· on1v 1w1-.1 mn t c·rial in tl1c Ro<!_\>_i~_cpor_t 

concerned the contruvc·n;L1l are:it; ,>[ c:onl. r nccption, pet ti llg, 

rnast11rb.:ltion, homoscxu:1 l i Ly illld :1dvn ncc·d sexual L0 c lm i.ques. GO 

"l!ow well have these and similnr c i--itir~sms been fac:ec! up to?" ,\ 

review of what j s cont;.iine<l l;1 this laLLei- 1-kp,n·t reveals that 

Lite ans\vCr i s rhat Llwy nave i.11 facL lh )l bt·en faced up to at all . 

The Johnson Commit t ee docs not t:>VL'll ·1cknowledgc tli<ll these criLicisms 

existed. lt merely r ecords th:-,r in submissions it r eceived the 

n~sponse rangc<l f rom enLhui;iastic s uppurt to " ouLrjghl opposi t.l on 

(l r om g r oups such as Lile C . P.J\. )
1161 

but nowhere does il attempt 

to exnmine the c l a ims ol this oppos ition. lf our understa nding 

in this a rea is to be advanced , then we should be encouraged to 

ex~1111ine t ile b.'.lses on wldt:h imporlnnl dee i s ions .:ire to be .'.lc.ccpte<l 

or rcjecLed . All the Johnson Committee has to say in tills regnrd i.s: 

57. loc. c it . 
58 . St . Dominic's College and Primary School Home and School 

Association, An expression of parents' concern . Dunedin, 1974 , p 1 . 
59 . New Zealand Post Primary Teachers Association , Human Development a nd 

relationships. Na tional Conference paper, 1975, p 3 . 
60 . Cor respond e n ce to the author from Miss P Bart l ett, National Secretary 

of the Society for the Promotion of Community Standards (Inc . ) 
6 1. ££.· cit . p 39 . 



"In 1973 th e Ross Committee offered 
suggestions as a basis for discussion 
on the role of ou r schools in human 
development and relationships . We 
strongly endorse the spir i t of the 
suggestions of this Report . However, 
we feel that it has been i n t erpre t ed 
as emphas i sing sex educat i on rather 
than the whole field of human develop­
ment and re la tionsh ips ." 62 

To substantiate its feeling here the Committee needs to present 

some thing more s ubstant ial t han thi s . At the very least it 

oug ht to explain why the St . Dominic criticism is inval id since 

th ere seem to be good g r ounds for uph olding t h e St . Dominic 

so 

view, p.::i rti cular l y when one notes th rcf e rL·nc e to sex and sexuality 

in the Committee ' s own s t atemen ts in th -Ls sect i on . In the fo ur 

paragraphs devoted to th e Ross Report the words " sex " o r " sexuali t y " 
I 

appea r in three of them a nd in the only two specif i c ref erences to 

literature in this field direct r efe r ence to sex is made . I n the 

firs t reference the Committee feels that the lwnclbook, ~~_.1ltl2_, 

Sugges t ions for il eal th Educ<l t ion i n Pr ~nw_U:'~~1oc:1_1_~_ wou 1 d ne(-:- d t o be 

expanded t o " ensure that: every chj] d 1 eav ing primar y sc hool h;1s ;1 

b . d d. f . l . 1163 d . h d asic un erstan :1ng o - sex i 11 t n s co n text an 1n l: e sec:on , 

Committ ee adv i ses teachers that the booklet ~~1}<LngJ?_ense of Sex 
GL1 

would be very appropriate fo r their needs. 

the 

Thr ee ot her a r eas of public concern provide further examples 

of issues to which the Committee fai l s tn directly address itself. 

Fir s tly , the question of reseJ r ch relating Lo the efficacy 

of human developme nt and th e relationships programme in overs eas 

schools . This important concern is not dealt with by the Committee . 

References in the Ro s s Report to overseas research on the effect of 

human d evelopme nt and relationships programmes in schools have been 

claimed to be inad e quat e and counter research ha s been offered by 

numerous organisation s and individuals, for example, The Society For 
65 

The Promotion of Community Standards a nd The Concerned Par ents 

62. 
63 . 
64 . 
65 . 

ibid, p 37 . 
loc. cit. -- --
ibid, p 38. 
The Society For The Promotion Of Community Standards, 
Submissions to the Royal Commission on Contraception, 
Sterilisation and Abortion. 1976, p 6. 
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A 
. . 66 

ssociation . Th e s e claims a nd co unter cla i ms need to b e carefu l l y 

ex a mi ned, fo r if h uman d evelo pment and re l ation ships programmes of 

the s ort envi saged for New Zealan d have al r eady been p u t int o 

p r ac tice ov e r seas t hen t hi s experience i s obviously r elevant and 

a n y r e s e a rc h which bea rs on this is clearly vi t al . The pro t agonists 

fo r the d e velo pm e nt of human developmen t and rela t ionships progranunes 

in sc hools prod u ce on e se t of resear ch findings, the antago ni s t s 

a n o th e r, a nd for r e a so n s undisclosed the Johnson Commit t ee has 

ac c ep t e d th e f ormer . S u c h an unsupported stance is n o t acceptable . 

It is n o t suf f icie nt fo r t he Commit t ee just t o believe t ha t i t i s 

ri ght a nd t o ma k e pr o no u ncement s to this effect. It must s how 

c l early t he bas i s fo r i t s . be l ief . Only in these circumstances can 

reason ed d ebate e n s u e and i n fo r med judgvmcnts be made. 

Secondly , th e fea r tha t t he implcmentat ·i.on of huma n development 

and r ela t ionships programmes i n sc hools wi Ll drive a wedge between 

paren t s and children . T h is concern has also been expressed by t l1e 

S t . Domi n ic ' s Horne a n d School Associatio n in its publication 

i\n Expression Of Parents ' Conc_ern
67 

and is shared by a large number 
68 

of parents t hroughout the country. Nowhere, however, in tile 

Johnson Report does this issue receive any direct attention. This 

is a serious omiss i on . 

In support ing thei r claim the SL . Dominic ' s parents declared 

t hat t h e wl10le t hrust of the Ross Report \vas t o take [rom rrnrents 

t h e p r i o r respo nsi bil i ty t hey hJve to provide for the educat i on of 

their child r en i n the area of human development and r elationships . 

i\s <J n example of wh a t they were concerned nbo1 1t they drew nttention 

t o t h e ins truct i o nal comic s t rip Too Grea t A Ri sk
69 

whic h they 

con t e nded i llus tra t e d v ery clearly the mnnner in which t he posi tio n 

of pa r e nts can b e und e r mined . While their general c l aim in itse l f 

i s highly d e b a tabl e th e s pec i f i c cla i m t h ey make , wi th r efer e n ce t o 

th e publication in question, is not. A d e t n ile d examina t ion o f thi s 

publica tion, p r esent e d to the John son Commi t t ee in earl y 1977 70 

66 . 

67 . 
68 . 

69 . 

70 . 

The Concerned Parents' Association , Submissions t o th e Royal 
Commission On Contrac e ption, St er ilis ation and Abortion, 1975, p 5 . 
~- cit . p 1. 
Dalzell , R S To be or not t o b e . Un publi s h e d pa p e r, Pa lme rston 
North, 1976, p 44 . 
New Zealand Council For Educa tion a l Resea r c h. To o gr e a t a ris k. 
Set 74 . No . 2, 1974. 
Dalzell, RS ~· cit. pp 46-47. 
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showed quite clearly tha t however one views the role of paren t s in 

providing sex education [or Lhcir children Lhc. publication 

Too Great A Risk did cftcct ively undermine this role . It is not a 

po rtic ular view of the m~rnne i- j n whir.Ii p~Hl'll ts should <;xcrc i se 

Lheir role that t he publicaLion pr e::,ents, but rather a Ji r ecl denial 

that parents do in fac t have ;:iny role Lo plnv al al l. 

In view of the impurtance of Lh i s cut11..:crn ~ind in view o[ the 

information the Committee haJ in its possession il is un[ortunate 

Lh a t it chose to do nothing to allay Lhc very reaJ fears that exist 

in thi.s area . 

And thirdly , the clai.m that the existence of a L.iLency period 

in a primary school child ' s clevelopmenL precludes rhe inLroduction of 

compulso r y hu111~1n d0velopmcnl and n·J:1Lio11ships progrrimmc>s in 11ic 

primary school . Th.ls pa r ricul:lr cJnim is "1Jvnn('cd very strongly hy, 

l C d P . . 71 d 1 for cx(lmple , t 1e oncernc nr0nts Assoc 1~1t1on <Ill l' l<.:y made 

subm i ssions co this effect to the Johnson Cl•mr:1ittee . Beyond acknow­

e cl gj ng i n a very genero.l way rhat then~ was somv opposit ion l o the 
7'.!.. 

proposals [or hum'-tn dcv t'lopmcn t and r1.:latio11•;hip'; <.:clt1cat .iun the 

Committee does nol face ll[l in any d<!t:1i.l to this r2.rticul<1r C0!1C(>t"!t . 

S i nce a l;;irge parl vf the cl)llC<2rnL·d Parents Association ' s 

:11·gumc11t a ga in:,;t C'ut11p u l :;o r y l1t1111;1n dvvc•lopm1..'lll' :rn.J r..:1.11 innships 

cducalion fL>r aJ.l pupils hinges on ils b~JiL'.f in Llw exiS Lt! ncc of 

Lliis ] ;1Lcncy [lL'riu<l , it is im p..:ral ivc ~ Li1a l Lile vaJ idity o[ such J. 

bel icf be examined. Thjs the (.,,)mmitlet! h.'1,, L~.i.l~<l to do . [ ( i_t 

c;rn h<.: s hown LliaL a L.JLL'.llC)' period docs in f'a<:L ex ist Ll1cn any 

proposals for human devclopmenl and ndaLionships c<lucation must Lake 

this into account. I f, on the other hand, j t can be shown that such 

a per1 od docs not exjsL tli cn the basis for this particula r orposiLion 

is removed . Parsonson in a paper on pre-adolescent sexua l k n owledge 

argues strongly that the la tter is the case and he presents references 

1 h . h h' 1 " 73 1 to researc1 w 1c s upport s i s c aim . IL ls L1is sort of 

e xamination a nd this sort of evidence th:1t Lhe Johnson Commi ttee had 

a responsibility to consider and to comment on . 

71 . Concerned Parents' Association, Supplement to newsletter, 
April, 1978 a nd News letter, August/Seplember, 1978 , p 7 . 

72 . ££.· cit. p 39 . 
73. Parsonson , B S Pre-adolescent sexual knowledge : o pinion 

versus research . Delta 22: 1978, p 60 . 
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Further examples of the Committee ' s reluctance to face up to 

the many difficult problems in this area can be seen in its response 

. . ' . h d . 74 I . 1 to the Royal CommJssion s eJg t recommen at~ons. n particu ar 

Lhc CommiL t ee ' s r esponse Lo l\ecommentlations tour .:rnd eight warrant 

closer examlnatjon . ln both these cases the tlifficult problems 

involved have not been direcLly addressed . 

As a r esponse to Recommendation iour, "That sex education forms 

a logical part of a carefully integraLed programme on human relation-

h d b d . 1 d . 1175 h c . s ips an not e treaLe as an iso ate topic t c ommittee 

suggests that no change be made yet Lwo pages later it presenLs its 

own r ecommendation maintaining Lhe righLs of parents to withdraw their 

children from human development and relationships programmes if they 

believe such programmes arc not in the best interests of their 

children . The Commit Lee [oll<JWs Lili~; wi.Lh tl1e assur.'.111cc that it has 

conside red "the dilennn:.1 whi.ci1 cuuld ~irisc, C'SJH!{'iolly i.n the 

primary schoo], dn<l has carefully thought about the righL of parenLs 

( " 76 to wi Lhdr.:iw chi I drcn rom programnH.'s . llowl ·Vl!r, as il S(·cs hum.:ln 

dt>velopmcnt and relaLionbhi.ps as perm,·ati.n?, 1vidc S('C"Lions of ttw 

curr j culum , it could nor suggest how such ~1 righl of withdrawal c oul<l 

be exercised in this type of a1)1iro.:.ich wiLhout great <lisn1ption . Quite 

c]t?arly there is an .'.lrea of conflict· ;m<l cnnfus i.on here' with Lhe con··· 

flicL relating Lo the seemingly intra('t;1bJe probl em uf ntlempting 

to reconc ·ilc two mutually exc]usive li11es of :.ictio11 <incl the con[u::;io11 

n.:l:iti.ng to the manner in which the Commitlee attempts to effecl this 

reconciliation. 

On Lhe one hand the Committ·c•(• accepts without change the 

Royal Commission's recommendation thal sex educalion forms a logicnl 

part of a carefully integrated programme on humnn relationships 

and should not be treated as an J sola Led topic . YeL on the other , 

it recommends t ha t parents be given the righL to withdraw their 

children from such programmes. At least at the pragmatic level these 

74 . ££.· cit . pp 38 , 39 . 
75 . ibid , p 38 . 
76 . ibid , p 4 1. 
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two line s of action appear incompaLible . If human development and 

relationship programmes are to permeate wide sections of t he cu rriculum 

and if parents can withdraw their children [rom such programmes then, 

ipso facto, pa rents who c hoose Lo exercise this right will be forced 

Lo withdraw tile] r children not jusL [ 1·om hum<Jn development und re­

lationships programmes as such , but from ;ill aspec ts of Lhe curriculum 

with which suc h programmes have become i ntegr aled . 

One obvious consequ~nce of such an action wou l d be lhat the 

children concerned would be rece i v ing inslruction only in those 

nar r ow arens o f the curri culum not permeated by l hc huma n development 

and re lat iouships progranunl!s . By recommending that these programmes 

be integraLed jnto the t o Lal c urri culum nnd by recommending that 

parents have l be righL l o w.i.L hd ra w the ir children Cr om such progrnrr.mcs 

the Commit lee is in cf(ecL fL1rc ing p<1rcnLs l o choose between accPpting 

a curriculum progr::inune so 11;Jrrmv els l o bC' virlual]y no prog1·.:1mmc <l t 

;11 j u r accepLing human dcvelopmC'nL prugrnmrnvs [ur Li1t'i r chilJr cn . 

ConfronLe<l by this cons equence one is fnrc1..:•d to ask , wlwt sort of 

c hoice is lh.is? 

Consi<lera ti.Dn of this maLter c<Jl 1 s i nLo sc~rious question Lhc 

'/ ')777 Cc>nm:it lee ' s dc:ci.siun to f1>nnll1ate IZc·(·ommt·tHL1Lion - · '- r· onc·~r11 in11 

the rights of parent s Lo withdraw thL•ir .:h i ldn•n from parLicuJar 

school programmes . \-Ji.Lh Lh is r l'Commend<l I ion Llw Commit: t. ee 0cknow­

LedgL'S the fact Llwt parcnLs have c0r t ;1in ri ghts in t.h i s nrca hut. 

i n anolher r ccommendalion 1t effec Livcly denies p<.lrenls the 

opportun ity Lo exercise these rights. By iLs own admission the 

Committee " could not suggest how such a right 01 withdrawal could be 

. d . hi f l . l d" . 11 78 e xerc ise 111 t s type o approac1 wl.t1out great l.srupt1on yeL 

it sLill recommended that parents have this right. I f Lhe Committee 

could not sec the solution t o Lhis problem then i L does not seem 

reasonable to leave it to the initiaLivc of the parents to come up 

with a solution . After all, iL is noL the parents who have created 

Lhe problem . 

77 . ibid, p 40 . 
78 . i bid , p 4 1. 
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Another consequen ce that might also follow from Recommendation 2 . 27 

concer ns t h e r ight of pnrenls to withdraw cheir c:hildren fr:om other 

tha n human d evelopment: and r:el <li-i:inships aspeo-cts of the sclioo l 

curriculum. If pa r: ents, bPc<J.use Liley <lo nnL be! ieve .:i programme in 

human development and reJati.011shi p::; js in thL~ best i.nL c> r e>sts of 

their children , are able t o withd raw their children [rom such programmes , 

why should they not also be nblc to cxerc isl:' ;1 similar right \,·ith 

respect lo pr ogr ammes r0latlng to all other areas of the school c urriculum? 

If the sole basis for withd rnwn] [rom a p 1·ogr;.lmmc· is that the pr:ogramme 

is noL seen by t:ht! rarcnt as bC:!ing in rhe best interests of the child, 

then sur:ely such u criterion has ~q ual val idity with respecl to any 

programme of instruction a scliooJ may choose lo ul fer? AL lc.'ast on 

t he grounds of log:ic it woul.d ~;c\'111 dlfficulL Lo ;irgue nga i n st l'lli~; 

concl 11::; ion. 

l[ this LJr e.:i uf [>dl't~11L<tJ r ·igfit~; i !; l'Xplurvtl OlOl'C' carefully it 

m:1y IH' th;1t ot:.hcr pu!;s i hi Ii.ti vs 111;1y iw1· d I 11 (,'-' l">11:; i dL'recl. For 

exnmplc, i nste.:id 1)f dC:'v:i s in g btr:i tci· i L'S C111· pvr:.u:1ding p<1rcnt s Lo 

refrain from c:\t-rc·i.sing thrir riglil t1 i 1vitl1d1.1w l·i1ildr1.:n frnm li1 1nw11 

devc.:l,1pmcnl and rr·L1ll1rnships progrnmn.vs t l1t· •p1•:st i on of the rights 

themselves might b0. Lookc·d <It 111orr: ci i l'l'ct ly. '.~i1~1L czact ly i<; tile 

n<ltu1·e ol thi::; ri ght lilat pan·11L•; kt\'v ;11HI j~; ir <111 inalic·n;1bl,: rit,.!1t? 

if parents maltreat tllci1· childn·n phy:.;ic,1ily LiiL~Y <Jr(· l.egnJ.ly deprived 

o[ their right Lo c<::·e for· tiwLr children . If p<ir(~nls deprive their 

cli iltlt·cn of the opportunity co a f 11l L l'clucaLion, incjudi.ng ;rn education 

involving human dc•vf'lopment ;11:cl rL· l :i Li on sh li'S , .•re· thL'1'C~ , 0 1 cn11ld 

there be , any similar ::wncLions that .. ::in he invoked? !lave Lile c hildren 

concernec.I any similar legal protection or means of redress? The 

problem here is that of the notion of the inali enab ility of parents' 

rights over their children . lf by withdraw ing their children f r om 

ed u cation programmes al school parents can be shown Lo be dis­

advantaging t he i r children , t hen does Lhi s right of withdrawal remain 

unchallenged? The Johnson Committee could wel l have drawn CJLtent)on 

to a mat t er of such fundamentaJ concern . 

From t h is ex.:imin;:it ion it is clear: tlwt the Committee has not 

f u lly come t o terms with the implications that arise from the course 

of action i t recommends . By seeking to have human development and 

relationships cour ses permeating wide areas of the school curriculum 

and by giving parents the right to withdraw their children from such 
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courses , it i s c r ea t ing a dilemma which, on its own admission, i s 

very difficult to resolve. And in accepting the right of parents 

to wi thdraw their children from a t tendance a t human development and 

rela t ionships courses it opens up the possibility o[ withdrawal 

of children from programmes right across the school curriculum . 

As a r esponse t o the Royal Co~nission ' s Recommendation ejght , 

"That l he selection of Sl aff to undertnke the pr0grammes in hl!man 

1 h . b l 'b"l" f h t 1 .. , .. 79 
r e ations ips e t i e r esponsJ 1 .Ll y u t e s c1100 principa 

the Committee aga in s ugges ts no c hange and this is also a n inadequate 

response . Some of the greatest ;'enrs expressed l>y teachers them­

selves and by parents have centr0d on the suitability of those 

t eaching these programmes and tliL cd t cr i a to be used in the selection 
80 

of such teachers . A bare 11
110 1.~ hange " comment does l it tle to 

alleviate t hes e fears . 

The Committ ee concedes t h;:i t, "There wiJl be some teachers wh o 

( ~'01 i nade;qun t e m1 J some [cw tL!<tc!io::rs why may in L1c t be incap~1b.Le 

o[ te~ichin); the topic 1vi th Lh e llL'cc ss~tr y sensitiv i ly . And L.li ere will :•lways 

be Lliosc (uw teachers \vhosc personalities n~ude r Lhem unsuit:Jb.l e [ur 
81 

Lhi~; Lype o( educalion' 1 bul i t gjves no guidancv as to hO\,• pr.incii)als 

mi g h t be ah l e t o j cl en t if y s u c h p e o µ.I e or w h ~1 L c r i r c r i a 1.:0 u 1 cl h u 

;1r1Hopri;1le Lo employ when m:1ki 11 g tli<:se judgl'ml'nls . 

In ad<liL i o11, Ll1c CummitlCC' a[[ inns lh.il 11 :1 basic philosopl1y in 
. . 1182 wltich e thical aspects a r e just as important <ls biologi cal facts 

.ls essential for the effective t: eachjng o f human development :rnd 

rela t i ons hjps C'd ucRlion hut tht' question i s , \,· !i;11: e tlti ca J a spects 

are the important ones? The Comni.ttee acknowledges th e fnct that 

" Any school will r epr ese nt a var i ety of ethical values withi.n its 

famil i es 11 83 and t hat s pecial consideration ...ind r.c spect must be shown 

al all t i mes for l he differing values that exis t, but it does not 

in any detail describe t he form that lhis consideration should take. 

I n specific t e r ms just what eth ical values with respect to sexuality 

are teachers expec t ed to uphold in their programmes? Or are teachers 

to be ethically neuLral? For many paren t s thi s is perhaps t he most 

crucial i ssue in the whole debate . Because in any school there will 

79 . i bi d , p 39 . 
80 . For an example of th i s see Concerned Par ents 1 Association , 

Co- o pera t ion or conf l ict? ! Human devel opment and moral va l ues . 
197 6 , p 18 . 

8 1. ~· c it . p 41. 
82 . ibid , p 40 . 
83 . loc. cit. 
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be a variety of e t hical values wiLhin its families is the Committee 

suggesting that these values are all of equ~l worth? It i s answers 

to questions like these Lhat a. principal \v ill need to have. before 

she/he will be in a position to selecL appropriate staff for the 

programmes envisaged . ,\nd when she/he dol~s have Lhesc ;rnswers, and 

Lh e Commit t ee makes no suggestions as to where she/he might: find them , 

she/be is still faced wilh t.hc ( ttrth cr problem of 0 11 suring thal the 

human <level oprnl!nt a.ncl rcla tionsh i ps educa l ion prov idul "Rem;i in s an 

d d . I . . 1 ,, 84 undramatic <ln integrate <ispec·t ot t 1e tol:a I curr icu um even 

t hough not all of her/his teachC'rs will he toking part in these 

programmes . While it is not sugg<:stcd Llwl these pr:olilems are: 

necessarily insoluble iL is suggested tliaL the Committ"'<> is 11eg ltgcnt 

in not facing up Lo Lhern. 

[n concluding ;,n nppraisal PL Lhi!: ~;r•cti.011 of Lhe Report one 

final poinl needs to be rnnde ond Lhis rel:1u.•s tu the qu~~; tion o[ 

responsibility for designing and irnpl cmc11Ling the proposed co urses. 

On this quesLion thP Comrni.l:tec it; ~1g<1in !iOPll'what c;on Lr:1c!ir.tory i.11 

iLs decl a r at i ons . 

In outlin ing how tht~se programmes coul cl bt~ set up it rcco:nme:1<ls 

rlwl, "Tile p;1t·L11ts (u itd Sl·n i or sl11dl'llLS \,'Jiv1·v !'O~;~;ilill') should bv 
sr) 

i nvolved in thC' pla1111 i.ng oi Lil e t:vtirs(· " yc·t in J{('('OP1111v11d~1l i o 11 2 . 26 

it clcr. J arl'S , " The l)r.p;1 ::-tmeul of F'ducat ion slio11l<l accl!pt the 

responsibility of <lcs.igning and irnplementinh courses in th0 fielc! 

of lium.:m devcloprncnL <.ind rel11tiu11 ships throur~li Li re-long e<lu<:aLi.on 
• • 11 86 
tor the whole' 1·omm11111Ly . Some vl<·ml'nl of conf t1sinn obta in!; here. 

On the one h,1nd till' (\.'mllli L Lee Sl'<·ms t· o b,· :--;,1v i 11 ['. Lh.1 L the: l" l spoils-

ibi l ity for the design and imp]cmentativn of these prugrammes is the 

single responsi.bi]ity of the Departmen t of Education , while on the 

oLher it is suggesting thnt a shared responsibility between parents 

and the Department is envisaged. In terms of parental support for 

Lhcse programmes t he di.[ference between these two interpretations is 

ve r y impor t ant . If parents believe they have a real role in Lhe 

decision making process r elating Lo human dcvelopm~nt and relation­

ships programmes then t h ey a r e likely to be more s u pportive of such 

84 . ibid , p 41. 
85 . ibid, p 40 . 
86 . ibid, p 39 . 
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o ne . Consequently it is very important that any confusions jn 
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this area be removed . If the notion o[ parental involvement is 

intended to suggest a shared parental and Depa rtmenta l responsibility 

then cl.early Recommcndat i_on 2 . 2 . 6 should be ret;ordcd to indicate 

th LS . If this is not the Committee's inlention then Lh0 exact 

nature of parental involvemcuL will need Lo be specified much more 

precisely . 

From the examination made in Lhis chapter , it is clear that 

the initial claim with respect lo the Committee ' s failure to face 

up to and help resolve many of the problems raised by the Ross Report 

six years ago is well substantiated . Rather than explaining the 

basis fo r it ~ own vi('WS aml l:Xplni.ning rhc! r;1ti0n ~1l e for rejecting 

the various criticisms Lh<.1l have b,•(·n ;n<idl: of Lill: Ross Repor [ 

proposals it largely avoids them <Wd seems to assume Lliat its own 

declarriLiuns merit Uilflll<'SLioning acccpu1nce. 

TEACHER TRAIN I NG 

In this section Lwo arC>as in pnrti<'11iar will be lonked at: viz. 

S l d P S . T . . 87 .:_c:_cc:_0.on an re-_:_er_~~Cl' r al.OJ rt(' . 

SELECTION 

The Committee acknowledges the importnncr of tcncher educnt:i.on 

wh'1n it i;tatC>s, "We have rvceivcd much support , ho th fn1m submissi.011 

and from speakers, for Lile view that [C'a ch . r (:duc~it ion is the key 

to change in education, e111d we concur with this vicw11
,
88 

but rather 

s11q>rh>ingly i.t gives very little consiclcn1tion Lo Lhis in its 

Report on this vitnJ area . Not only does it give this .Jrca very 

little consideration , but the cons id eration i.t does give lacks the 

detail and conceptual cJarity that such an important topic demands . 

J\n examjnntion of Lh e Committee's comments with respect Lo teacher 

trainee selectjon will illustrate this . 

87 . Comments relating to the first of these areas have already been 
published in Massey Univcrsily ' s Delta journal 22 : pp 40- 44, 
1978, a nd they arc restated here wi t h minor modifications . 

88 . .££.· c it . p 50 . 
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As a starting point for their comments Lhe Committee recommends 

a g i·eater mensure of personal .:rn<l sociaJ malurity i.n aµµlicants as 

a p r e r equisite for college enlry ~nd commends the acceptance of 

older people witl1 experience broader Ll1an Lh;1t o[ school kavers . 

What thjs seems to be saying is that some, if nol many, of c urrent 

teachers college entrants arc inadequate in t erms oi Lhcir personal 

and social mnLur"Lty and that Lhe l'xperienc.es thl!y have had up t o 

h•aving schoo1 ;ire not su[[ i c:jent]y h1-0;1<l t.u vn.ihle Lhcm t o become 

the effective teachers the CominitLee would w.nnt. 

At first glance, Lhe Commiltee ' s recommendation here would 

seem entirely reasonable . Mosl pvoplP would agree that entranls 

to a Leachers college should have a measure of pPrsonal and social 

mr1Lurity and would be better candidaLes lia,l they been involveJ in 

a b road rather than a narrow range of experiences . Hl)\vever, when 

pursued f11r.Lher this general rccummc·nd<:1t ion becom~s rather less than 

satisfactory and at least two importAnt questions arise . In the~ 

first case , whal ;ire to co11stitul:e accl•ptalik criteri<1 for judging 

personal and social matl11·ity? St!-:·rnHLl\ , w11,1r m<..?.isure is to he l:s\.!t: 

Lo l'V:1lu,1Le Lhc qua! i.Lv of L':-:pcr ivn•· th,lL prospt·1·t·ive te,ich..;r :; culJL:gL: 

L'lltrant~; lidVt' 1i ~ 1d? NL:ilht•r ot Lht.,;1: 'lllL'St illliS :; 1·\.'111 lo h•· ;1n~;\,'t•Lt.:d 

by the C:ommitlee, yel both ilre Ct'ntr.il Lo LIH•ir recommt•nc.l;.ition . 

F i r s t l y , l c L u s t ;.llu~ L It t: q u c• s L i L> 11 ' > 1 • : 1 '· < • e p t n h l L' t · r .i L L' r. i ii f o r 

judging person:1l ;:,irnl socl tl 111...1Lllri1.y . [l llil' Cnmmit.:Lt'(' c<.in dl'cl.ii·c 

thal prospectiV <' Lcaclwrs colJegt' entrants 1H::L:d a grc•aLcr measure 

o l personal nnd social maturity , Lhen logic·ally it fo]Jows t:hal 

tlic• CommiLLCL' must have somL· st...1nd:ird or s1•r of n-j tri-i<1 ar,n inst 

which it can mi1kc these jlldp,cmcnts. Furthermore, if it has such 

criteria , as one Sllspccts it has , then it seems only rcasonnble 

that it makes thj s information available and explicit , for how 

else can the i nt erested pllblic join meaningfully in the debate? 

If h owever , it has no such criteria then i ts claim makes no sense 

at all and is reduced to the status of idle speculation . 
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Denied criteria as to whaL consti.tutes personal and social maturity , 

one is forced t o take on faith what Lhe CommiLLee has decided . 

What constitutes personal and soc ial maturity is surely far too 

contentious an issue Lo be taken as read . 

Also , part of this first question, is the matter of evidence. 

Even bearing in mind what the Committee has to say about its 

l I · l 89 d I . h l . attituce to researc1 ev1c ence an tiis, to say t e easL , is 

ext remely 0mbiv0lent :1nd confusl•d , so1110 <1LLt•mpL needs Lo be made 

to offer support for the claim Lh;1t ,1 greater measure o[ personal 

and social maturity in teachers college appJicanls is required . It 

may well be that the Committee is correcL in ils feeling here , but 

it also may well be Lhal iL is not . Hhal L'vjdt•nce does it provide 

or s uggest to help us m:1kc up our minds nhnut this mat:tec? 

Secondly, wh;:it measure ·is Lo hl, ust·d lo ev;1luatc the qu.::ility of 

experience that prospective t c;:icher s college cnLrants have had? The 

Commiltec speaks of "broad L'Xp!'ricnc.:cs " anc.l Lh .Ls seems to suggesl 

that breadth j_s the measure to he used in tliis case . If Lhis is so , 

and there is cerLainly 110 cvi.c.kn,·L in thl' J\qJorL Lo tl1C> contr<iry , 

iL would ::;eem that Lite Cummittce has Lakt!ll ;is axioma Lic that " broader. 

is bctU!r". W1ilsl Lliis rnny \;eJJ lw su 1.;iLh soml' things il i.s , 

not ncccssur ily L11e c:as(' wj Li1 t'Xl'L'r i --:ncl· . Tlicrl.' ure olher facLors 

to be Laken into consickr;.1tion, nol tl1v le;.1sL ,)r 1.;liich is Ll1e maLLcr 

of qu;:iliLy and relcvauce of experience . 

Tc seems nol an unrcasun.:ible liypolhesis Lu put forwa r d thnt: 

in some instances the quality of ;1 n1the1- re's tr ic tcd range u[ 

cxper tenc cs could well surp<1s~; tltl' q11:1liLy ot" a far broader range 

with the judgement of q11ality being di.rcc.:tly related t o th e 

pcirticul;ir ohjective that one hns in mind . With the case of ('hoos-

ing and educating prospective teachers one would need to examine 

the experience in terms of requirements for that particular activity 

(i . e . teaching) and it could well he that some experiences might be 

far more relevant and profitable than a whole range of other exper­

iences . The crux of the problem here seems to centre around the 

type of experience and its relevance to future teachers, at least 

89 . ibid , p 11. 
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as mu c h as to the "breadth " of this exper i ence . If thi s is the 

case, a r ecommend a t ion seeking to es t ab lish much mo r e precisely ju s t 

what type and extent of experience is most appropriate for prospective 

teachers a nd what measur es can be used to assess the personal a nd 

social maturity that a lleged l y r esul ts from th ese experienc es , wo uld 

have been ve ry much in order . As i t is, th e bulk of the discussion in 

this section on select i on f i nds no di r ect express ion in a specific 

rec ommend ;:it ion nnd this seems r o r<'prc scn t :1 St·rious 0111 -ission . If i_t 

is imrortant, as the Commit teL: c laims, thnt sttdent s should h;.ive 

a grea ter measure of social and personal maturity , and if it is 

importan t that older people with experi ences broader than those of 

school leavers be acce pt ed [or e ntry t o teachers colleges , t hen 

these im port a nt matters shouJd at least be attended to a nd embodied 

in appropriate recommendation s . Failure to do seems to give 

s ub s tance to the original c l aim Lhat this par t icular section of the 

Committe e ' s report suffers [ 1-om Jack of spec i fi(·ity and concept ual 

clari ty . 

From t he CJbove discuss ion o [ a rccon11m.:ndn tion th.-1 t the 

Co1n1nitt cc did 11 ol 111~1ke (yl't pcrhnps slwuld liaVL' m:ldl!) iL now seems 

;:1p prop 1·_i_a l e t o llHJVC Lo <.l ,~onsidL'r<-ilion of Llic n~commend~1tion t hat 

the Commit t ee did make (but perhaps s l1 ou]d 11ot have macle, a t l eas t 

in its present form) . 

Thu s for it hc1 s been s uggested tl1:1t tile Committee's c laims 

regarding Le<:iche r training , \·1liile s urv iv j ng supcrf icia 1 scann j ng, 

do not s t and up very well to a more r igo rou s examination . Further 

illustrations of this will now be provided . 

In sect i on (a) of r ecomme nd ation 2 .4 1 the Commit t ee declares 

that , " All int e rvi ew commi tt ees o.nd selection panels sho uld includ e 

a t leas t one member who is not professionally concerned with 

e ducation 11
•
90 

Now the reason for this mi ght well s eem very obvious, 

but many people would want to kn ow just why the Committee saw it 

necessary to make this recommenda tion, particularly in view of the 

fact that in the preambl e to the recommendation no indication is 

90 . ibid , p 51. 
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givl'n Llwt such <Jn asser t ion ·is abuut Lo fullO\v . While mony would 

hav e no dispute with this porticu].ir requirement in itself , what 

can and ought to be disputed is the expcctatjon Lhat such a 

recommendatio n s h ould be accepted unsupported by evidence or 

argument. I f the renson for Lhis recommendation is so obvious 

and unquestionable that no eviden ce or a r gument need be offered to 

<.1cc:nmpany it, Lhc n onC' c-011ld 1vcll ask , why boL11.·r tu stnte it a t 

all ? 

In sec t ion (b) of r ecomme ndation 2.41 the Commi ttee recommend s 

that All interv i ew commit t ees .:ind selection panels should be trained 

i11 int e rview t ec lrniqucs . Thi s recommendation seems to he clearly 

a nd concisely stated an<l a dire~L and logical outcome of the 

arguments that precede it . As such it srnnds up well to close 

scn1t iny . 

ThL' sa111c linwev~·r , \',111nut bL~ ~~'id nl st•cLiu11 (c) in t.:ltis s:1mL 

r l~comm end a l i<rn . JlC'rc , <1gai.n we nn~ confnm l ed by wl1at .i.s clearly 

a lnck of c l arily . The Committl!C here is su1;gcsLing Lhal selection 

p<inl•J s shou 1 cl pLH'•' 0m pli.1~; i :-. in Ill<' i 1- ~;._·Iv.- Li un ,, 11 r lws1· .tpp l i <"<I ll Ls 

1v!ll1s " [H· 1- ~;u1 1 .i I q1 1:1 I i l i v:; 1· 11 : 1i1 I c I 111·1;1 t.1> 1 1· I :1 l v 1.;v I I Lu 0 Llt1·r:; . Tlil!t:8 

;1r0 Lh r cc points that c111 1>1: m:1d" , .. ,n..-c111ing •lds i-c·<'<>lll!1H~11d·1tion . 

Firstly , the abil.i.Ly Lo r eL1te \vC'l1 Lo o thers i s cl0arly a neci::;sary 

but not suffi ch'n t C'1J1Hlili.011 fnr ll!<1chi11g . Sl'<'<>ndly, Lil<.: cl<..1int 

LhaL the pc r :jo11<1 L qu-il.i.L i vs o f :1pp l lean Ls sliou lJ Lake pr i. orJ Ly OVC! r­

aca demic s t a ndards a nd Lhest• 1at t er conside r atjons s hould nol 

dominate se l ec tion procedures . nvl'ds Lo be> clnbo r-aled ill much gre~1tc r 

d e tai 1 . J\n<l third] y , t he c ri teri n claimed for men s uring s ucce:jsf ul 

ex perience in dealing wilh people bringing up a r~m1ly and having 

involvement in the community need t o be stated a nd held up for 

examina Lio n . 

Le t us consider fo r a moment the emphas i s on the ability to 

rela te well Lo others . lt could probably be argued that this 

ability is , generally speaking , a necessary condition for successful 

teac hing ; but it can be argued further tha t this a bility taken on 



i ts own is insufficient for most effecLive pedagogical purposes . 

Because an individ ual has the ab·iJjty to relate well to others it 

by no means follows that he is ahlc to teach them . The one does 

not necessarily ensu r e t he other . Tt i.s not too difficult to 

visualise the situation where children are w.i.th a teacher who 

r elates well to them and enables them to have a tremendously 
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" happy time" while actunlly teaC'l1ing thom very lit lle . The 

emphasis that the Committee puts on this p:ir Licu l ar riualjty arouses 

fea r s that, should their recommendation be adopteJ, this situation 

could well becume a much more widespread reality than it currently 

is . 

Developjng this examination a li ttl e further leads to the 

second point rel.Jting to the priority of personal qualitjes over 

minimal academic standards in sele~tion procedures . The questions 

that one would want to ask here are : 11 \.Jhy should cons ideration of 

an applicant's persona] qua] itics t;1ke priority uver his/her 

academic standard?" and, "What evidence is Lhere Lo suggest that 

t his Jatler critc'rion docs , ol· i s ljkcly to , domin<ttc> selection 

procedures?" The answer to t-lw fj rst qut:sliun here could 1vc·l I lw 

L11:1l iL :;lluuld 11ul , <1m.I il cuulii IJl' .!Lt',l!L'd qui LL' n>nvincingly Lli<.tt 

jL i ::; l lllt <l lll<.ltlL'r or emphasizing Vlll' OL L li~·s~ l:ic-tnrs :1t Llw 

expense or Lill' ot her hut· r;1Lrwr L]1:1t both :ire CSSl'.11l ial .:ind possibly 

vqu;illy ;1::; lmpn1-urnt <1::-> prcrvquisilcs 1- or the u1sk in hand. TIH.• 

Committee may very wel I h:we ;:i 111orc convinci.ng .:irgumcnL than this 

for its c:1sc, buL i.t ls iL s rcsponsibilily to slale il . T t is 

insufficient to expect meaningfu l public dchat0 tu be based largely 

on an act of fai.tb. Similarly, is there any evidence for the view 

that a considerat i on o[ academic standards does, or is likely to , 

dominate selection procedures? Such evid ence is just as important 

for the position just outlined as it js for that suggested by the 

Committee . 

There is a third and final point to be highlighted here , 

namely t he confusing criteria for measuring successful experience . 

In the preamble to it s recomme ndation , the Committee suggested 

that the sort of personal qualities it desired in applicants for 

teacher s col l eges could be the result of successful experience in: 

(a) dealing with people , (b) bringing up a family , or (c) involvement 
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in the community . Before thj_s suggestj_on could be of much value 

however, a number of closely related questions have to be answered . 

for ex.1mple , 1.Jhat do thcs0 caLcgorics n:-;11 Ly llll!.'.111 and wh;:it is to 

count as " successful experience" in Lhesc areas? In what important: 

way, for ins Lance, is " dealing wilh people " different from 

"involvement in the conununity " ? Surely boLh involve dealing with 

people . Is not the latter just one aspect of Lhe former? 

furthermore , does bringing up a family nol involve both of these 

experiences? No doubt the CommitLee had in mind some important 

distincLions between Lhesc ac.:LiviLies but Lhese distinctions are by 

no means as clear as they should be if this is really to be a plan 

for action . Similarly, in deciding what is to coun t as successful 

experience in these arc:-1s, wltat c ritL·ria does the Comnl'i.ttee provide? 

If success in these areas o f aclivity is imporLant as an indicator 

of likely success as a Leacher, as Lhe Committee maintains , then 

it would seem most impo1·u111L t o suggC"st. some cri.Ler i.a ngainsL which 

Lhis success may be jud gvd . Succe;-;sful expcric·nce in brLnging up 

a family, Lor instance, cuuld well me.:.in onL' thing lo one person 

and something quite different to <rnot her. Similarly, i.n judp,ing ttw 

:-:llCCL'S~ of Ct>mil\1111 j l y lll\1() l VCJl1L'll( , <jll:lll( i (.I( i Vl' J.,ltli.•r t:il.111 

q11:1l ii nLivc llll~:1s111«'111c.:11 L s miglil IH~ usvd l>y Sl>lTll~ ohsv1·ve r s <lnd quill· 

the reverse by others . For the Commitlcc· ' s recommendat ion rwrc 

to become a useful guid e to nclion , far grl'ilter clarily and detail 

is required. We need to l<nm.J wlial is going Lo counL ;_is successful 

experience a nd we need Lo know how we are Lo mcnsure t hese things . 

The Johnson Committee unfortunntely does nl)t provi.dc us with Lhe 

answer Lo either uf these queslions . 

PRE-SERV I CE TRAINING 

Viewed overall the Committee ' s statements with respect to the 

pre-service training o( teachers suffer from some of the same 

sorts of defects as noted in the previous section and consequently 

are similarly not very illuminating. In that they do little to 

advance our knowledge of what precisely the problems are and what 

precisely the solutions might be, they provide little real guidance 

fo r the future . A brief examination of some of the things the 
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Committee says in this section illustrates this con l enlion. 

Firstly, t he claim that "Teachers colleges at the moment 

are f a r too subject orienL ed ;incl sLucle 11 Ls sreci;i] i s ·i n~ i.n one 

subject too iso l a t ed f r om students spcc1nlising in othe r subjects
11 9 1 

needs t o be looked at more closel y . As a casual comment thi s 

claim might well go , and indeed in certa in a r eas has a lread y gone , 

relatively unchall e nged , but ns pnr t of a scc Lion which i s seen 

by the Committee itself as , "Tho key to c hange in cducation
11 92 

i t 

merits somewhat c loser consideration . 

The first and most obvious qul!st i on that migh t wcl l be asked 

is, "On wha t evidence does the Committee base its belie( Lh:i t 

teachers colleges are presently ' far t oo subject-oriented ' ?" To 

have any weight such n c l aim nr·cds subsLanLiaLi.on . Some .:.Hrnlysis 

of wh:it ex<Jc:L l y is don e~ in the various teachers college's would 

seem approprinte her e , as w0uJd snrnf' statement of wh;i t consLitu l C'S 

"subject orientation" a nd wha t wuuld COlll1t ns an appropri<lle level 

of s ubjec t ori e nl at ion. Is Lhc C11m111itl('e r efC'rring t:o t:hc> scll>clcd 

something <.!]se? Thi s i s nn L clc:<l!" . Further , in wha t 1<1<iV i.i; Lhis 

excessive subj eel orieul aL i on al Ll•ad1l!rs col Lcgcs mauifl'sLi11g 

iLs.:lf in the activiLics ol Lh'-' n<.'w teachers C<•mi.np, inLn !lit:: 

schoo l s? Th~'se sorts of questions neud t:o lw n11s1-'l'rld i.r t:lte 

Commi.t l ec ' s very genernlised claim i s to l1ave ~my j11stific:<1ti.on. 

Turning t o the secon<l part of tl1e claim , similar questions 

c an well be ra ised . What cviclcnc:e is thrrc Lltal sLudcnts spec:inl i sing 

i.n o n e sub j ect a r e in fact isolatl!d from st11dc11ts special i sing 

in other subjects? What consL ituLes an excessive l evel of i solntion ? 

\foat ill e ff ec ts i s this nlleged i sola tion having upon those most 

c l ose ly involved? /\g;iin, if the Committee ' s cl;iim is t o b e anyLhing 

mor e than a staterneul of faith answers to thes e o r similar questions 

need at least t o be hint ed at . Perusal of programmes a t one teache r s 
93 

college s hows that for all sLudents at that college the percentage 

of timetabled activity nol relat ed t o a s pecialis t subject area , as 

in selected studies, is approxirnaLely sixty a nd this not inclusive 

91. loc. c it . 
92. ibid ,-p-50. 
93. Palmerston North Teachers College. 
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o[ non-Limetabled Lime when a greaL number of social , cultural and 

sportin g activities take place . Docs Lil Ls co11sL i.tuLe excessive 

:isolation? 

Following on from its iniLi.i.l ('L1irn, till' CommilLcc goes on Lo 

affirm Lhat ; 

" The teachers colleges must offer a 
climate that helps the students 
ach i eve or grow in person;1l <ind 
social maLuriLy, and must ndjusL 
their organisntJon to allow and 
encourag~ this growth . 11 94 

Here again a number of questions immediately present themselves . 

Firstly , i.L can be nskcd , "Wha t is the rcl,1ti.011ship of Lilis 

aff:i r mation to th<' preceding statc111c·nt ? " ls thl' Commi ttcc: 

imµlying that sLudenls ' growth in personal and social rnutucity is 

hindered by what it per ceives to hP. an exn'ssi.ve suhjcct orientation 

in Le<1chers collt•gC's or iL is making n ::>tatem<?nt 11nrel~1t:<'d to its 

i.nitial assessment? lf t:lll~ forml' r i s tlw c<1sc-, Lhc 1 ink is extrcmcl.y 

tenuous . Experience .1C a numbc1· or l'L•,1clwrs col leg(~ :..:.uggcsts tll<it 

Lile " i.solalion " of sLt1dL!11Ls SflL~ciali.sing in the srimc subject <irc:;1 

<lVL:l" a period ul Llil'L'l' yv;1rs ,·nn, :111d oflt'n dtJL'!i, t<·!n1lL in con-

si.derable personal , social 0nd intcJ1ec.:t·ual growth 1>n the part of the 

s t u d c 11 L s c on c l' r n c d . S L' c t 1 n d 1 y , i r l ll e I ;i r.: t L' r i s L Ii<.: c ~1 s L' L he 11 w ha c 

h :1s pro111pLcd LhL• CnmmillL'l' tn m;1k1· Lids ;1l-finn:1Lion'? Surely <1 ll 

tl!aciil·rs colleges would w;111L to o[fvr, ;1nd w11uld probrih1y believe 

they were offedng , n " Climate that hcl ps the students ad1ieve or 
95 

grow in personal and social moturity" \./lwt C'vi.dencc has the 

Comm.ittee been privy Lo which suggests thnt the colleges are nol 

offering such clim<1tes'? Tf the CommilLe<.! i.s prepared to make such 

a serious attack on the integrity and competency of teachers colleges 

in this matter then such an attack needs to be well substantia ted 

and the basis for the charge clearly Jdcntifi ed . In this case these 

conditio ns have not been 111et and the status of the Committee ' s 

aff irmat i o n suffers accordingl y . 

94 . op . cit . p 5 1. 
95 . loc . cit . 



Thirdly, with r ega r d to the Committee ' s reference he r e it 

must be asked that if its assessment of the situation i s s hown to 

be corr ec t , what precisely are the adjus tments of organisa tion 

that will be nec essar y if t eachers colleges are to allow and 

encourage the per sonal and social grow th the Committee sees as 

being des irable? 
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It is this sort uf de t ail which gives a bl.uepdnt its defin ing 

chara c teristics and it is this sort of detail the Committee has 

failed to provide. To simply state that adj ustments in organis ­

ation will be required does little more than state the obv i ous . 

If th e Commi tt ee ' s assessmen t is correct and organisational ma tt ers 

are hindering the personal and social g rowth o[ tcac he~ college 

st ud ents then clearly organisationul changes will need to be effected 

but the vit<1l quest ioll i s , 11 \</h:c1t: cli,1nges? 11 JL is to this question 

tli.1t the Commit t: (~L' L1 i Js L,l ;idcln'ss it self. 

In regard Lo th e rcmai11Lng fnur paragraphs uf the Cnmmittc.e ' s 

statements on pre- service training, sim:Llar co111111C'.nts c~m be made . 

The CommLttec; stresses the need for ccil.lcgcs "To l~ivc muc h g1-cater 

emph:is:i.s 

t 0 dchcrs 

to Lhe dl'vclopmC'nt o[ mnLurL: , c~1ring ;1 1HI suppni- ti.ng 

11 9(> 
th.:in in the pa st but d l1es nnt Lnd icate the basis for 

such a declaration . The imp lic:ition from the statement c.Learly 

i s that cur r e nt.: g raduand s from Leachcrs c1)l lev,es a re not ns mat11ro, 

caring and supporting ~!s Lhey ought Lo be , but the Commit tee 

gives no indicciti o n of how they hav e arrived at this ass1~ ssmen t. 

Nor do th ey give a ny indication as to how the grea ter emphasis 

they re comme nd migh t best be effected i.n pr<ict.Lce nor 1vhat criteri.:i 

are to be used to assess appropriate levels of ma turit y , caring 

and support . The Committee a l so recommend s that; 

"Stud ents be given opportunities to be 
involv ed in the programmes, ski Jls 
a nd t echniques that help childre n to 
dev e lop socia lly a nd pe r sonally . 11 97 

96 . loc . cit . 
97 . ibid ' p 51 . 
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The implication here is tha t students currently arc not g iven such 

opportunities. Some observers, e .g . teachers college staff, would 

argue that this is an entirely inaccurate assessment of the 

situation both o n Lhe basis of thd r own c»:perience of Lile situation 
98 

and on th;:it of research evidence e . g . Till' Sampbell ReporL, the 

most recen t survey of teacher devclopml'nt programmes . This Report, 

amongst many other tl1ings , declares that in such programmes : 

" There is s Lrong conmd tmen t to Lhe 
provision of experiences tl1a l will 
develop appropriate personality 
qua]jties in teachcrs . "99 

In the (ace of s11ch argllmrnt the Cornmilt:t·c ' s cL1ims dn not appcrtr 

to be very subs tanti vl.! . 

After <lea ling wi Lil th is nwttl.;r or socinl and peri:;onal maturity 

the Committee goes on t o prescribe ulwl thl' professi ona l element o[ 

courses should includl! . TL makes .Jll i.mporl..inl obs1::1 valion con-

cerni.ng the r elationshi1' bvLWL!Cn Lhl'o ry an<l practi_c(' , and dec:lart!s 

th a t: 

"l!eal Lil L!<luc<! Lion, inc llld i ng 1111111.111 
Development :ind l~l'l.1 t:ion shipf; shnuld 
be a rC'qu i r t..'d subs Lanl ial coun,l' 
for all cullege slucknts . 11 100 

It then conc1udes this very import:rnL !'H'<'tinn hy rl0 c l;ning 

Lha L : 

" Teachers in training should h~ivc 

opportuni t ivs ro observe <111d 
work in a v;irieLy of di [(0rcnt school 
organisations, including opl'n 
plan c]nss 1·ooms and t eam tcncldng 
situations , and all shou l d have at 
least one outdoor education 
experience . An understanding of 
the values held by minority g r oups 
and of their customs should be 
required f r om all students. 11 101 

98 . Campbell, W J 
De partme nt of 

99 . ibid, p 16 . 
1 00 . .££.. c it . p 5 1 . 
101. J oe . cit . 

Realities of teacher development. 
Education , 1977 . 

Wellington , 
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In t e rms of a blueprint for action these statements are 

disappointing . The Committee ' s comment on the relationship 

between theory a nd practice ls very timely hut with one exception , 

viz . health education including human <levelopml'llt and relatjon-

sh ips as a required substantinl cours(! tor all college students , 

all its o ther suggestions , <irl~ in varyi.ng degrees :ind with 

varying emphases :i.ctua Lly in operatio11 i n teachl'rt> colleges 

throughout the country . 

A brief analysis of relevant aspects of the progran~e of 
102 

one t eache r s c oJJcgc prov ides ev i dcn~n to support such an 

a r gument . At this 1·01Jege the professional element uf its courses 

inc ludes ;J detailed st11dy or human devclnplilent, (a ninety hour 

compul sory course , ) a de Lai l<"·d study of chi. ld psyclioll'£~Y \vi t·h 

resperL t o lc~1rni.ng :111<l teaching , (a 011e hund1ed !tour compulso1·y 

cotn-~;l· ,) plus ,1n ·11vurc·11css ul Lill. appl i.c;..it il•ll of t:tds knuwle<lgl' 

in the c lassrO•)ln through a minimum ui lour hundrt!d hours di n.:cL8<l 

school practice :ict:iviLy . TllL' colJc•ge :1ims to pt.ice st11<lC'nts in 

schools wi.th a v:uiety of org:rnis;1tio11 , i11cludi11i; npen plan rl:tss -

1·00111s <ll1U lC''1.11l LC;l(·)i i.n g s·i l ll ,ltiOJIS ;>:id L'.\'l'rV sllldl'lll li:tS at ]e;1:;! 

o t1l' cn1tdoo r cducal i.un 1•xp<.·1· i.c!nC:C' ut <1 WC'l'I'. '~; dul' :1ti.nn 1-·hi J st she/he 

is at t lw collegl' . 1'i,1ny h<1Vc ,., grl'al dl·al mon'. .\nd will! rl!ferl' llCC 

to under s tandinp, Llit• v;1Jul's and custom~; h<..!ld b" 1•ii11oritv l'ro11ps onl! 

ninety hour COUr se , C<llHpUJs,iry for :.iJ] stude11ts, dl'VUlt·S Pl1l' l)f its 

four sect i ons expressly to Ull' considl'1·;.1ri;in of 1n i nority C'Lhnir 

g 1·uups . EvidC!lCC' ol this sc1rt l s tou i1,1purt:1nl: l:l) be d Lsn~g;:irdcc! . 

ln addition to focusing 011 th~ Committvl!'s L'rror of 

commission here , it is appropriate a l so Lo consider briefly iLs 

ert"ors of omission . One such error immediately presents itself 

and this relates to t he Commi.ttee's failure t o conside r whal is , 

perh;:ips , the most intransigent of all problems facing pre-service 

teacher educa t ors . Th is is the problem of providing programmes 

of instruct i on for students which arc not only directly relevant 

t v begin n i ng tcuc h1...i:s but wh ich are perceived t o be so by those 

ro 1· wll om th ey arc des igned . 

102 . Palmerston North Teachers College . 
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If the desir e of stud en l s to " Gel ou l and teach" is acceded 

to before they have been iniliat e<l into at least some of the more 

important pedagogica l principles involved in the enterprise of 

Leaching , the likelihood of their relying on past procedures, And 

becoming uncritical pcrpcluators of the s tatus quo is ve r y high . 

On th e other hand , excessive and premat u re exposure t o Lhe same 

pedagogical principl es i.11 the absence o[ sufficient experj(' nce to 

m:lk(' the i nst ru ct ion men11i11gful c:111 Ll';1d Lll Lil e Lnabil.ily tu 

tntnsJate the know l edge of LliesL' pri1it·iples into m<:!;.ni.ngful prac tice . 

The situation is very comple"'< and the ba lance between the areas of 

theo r y and practice a fine one . The _Cam.el>ell Report highlights 

aspects of this problem when it notes tlrnt , "There is consider able 

discrepancy between the emphases of Lhe pre-service programmes as 

reported by college lecturers , <Jnci the emphases of these progr<Jmmes 

d b . . ) ,, l 03 l h h as reporte by the eg1nn1ng Lcac 1crs mt L e Jn nson Committee 

almost comple t ely overlooks this wlll>le Clrea . While teachers college 

lecturers see cheir programmes as being relevant and p r oc lically 

o riented, students frequently (ail Lu share the same perception and 

il i s Lhis discrepancy Llwt Lh c Commi.tLec hns 1.'.lrgely f a iled tu 

examine . 

;\s a summary as!;t· ssmc11r oi the Committee ' s sta terr.en ts in 

Lhis whole area of Prc-Se1·vice tr.1i.ning th!:' foilowing five points 

Gil t be 111-1dc . 

Firs tly, Lhe Conunillt:L' hils 11nt: pnwi.c.lvd t:vidence , eiLIH: r t:mpi.ricaJ. 

or by wny of ;:irgumenL, Lo suhs la11 t.i<1L'-' Lhc cl.:iims iL make~. 

St•condJy, Ln la r gl' mca~;ure i.L s ;1s~;(.•ssmcnt, both dirl!cl anc.l implil'd , 

of til e cur r en t si tuat i on wi. Ll1 regard Lo the p r e-service training 

o f Leachers is o pe n t o ser i ous cha 11 engc . Thirdly , much of what the 

Committee pr esents as a prescription for the futu r e is in rea lity 

a description of the st<itus quo . Fourthl y , i.n highlighting the 

alleged deficiencies in the present organisational arrangements 

it fails Lo direct its at t enti on to the provision of appropriately 

103 . op . cit . p 76 . 
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specific solutions . Fifthly, in presenting its deliberations the 

Committee is making the false assumption that all teachers colleges 

opera te in the same way. 



Chapter. four 

CONCLUS I ON 

1n offering a critique of sclectNl aspects of the Johnson 

Repor t this paper lrns focused on the Commit Lee's endeavour Lo 

produce " A bluepr·int for action in rhc rea l m of health and socia] 

education" 1 and the claim has been made that , in the area~; examined, 

the Committee has been unsuccessful in its endeavour . Through an 

examination of the Commit t ee's statements <'Ind recommendations in a 

number of impor t ant an.!as evidence has been presented Lo show tlrn t 

this c l aim is wel l substantiated . Hy way of conclusion Lo this 

study the following s ummary slatl'mc·nL relating to Lile "Vidence is 

now pr esented . 

Under the heading "Ceneral C01H.:erns " the C<lmmiLLl;\2 1 S state­

me n ts on the topics of "R~search", "Socia1 Educntion" , "Academic 

Standards" and " School Cl imnles" lwvr· bt'L'n l'Xam ined and have been 

shown to be lnaclL'q u alC' in a number of import<mt rc~;pc.•cts . 

In the section concerned wj_t Ii n·s1:;1rcil tlw l ack of clari.ty 

under.lying the stand taken on Lhe funct·ion of research and the lack 

of specificity in the recommendation proposed a r e two parLicular 

and impor tant deficiencies that havr heen revealed . \hth referenCL' 

to the first of these <lefjcjenc:ics, there is cvidL'nCc tu suggest 

Lhat the Committee itself is not sure or its own theoretical 

position on the place of rc!sear ch .:iu<l \v.it-h rcferl'nce Lo Lhc second 

i t is appa r ent that the recommcndalion, as i.t stands , lacks the 

degree of detail n ecessary Lo allow Jt to h~ve any practical value 

i n t erms of pointing up fu t ure directions. 

In t he sect i on dealing explicitly with social education the 

lack of c l arity concer ning t h e exact nature of thi s particular form 

o f e duca t ion has been highligh ted and it has been demons tra t e d 

that t he abse nce of a clear and posit ive conception of social 

education ha s l e d to ser ious con f u sions . 

1. o p . c it. p 3 . 
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In the section dealing with academic standards the Committee's 

inability to adequately conceptualise the nature of the problem 

being considere d has again been revealed . It has shown that the 

Commi ttee is not really addressing itself to the general t opic of 

academic standards or to th e more specific question of what academic 

standards should be aimed for in the curricuJum of our schools, but 

rather it is considering th e question of what the curriculum itself 

should consist of. It has also been shown that the imprecise and 

confused manner in which the Committee presents its deliberations 

has had the effect of obscuring the intent of what it has had to say . 

In the section dealing with the clima t e in schools it has been 

shown that th e Committee has failed to name specific research studies 

which s upport its position, thnt :i t nwkc s :1 recommendation which is 

decidedly ambiguous and tr1at it has been much too simplistic in its 

approach to t he whole question of school climate . 

Under the he<:icling "Specific Concerns " the Committee' s s tat emen t s 

on the topics of "Mor;1l, Spiritu.:i1 and V:1.lt1(·s f.duc:itjon", "Education 

About Human Deve] opmC'n t .:incl Re](! t i onship s " <1nd "Tenc hcr Tra ·i ning" 

have been examined and further inadequacie s have b ee n revealed. 
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In the section dealing with moral, ~1pj 1·it110.l .:ind values education 

it has been shown thnt wll'i1c a g r e~1t clea] of th e con trove r sy i.s un 

almost inevitable accompaniment 1} f nny study of this area, much is a 

direct consequence of the inept manner in which th e Committee has 

hand.led the issues involved. The getH~ r a·l 1 ac: k of conceptual clo.rity 

and tlie lack o[ precision in expre::;sion demonstrated by the Committee 

throughout the Report continues to be evident in this section. Th e 

Committee has not though t through the exact nature of the concepts of 

"morality " and "moral ed uc ation " and it has conflated the important 

distinction between values which are moral and those which are non­

moral. It has been shown to be confused in its statements on values 

education a nd its prescription for dealing with controversial issues 

has been shown t o be inadequate. With reference to spiri tual education, 

its proposals, insofar as they can be interpreted, have likewise been 

shown to suffer from similar limitations. 



In the section dealing with human development and relation­

ships it has been s hown that the Comtnj ttee has done little to 

advance public unders tandi ng in this area. It has not faced up 

to, or helped resolve, many of the probl ems raised hy the 

proposals of the Ross Report six ye;irs ago . Rath<~r than exp l ain­

ing the basis for its own views and cxpL1ining thC" ralionale for 

rejectin g the vnri ous critic- isms Lhnt hDve h0011 made of tile Ross 

Report proposals it has largely avoided them and seems to have 

assumed that its own declarat i ons merit unquestioning acceptance . 

Finally, in the secr i o11 deaJi11g with teacher tr;iining il has 

been s hown Llrnt not only does the Commi ttee give fosufficient 

considera ti on to this vital area but the consideration it docs 

give lacks the detail and conceptual clDrity that such an import ­

ant topic demands . 
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