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/\IlSTRJ\CT 

This study used the De lphi Technique to i nvcstjg.:ite 

weaknesses of Di vision "/\" (primary) tc.::icher select­

ion procedures in New 6ea land . 

Some o[ t he m'1jor criteria on which New /,c.:il::inJ Divi ­

sion "/\" (pr imt:lry) tcuche r c.:1 ndida tes .:ire se l ected 

.:ire : 

a ] Per sonal guali tic~ overt {e . g . 

sense o[ humou r) 

b] Personal qunlities covert {e . g . 

initiutivc) 

c ] /\cadcmic ubility (including 

commun ic<.1Lion s kill s) 

d J I nvo lveme nt (e . g . with c h ildr en) 

/\ r eview o[ the literatu re .::is iL rel.::it cs lo Lhc~e 
criteria r e vealed : 

1 ] '!'Ile e xistence o( uppu r cnt di~;crep.:inc1r·~; 

between candida t cs ' .-~codemic abil i Ly 

und i nle lligcnce c:incl the i r· ~; u cccr; s in 

teaching . 

2 ] 'l'he personolity trDiLs a::cJ ch;1r.J cLcr ­

i stics o( teachers on enLry to Lrt:li nin0 

show no consistent relations hip wiLh 

success in teaching. 

3 ] The criterion of experie nce wit h child ­

ren (in vol vemc n t) is ba sed more 011 common 
sense than r esea rch c~:dence . 

The r esults of the three round Delphi con[irm and c x lcnd 

the finding s of the review of the literatur e by indica t­

ing that there ~re eleven major and significa nt weaknesses 

in Division "/\" (primary) teacher selection procedures 
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in New Zealand. In this light and in the context of 

recent overseas i nnovations in teacher s~lcction, the 

present study concludes by making e ight recomme ndations 

for change. 
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I N'l'RODUC'fI ON 

Curren tly there is world-wide concern to improve L;,,_. 

g ual i ty of the Leaching for cc ( Wi 1 son, 1 9 US) . One 

manifestation of this is renewed interest in Lhe sel­

ection of applicants for entry to teacher Lr~ining . 

Sc lection has become su l i C'n 1~ bccu use in most coun Lr ics 

in Europe , and in parLs of the US/\ and Can.:icla, i1 quoL<l 

system has been imposed on udmissions Lo prim.:iry and 

some secondary te.:icher cclucu ti.on prog r ... unm•·:; . l n LlH.•:;c· 

instunccs, an " open door" policy Lo tc<1cher ecluc.iUon 

h.:is been dispensed with und sclccLion 11:om Lile '-'l'Pl ic ­

.:rnt pooJ has been introduced. ln Lhi[; :..;ituuLion clo:;L~ 

consicJeru Lion lwr; been given Lo the cl i LC LL ti 011 wli 1 ell 

selection decisions should be bused and Lhc mr'i1n:; by 

which l!Vj dcncc might be colJ cc Led on the cxLc.·11L Io wll i c h 

c:u ndiclu tcs mcc t tncsc er i tcr i.J. 

ln New :lcaland, both Lhc critct·i<l on 1.o.·h1ch DLvi:aon "/\" 

(pri111<1 ry) tc0cher <:und1daLC!.i arc sclccLL•cl .111cJ thl' mt·.111:. 

by which 0vicionc0 is collcctctl have b1•c n <':;L.1bl1:;l1l;cl 

[or over Lllirly 1e:1r:; . lluw0v01·, Lhrt.!<' L·1·c•:!nl ln·ncl:; 

have cmcr<3ccJ which , wh0n comb1n<:d , h .:ivc h1•J-'JlllcnL·d Lhe 

neccJ to review Division "/\" (pri.m.::iry) teucllci !.;<•lccL1on 

l 1 , !; L , D 1 v l : ; i c , n " f\ " l • · . 1 , • I 11 • 1 

selection procedures hrJvc been subject Lo i.nLen~>'-' er i L­

ie ism (H0msay , 1979 ; frcybcrg, 1980). Secondly, t.1nc..l 

in support o[ these criticisms , there is cJ body or rc!j­

carch and much spcculution·to suggest thuL prescnL tcacl1cr 

selection procedures do not reliably predict s uccess 

in teaching (Purdie , 1977 ; Norman , 1978; and Wh,•llcy, 

1978 ). Thirdly , historically there has been A surplus 

of candid.::ites for teaching over places avniluble in 

trai n i ng (see Appendix 2 , page 1 14 ) . 

Despite these three trends , studies which have invest­

igated the specii:ic weaknesses of Divis..i.on "/\" teacher 

selection procedures in New Zealand have nol been forth-
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coming. ~ccordingly, the purpose of the present study 

was to invcstigute the weaknesses o( the cri..t:erio on 

wh ich Divi s ioP "/'\" selection decisions arc b.Jscc.l un<.l 

the wcuk J11 !; scs of the rne.:in!l by winch cvi t.lcncc is col 1-

ccted on '...h e extent to which candic1utcs meet lhcsc 

critcr1.:t. The rc.seurcll loo l used to achieve lhc .Jims o[ 

this st ud~ wa s lhc Delphi Technique . 

The study b egins in the following chuplcr by rcvicwjng 

the litert1l ure u s it rclc1tcs to the procedure~; wh jch 

ilre us ed in New Zc.:ll.:u1d to select Divi.sion "/\" 'nrirn<1ry) 

Lcachcr cundid.:itcs . Follo\/ing Lhi s , <.1 ckscr;,_ I of 

the procedu res which arc us~d in Ne w Zea land Lo ~clccl 

IJ i v i s i o n " /\ " l c .:i c h c r c t1 n cJ i d il L c s i :..; <J i v c 11 i n C l h 1 p t. u· 

'l'wo . Chc:iracteristics .::ind applications o[ DclphJ i.IJ:t_'! 

o utline d in Chapter 'l'hrec, us ulso i:.; lhc :;r:!l•'cLion of 

Lile sample. 

Cl1011lcr Fou r gives detnils of Lhe rcsul ls (ro111 t'.:1ch 

l•iu rt1 o[ IJ .. Jphi, <1nd di!;c u~.;se!.i lhc [indjn<:p i :1 Lhc 

c •i11L0 xl •J[ the n·s~urch r(' vi c wccl in Ch .-1pLc'1·:; On t.· ;1nd 

Tlirc~ ,111 <1 r ·on cludro;, 11}' rn ;1kin9 rccom1111~nd<1Li.on:~ 1'01· 

cliu nge . 
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GLOSS/\HY 

Teach ers 

Unless otherwise stu. Led, the 11 teachers 11 in this study 

arc primu.ry teachers. In New Zealand, prim.::iry te.:1chcrs 

in tr u in in g are c 1 ass i [ i e d as Division "f\" . Thi s i :> 

distinc t fro~\ other groL~ps of teachcrr; suc h .:is Second­

ary teachers ( Di visic;; "C") or kind ergarten teacher!; 

(Di visio n " E 11
). 

0 ~J2licun t 
ln this study , a person who has filled in a n .:1pplic.:1t ­

ion Corm [or 'l'c0chcr:-.; ' Collecje but wllo h.J:; nol lJcc n 

<1d111ill cd Lo Cl cours< ~ o[ tc ~ichcr trllinins.1 i~; tcrrnccJ <111 

"np plic.::int 11
• 

'l'ru.incc 

'l'hc term truincc Llpplies to u pcrso.1 who 

U t l.1 'J.' C,) Cher:; I C 011 (.' fj e . 

neg inn J__~_:J__!cachcr. 

J ·-.J Lrainin<J 

l•'ollowinrJ r1r:1(JLJr1tjo r 'l~() ffi :") 'l'r:,·1ch• r·•; I ('1)1 l•'(J• I I • I 11 l '' ! : 

a r c p lo c e J i n c <2 r ti r i ca l i n y po s i t i on s i n s ch u l : ; [ o t ~ 

two ycarr;. Tcachc r ~; in cc rt .i.. [ ica ti n<J pos i tio! 

t ' .< · l I 

:...v10 ycdr:J J.n o c crt:if.icdti ntj posi tion , bcCJinn l'J tct1 c hcr::; 

may or may not be "certificated '' . 

Ccr.tif icLJLion 

Each beginning teacher's performance i.s evLJlu. :.. c d by 

<J New Zculr nd Department of Educat ion Inspectc ,r of 

primary schools. 'l'hc i nspector then rccommen •!. wh Lh e r 

u beyinning teacher be certif icated or not. (:ice cert­

ificated, the teucher is deemed by the Direcl0r General 

of B<lucation in New Zealand to be eligible [or appoint­

ment to pcrmanunt Lea chi ng position s i n the pr imury ser­

vice. 

Candidates 

In some cases i t is necessary to use a term to describe 



the pool of applicanls , trainees , a nd bc9inning 

tc:ichers . 

ClppJ .tecl . 

l n L hi~; c .i !; c , Lhc term 11 candid..i lc' 11 
l .. 

~· 

licants , trainees , d:au bt'<Jinning Lcach•'r!j hc:tvc in 

common Lhe objective of bejng ccrLi. (ic;:iLccJ 01HJ o[ 
11 Ix ::omi llC.J 11 o tc<i chc 1· . 

'l'ra .inin9 

3] (a) 

"'J'ra 1n11HJ 11 
r~[cr~; Lo Lhc p1•r ioc.l o( Lirn•· Li .Jinc.'t; :; :;pend 

in .i Tct1chcrs ' CoJlcrJc us well as Lhc period c1s <i 

})C'<Jinni ng Lcc:1chcr j n tl school up Lo tile poj nL or 
ct1rLi[jct1L1on. l'ot· pri.m.11·y .1prJ J.c.int:;, LJ·d1nu11J <it 

collccJc i~; Lhi:cc ycill."!..i , rcc.lucccJ Lo two y1.' c1r~; for 

11pplj c,111L~; wiLh univcr:;.i.Ly crr:<l1L:; or :;i.1.111.ir qu.iJ-

i [ 1 c,1Li on:; . 

Sclcclio11 <lnd Withdrnwal 

Se 1 cc t ion i ~:i d i s L .l n c L [ r om w i L h d 1· n w <1 1 

Lo c.1ncliut1 L•~:; who , u( LllcJ.1· own .iccord, tlccith..: nut. tu 

cu 11 L i n u '~ vd L h Ll c :1 rec 1· i n Le r1 ch i n CJ • W 1 L h \v i l h cl r, 1 w .i 1 , 

Lli c c:.:i nc.lid.JL C mc:ik 1~5 tllc cJcci:;.i.on tu lc.iv<.· . :;c .. Jcct.jun 

rcfcrs Lo Lh c proc~·;:; of c.lccidincJ whi ch c.inu1ul\Lc:; <ire 

!j Ui.L ,1 blc for Le<1 chi n9. Dcci:; 1on:; Lu rl'Jr•cL c.1nu1<1.i t r·:; 

urc u:jUilll:; mude IJy tlic :.;L1[f of UH~ EcJuc;.iLiun 130.iJ d , 

Lhc Dcpurlmcnt of Educulion ur Lhc 'l'c;:ic; lwn; ' Col]<'CJ<'. 

In ter.vie w Commiltec 

Thi s term is used to dcscr.l be the group o[ people 

who interview candidates . Sometjmcs the C.Jroup is 

re(crrecl to ilS the selection committee or the sclcct­

j on [Juncl. 
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CH/\P'l'ER 0 N E 

Ll'l'l':H/\'l'UHE Hl':Vl EW 

'l.'hc reasons for this research arc expanded upon at 

the bcginnjng of Lhis ch.::ipler . Fol l o wing lhi;,, u 

review of Lhc lilcrulurc rcvccJ 1.s th.::il !-;omc or Lile 

mu jor er i. Lcr la o n which Div is ion "/\" (pr im.::iry) Lc..icllc r 

carn..J i da lc:; in New t,c.i lum.I an~ !;c lee led ( v j z . , " /\c.idcm i c 

reconl anc.J lnlell Ll.JCncc", " cxpcricnc~ wilh chil<.lrcn", 

anc.1 "pc r:;orwlily Lr:.:ij t~ and c h nn1clcr.i:.:Li.c:; "), <..:i..lt llH >L 

' 
be ::;uln;UrnU.:ilcd from rcueurch . /\ rcporl on Lile u:;c 

of "work :;,1111plcs " wh ich arc cur-rcnl.ly <1:;:;umi r1<J n e w 

impor.tuncc overseas <1:; a !.il<Jnif ic<tnl a11c.1 re lial.JJ e 

~;cJccLi.on crilcrio11 i.:; prc:;c~nLctl. Til e ch,1pler co11 -

clutlcu wi lh <J <liscu:;!; i.on oi Lhc ,1<l vt.111lu<JC~i i..lllU ui:; ­

udvanlu<jCS of t h e formal inlcrv icw <15 a procedure for 

coJ.lcclirHJ cvj<.Jencc on candjcJulc~ · :;u i. L.il>ilily ! or 

Lct1cl1iny. 

Hc;1:;cm:; for t. ll i.:; Hc:;c•<1rcll 

ln Nuvr·1111>1·1· 1~77, the l h c i1 Mini ster oJ 1·:cJuc.1tion , the 

llunour.:.iblu L . \-V . G.::incJ~a .iclr •cl upon ;1 rccoiruncnd,1L1on f1·orn 

the f\c.Jvi sor:; Council on EcJucat1ona 1 J>J.inn1nrJ t.o r c vJt•w 

tc.:-icher- Lroining. '!'he cn::;uincJ Hcvicw l 1 I 1:t'cc 1vcc.l 

submissions from almost 120 people rcprcscnlln0 a wide 

range of l>odics and ins ti tu lions ei t l1cr directly or i n­

directly involved in teacher cducaL jon in New Zealand . 

The many ar'~cJs of c0nccrn identifie d by Lhe Heview 

were grouped i.:ito seven bro.id categories , Lwo o( which 

were Teacher Rccrui.tmcnt and Teacher Selection. Under 

th0sc .wo heading~ were listed three issues wh ich arc 

[ 1] Hevicw of the Hcport o( Lhc ;,Leering camu.Ll.ec .1~;;,oci.:ilccl 

with the Ministerial Conference of NovarLcr 1977 . (Depart­

ment o[ &lusation , \'k!llington , 1979) . 



of particular relcvC\ncc to thir- s~ lh.~'' : 

.i.] " T Ii eke wa-:i co 11 t. { 11u.{11 9 c -'t i.. t i.. c { ,:i rn r f., 

.i. n t e.11. v .<. e ;v P·"- o cc rl lt 't e -:i , o n H' .e c c t i n n 

plt 0 c. e ,:i I.> e I.> , and (I f.i t 11 (' e ~ \' (' e () 6 
-:i lt c. c <'. .6 .:i { n <' n -:i u '1 i.. 11 9 ti r a t t I 1 C' HH' .:i t 

.l.>tti..tal>Cc: appCccant .:i c11tc~ 'I. tcacl1i11~1 ''. 

5 ] 

[ Rev iew of Teacher Traini ng . 1 ~19 : 9 ] 

.i. .i. ] "TlieJte l1a -:i Lir..c.11 a fia.i.Cu-'te (c• 't<'C'tu{t 

an arlequatr mi'< cf., cnt-'ta11L\ tr tcacl1i11n 

f ih i .d., P . 'J] 

.i. .i. .i. 7 " Tf 1 c -H . wa :i a n r C' d f., o ~ 9 't ca t C' :1 't c -:i <'a -'t c /1 

{ 1 rt o t I 1 C' a ,'I. C'. a ~ r 6 ~ C' r 'I. u i t rn <' 11 t , ~ l' r c c t i <' 11 , 

1:·d i.ntCJ:l'i.C.t<:c'nn f.,(lJt tC'ari: < 11.a" . 
f ihicl ., P . 7 0] 

Jn response to Lhe~;0 r0commcnd.1t ion:., !'0111· <"h0.1rJI'~; 

httVC been m,1dc to the f:<•l "'Ct ion rro<:r'clurr~; ~; i llC"' 

197 7 . 'l'hc:.c .:He: 

i l In 1')78 , ;1 mini.mum intt1kc fi<JUr<' (01· "M.i·n· 1 

und P.icifi.c Isl;1nclers; m.ilcs , .incl m.it.11r< ' 

r n 1 9 7 'J , " m.i 1 r " 

i'lncl "mature " cirrl ici"lnt c;i-our:. wr>rr rlropp1 ·<l 

[ram t h e reserve quoti'l so thi'lt: t hr CJUOI ·1 

remained c•xclusi•10! y for Milor i ;ir,cl r.1ci r j r; 

Is l a ~d applicants . Th e Dcpnrtm0nl of Educ -

ntion mndc a furthP r moclif icntion in 19R2 

when it cJclviscd 13o<Hds thnt it w.1~ p1·e:frr.ibl0 

[2 ] to incrcnsc the numb~r of Mt1ori ilnrl 

Pucific Islnnd applicants to lcveLs ~qunJ Lo 

or above the perc~ntagc of Mflori i'lnd Pnci(ic 

Is ln ncl appl i crtn ts ,1dmi L t0cl t hC' fJl'r:?'J iou s yen r . 

(/.J D0pc1rtrrcnt O( f.'r~:JCiltion circulnr, f1t1fY'T h., )')h , 1')fl7. . 
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iii ] 

T n 19 8 3 , the ucademic er i tcr ion [ro rn the 

appl ican t ' s selection pro[ile was abolished . 

C] 

111 1siii5 , recruitment officers wcr-e rcinLrod­

ucccJ . 

iv j ln 1986 , lhe minimum entry quaUficcJLion w.::is 

u111c1H.1cd to one sixth form ccrLific.:itc subject 

(~my :>ubj ccl} for c0ndidiltc:_; under lhc .i<Je or: 

20 . No (onncil quuli[iculions urc required 

for .:ipplic.:inls o-.1c r tile aye o[ 20 yc.:lrs . 

IL i.s l.co earl y to a<ljudrjc what the impdcl o[ Jowcr­

i n ':J ll v .: nn n i mum c n l r / q u u 1 i l i ca ti on w i lJ b c , bu t 

111__.illv~ l- <.JJ the 0U1•'r two clh1ng,....r; rn<1ck between 1'.J'/B 

t.1rnl i'JU3 c..:i11 be con:;1<.lc1:cd Lo be m,1jo1· <1111..1 i.t 1:; 

li.kr•J]' L!1.il nci.Lh,....r lws h.J<l any siCJnific.inL j;n1J.:lct 

un ,1ll ·~v1.ilin<J Lhr_. co ncct·r~!; o( the Ht;Vl.<'W of 'J'c;1ch t'r 

l~duc.:1Lio11 ( l 'J7'J) . l·'oL· ·-~ X<lmt>lc , Lh c.: dL:lL!Lion of Lhc 

J' C''JU lt1lJ u1 1 1.· · :<_1 .i1·<li rirJ quoL.:i:; w.1:; :;i.(_Jn1fj..:dnl on two 

counls. 

F1r:;L, iL w:i:; cle.:n LlwL ~_;ufficH.: n L numiJcrs of thc:;c 

uplJl ic.:.int:; we re now enter iny tc<Jclliny. Secondly , Llw 

fuel Ll ~ Jl Lhc quoll.l bccur~e cxclusivr~ fo r M.:10ri und 

Pucific I ~.; lt111cJ cuncJjd.Jtc5 incJic:aLc<..l Llwl Lhcrc w ... 

slill u serious concern that these condidatc!; were 

under-represe nted in teaching . Tile rcintroc.luclion of 

rnc.:ruilmcnt officcrr; in 1985 wa s a further move Lo cJrn-

eJ i.oralt:' thi s problem . llowcv0 r , Dcp.:irlmcnt o( Ecluc:-

.:llion Sll:itisti.cs (sec Appendix 1 fol· dcL.::d 1.;) !;how lhllL 

lhc number of Maori and Pacific l s1a nd students offer­

ed a place i n Teacher Training declined (or three in­

tcikc periods between 1979 anc.1 1986 . for the 1980/ 81 , 

1982/83, and 1985/86 in '.:akc periods , the: perce:-iU113e 

o[ Maori and Pacific Island applicanls offered a 

place of Lraining , as a percentage of the Lota! intuk c , 
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declined by 10 . 8 rercent , 28.1 percent, und 30 . G per ­

cent rcspcctiveJy compan·u w.i. th previous intctkes . 

'J'his illuslratcs ·,.,,ell the point tlwt Frcybcrg ( 1977) 

mudc tha l 

" . .. ' .t i. n lz c. :i i.11 g ' cut o u H d w .(. l/1 -~ c. e. c. c. ti. o 11 pli. o c. e d tlli c. ,~ 
u e.601te t1ta.{11i.n9 ueg.(.11 ,~ w<.e..e. , 011 tlie. ev.i.dettce 06 
co11 -~i..d r.r..a &e. e. 11c. -~c.a .'tcl1 {11 voc.at.<.Jrac gu(d(l 11 ce , 

ac./1.i.e.ve 011e.u ma.11.gi..nae gai..11~ ." 

[Fr c ybcrg , 1977 :2] 

ln r~l ali on Lo Lhc o Lh c r two conccrn:3 of L11c Hcv i c w 

rn 1~nt.i.oncd above , n.:-im~ ly, thal t hcrc were boLh <T i l-

j cj r.;n1s uncJ a cJ e urth o[ t-esearr 11 ubout tcu chcr !:;clccl -

sc~m Lh ;-1 t v e ry Ji t tle h,15 bCO?cn done t o rcct i Cy these 

concr •rn :; . l ndcc:d , even the New 6eu lu nd rc ~;eu rch lhu t 

h;1:; bc•cn completed ::;cems Lo h,1vr (ocu:;:;cd lni l .i nl y o n 

prc - :;clcclJon d.:il,1 , pu 1- tic1.1iar ly inlcr·,ncw t-al.tlHJ:; . 

No rm.:-in (1'J7U) , for in::;L<1ncc , completed iJ J on<Jiluc.Jin<1l 

s l u di' 0 r 'j 7 /. Di v 1 :; i 0 n II /\ " t c d ch c r cc) rn.Jj d .:1 l c :; w l. LI l 

the <1irn o( dc:Lcrminjn<J r c l .:1tionshi.LJ!> bclwccn high prc ­

Lc .::1c h c r :;<~ l cc tion scorr!; .:ind collr9c p ro(3 r c~ ; !j/ Lc t1cllj IHJ 

(>Crform.::incc . Si<J nifi c::a nt corrcl.iL Lon~; were noLubJc 

by th e ir ab::;•.!n cc . In (acl , 

" T Ii e.11. e w a -6 11 o c. o 11 ,:, {. -0 l e. 'I t /{ e f. a .t <. o 11 ,!i I 1 .{ p b c. l we e. 11 

l ite. .<.11.tr.llv.i..ew ~c.olle.-6 and the. d11..opotd: 11.a.te ... 

[and] 11011e 06 .tlt<L ~e.<'.ec.li.on -<.n6011.111at{on wa-6 

c.0 11~{ 4 te11l f. u a66ocialed w.i.lli lcac.li.i.ng pllact.<.ce 

r.a.Ung6 ." [Norm<ln , 1970 :20] 

Concluding , Norman writes, 

" . . . .{ t d o e. -0 11 o .£ -0 e e m po~/.> d.1 .e. e t o :> ·c c d .i.. c .t. c o .e. .e. e g e 

o ll tea c. Ir .<. 11 g p e. I{ 6 o ll man c e. 61r. om an 1J (· ~ l h c. d a ta 

cuiure.n tly lle.co1tded at the. t.<.me. 06 .-!ie. le.c.t{on . " 

[Norman , 1970 :30] 
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Other studies , such as Whalley (19 7~1 , report similar 

f inclings . 

'l'o sununarisc: dcspi t:c the er i tic .:...3111s o[ 'l'c.:ichcr select­

ion procedures which were c?xpn~. ssc<..l ;)y the !{cv icw o[ 

Teacher Training in 1979 , there have been no studies 

which h.:tve soug ht to establi sh the prcci:.;c weaknesses 

o[ Div i son "/\" (pr i mury) sc lection proccdu res . The 

urcJ c ncy Lo undertc:1kc such research wcJs rci tcr.:.i Led .:1t Lhc 

reccn t /\nnuu 1 Gene ru 1 Meeting of the New 6c .i LrnJ Educ.:i t­

ion.-:i l Institute (N.Z . E.I.) where u. number of recommend-

ti t i o n s w c r c p ~1 !.; s e cJ , j n c 1 u cJ i n tJ : 

Hccommendation 7 : 11 Tl1at tfte. De..paJr.lmc11-l u6 Ccluca. t.<.01t 

u111fr.lllafH. H . H!.all.cf1 tlllu .t/1e. e.66e.c-ltVC lll!. ,~ -~ UO uo.f/1 l/1e. 

.6<!.C.e.ct.<.011 /Jl!OCC.6.6 anci Jt.Q.CJw {lme.nl ,~c.J1e. 111c..6 6oJL te.ac./1e.Jt 

(
1uti11c.e..o". [ N.6.E.I. , 1 9UG : 1 00 ] 

I 11 LI I c 1 i fj II t () [ t h c a b 0 v c , i L the re [ 0 r c s cc in'.:; b 0 t h L i Ill c l y 

.:111<1 .:tppropriLJtc Lh.:tl s uch,, slucly be unc.Jcrt.:.1kcn. A~;, 

.i b .1c kc.1 r o p Lu Lhc p r·c:;c n L i nvc::; L l<.J.:1 Li o n, L11c 1·cm;1J1H..lct· 

o[ Lh.i. s clwpLer reviews Lhc n.~ levanl lilcr.:tlu1:c a!.; iL 

rr~ la Les Lo Lc:0c hc r :; c lccl ion procc c.l u re::;. 

'J'hc Scope of Lhii; Hcv icw 

Overseas , much u.ttcnLion ha s been p.:iicl Lo te<lcher 

se l e ction . Wilson ( 1985a) , for in Gtance , provides an 

cxlcnsivc review of over 180 research projects whi c h 

arc <.: ithe r c.Jircctly or indirectly related to teacher 

selection . While it is inappropriaLe to review ~11 

Lhe research examined by Wilson, considerable 

attention ha s been given in this ch.:ipter to the 

studies he reviewed arid oLhcrs whi c h rcporL on Lhoi.;c 

criteria used Lo select Divison "A" (primary) cand­

iclatcs in New ieulnn<l. (e.g. intelli0encc uncJ 

ability, pcrsonulity traits ancl chara~Leristics , 

e xper ience with children) . [3] 

[ 3 J The criteria on ..,,tii rh Division "/\" pr.irmry V~achers in New 

Zealand are selected are elaboratcxl on in the following chapter 
ancl n copy of the interview rating sheet is given in !\ppcndix IV. 
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Also included in this literature review is n discussion 

iv[ the "interview" as a S('!lection procedure .:inu an 

altcrnuLive criLcrion, r1amcly "work sumplcs ", which 

hcJs be<jun Lo ussumc new impor t.:incc (Thoe Lon t1nd 13yum , 

1982; Wil son und Mitcltcll , l<J8G b) . 

'l'o du Le , reseurch on t ile er i Lcr i.:i used to sclccl 

Lcachcrs hcJ !..; Lcndt'<l Lo be cor re l.::i t ionu 1 in <lcs is n 

in thut it hus invcstigutcd the relationship between 

~;clcc..:Lion cr1Lct·i.::i and u ~;peci[iccJ dcpcndcnL v.1ri.1bl t~ 

LlUch ;;s tcuchin<J c[[ccLivc n c::;s , pt·oqr-.1mnn.:: cornplcLion 

or <1L'..ninmcnt of .. 1 Lc<1chin<J ccrLi[J_c .. 1Lc. 

'l'l1v <•bili.Ly Lo prccJicL :;uccc:;:j in the c-ii cc r ~;LHJC uf 

tc<.ichiny [ rom pre-Lr .. 1inin<J interview :;core::. is of 

co n~~i dcr.t1ble itn1_>orL.:1ncc Lo :;elector!; (MCIHJ C'!.i , 197'.i). 

/\ccunJi nc_; l:;, Lo n..i rrow Llw [ocus o[ Lh i :; n .:: v 1 cw , 011 l y 

:.;Ludi'..! S involving " ::;ucc·~s:; in full-Ume cmploymcnL " 

( i. ·'-' · wh en Lc.:ichers L,1kc up full-Lime U~,1chinc:J pu:;ition:; 

111 :;chuol:;) .:i:;"-mc;1:;un..! o( LeuchintJ e[(ccLivcnc~,!. h.-1vc 
I' 

bee n included . Unlr~~;~; olhcrw.tsc ~Lalcd , " :;uccc-~;~;" 

i:; u~(inr•J IJy Lh<..! t·;1L1n1JS of lcuchinrJ per[orm .. rn1;c 

given Lo first or second yeor teachers by the princjpt1l 

of t he school where Lhc beginning teuche1· jLl ernpJoyccJ , 

c.rnd/o t· Lh c r.::1Lings <Ji.vcn by school in0pc<.:tor~; . 

The fulJ0w.i.n9 scc liun o[ Lhis literalurc review 

rcporLs on cor rel at ionil J research which lws i nvcs ti<j­

u tecJ: 

u ) Intelligence und nbility ~s pre dictors of 

sui...:cei:;s in leaching . 

b] Personalily traits ancJ characlcristic5 as 

predictors of success in teaching , including 

overt and covert personality scores . 

c] Work samples ns prC?dictors of success in teachin9. 

Unfortunately , much o[ the work on corrclutional re­

search was completed in the period between 195 5 and 

1980 and , as such, is becoming dated . llowcvcr , 

these stucJies remain relevant in t wo ways : they 
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have not been super -~ed and the results of these 

studies r emain the 1Jc1: .is on which m.:iny institulions , 

such as those in New Zealand, select teachers (or 

training (Mitchell , 11185) . 

'l'o du le , the most w.i.d1' ly assumed predictor of .:i succ­

essful Lcachcr has 11C<'n .:.icademic ability and 

in t C 11 i CJ C IH.: C • 

Studies o[ /\caucmic _01Ji l j ty u.nd intelligence .i;. 

Predictors of Succf':~:. in '{'caching 

S L c n ho u :.; e ( 1 ~ 7 S ) u c f i n cs .:i le ache r a s " .:i pc c; on o L 

ll!urnincJ, skilled i11 l.cclchin(_J" . 'l'lli!; <..lcf111iliu11 

suyrJcsts th.:it the L1.: i1c hcr is first o( .:ill u learner 

and thul 0::;!".;cssmcnt vi suit<lbility for Lruinin(j as 

il te.:ichcr is IJo!.;Cc.1 on evidence obluinc<l [rom p..i~;L 

pcr[orm;lllcc on leurn ing tusks . TL cJ:;sume!J Lcuchcn; 

wjll be knowJedcjc.:ibl '."' of the subjecl Lhcy a1·e Ll!.:ichin<.J 

.:111~ t.h.:il the y will li•_ .:iblc Lo help olh<~ rs become sjm-

i l01·Jy Y.nowl· ~ cl<J c .:ibl·. Yet , despilc Lhc lo<Jjc invol­

ved , mc.:isurc:.; o( in1 · · l lj<Jencc .:ind .:ic.:iclc111ic abj J ity 

have not rrovcd to 1.i·: !i lrong vredicLors o[ success 

i n l c c1 ch i n rJ • l~ <tr1j' v:<i1·k found smull , pu~i.Livc 

corrc.:l.:iLions bclwcc11 tneus ures of intellc•clu "1 l dl>ilily 

cJncJ r;uccr>ss in tr•acli~ng . (llellfritzch, 19'15; Ho :;t k1·1, 

1<.J4 5) . 0[ Lhe SS st ~rl ies i.nvest 1 gutin<J Lhc reJ.:ilion­

!;h1p LH.~Lwcen in Lelli 1..I. u<.il ability uncJ !;ucce!;!j J. 11 

Lc.:tching wluch .:ire 1·cvicwcd by Marsh .:ind Wilder (197 ~ ), 

16 rcporlcd co1rclDL1on coefficients thnl .:ipproached 

or exceeded + . 30 , b ut 1S reported ncgntiv0 correlalions . 

More rccc~t studies foc ussing o n ucademic ability und 

achievement measures have shown csscnLially Lhc 

same results . In New Zealand , for instance , Norman 

(1978) conducted u longitudinal study o[ 572 Division 
11

/\
11 primary trainees over the period of prc-truining 

through to the Cirst year teachi n g and rcporLcd: 



" a c. ad e. r:1 { c. ll a t { n. g ).) a. t ).) e. l e. c. t { o n t C?.. n d c. J t o 

c.0Jt1te..latc. moJte. h.<.91tey titan o.tlic.11. va.11. <.aul.e?.i 

w<.th c.oeee.gc. c.otiJt.6c. mal{/l?.i •• . [but] . .. 

t e. a c. lz -<. n g p e. I{ 6 o I{ ma H c. c. 11. a. U n g -~ w c. Jt <.'.. 11 o .{. 

1 1 1 

·~ { 9 n i 6 i c. an .t e !/ /[ e .tat c. d t 0 /~ { x. l lz 6 0 ,'( rn I ,~ L \} c. n lf 1 

n (')(Ill 0 ,'( U II .i._ V C )t).) {_ t lj <{ ll a ( (_ 6 { C. at {_ 0 I l -~ 11 
• 

[ "-:ormu11 , 1 ~.170 : 2U] 

North /\mcricun rc0corch ( Du r ch<lrmc , 1 'J70 ; Grc.ivc':; , 

1'.J 7'2. ; Ferguson 1977) .:ilso con(irm:, Lh.:1t <1c.:1dc1111c 

pcr(onnuncc , as rnc.:isurcd by untvcr~;l.l: y cx .:11n1n.il1on 

grallcs, i~; nol u reliable prcc.licto1· of ~; ucc •· : ; :; in 

Lcachin<J . Durchu t·mc ( 1970) corrcl.1 Leu un 1 vcr:;j t y 

e ntrance c x.:imin.:i ti on and tc.:ichcr cxum.in.:i Lion !; c or e :; 

wiLh r.:iting:; which were given Lo f .i..r~:;L yv.1 i- t c•.:1clH.~ 1 · :; 

by school pr.incipt1ls . li e conc}u<lL!d Lhdl tl 1c 1 1' w.i:; 

no ~;.igni[j c.:rnt correlation between cxum rc·:;u 1 \..j 1111cJ 

ratinry; hy p::- incip<1 ls o n Lc.::ich.i ng success ur b L! LWCl'l1 

cxumint1tion resull s .:incl r.itings o[ pupil <1chll ·vcrn c: 11 L . 

IJurclwrme <lid find , however , that variuu:.; co111lHn.iL.ion:, 

of CJrade lJOint averages obtuin ccJ (ro!TI un.ivC'r:.;ity !;LucJy 

showe d low but con~.;istcntly, por;itive rcli1Lion!;hip!; 

to both criteria . Greaves (1972) in J s.imililr slu<ly 

found that Vclrious combi nations o[ undcrgr<1cJut1Lc 

u n iv er;; i l y g r <..1 cJ c ! ; co r cs co r r c L1 l c d po s j ti v r ' 1 y w i t h 

assoc i ate teuc hcrs' ralings o f pcr(ormancc j n :;Ludc.:nl 

leach i ng , IJul not with the princJ LJdl:; ' 1.1L111<J:; uf 

performance as (irs t year teachers. Per0u~un (1977) 

report s three findi ngs which support Greuvcs . These 

arc : 

i] Grades attained at universily correlate h ighly 

and sign ificantly with teaching performance in 

a 2 to 5 da y ful l r espon sibility tcuching sil­

ua t.Lo n , cu11t.!l.1Lio11:, ran':jing !.1 u 111 . 4J Lu . 27 . 

ii ] Grades a ttained at university corrclalc vosil­

ively bu t not s ignificantly with performance 

in student teachi ng , correlations runging from 

. 43 to . 27 . 
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iii] Grades attained at university currelatc negat­

ively with pc[orrnance in first year teaching . 

The negative correlations were not or a size 

to be s tati s tica lly s ignificant but all correl­

ations computed assumed a ne gative direction. 

In s umma ry , what s tudi es to dote seem to s uyge s t is 

t h<lt, althoug h in te lli gen c e un<l ability as mc.::is ur cJ 

by !;chool c xurni nations arc 1ikc 1 y predict ors o [ .::ic.:icJ­

cmi c success ut u later time , there is no e vidence 

that the bes t a cad e rnicull y qualifi e d st udcnl. s arc 

lpso f a cto the " be st " Lcuc hers. (4) 

The lack of correlation between ucademic crilcria 

and success in teachin <J pe rform c:rnc e ind icutc~; Lht1t 

ot her v.:1riu.blcs , rcflc1··- i ng pcrso n.:i l qu.::iliti cs .-111 d 

s kills, m.:iy be importo 11·.: . 

Stud i.c::; of Personilllty ·_~ _r ait::; and Characlcr.i:;tic:• 

<1 s J>re<J ictor::; o ( Su cc<"" ; i.n Teaching 

In 1 9G3 , Gctzcl s and J . k!;on, concluding their 

e xte nsive review of l j · 1 ,1turc on the rclut ions h i p 

betWCCl1 teacher perSOll · I ty ul1U teuChCr C[(CCtiVCl)C!j!; I 

wrot e : 

"Good :te.a.c.l1 e.1tJ., a. it ,. 

e.tic a.nd mo1ta.lltj 

de.pJtC!.).)).)e_d, unJ.,tJm r.11 

But whe.n .thiJ., ha. J.i 

e.J.,pe.c{a.ll tj uJ.,e.6u R. 

conce.iva.ble. huma.n 

implied 6i/[J.,t a.nd 

{J., not be.ttvr. i6 
ly, che.e.1t6ul, J.,tjm / 

tha.n the oppoJ.ii te.. 

[ 11 J Wilson , 1985a : S9 

61t{e.ndR.tj, c.l1 e.c.11. 6u -f., J.itjmpatli­

•Lluo uJ., l[atltvr. tha.n c.l[ue.l, 

lie. tic a.nd mo/[a..f..f.y de.1Have.d. 
1 1·e. n ).)a{d, no.t ve.Jttj mtLc.h tltttt {?., 

a ?., be.e.n /[_e_ve.a.t.e.d . Fol[_ wha.t 

11.t e./[_ac.tion - and te.a.c.h ing 

O/[emoJ.,t human inte/[action -

1• people. invo l ved a/[_e_ 61[i e. nd­

rl1e.t.<.c, a.nd v{/[_.(:uou).) ![a.the.I[ 

[Getzcl s and Jackson, 

1963:547] 
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Few studies have been completed which specif ically 

allude to the relationship between pre-teacher 

training personality traits and success in teaching. 

Although thi s is a neglected area of research, Norman's 

(1~78) study provides several insights. Investigat­

ing New Zealand selection procedures, Norman correl­

ated scores (N=572 ) at the pre-e ntry interview on 

two mcusure s of personality with ratings give n to 

first ycur t<:!uchers by inspectors und the principul 

of the schoo l at which the teacher wa s first employed . 

The two criteria of personality on whi ch eac h .:::ipplicant 

wu s ~3corcd at the interview were : 

i] Overt Personality: These characteristics 

include such truits as self-confidence, vitality, 

and se nse of humour. 

ii] Covert Personality: Th ese cho.ro.cteri stics include 

initiative and resourcefulness. 

Commenting on an llpplicant's p crsonulity scores and 

the cor-relutions of Lhcse scores with pcrformu ncc 

as first ycur Lcachers , Norman write s : 

"The.Ile. Wa-6 JIO COH -~{.6le.11t patte./f.n-6 601t c.{tftl'./f. 

pe.tr.J.>C'rra.l<. ti} J.>COJte. ClCCOJtd <.ng :to the. :t.e.ac/1e.1r. 

1r.at.<.119 g.<.ve.n Utj lite. µ1r..<.nci.pa.l but. it.<.gh 
1ial(.tl[J.6 I.JI} {rt,6pec.to/f.-6 ,6e..e.me.d tu t.H. 

a-6-6oc.<.a.te.d w{tlt lt{glt pe..ll. /~ona.l.<.ttj ?.>COJtC.-6 at 

the. .<.nte.1r.v.<.e.w •. . [howe.ve.Jr.] ••• none. 06 the. 

-6e.lc.c.tion {n6o/f.ma.t.<.on Wa-6 con~.<.?.>te.nt ly 

a.?.>-6oc..<.at.e.cf w{th te.ac.h.<.ng pll.ac.t.<.c.e. /f.a .Ung?.>." 

[Norman, 197 0 : J 1 ] 

/\l though these findings rray be discouraging, persona 1-

i ty factors continue to be used by teacher selectors 

in New Zealand and ovcrseds as a criterion to a ssess 

teacher candidates. Similarly, experience with child­

ren has been rruintainecli n Division "I\" se lcction proced­

ures as an important selec~ion criterion. 
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... 
Studies of I:; xpericncc With Children as Predictor~ 

o [ Success in 'l'cuching 

There arc several rcusons why many teacher selection 

procedures hu.vc included this criLerion us <:1 con!..>id­

cration [or e ntry into teacher Lraining. Yirsl, il 

is commonly pt·csumcd thu. t a cand ida tc who lw s h.:id 

e xperi e nce with children prior to entry inlo Lc.:ichc.1. 

traJ.nl.n<J will be 111orc succe~;::;ful in dc.::llin<J wiLh 

children generally than u. similar per son who IE1s nol 

h.:icJ such experience . 

The second rcoson why cxrer j encc w.i Lh chi lun'n ht1:; 

been maintuined as .:i criterion [or tc.:icher :::;elcctJ.on 

l. ' . . -, th<•t such experience hns o[tcn been inlcqn cLcd 

one mcasu re o[ a candi<l.:i tc ' s in t ere!j L in cln lcJ i:-cn. 

Interest in the learners hu.s long been consicJerecJ 

an imporUinl cor.c.Jition of u. positive lcarnitHJ 

climdlc (Emmcl"'ling , 1961; Schmuck , l~GG). llowcvct , 

there .:.lppcac; Lo be few Gtudic [; whicli t1o:;i U vcJ y 

correL1 Le Lile experience with children Lh0t : 1 c.::inc.l­

id0te bring!..> to teaching and laler success jn 

tc<1chin<J . '!'hose [cw studies which hove been compJt~LccJ 

appear to be conflicti ng in their findings . For 

cxamr.1le , Durcharme (1970) , invcsLigaU11c3 relotionshjps 

between Lhe pre-service entry chnrncLcrisLic~ of 

first and second year teachers (N=J70) and :::;uccess 

as a begi nn ing teacher , found that pre-service exp­

erience with children predicted principals ' ratings 

of teuching performa nce in first and second year 

teuchcrs almost as we ll ilS performance i n sLu<lcnt 

tcachinCJ (a correlation of . '11 versus correlations 

ranging between .4 8 and . 59) and was more effective 

as a predictor of learning gains by pupils of these 

teachers (a correlation of .41 versus correlations 

ranging between . 25 and .30) . Durcharme concludes 

that pre-service experience with children and per­

formance in student teaching arc both better predict­

ors of principals' ratings and learning than scores 

on high school examination results . 
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llowcvcr , s tudics carried ou L ,1 t Oregon Col legc of 

Education (Gengler, 1977) conlradict Ourcharme ' s 

findings. In three rcrlicat.i.ons o[ .:i study correl­

ating experience with children with success in lc•1cb1n<J, 

Gengler found no cons.i.stent 1·2lationship belwcen work 

e:xpcrienc.:e vi.tth child:a.:en pri oi: to entering a lc.:ichcr 

preparation progrununc and success in three Lo five 

days of full responsihilily Ll~uching .:ind no rcL1Lion-

~;h ip be Lween cxpe r icncc w i Lh child rcn .:ind s ucct::.; ~; j 11 

two to five weeks o( full responsibility Leac l11ny. 

Mosl of Lhe correlulions obt.:&inc<l were 1war /.cru , 

but on one Lcrm ' s popul.1tion of student Lc<1clwr:; .-iJJ 

corrclutions <1ssumcd .1 nC<Jiltive cJirccUon . No L'Xplirn­

ation for this result is o[[cre<l by Gcnylcr . Murcuvt.!r , 

(out: otlwr vuriublcs corrclulcd ncg .:1Liv t.: ly wilh 

experie nce with chilch-en. 'l'lwsc were in:;Lrucli.undJ 

funcLions, assessment of student lcc.trniny , r c l...1L.ttH.J 

inter-pe r son0lly to students und colle.:H_Jue~; , und the 

u c rformancc of pro(e~7!; ionC1l 1·cs pon:_;j IJi. l j t.ic :.i 1-< ~ L1Lt · c..1 

Lo tcachin~J . ln all cases Lhc score:; cornpulc<l Lor 

each variable were derived Crom a scric~ o f dcl~ilod 

rulings relub ng to ~ac h o( Lhc Le.:ichinCJ funcliun:..; 

IJccousc o( the import.ml <li(fcr cncc ~j in boLh Lh e 

dependent und independe nt variables in lhc thr ee 

studies citccJ (Ryans , 1950; Durchnrme , 1970 ; Gengler , 

1977) , it is difficult to interpret the variations 

in these results. Taken as the avuilublc datCl base , 

it is doubtful whether the studies cited can ac1c~uatc­

ly justify the inclusion o[ "experience with children " 

as a criterion in a selection process. 

It would appear , then, that common sense un<l nol 

research evidence is the primary ju3tification for 

the inclusion of the criterion of experience wiLh 

children in teacher selection procedures . Secondary 



to this is a nother source which may have had '~ 

influ E' nc c o n the inclusion of experience wilh 
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children u:.; a se lection er i tcrion, n;:11ncly psycho­

therapy. Noted psyc h othcr.::ipist 13arrett-Lcnn.::ird 

( 1962) dr ew conclusions from his r csc.::irc h Lhol 

a u thenti c , 0cccpting , empathetic pcrsonalilics in 

t eachers L1cilitated learning . In l:i:; sl udy, h e 

corrclu.tcd client ( N=LGO) i111p.::-ovemcnt wi Lh thcrapi::;t 

pc rs on il l i t y type , con cl u d i n g th a t c l i c n t s who ~j how c ci 

the most the rapeutic chc:lnge perceived t heir therapi!jts 

.:is bei ng more genuine , pri z iny , and cmp.-1 the tic. 

Hug crs ( 19G9 ) remark ccl th.:it this rclation;j hip lw s 

been con[ irmcd in replica Lions of l3urrct L-Le nna nl ' !j 

st udy . \'l h ile there is no evidence that this research 

h as di rcct 1 y inf 1 ue nc1.2cJ teach c r sc J. oc t ion procccJ u re:; , 

G cl g c u n cJ 13 er 1 inc r ( 1 lJ 7 9 ) ) niu in t .:ii n th c1 t L h c 1 ~ c ~; u l L :j 

of studies i n psychoth e rcJpy hud u major i nfluenc e 

on Lhe dev e lopment of "humil.ni st ic r~cJuc.:ition" j 11 the 

l lJGO ' :"i .:ind 1~.nO ' :; uncJ th.-1t t his influ e nce.: wouLcJ 1110:.;L 

certainly h.:iv c permeated te.:ich•2r sclc.!clio11 p1- occclu 1~c:; . 

Mor<. . .! recently , scverul teacher selecUon in~;liLuUon:; 

o verseas have s teercu <JWiJY fro m scurchin<! for :; i n<J lc 

Vuric1b l es ( e . g . ucadc111ic attuinme nt , [JCr[;onc:iJ JL y fact-

01."S , u nd experience with children) u ::; jncJiccJLoc; of 

s uccess i n teaching und instead have begun to look 

u t t he quality of tcuching pcrformunc c under r;implif-

i ed o r real-life teaching condition s . ln tl1i:j respect , 

the use o f "work samples" us a predictor of success 

i n t eu ch i ng is beginning to assume new importance 

as d criterion in ·teacher selection procedures . 

Stuclic::; of Wo r k Snmplcs a ::; P rcd ictor.n of ~;ucccsn .i.n 

'!'caching 

I n t he i nd ustrial world and in the mi1i~~ry, the use 

of wor k samples as pr e dictors of job pcr(ormance is 

widely us e d ( Bray, Campbell and Grant , 1974 ; Campbell 

a nd Br a y, 19 67; Gh i selli , 1966 ). 
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Work samples as predictors arc also used in tcilchcr 

tr<iining in the form of st .·. 1(1c n~ teaching , though 

student teaching is r.J.rcly thuuc:Jht o[ in lhcsc 

terms. Mic ro teaching un<..1 other forms o[ :_;imuL1 Led 

teaching experience could t:.tlso be trcc.tcd c1s work 

sa.rnples but historically these experiences have 

bee n used L1rgely to develop sk ills ro.thcr thdn Lo 

obtain samples of work performunce to be us ccJ as 

pr c d i c tors o f s u cc es s i n [ i rs L y car t c <..1 ch i n CJ • ~; l u cl i c :j 

which have used pcrformuncc in student leaching as 

u predictor o[ success in full-time employment holu 

con'.;i-Jcrubl~ promise . For exomplc, Du1~ ch.-i 11 1•~ ( 1<.J70) 

found the relationship between Traininy Cullc9c L1ncJ 

ussocJute teacher ratings of student teaching 

perforrnu nc c and prin citJ.::ils ' i:ut:.ing~s o[ Cir:;t:. ;-ind Sl~co nd 

year tcnching performance range from .~ U to . S<.J , n11 

significunt at or beyond the . 01 lcv~l o[ con(iclc11cc . 

Gr ci\VCS ( 1972 r und Crocker ( 1 <.J7~ ) report ~; imj) .:ir 

findings . Norman ( l<J-/8), in l1r'1· lonqi udini.11 :;Lud y 

o[ Division "!\" teach e r concJi uu Lcs in New t,c;1.lc:111ci , 

also conclucJeu: 

"Te.ac_l1<.110 pe.1t6011manc• -'l.a.t.<.no.o wC! 11c_ -~i011(6<ca 11tl'y 

/( e_ f.' U.. .(_ C. d .(_ 0 .(_ e_ a c. f 1 t II!) /1 Ila C. .t .(_ C C!. a .6 ,~ C -.'i ,.'i In!.'. 11 ( ,.'i • 11 

[Normiln, 1970 :22] 

Schulock (1979) is m".Jrc cmphut.ic : 

"A 601tm 06 wo11k .oample. .<...o ob:ta.i.ne.d 01 e_ ,~.oe.n.t­

.<.ally all te.ache.Jt p1te.pa1tat.<..on pl!ogl!am.o, and 

when ca1te6ul a.o.oe.J.>J.>me.nt pl!oc.e.duJte..o al!e u.oe.d 

pe.k6ol!manc.e. unde.k the..oe. c.ond.<.t.<.on.o appeal!.o 

to pl!e.d.<.c.t pe.Jt6ol!manc.e. .<..n the. eal!ltj ye.al!~ 

o 6 te.ac.lt.<.ng about aJ.> we.ii aJ.> an.I} o 6 the. 
111 e. a .o u Jt e. .o o 6 :t e. a cit .( 11 g p e. I! 6 o Jt man c e. t Ii a. :l Ii a v e 

e.me.Jtge.d 61!om the. pa.ot 20 ye.a 1t.o 06 l!e.J.>e.a)[c./1 on 

te.ac.h.<.ng e.6 6e.c.t.<..ve.ne..oJ.>." 

[Schalock, 1979 :39~] 
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An analysis o f Wilson ' s (198 5a) extensive review of 

the li terature reveals that , since 197'.J , very little 

e videnc e has come to hand to contra<licL lhis 

conclusion. 

In sununary, work samples appear to of [•...!r potential 

pru111:se us predictive 1:1eusures of success in lc.:.1ching , 

bot11 .tn Truinin<J College u.nd us full-Lime Leuchcr . 

Ye t , clcspilc thjs , work s<:imples lwve not been \·:LdcJy 

usetl by lec:ichcr selectors. R.:ithcr , scleclor~ .1..n 

Ne w Zca lttnd and overse.:is (Wilson , 1985c) helve 

rel ieu hcuvily on the [orm.::il inlcrvi. c w cl!; <111 

instrument to provide vital selection .1..11[onnali.on 

on d pp 1 i c c:i n ts who it pp J y [ or le <.i ch c r L r .:.1 i n i n CJ • 

Studies o[ the Formal In tcrv icw a:. a 'l'cad1rr ~;e I ect: i o n 

l:'roc ctlurc 

'l'hc report of the Ne w Zcalc1nd ! ~ev icw o[ '!'ct1 cl1<· 1-

Tr.:ij ning ( 1979 ) no Led ~1·. u.t chunges over Lhe pd:;L 

ten yr~;irs htid led Lo improvement in Lc<1chcr tr cl i nj n9 

but that thel-e were l1 number of .::ircas of concern . 

One of these arc<l:; relutccJ to the [orm.:-il interview <1!.> 

c:i selection procedure . 

11 Tl1e.'1.c. iJ.> con.t.<.nu.<.ng Cll{.t{c{J.>m 06 <.nle'lv-<.e.w 

p'loceduke~ , 06 J.>eleclion p'1.oce~4c.~. anJ 06 
:lf 1 e ;. '1. i e. v e .e. o 6 -6 u c c e J.> J.> -<. 11 e. n. -~ u Ji <. n a t ft a l t Ii e. 
mo J.> t J.> u { tau (. !~ a pp .e. ,(. ca. YI .t J.> e. YI t C!. '1. l C!.. a. cl 1 { n g . " 

[Review o[ T~achcr Training, 

Department of E<lucalion , 1979 :9] 

In order to understand these criticisms , the notion 

o[ a formal inlerview needs clarificalion . The 

selection interview, as used [or the selection o[ 

teachers , is distinct from other varicLies o[ inter­

v iew used i n education such as "appraiG<ll" .:ind 

" counsel 1 ing " intcrv iews { Hiches , 19 8 3) . 'l'hc se lecL­

ion interview i s sometimes called the employment 
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iutcrvi e w in the sense that Qpplicants Ql"C ~e lcclcd 

for a pos.ition o[ e mployment. Wilh Lhc sch:clion 

interview, one or rnorr~ selectors nor111al ly inl c r­

uct wi th .:tn upplic .:tn t for L1 period o[ Urn...: b e twe e n 

15 minutes and one hour . This intcr~c lion is in 

the nuturc o f a co nversu.tion which 111.J y be tightly or 

loosely structur c u und which often tiroccc cl!.; [ru111 

general plec:isa ntri es to the main topic [or discu:_; :.;ion, 

normally selected by the interviewer.( ~;) . f\-:, t h e 

interview nears its conclusion, Lh e inlc rvicwer(s) 

will o[ten give the .:1pplic<lnl iln oti 1Jorlu nity to r.:1isc 

lJ o i n L s [ o L- c Lir i [ i cu ti on u r cl i ~_;cu ~ :_; j u n . /\flcr olJ 

applicunts have bee n see n, Lhc intcrvicwc t·:j J: sc u:;:; 

L11cir selection findings . ll e rr iol ( 1lJU1 ) cl cJc r .LlJc:; 

type s o[ selection inlcrvjc~W!; in t e rm:; of "i.- uJc~j z1ncl 

ru J.c:. '' . 

(or Lhc int'2::vi c w•_. r tu t<1k 1~ charcJc.,oL Llw :; i :_ut1 Lilm 

un<.l lo Ll!:ik ljU "..'sLjo n:; o f thL: opplic.!' 1,L . 'J'll c c1ppJ jct1nt 

ir; ui;u .::llly c xpc r.::L•· d l:ll w.iit unli.J. nv1L C'tl bcfur·c 

ar:i kin g CjUC!jl: i.on:_; .ind i:j cxpcc t ccl l •J IJ · · c...u nJ i.d l 'l1L wh e r e 

ther e i. s r~.J:;on o lJe ( T c:: ·;lcr nnll :iL .. ,L' l1cl ~; k.y , 1 SI.Ill ). 
I 

'l'her e J. !:; al~;o an ·~ :-:pL'cl.:. 1 t.iu11 Ll1~1J Llw .:qipJjc ,rnL i_:.; k c ' ' ll, 

but nol sycophanLjc , ;111J wi.Jl dc(c r· Lo l. IH~ 1.11L c rvicwcr ' :; 

q u c s t i o n i '" J a l t h o u g Ii w i l J u c c .::1 ::; j o n .1 1 J y v o .I u n Ll · c r 

uddilional in[onnulio n . 

With Lhis clari[ication in mjnd, Sch111ilt ( l'.J7G) dr;1w::; 

attention to the greul number of v.Jri.:ibl c~.; whi.ch h .:1vc 

to b e Luken into .:iccount in r cse.:irch on the selec tion 

interview. These include interviewer variables , inter-

action variable s , and situational varinbles . Inter-

viewer va riables include the number of intervi e wers , 

their uge , rvce , sex, physical appearance , e ducational 

and employment background, psychologic~l characteristics , 

expectations, verbal and non-verbal behaviour , status , 

and relationship with other members o[ the panel . 

While analysis of the nclection inlcrview reveals its 

complexity and whil e it still remains us the corner­

stone of rnany '.:.eacht?r selection procedures (Mi tchcll , 



19 8 5 ), its wea knesses .:ir e well docu~ented . 

'l'he Wcaknes!';cs of t he Selection In tcrv icw 

Intervi ewers d iffer grc o tly in their cu paci ty to 

elicit u.ccur..itc information from those they .:ire 

questioning (Maguire und Hutter , i CJ76) . Some 
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intcrvi e wct·s muy mukc mo re uccurutc jucJ ycmcnL:::> .::ibout 

c<.rndid .::itC's Lhu n others (Cook , 197!)) .:ind in t er viewers 

cljf[ c r grc .1 t l y in whot they remember -JlJout the content 

!<.ec n .:-i n ( 1977) h.::i s 

drawn :1Ltcntion to how lc1ck of prepurc:1L.ion , pr ' -

j u J i cc s , <l n cJ 1.:1 ck of c o n s is t c n c y i n co v c ri ng th c 

:;.i111c lup1c WLLh cli_r.r.·rcnl c..:.tndid.:1L r~:; (.i :; 1 ~ · -·purlcd 

by cu 11 cl i cl u L c :j i n ;-,; c 1 [ - t· qi o r t q u e s L i o n .1 c1 i r c :_; ) .:_1 f [ 12 c L 

t 11 c n.: 1 i a b i l i t y u n cJ v <1 l .i cJ i t y o ( t h e: u c c i :; j u n : ; L <l k c n . 

'Jhc gcncl'."ul !Ji..::1s of cJccicJinq _1_n L:ivour u( t.11 0:.:;c wh o m 

1- hn i nterviewer;::; like or who <-lrc like Lil e inlcrvicwr~rs , 

i ;; c vi cJ, ~ n c e <.J i n l he r cs c • <:1 1_· ch on th c :_; < ~ J l! c L i_ on i n l c r v i cw 

G l!i~;:J ( 1 '.J70) puint:; to 

t: ~· ! body o [ e vid e nc e which ;~ hows how ou r pcl'."ccp Li. 0 11 .~ 

of p c n;on;; .:11·e col0un:cl by out· prc-oc c u1 J.:1Lion:; , 

previous life hi story , anu r~rnutioncJl :_; tat c so lhal 

we S·~ C incJivich:uls "d uwn p c1. isco[JC 11
, .:in d l1 c nc e , 

often , .tn<Jccui-a lcJy . Iit.pr1 ' ;. :_;ion~; [onncu ;1bout c;:ind­

idul c~_; fr om up;1lica _ion 1 ins und l'."c(c i-cc ~; ' r c pot-t:_; 

muy be fut"Lhcr cont .::1minnt 1 1 fuclor:;. 

111 t il e light of Lhc above contention~; , Wc lJ:;tcr ( 1 ~U~ ) 

draws oltcntion to seve n l'."c::; carch f incJing~-; Lhal 

i llu.strate the compl c xi ty of the rnobJ crn of. Lh e 

selection interview : 

,, i] Jn6avouJt.able ~n6oJt.mation almo-6t alway-6 

c. all. Jt. i e. -6 mo Jt. e w e. ig It t tlra n 6 av o u /[ a lJ .('. c. data . 

ii] The £66e.ct 06 un6avou![ablc. in6oJt.mation 
aboui an applicant depend~ both on when it 

i-6 peJt.ceived and when the inte.Jt.vieweJt. 

Jt.ecoJt.d-6 the impJt.e-6-6ion~. 

_iii] Once an inteJt.viewe~ i-6 c.omm~tted to accept 
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.t 11 C/t ea ,_H~ ~ c. o 11 6 <.cl e 11 c. e rn .t Ir e cf t c. <. ~ <. u 11 IJ u t doc. .~ 

not .imp11.ove i...f) qtrne<.ltJ • 

.i v] Tl1 e. l:1ai.1ri.llg a.Hd e.xpe.11.<.ei.c.e. u6 .l11te..'tv.ie.wvu1 

Ir a ,~ m < 11 i. 111 a C. e 6 6 I!. c. (,j o 11 t It e. q u a. C. d '} o 6 j u d g t -

Ill C!. ll .(_ • 

v ] T :rn .( 11 <. 11 g ma IJ -':. c. cl u c e. t 11 t e. 'l l' .t e. w C. ll l' ~ ·':. o 1 u u l 

-t f 11!. ll. <.!. { -~ II 0 <!.. \! t cf<!.. 11 C. <.!. t f 1 t1 l ·H c{ tl C ( l U ll U 6 C It I( U ll. 

i.mµtuVC.j jucfgcml'nt . • 

v .i.] I 6 ,j c v l' It a t '1 c. a (' C '} p ll. o 111 { , j i. n !] o 11 \' n tj trn JJ Jc o 111 { .H ll '] 

aµpC(Call() l1avc Ul't'11 l'va.t'.tut(t'.d ( 11 )c t CCl'jj(.011 , 

u II I!. (.I • .' i I u <. j " Cl v t./({l ~' c ,, ( l' <. t L u ( ll ll d r'l - (.' 't u v l' It -

11al<.'.cl . 

v .u. J I II l C'l v ((~ lll c ~ j d c v (' L' 0 p (l .j l t 1 ·U' (I l tj /.I l' (I 6 (/I (' u u u" 
n11pf1 ,·r111t .11"! H:d.: ( o mcdc/1 aµp l'ica11 ( ~u 

·J ( (' 1}; ( lj /J ~~ • II 

[We l.n; Le r , 1 9 ll 2 : 1 '1 ] 

Fu1-Lll'::':" , /\IJP]:; o n ( 1'17G; i-r•porL'.,; LhttL LIH' t.'! recL;_Vl'­

nc:;:; or LhC' inLC l" Vl'~W rn.-iy <kpc nu on Llw l':<Lenl Lu whjch 

Llir"' int c: rvv:~ v1c r c.in c h.:iJJ•'llfJC' Lhe ;1ptiljc.111L ' '.; " :;cri p L". 

'!'l i e ::;er j r•L of Li te <l[Jpl ic.:1nL inciuc.11_' :..; :;uch Lhj ll'J~; .i:; 

L11 c 1r view o[ Lhcrn~;cl vc:; , Lheir Ci\n._,,.,- .ind pci-: ;on<.11 

VlllLH.:~; whjc:h Lhey hultl <1111.l wh i.c li tli1 •y <JlV•' ' ' XJ1rr"': ;:; i un 

Lo con:;J:.;LenLJ:;. (, ni.J CXLl lll[Jl<..' or ,\ :;c t• lpL [0 1· CL\IHl­

id<JtC~> [or t"',1chcr Lr.iininrJ 1.1icj ht be 1· r.JL1LccJ · ' > Lhc 

decision to become a t -~a cl1 <: r . I n te r viewee'.; ' " sc ript ~' " 

.:ire cltll l len<_J cd t hrouCJ h gucs Lion i n<J yet Kcc n,1 n ' 3 re sea 1-c h 

( 1900) points out Lhn L inlcrvicwe r s tend to u se 

lines o ( qucs lion i ng which ore un prod ucLi v c . For 

c x<Jrnplc , inlcrvicwcrs Le nd Lo foc •J s o n '.> pccul<Jt ivc 

mcJtlcr s thcJt the inlt.~rvicwcc c<JnnoL .:inswcr from 

pasl CXlJericnce c . <J . "Wha t do you Lhink th <J L you will 

most like .::ibout t cvching7" ; "Where dv you sec yourself 

in te n year s +:imc? "; "!low do you Lhink you will man.::ige 

looking after a cL:iss of thirty chi ldre n?". Keena n 

a nd We dderburn ( 1 ~80) conclud e that , although Lhesc 

questioning strategics may help selectors in coming to 

a decision , they arc al ~o li k ely to al i e nate applicant s . 
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lle nce, whiJ e many o( the crilicisms o[ Lhc selec tion 

inte r v i e w seem Lo be .Lnf lucnccd muinly by Lhc role 

o f the inte rviewer , onl y three pieces o ( rcse.Jrch 

wen.: found wh ich report o n c ... \ndidalc v0 1-i.:ibles which 

weaken the selec tion i nterview as an .:t!.;:.,;cs:;mcn l 

proced u re . Ans tey ( 1~77) and Gof[m.Jn (l~S~) su99csl 

Lhul lhcre L!> 0 w.i.11.Ln<Jness on Lh c pLlrl o[ ... 1pplJc .:rnl s 

Lo " pluy Lhc interv i e wers ' gL!mc " . Thal i !, , .:1ppl1c.1nls 

sec...k lo prcsC'nt the face tlwl is Ji kcly lo I.Jc mosl 

acccpU1lJ J c . Knowin <J what is .:1 cceplabl c tlnd wl1ut is 

•not i:; in Lcrprclcd on lhr. b0:;i!.; of cue!_; t•ickcd up by 

the .ippl1c<111L 111 Lht.: process of j 11L e 1«1 ct. ion willl Lhc 

lhlllt'l mc111i1e1 .:. lt is \vCll knuvm Ll1.1t Ll1" r•'l i..~1bi ) i Ly 

or t.llC :;r• JcclJon Jnlc·1·vicw l!i WC'dk<'IH.! c.I l;y li l t.' [c1cl 

Ll1.:1l dpplic.:rnL:; ofLcn tlrrive c.1t lh c inlcrvic..:w wilh 

v;11·:,;i:1<J dc<J 1·c 1~!; of inL1.)rvjew 1'xp1.'rit'nc•' ( \vj) ~;o n , l'JI! '..>) . 

lJc.::;pJlc.. Lhc.:!;·~ ccit.1c1:.;ms o( lhc !~clcclion inLL!rv1cw , 

,incl U1o:;r~ wll 1ch ht1v1 • IY~cn clj:;cu:->s•'(l e,11·]j(· 1· l n t h i.:; 

:; 1· c.: lion , l"•.:w rc ':;0drc.:l11'1· !; would .:idvucal 1 • lht' compl c LL· 

'-' x c l u !j 1 o 11 o f t. ll c i 11 L '-~ 1· v i e w u : ; ~1 s c l e c L 1 u n pr u c c d u r '-' . 

For ''Y.ump l e , i111:; L<.:i' ( 1977 ) <H.l vocu tc~ lhr' u:.;c of 

inl c rvic w:; .:1:; ;1 me.in:.; Lo .:1ic.J c.Jcci:;io n m.:iking if Lhc 

emph;1sjs j!; pJ.Jccd uuon builc.~jn9 up cJ <.lc:.,;criplivc 

~1ccounl of <1:.;p•.)CL!i u f Lhc <lptJliCfl11L wh ich .ire 

dec 1111 . .:cJ rclcv ... rnl to Lile sc..:lcct:ion c.Jec.: j :jion , viz., phy:;ic.:iJ 

<1ppct1 rll11cc. ,1rlicuL~1tcncss in rcl.;1Uon lo life histo ry 

.:ind Lhe mujoi- cJcc is1ons taken Lo c..l.Jlc , c.:ipuc.: ly Lo 

~.;Late , defend and critici!3e .:1 poinl o ( view <ind ::;o on. 

Wilson ( 19U'.il .:il!;;o i;upporls this vi e w. 

'l'o s ununar.isc : l n .,.,. .. i 'J h i n g u p b o t h th c .:.i cl v a n tu y C' s a n d 

<lisacJvanlage:.; o[ the selection i n terview , 

Leu ch er educa tion L n:; ti tut.ions ovc r secJ;, , 

most 

includinCJ 

those in New 6cnlund , have chose:i to mui ntain Lhe 

u se o( t h is procedure ilS a n important meu n s o[ 

collecting in[ormation on candidates ' s uilubil i ty [or 

teaching training . However , recent Lrend s overseas 

(Wilson , 1985) show thnt the extent of its importance 

as the principle menn s o f assessment is decreasing 

and many institutions ar~ now using it as an aid to 
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decision-making rather than the focal point. 

Conclusion 

The Review of Teacher 'l'r.:ii ning ( 1979) questioned 

whether Division "!\" .._c acher selec tion proced ures i n 

New Zcala.ncl h<id been ;uccessful i n c nsuri ng t h<1 t the 

mos t s uitable candicJotcs entered teachin<J . I n 

r cf>po ns c ro thi. s conc1'1-n , <1ncl lifter r.cviowi.n<J t h e 

literatu re on which the major Divison "A" tc.-1chcr 

s e J. r:~ c t i o n c r i t c r i a i n Ne w Z c " l a nc1 ci r c 1 w s c r1 , t h o 

following conclusions wer e forthcomjng: 

r i r s t , t h c bes t a c (1 cl c rn i c Cl 1 1 y CJ u ,1 l i r i c cl c (\ n cl i. ( 1,1 t (' ~j 

for teach er trai n i ng will not ncccss<lriJ y m,1k e the 

" best " tcilchers . Scco nc1ly , t he rcrson t11ity tr<1i. t~> 

and charncteristics th,1t ctrnr1i.clutes bdng to t h o 

selection intr:~ rview CClnnot be intcrr_-:iretccl cl S rel i ;1bJ. c 

indi.czitors of s ucc e::;s in toi"lchi nq. 'I'h irclly , the 

cJ cc i :. ion to i n c 1 u c1 c " r> x r c r i r> n cc w i th ch i. l d r c n " ; 1 r; ,1 

mzijor cr.it c rion in r>rC":>C'nt Di.v ison "A" sclccti.o n 

proccclurcs is bilsccl more on cnmmon se ns e t han r cscnrch 

c viclcncc. Th e review o[ the liter<lturc concludes 

wi t h t h e c1iscussion of t wo importn n t trends which ,1rc 

e me rging ovcrs c ns in r.olntion to ~enchrr se l ection 

pro cc cl u r cs . F i r :, t , " wo r k s Cl mp l cs " a r c h c i n <J u ~; c cl 

increasingly as Cl reliable selecti on c r itcri.o n uncJ, 

second 1 y, the tr ad i tiont1 l ly domi nan t ro l. i: o [ the sc lect ­

ion interview i n selection procedures is diminishing. 

The review of the literature provides an app ropriate 

backdrop for t h e f o llowi ng ci~pter wh ich will di scu ss 

in more dctoil the procedures that nre used i n Ne w 

ZealC\nd to select Div ision "!\" (pr imary) candidates 

for teacher training . 
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TITE PROCEDURES FOR SET.'P.CTJNG OTVTSTON 

"I\" PRTMJ\RY 'l'El\CrtERS IN NEW 7.P.l\T.l\NO [ 1] 
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Th i:. chapter summarises the criterii1 on which decisions 

for selecting Division "A" candidates in New Zealand 

arc based. The chnptc r hrgi ns by looking at teacher 

selection as n series of four stages and concludes 

at 9tage o ne. Stage one i s selection prior to e ntry 

i n to teacher training. 

TN'T'RODUC'T'TON 

'T'ei1 c hc r :.e l0ct ion as i1 seri.c:. of fjt_~e~ 

The :.election of Divi.sion " !\ " cC1nclidC1tes i n New 7.ei1Ji1ncl 

Ci'ln he f;c0n to occur 1n four stngcs . 'I'h~sc i"lrc: 

Se l ection prior to e n try j n to tc•ncher L r n i. n j "'1<J 

l I ~~ r~ 1 cc t i. o n cl u r i nCJ t~., c l11 · r trilini nCJ 

iii ] Selection d u ring the pe r iod o( i n tcr ns hjr 

iv] Selecti o n cJur.in<J i1 tcil c.:her ' s curec r 

l\t each of the four sta ges , formal rroccdurcs have 

been estubli s hed which <Jllow selectors to nssess n 

candidate ' s suitability to progress to the next stAgc . 

These procedures arc now briefly discussed . 

Stage On~ : Selection prior to e ntry i n to tcncher training 

Selection procedures used during this stuge include 

the application form, the referee ' s report, the school 

principal ' s report , and the formal interview. !laving 

demonstrated to the selectors that they possess t he 

[ 1 ) The source of the information in this dlilptcr, unless 

otherwise stated , is 'Che Education Dcpartrrcnt l\dministration 

Manual , part c, "Teachers". 



potential to succeed as teachers, candidates arc 

admitted to the second stage of selection which 

involves formal teacher training. 

Stage Two: Selection during teacher training 

25] 

Canc1ic1ates in training at u Teacher s ' Collrge C"ll • 

cval uFltec1 rcgul<irly by tests <1nJ u;,s.ignmonts. F< 

s ome c<indidates, ev<ilu<ition rn<1y t0kc t he f orrn of 

university studies but all candidates .ir0 llsscsscd 

on performance in tC<lChit ~ CJ [)rocticc . /\ft<'l' ~>UCCCS!;­

[ulJ.y completing two or three YC'lll' S of tr<li.ni.n<J , 

cunc1ic1at.c:; enter two yeC1rs of prob.it:io11<ny tcil~hinq 

els "brginni ng tear.hers ." [21 

Stil~c Three and Pour: Selection dur.in9 .-rnd hcyo_!:li!_t:h~ 

period of ccrti.f icntion 

'J'c.:.ichers il.t this StClgC C11C [orrnnlJ.y rl s~;e;,~;rc] by il 

New Zealand inspector of Primnry schools. Thr 

inspector gothcrs inform.it.ion on c ;ich bcginninCJ 

tP-Llc he r from <1 variety o[ sourer:, .i.ncludin<J the bcCJ­

innin<J te<1chcrs' school principnl . The i.nspector then 

recommends wh c thcr or not the bcq i. n n i.n<J te,1 chcr be 

"cert if. ic<1t0<l ". l\t stage [our, wh .i.ch e ncomp,1 sc;es . 1:110 

selection of te<lchcrs for promotion during their 

career, the sources of information for <1ssessmcnt 

nt stage three remain applic<tblc. 

[2] Sare trainee teachers defer entry into "~inning teaching" 

for one year in order to canplete a university degree. 
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The se four stages constitute the selection process 

which 
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The possibility of rejection from the process is 

greatest at stage one. This is due to the fact that 

there has historically been an excess of applicants 

over places available i n training in Division "ll." 

(see ll.ppendix Two). 

Doring stages two and three, the threut o[ rejection 

is onl y a remote possibility for most cnndidntcs. 

By stugc f our, the selection process is largely complete 

in the sense that teachers urc: "selected" not for 

rejection [ran the process but rather for promotion or 

for movement across schools or positions. 

This study is primarily concerned with stuge on~ and, 

in particular, with the weaknesse s of selection proced-

ures : o r those classified cis Division "l\" students. 

Por the purposes of this stucly, str1gc one hcCJins wh e n 

npplicants fill out an npplication form nnd it en~;, 

when cu ndidiltc s have been form<1l ly not if Lccl of their 

acccptnncc into <l course o[ teacher training . Sel.cct­

ion at stage one is the responsibility of sclrction 

committees which arc set up under the auspices of 

Education Boards. 

Education noards 

There are ten Education Boards in New Zealnnd. Each 

noard administers educational policy for a particular 

g2ographic region . Included in each Board's responsib­

ility is the selecting o[ suitable candidntcs from the 

pool of applicants who apply for teacher training. Each 

year the New Zealand Government determines the number 

of candidates who will be accepted for training as 

teachers. This number is termed the "nutional quota". 

In turn, the nu1,iber of students who are to be 

nrrrrted into teacher training by each tr~i ning college 

is issued to Education Boards and this is based on u 

percentage of the national quota. For the purpose of 

selecting applicants who apply for teacher training, 
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each Education Board appoints a selection committee. 

Selection Committees 

The selection committee decides which candidates will 

e nte r t eacher training tl nd which will not. The 

se lec tion committee is representcc'! by four or<J<1nisations, 

al l of whom have a major interest in teach e r education. 

These il r c: 

1 ] Th e Edu co tion noard. 

7. ] 'The Department of Education. 

3 ] 'T'he 1\~achcrr;' College. 

'1 1 The N.Z.E.I. 

U:> uillly, se lection c omm i ttee s i n c nch Bo n rel consi ~ ; L 

nf f ou r mc mhcrs, o nr' f r om e ach of t he f our orqnn i '. ><1t.ion'.; . 

r: ;1 c h m cm b c r i s r c q u i r c c1 to ho 1 c1 0 r tn t: i c u L1 r po s t i n 

t he or g<1ni s .-itio n whi.c h t hey repre se n t . 

t he go vc rn i ncJ rcgul <lt ion~ indicutc: 

ln morr <l c t.-iil, 

Bo th ~exe.~ ~hould be. 1te.p1te.~e.n.te.rl on the. 

c.omm{tte.e. Tf1e. 1te.p .'te. -~e.11ta.t{ve. 06 tl1<'. [cluc.at{on 

Boa1td may be. an Education Boa1r.rl membe.1t, n 

p Ir. a C. t { -~ { 11 [] t <'.. a c.f 1 <'..Ir. -~ <'.. C. 0 11 d <'.. d 6 0 It t ft (~ p I {11 p 0 ~ <!.. , 

01r. a ~u{table. 1r.e.t{1ted pe.1t~on . .. Tl1c.1r.e. ~liouf..d 

be. a Mao.ft{ Olt Pac.{6{c. 1~la11d 1te.p1te~e.ntat.Zve. 

on ~e.le.c.t.<.on c.0 111m.<.ttee.~ and .<.11te.1tv{e.w{ng panee~ 

whe.1te.ve.1r. p1r.ac.t{c.able. 

[Paragraph c9.1~.1] 

In add i tion to the members of th~ selection committee, 

each of the four organisations in each Doard area has 

several members who are available to act as selectors 

if called upon. This often happens in some of the 

larger Boards such as Auckland and Wellington where 

teams of selectors process a large number of applicants. 

These teams are called "selection pane ls" and they have 

the same structure and responsibility as selection comm­

ittees . In this study, the term "interview committee" 



is used to describe the group of people who 

interview candidates, whether that group be a 

selection committee or a selection panel . 

29] 

Every applicant for teacher training is [ormolly 

interviewed by an interview committee. The formol 

interview is one of several selection procedures 

nt stage one. The remoinder o( this chopter rerorts 

on the four main se lection procedures used at stogc 

one to select Division "/\" (primury) npplic<lnts i n 

New 7.ealand. These are: 

i] Recruitment 

~i] The applicat ion form 

iii] The referees ' reports and Sccondnry School. 

principa l's report 

iv] The formal interview 

Hccruitmcnt 

Hccruitme n t h ,15 as it r; ob 1ectivc the ncrcl to rromot.r 

nctiv0ly teaching <lS a worthwh ile c0reer. [ J l r.r1ch 

year the Department of Education issues n circul0r 

to every Ooard making suggestions for recruitment 

procedures. There arc two approaches to recruitment 

of applicants (or teacher training in New Zeal nnd. 

National level recruitment 

l\nnu<llly , the Education Department <lrrangcs for 

advertising on a national level , generally through 

television and newspapers with a national circulation . 

The purpose o( national level recruitme nt is to 

complement the regional campaigns carried out by the 

Education Doards. 

Regional recruitment 

In addition to national recruitment, over and above 

the supply of posters, information booklets, and 

[ 3] . Depa.rt:rrent of Education circular, 1986/ 69 : 1 
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leaflets, the Department of Education allocates funds 

to the ten Education Boards. These funds are used 

for advertising purposes only. Moreover, ee1ch yeur 

the Department of Education seconds a number of people 

from each Board area to act as recruitment officers. 

1\lthough recruitment is ongoinq, recruitment officers 

are seconded for the recruitment "sea son" , visiting 

schools, libraries, universities, and maraes during 

the months of July and 1\ugust. Recruitme nt officers 

are supplied with a variety of 'tc;ichin<J motcri0ls 

including cl 15 minute video. 1\s p0rt of the l~c cru it ­

ment drive, intending applicants arc required to 

complete an application form . 

The 1\pplicntion Form 

The 1\pplication Form requires applican ts to give 

personal details (date o[ birth, na tional.ity , ethnic 

identity, medical history nnd so on - sec Appendix 3 

for n copy) ns well a s a full nccount or thci.r 

academic and employment records. 1\n ;ipplicant's 

ethnic identity appears to be one importil nt (ncto ~ 

in sc Acction and has recently assumed new importance. [~] 

Th e i ··1 po rtc1nce c1ttilched to the selection o( M.1ori and 

Pacific Island candidates is evide n t i.n tbc official 

Department of Education policy, ~hich st0tcs : 

"Ma. o It i... and Pa. c. i... 6 ~:c 1 -~ i. an rl ta It g e. t 1.i 

Annually 1teviewable 1.ielection ta1tae.t1.i a1te 

1.iet with the 6ollowing objec.tive1.i: 
a] to en1.iuke that a1.i many al.i po~1.iibte, 

p1te6e~a.bly all, ~uitable Mao1ti... anrl 

Paci6ic 11.iland appli...cant1.i a1te. 066e1terl 
place1.i in te.ache.1r. t1r.ainin9 co1ut1.ie1.i. 

[ 4] See, for example, "The CUrricu1um Review, 1986. I\ 

Draft Report Prepared for the Crnmittec to neview the curric­

ulum for schools". Departrrent of Education, Wellington, 1986. 

The report maintains that there is a shortage of Maori and 

Pacific Island teachers and that every effort should be rradc 
' • -- - L---



bl to ac.h-<.e.ve. 11atioY1at.f.y, at te.a /!it , tire. 

.6 am e. le. v e. l o 6 Ma o It .<. a 11 d Pac. i6 .<. c. 1 ,!J ~a 11 d 

J.>elect.<.011 a.6 aclr{eve.d tire p1tc.viou~ yeaJt 
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a YI d , .( 6 p 0 .6 ,:i ,({; l C!.. , t 0 .(. 11 C It C!. (( -!> C. tf I a t e C! V C e . 

Tir e pl!.ocerluJte pJtovide..6 60.'t o66e:r. ,~ to br marlr to 

l 0 we Jt Jt (1 11 k .(. 11 g Ma 0 Jt (. a YI d r a c .(.6 { c. L!i (' a I! rl a p p r (. c (1 11 L!i 

.<. Y1 J.>tag e /:i 6oeeow.(11g Jte.61 1. /:i aeJ.> 06 i11i..t.<ae o66c.,'t .!J 

~Jtom h.i..glieJt .'ta11/l{11g appt.<.c.a11t /:i .!Jo tliat tire 

ac.11.i..e·~· eme.nt of, tfte above aim.ti can be .Hfatcrl 

to tl1e oveJ::tlf. quaUty 06 tlie 6.1,'e,frl o~ nrpl'icnnt~ 

p:r.e.6C?..11t{ng t f1 c.m,:ie. eue ,:i {11 anlj Oll C. IJC'Cl ·'t . 

r rilr.1qr;iph c9 . 1'1.0 ) 

Ge nerally , persons who hClvc C\ttoincd the < 1g c~ nf '1G 

ycnrs C1rc not nor.mnlly considered fnr srlr~tinn nn~ 

neither arc those who clo not hnvc the r.cquirc~cl ,1cnclt"'mic 

qu,1 l i ( icu tions . 

Ac ndc mic Qunl i (icntion s 

The gunlificntion s required for entry to Division " /\ " 

for those applicnnts who have not nttn i necl t wenty yC'.1r:; 

of age prior to the commcnccrrent of the courr;c of t· rn in­

ing is n Sixth Form Ccrtific.:itc in one or mo r e subject" , 

or University Entrance. No formal sccond0ry quoJificot­

ions arc required for applica n ts who will hove attained 

twe nty years of age pr ior to admission. 

It is expected t hat older applicants will he ~t 

lenst 23 yenrs of age und that they be : 

" • • • I[ e c. o mm e. 11 rl e cf b tJ .6 e i. e c t <. o n c. o mm .<.. t t <' c ,:i rt -:i 

matu ke , intelligent adult4 w<.th many goorl 

pe.1tJ.>onal , i ntellectual, and c.uetuJtal 

quali6ic.atio11J.> ." 

[paragraph c9 .1 3 .4) 

In addi tion to listing t heir interests and hobbies, 

applicants a r e given the opportunity to support 

their appl icatio ns by giving reasons for their desire 
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to become teachers. All applicants agree to take up 

a two year teaching position anywhere in New Zealand 

at the completion of their training. Also included 

on the application form is a request to supply the 

names and addresses of two ref2rees. Referees: 

reports apply only to "older " applicants. 'l'he two 

people named by the applicant are subsequently contact­

ed by the Education Board. They arc asked to answer 

a series of questions relating to the applicant ' s 

charucter. 

Hcf cr.ccs' Hcports (or older applicclnt!> 

~ refere~s report requires the referee to unswcr a 

ranye of questions about the applicant a nd includes: 

• llow long have you known the applicant? 

• Would you allow your son or daughter to be t<rnght 

by the applicant? 

• Do you consider that he/she has the academic abilily 

to succeed in the course chosen? 

The referee's report concludes by asking the re(oree 

to rate the applicant as fitting one o[ (our descriptors. 

/\t one extreme the referee recommends the upplica nt 

for teaching without reservation while at the other 

extreme the applicant is rated unsui U1blc for teuching. 

For school Jeavers, the interview committee uses a 

school Principal's report and not referees' reports 

to ai<l their judgement of the applicant's suitubi lity 

for teaching. 

School Principal's Confidential ~eport 

The Principal's Report is written for applicants who 

are either still at school or who have recently left 

school. Secondary schools have the advantage of 

seeing applicants over a number of yenrs and during 

important stages of their development. As such , 

interview committees give careful attention to the 
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informat ion contained in the Princ ipal ' s Report. 

If an interview committee assesses the su itability of 

a n applicant in quite contrary terms to lhosc of th0 

Principal, lhc Department of Education rccorM1ends 

that the schoo l be contacted for further comment . [S] 

'l'he Principal ' s Hcport asks the Principul tu rule 

applic~ n ts as either above average , average , ur below 

average over [our areas . 

These i'lreas are: 

i] Languugc 

iiJ Mat hematics 

iii] Pcrson<llity 

iv] General suitability f ur tc~ching 

f\ s wel l , the school Princip~tl will 1·cpo1·t on Lhc· 

o[Ji.)licanl' s i nvolvement wi th school .:ind commu nity 

uctivitics , their expcrienc · ~ o( New Ze,J l,111d ..inc.l 

other societies , their cstirnalion o( Lhc .:ippJicnnL ': ; 

ability to carry out tertiary sludy , 3nJ their 

assco:;sment of the upplic<Jnt' s self confidcnc1• , :;cn:;L· 

o[ humour, und manner. 

The Principal is also asked lo rate Lhc ~pplicnnl 

between the ext remes of being either very suiluble for 

teaching or very u1 ... 11 _ta ble . Infoi-miltion from lhc 

Application form, Referees' a nd / or School Principals ' 

Reports arc used by the intervi~w commill~c Lo juidc 

their assessment of <J ppliconts i n the interview. 

The Pormal Interview 

~ 

Each candidate is formally interviewed , for approximately 

20-30 minutes , by the interview committee at. a location 

[ 5 ) ~purtrrcnt of Education circular, 1903/59 , para:Jruph 1 ~ . 
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deemed suitable by the Education Board. 

interview has two functions: 

The [ormul 

1] To allow the selection cornmittce to usscs!:i lhc 

candidate's suitability for teaching and for 

study at a Teachers' College. 

2] ·ro give the applicant the opportunity to ask the 

interview committee questions about tL!.:1chin9 .:111d 

~tudy in a Teachers ' College. 

No one is c:iccep t ecl in to tec:ichcr t1 a in i r:':J t n N~w 

Zealand without u formal interview. Ourinc_; the 

formal interview, the interview committee asscs scLl 

each applicc:int according to set criteria. 

The Annessmcn~ Criteria 

The .1sscssmcnt criter i a used by the interview cornmiLL e:c 

during the [orm.::il interview arc dct.::ii lcd <111cl cxten:;Lvc . 

( Sec /\ppcndix I\ for a copy of the intervi e w ratin<J 

sheel). 

The [our er i ter la arc Overt Personal Qual i lic:i which 

cover the visible aspects of personality such de; :;clf­

confidcncc, self-control, ::;cnsc of humour, comm.it111cnl , 

deportment, c:rnd dress; Covert Personal Quali L.i.e3 such 

as initiutive, resourcefulness, open-mind edness , 

integrity, and co11cern for people; Communication Skills, 

an assessment of this criterion depending on the school 

rating and, more important, the selection c:ommit.t.cc ' s 

judgement about powers of expression, fluency, cla rity, 

flexibility, and general quality of speech ; Involvement , 

which is assessed by the applic;rnt' G commitment to cult­

ural, sporting, social, and welfare activiti s . While 

no direct credit: is given to a<:<:Jcr:1ic ultainmcnt , the 

completion of academic courser, is taken as c vidiiccc of 

such qualities as commitment, industry, reliability, and 

maturity. 
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Ranking of Suitable Appl icants 

At the formal intervi ew all suitab le applicants arc 

ranked in order of merit on o scale of 1 - JG . Lach 

member of the cornmi ttec apportions cuch applic~rnt 

a score of betwee n one and nine points for eac h of 

the four assessment categories, namely, personal 

qualities (overt), personal qualities (covert), 

communi cation skills, and invol vemcm:. . Ti1e [ inu 1 

r a n r.. i n r; i s u c 11 i e v c d by tot .:l 11 i n g t 11 c [ o u r ~.:; co r c :j • 

In the ca~c of .. rnsuit<ibl e upplicant::., t he i nterview 

comrni t tee must 1'."Ccord the r eason for it~~ j udgcmc n t. 

!low lhc criteria urc us e d in d ecicJin<:; Lhc order of 

merit of applicants is for each selection committ ee 

to de cide. Dcr.:trtmcnt o.L Ecl uco. tio n [Jolicy [o t· t h 1..: 

r.:rnking o[ upplic<111ts for Divi sion "i\" (Ln i ino.ry) 

tr<iining in New ~calo.nd is QS follows : 

" 6 e. 6 o Jt e. a 6 ( 11 al Jr. a 11 ll -i. 11 g -i. J.i d e. .t c. Jt rn <' ~t c cf , U 1 c 

comm { .t .t e. e. ,:i It o u C. cl a!] Jt c. t'. on a Jt an h { 11 !3 llli J .t. Ii c. 

b (\J:) ,{ ;, 6 0 It lf l { ;, .:i Ii 0 u. f. d lJ e. /( e. c. c Jt d e. d . Tl: ,, 

6 { n a f. Jr. an I<. { 11 g o 11 d e. :r. .( ,~ lL J.i e. cl .to d c!.. .l c.Jt 111 i.. JI e. 
.t.l 1 e. ;, lL c c c. ,~ ,:i 6 u .f a p p f. <. c a n .t;, f o 1t. u. cf 111 { -6 ,:i { u JI 

unclc.Jt quo.ta Utj .talung lfio ,~c. 6Jtorn U1e. 

lz { g /r e.;, t IUt 11 /;. { 11 !] d 0 W r. U YI t t .f .t 11 C. (( lLO l rl { ·'.> 

6J..R..fe.d. I ri the. c. vc.n:t. .tlia.t .tlie. 6.<na.f. 

6e.w a.c.c.e.plr.trtcc.J.i a1L<?. to c.0111 e. 6Jr.om a. g1r.oup 

on tlte. J.ia.m e. Jtanh.ing, .the. J.ie..le.c.t.-i.01t c.om111d . .te.e 

;,lrouR.d O:J'lC.e. on .tlie. okde.Jr. 06 me..Jti.t 06 .t..l101ic. 

a p p .f <. c. a n l -!> o n t lz a .t k a. n f ( <. n g . " 

[paragra ph c;') . 1 '1. G] 

The ranking of applicants is finalised by the 

selection comrni. t tee in e ach Doard urea. Notices to 

applicants of acceptance into training arc not 

usually issued until quot~s have been u nn ounccd by 

th~ Departm~nt of Educ<ition . However, in some c~ses , 

Beards will confirm ~ place of training to the 
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m~st highly rated appl icants soon a(tcr the intc r1i e w. 

l\s well, most 13onrds hold i1 groL•" of <1ppl i.c,1nt·s 

on a waiting list until the drop-out ro te from 

applicants who have been offered places but tailed 

to take them is known. (Sec /\ ppc nctix 5 for a flow 

diagram of the procedures from aprlicotion to entering 

a co u rs P .) [ Di vi s i on " I\ " pr i mu r y t 1· .:-i i n j n <] • ) 

Conclw-;j on 

In summary , the' procedures usecl in New z, ... <11.1ncl t·o 

select Division"/\" (prtmllry) .1prlic.1nt.:; ,111JK't11· t. o 

reflect two views about t ho nuturr of t·c·11c lwr tr11ininri . 

'l'hc first is that success ful tcuchers c;rn bC' scl.0c•:Nl 

from i1 pool of applicants with very cJiffcrc•nt .1nd 

w id c - r <rn g i n g soc i a 1 , i n t c l l r c tu,, l , ri n (1 cu l Lu r <1 l b ,1 ck -

grounds , und secondly, that uny nttr:!mpt Lo rc:.t d ct 

flexibility of entry into tc il c hrr tr~injnq wou ld 

ncce:.sarily result in .1 corrc~ron(HrHJ dror) in Llw 

quality of applicant admitted. 

llowcvcr, the r eview of Lhe lit0rutur c in thr rrr.vi.ous 

chapter indiclltcd tha t thcr0 wr r c w0,1k nc':.sc;, i.n 

current uivision "/\" se lection p roc,... clur0s hut t:h .... t-

no studies hnd been carric~ out to identify prrcJscly 

whi"\t these weaknesses were . /\ccorclin')l y , the' objc'ctjvc 

of this study was: 

"To ascertain the weaknesses of Divi;.ion "/\" 

(primary) selection procedures." 

The following chapter will provide n dc5cription of 

the method used in the present study to achieve this 

objective . 
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C II /\ P T E R 'I' II R E E 

ME'l'llOO 

'l'he research instrument used in this :.t udy of t· hr 

WCilkncsses of Divis.i.on "l." (primnry) truclwr :.rl<'CI ion 

procedures wus the Delphi technique. The hi:; t ory 

;:ind devclopmcn t o [ the Delphi tcchn i qu<' ;ire clr:1cr i h<'d 

us well us its advanta')CS and oisndvilnt ,,fJr:; il!; ;1 

research tool. Details of how the snmpl<' (N= J6) 

in this study w;i s chosen from the popul;it ion (N= 170) 

of selectors of Divi.!>ion "/\'' c;rnc1icl<1I.<':; i: ; cli~;r11!;!1<·d 

a long with how re;,ponsc:. were !";cru tin i !i<'d a ncl 

:.crcencd . 

'J'he chapter concludes with u.n cxplunu I. ion of how the 

;,tatements of wcilknes:. of fercd by the :.elector:. w<'rc 

rilnkecJ i.lncl how con:.ensll:. of opinion w,1;. <J<H1q0cl. 

The Delphi 'l'cchniqu0 is ;i rr's0 <:1n-·h tr:>0l <lr •v0lnrc•rl 

for (orcco :. ti. n<], policy-pl.1nninrJ , .incl clC't:i_;, inn-m;1kin<J. 

The technique work :. on th'"' p.1 rn J 101 rr inc i p J 0;, n f "pon 1 0cl 

orinions" (Dill.key, l'JG 'J , [)11JS) .1nrl th •· f,1ct· t. h.11: " two 

heads arc better tho n one" (McGnw, c L. ,11., 11)7(), r.S<)). 

It is a method of gathering opinions or iurl00m0nts 

on a particular issue or problem . Opinions ~re 

elicited from experts , chosen h0caus0 th ~ y rirc 

considered to be in the best position Lo mnkr 

judgements about the is:.uc or problem. Th0 <'xprrt ~· 

remain anonymous to each other. The orinior1'> of Lh~ 

experts arc combine~ and arc subject to n process of 

refinement . Refinement is achieved through the use 

of a series or questionnaires und controllnn opinjon 

feedbacks . The experts arc given the opportu nity to 

revise their earlier views. Although t ermin(ltion 

criterin for an invcsti.C)(ltion ciln vriry , mo;,t. Dr•Jpht 



38] 

studies are concluded when agreement or consensus of 

opinion ha s been reached . 

Pioneers of the Delphi, Dalkey and llelmcr, claim that 

the technique with its features of response anonymity 

and controlled fee dback of information has several 

advantages over conventional mea n s of collecting the 

opini.ons o[ experts such as round-tnhlc discu~sio n a nd 

face-to-fac e meetings (Dal key and Helmer, 196.3 ). 

The nistory an~ Devclovme nt of Delphi 

The Delphi technique was developed for forecasting and 

predicting events . The first known Delphi rxpcrimc n t 

was carried out by the R~ND Corporation in California 

in 19~8 wh en it was used to improve the predictio~ of 

horsc-roce outcomes. llowevcr , there were defects in 

th~ experiment and the criticisms the Delphi received 

ovcr~hadowed the promise it showed (Qu.1d e , l 1JG7) . 

In the early 19 50 ' s , the RAND Corporation explored the 

effectivenes:. of using grour inform;iti.on for short:­

term prediction of technological ev~nt~. They set 

the prediction time-span for less than one year so Cls 

to cnoble them to check the resulting C1ccuracy a nd 

reliability. Moreover, rrcdictions were limited to 

very s pecif ic and narrow events . This experiment 

resulted in some interesting conclusions , the more 

important be ing that more accurate projection results 

could be obta ined from combining indiviauDl r sronses. 

This quasi-Delphi experiment also demonstrated that 

preventions ( e .g. keeping respondents anonymous) could 

be taken against dominant individuals influencing the 

opinions of a group. 

Since the 1950's the RAND Corporation has carried out 

a number of research projects using the Delphi , 

including the top secret defence project known as 

"Proj ect Delphi" (1953). "Project Delphi" was carried 
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out in conjunct ion with the United States Air Force , 

its aim being to forecast the internatic, al military 

situation between th e years 1966 - 2015 . !laving 

refined the technique as a result of this experiment 

the Corporation published a number of papers which 

detail ed it s work ( Sec Quade , 19G7) . 

By the 1960' s the technique had become a popular 

research too l. Its use was exte nd ed to various 

scientific and te chnological fields as wc lJ as to 

diver se soc ial , e conomic , and politic.:11 cnacavou rs . 

The Process ;mcl Cl1<lrocl:cristic:. o[ t he Dcl.p_bi 'l'~~_b n.iq~~ 

In its Rpplication , the procedures of Delrhi can v<1ry. 

l!owcvc r, the flowchart (figure /. l show:; 1.hc tyr.i.c;1l 

Delph i process . This rrocess begins with thC' a;;r;umpt-

ion that to gather information [or for c:asti n0, policy­

pL1 nning , or. clcci;,ion-m,1ki n0, t he i.s:-;ue or rroh10m 

mu;;t fi r st b~ cl<:0rly defin e d . /\ccorcling to the n ·CJu i.rc ­

ments of the s ud y, th e cxpcrti;.c nccr;;;;,,1 ry to prnv i d0 

<1 s o l u t i o n to l h c p rob 1 i: m i s t h <: n Cl s c c r t: <1 i. n c cl • 'T' h r. 

experts arc scJrctcd and the sample size is determin e d. 

Then a questionnaire is clcsi~nrcl to elicit the op i nions 

or views of the puncl of r:!xrerts . Th qurstio nnu.ir c 

is then adm:inistcrcd to the experts on an i ndividual 

ba sis . Wh en this questionnaire is returned , responses 

arc a na lysed a nd s ummari sed . If a consensus has not 

been reached , a furthc- questionnaire is prepared on 

the basis of the previous responses , analysis , and 

summary. The new ques tionnaire , together with thr 

a nalysis and s ummary , is t hen distribut~d to the 

respondents. This part of the Delphi process is 

repeated , as shown in Figure 2, until a final or 

satisfactory consensus is reached . 

Most application s of the Delphi arc characterised by 

three fcatureB: 



FIGURE 2: 

YES 

A FLOWCTTAnT OF THE TYPICAL 

DELPHI PROCESS 

Start 

I 
v 

ProbJ0m definition 

net ~ cmrne c xp1 t isc rcq u i rca 

l 
Select experts (sC1mrlc sizr. ) 

J 
Prepare questionnaire 

l . . 
Di stribute Icstionna ire 

Annlysc question nair e rcsron;,c 

l 
H~ s consensus been rcnchcd ? 

1 
NO 

l 
Provide requested informntion 

and tabulate rco.ponses 

1 
Prepare the next questionnair e 

l 
Compile final responses and 

'------>disseminate results (final report) 
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Sourcx:?: W.E. Riggs, "The Delphi Technique, l\n Experirrental 

Evaluation". Technological Forecasting & Social Change, 

Vol. 23 - p.90, 1983. 



i ] Response anonymity . 

ii ] " Rounds " and con trolled feedback . 

iii] Statisticnl group response. 

i] Response Anonymity 
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Th0 expe rts arc asked to make inclcpen~ent judge­

ments in response to a particular issue unde r stud y . 

Tn most studies thr participnnts arc required to 

k00p thr:?ir jrl 0 ntit 11 C\nonymous . This provides ci 

wny of r0rlucing th0 effect of dominnnt in<liviclunls . 

i 1 "Rounds" nnd Controlled Pccdbnck 

Unt il con;,ensus had been rcnchccl , n sequrnr0 of 

" r o u n cl s " , e ., ch ( o c u s ;, i n g l h r:! c e n t r n 1 r c s r- .-n ,~ h 

question , is ndminist~rccl tn the expert~ . G0nc rn11y 

thr~c or four rounds nrc Jfficient to nrrivc nt 

nccor <ling to ~he complexities o( the issue undrr 

investigation n nd the dc~ rcr of cl~rificntion 

required . The gencrnl (cnturcs o( the di((crcnt 

rounds nrc : 

Round One 

In this r ou nd a questionnaire is sent to each 

expert . The questionnaire outlines t he problem 

of the study. The experts <1re asked to r espond 

to this prob!em . ( Sec Appendi x 6 for a copy of 

a Round One questionnaire) . 

Rou nd Two 

The r e sponses from the previous round are screened 

and s ummarised. Herc some editing of the responses 

may be r equired . On the basis of the summary , a 

second ques tionnaire is drawn up . The questionnaire 

is sent to the e xperts , together with the summary 

list and their Round One responses . (Sec Appe ndix 
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7 for a copy of a Round Two questionnaire) . In 

light of this feedback, the experts are asked to 

reconside r their previous opinions . Participants 

whose opinions deviated from the majority judgement 

may b e asked to supply a brief rationale for their 

previous answers and their new replies. 

Round Three 

l\s before, the respcnscs from Round Two 0re summar­

ised and fed back to the experts in n n ew question­

naire . Once again the experts a r r- "~;keel to 

reconsider the content of the summu ry. I\ rC1ting 

scale may be ~mploycd in this round so that they 

cnn i ndicat~ the relative importance of nn issue 

or lhe desirability o[ tho event if it occurs . 

(:..cc /\[)pr .1dix 8 (or <ln exnmpl0 of ti Rouncl Three 

quest ionnaire and the rating scalo) . 

Round Four 

This round or additionnl rounds may br ndminis to re~ 

according to the complexitic~ 0[ th0 invrstigation 

nnd the degree of clarification r equired . ror 

this round the procedures d0scribcrl above nr0 npplicd . 

iii ] Statistical Group Rcspons0 

/\ stntisticnl nnaly~:;is in th< [01 rn <>f m"<li;1n and 

standard deviation may be undertaken at the 0nd 

of the second and/or. third rounds. 

~dvantages and Disadvantages of Delphi 

Dalkey and Helmer , pioneers of the technique, claim 

that the Delphi type of controlled interacti on can 

avoid many of the disadvantages common to more convent­

ional round-table discussions and other forms of meeting. 

They argue that confrontation in these face-to-face 

encounters often leads people to formulate preconceived 
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notions hastily, to clos e minds to nov e l ideas, a nd 

to be s wayed by the persuasive opinions of others. 

(Dalkey and Helmer , 1963). 

In summary, the main advantages of the Delphi Tech n ique 

c~n be listed as follows : 

i] Its approach is non-technical a nd thus 

approp c iate for use with a population not 

familiar with research tech nique s (Nash , 1970). 

ii] Although it is not al way s the aim o( Delphi 

studies to be predictive , Delphi has proved to 

be a convenient vehicle for this t ype of rese~rch . 

(Nash , 1978) . 

iii] It is comparatively inexpe nsive , quick, nnd involves 

much less effort tha n a conference . A well ­

designcd , mailed questionnaire can elicit inform­

ation from a relatively large number o( part­

icipants who may be unable to meet tog~ther in 

one geogruphic place at the sumc time . (!!elmer, 

1966a ; Pill , 1971; Rabi0gn, 1982; Riggs , 1983 .) 

i v] Empirical evide nce has s hown t hat the group 

consensus in Delphi has increased accuracy as 

compared with other kinds of group opinion . 

That is, results can be interpreted as being 

authentic rather than specious . (Dalkey , 1968). 

v] On issues that are uncertain and intangible , 

Delphi has been able to generate a consensus 

so that for e casting and planning can proceed. 

(Pill, 1971 .) 

vi] When mana3ed properly, Delphi exercises can have 

a highly motivating effect on respondents. They 

also tend to produce a high degree of panel 

commitment to the output. (Pill, 1971). 



43] 

vii] Delphi featu r es of responses, namely anonymity, 

controlled information feedback , and statistica1 

group response nllow an equal opportunity for 

respondents to affect decision-making. This in 

turn reduces any group pressure for conformity 

or "band-wagon" effect and plays down the 

influence of dominant , nighly nrticulntc or high­

status co.nmittee members. (Helmer , 1966b ; Pill , 

1971; Stenberg, 19 79; Riggs , 1903). 

viii ] De lphi c xercis0 s often .-1 c r:ommocl.:lt0 novc) nnd 

int0resting feedback to respondents, t hus 

minimising the possibility of overl ooking 

some djvergent viewpoints. (Pill , 1971 ; Battc r s hy , 

1 977 ; Riggs, 1983). 

jx] Modi[icntions t o Delphi. huvc mcc1n t t hC1t "0xr0rt" 

respondents i1r0 no l on<Jcr li.mitccl t o the "lti.C]hly 

educated C1ncl cxpc ri.cncrcl srcciill i :. t" but r'1thcr 

they can inc l ude people who may contribute to 

the relevant information required. Thi s cre a tes 

i n Delphi a more socially rcpresent,1tive tool. 

(Cyph e rt ilnd Gilnt, 1970) . 

'!'he main disadv<J n tages of Delphi arc reported to be: 

i] Delphi exerriscs can be admi n istratively complex 

and of ten take weeks or even months to complete 

(Preble , 1o n3) . 

ii ] The pnncl s clectior. method can lead to " loss 

of a sampling technique which is a reliabiJily 

requirement in any r esearch work. This may 

cause doubts concerning the efficacy and 

representative ness of a g roup of "e x perts ". 

Moreover, i n £)me cases it may be problematic 

as some expert respondents may be known to 

each other and , therefore , t hei r responses may 

not be strictly independen t (Rabiega , 1902 ; 

Preble , 1983 l. 
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iii] If the questionnair8s are poorly designed and 

vague, communication misunderstanding may 

occur and responses may be of little value for 

analysis (Preble, 198 3) . 

iv] Delphi has reasonable forecast accuracy but 

the long-term accuracy of thP technique is dif f­

icult to determine (Preble, 1983). 

Application of Delphi in Education 

Delphi studies in education dnte f rorn the mid-

1960' s . One of the earlier studies was conducted 

by Helmer (1966R) as part of the 1965 Ketter~ng 

Project. In this study, the Delphi was designed to 

produce a list of goals or innovative futures for 

education based on the consensus of various groups 

of experts . A chart of proposed educational innovat-

ions was produced as a final product . Since llelmer' s 

investigation, a number of Delphi studies in e duca tio n 

hav~ been completed. Table 1 shows an updat ed list 

of these studies. 
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It can be seen fro~ this Table that, while in some 

studies the e xploratory Delphi has ~ecn used for 

forecasting educational futures , virtunlly all Delphi 

applications are normative [1] in nature. Moreover , 

the applications of Delphi shown in Table 1 demonstrate 

that the Delphi Technique is capabl0 o f satisfying a 

wlde r~nge of education a l research ne2ds. These 

studies also show somP of the different modifications 

of the Del phi , such as, for example , in the selecti0n 

of the panel where some studies have used only il 

single g roup of expert r espondents whil e others hove 

used either sever~] groups or a range o( interest groups 

as their r espondents. Generally , then , studies in 

education which h3vc used the Delphi technique cnn be 

grouped in one o( four. ways . 

i] For educational planning. 

ii] For developing desired educationcll event s . 

i1i ] 

iv] 

For d0~igning educntionol evoluntion. 

For searching out c<lucc1tional nncl curriculnr 

objccU ves. 

I11 terms o[ the aim o( t:he present resc<irch wh ich is 

to ascertai n the weaknesses o[ r.Jivision "!\ " tencher 

selection procedures, the application of the Delphi 

technique is particularly ~ppropriate . 

RationaJ~ for the Use of Delphi in the Present Study 

Since the devel~pment of the Delphi Tech nique in i948, 

it ha s been used widely in many f izldz to elicit 

expert consensus on certain issues so as to facilitate 

forecasting, policy- planning , and decision-making. 

As Table 1 shows, a number of successful studies have 

[ 1 J Th~ term "norrrative" is used to describe research which lu'"\S 
been undertaken to ascertain the normal or typical c~dition 
of the subject in question. This study errplc-;~ a nonrative 
~esearch design to ir estigate the typiC<,11 weaknessc~ of 
Division "/\" selection proccdcrcs in New Zealand. 
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had similar research desigr.s to the present study. 

(Fox an~ Brookshire, 1971; Hudspeth, 1970; Deutsch 

and llamm, 1975; Battersby, 1977; Cochr.:i n, Crumley, 

and Overby, 1970 ). nattersuy (1977) i!; quick to point 

out that whe1'cve r the Delphi Technique is used, C1 

number of methodologi~al criticisms invariably arise. 

However , · .. ost of these r elate to the us ~ of the 

technique as a technologicul forecustin CJ tool , ( thll t 

is , can it accurately predict the future·) , and not 

as an instrument to generate consensus o[ opinion . 

There we re three main reasons why the Delphi Technique 

was used in the present study. First, the C1im of this 

study presented a typical Delphi problem in thnt jt 

sough t to a r r iv e il t cons c n s u s o f or i n ion il b o u L th c~ 

wea knesses of Divis ion "A" t0c1cher select i.on proccclurcs. 

Secondly, most expone nts o( Delphi C1grcc t.hnt, ns 

a method for establishing group opinion, it may elim­

inate some of the disastro~s clements of (acc- ~o-f~c0 

group activity such as "sper;ious persuasion, the 

unwillingness o( people to ~banJon positions to which 

they have publicly committed themselves, and the coercion 

t o·,yn. nJs the opinion of the mt1jority" {McGilw ct . ill. , 

1976, p.60). In light of the sensitive nature of the 

topic under investigation in the present study a nd jn 

view of the fact that with Delphi respondent s r rmn in 

anonymous to each other, this characteristic seemed 

particularly significant. And thirdly, low attrition 

rates appear to be anothe~ tavourable characteristi.c 

of the De lphi technique (Battersby, 1977). Occause 

of the feature of con~rolled feedback, respondent 

interest in the study is kept high, a nd this was 

considcr~d to b0 particularly important in the present 

study. The Delphi Technique, then, was adjudged to 

be appropriate for achieving the aims of this Etudy. 

The Delphi design chosen was classified as normative. 

Weaver (1972) distinguishes between exploratory and 

normative applications of the technique. He maintain s 

that exploratory Delphis seek to develop a picture of 

the future as it is expected to be wh0reas normative 

Delphi studies are designed to facilitat e the formulation 
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of goals and objectives, to evaluate certciin crite ria , 

and to establish t he shape of the future that i s 

required. 

Such a design consists of three or four rounds o 

questionnaires . The aim of the questionnaires 

was to urrive at a general consensus about the w( v.­

n0sses of Division "/\" teacher selection rroc0du1 ° 

from a sample of e xpert s . 

'!'he remainder of this clwpter w1 ll pre sent j nfon t l o n 

on the framework ridopted in this study <rnd the 

i:-; r • l c <: t i n n ') f th c sci mp l r . 

Figure 3 s hows the overall framework of t.hJ s De l 1 1 1 

project . 
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The study was divided into four phases , a summary of 

each phase being given below : 

Phase One: 

In March and April 1986 , the i nvestigator formulated 

the problem and r e viewed the relevant literatu re . 

Phase Two: 

During the period May to July , the r~search dr.sign 

was planned and the first letter and questi onnaire 

for the De lph i were drafted and prepared . 

Phase Three: 

/\ugust and September we re spen t admini ste ring the roundt, 

of questionnaires which included sc r eening , editing 

and summarising the responses as well os rrcp.l1 111<1 

ne w que s tionnaires. 

Phase Pour: 

During the period October to December , the rlott1 wrrC' 

~ nalysed, re s ults w~re drawn up , ~nd thr final rrport 

wa s written. 

Phnnc One 

/\n important part cf phase on~ f o rmulating the resea r ch 

problem and reviewing the r elevant literature , also 

involved seeking the permj-sion of the Departme nt 

of Education and the Education Boards to carry out 

the study . 

Permission 

In March 1986, the Department of Education was 

~~tif ied of the pro ject and s ubsequen tly gave its 

approval for the study to proceed. In May, a request 

for permission to contact sel ection committee members 

was posted to the Ma nagers of the Education Doards. 

(See Appendix 9 for a copy of this letter). Letters 

of consent were received from nine out of the ten boards. 
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The boards who accepted the invitation were : 

1. Auckl a nd 

2. Hamilton 

3. Ha wkes Day 

4. v/anganui 

5 . We llington 

6. Nelson 

7. Canterbury 

8. Ota go 

9. Southland 

The tenth board, Taranaki , declined t o p~rti ciratn 

because it was in t h e process of reorgani sin~ its 

selection commit tee and suggested that , at this 

point in time , i t was not appropriate to be involvccl 

in the study. Having received ;_)ermission from the· 

Departme nt o f Education and from Education Boa rd~ , 

the ne xt task wa s to i~vite a sample of selector s 

fr.om the available pool of selectors to pnrticipntc 

in the study (Sec Appendix 10 for a copy of the letter 

of invitation sent to the selectors). 

'.i:he Selection of the Sample 

The size of the pool of selectors with in each Educa tion 

Board varies. Wellington , for example, ha s a pool 

of selectors which numbers 45 while a small noard, 

such as Nelson, ha s only four selectors . In choosing 

the number of selectors for the sample from each Ooard, 

several factors were t aken into account. These were: 

i] The objectives of this study. These dictated 

the selection of a sample comprising persons 

of experience with, and knowledge of, Division 
11 7\ 11 selection procedures in New 7.ealand. It 

was i mportant f or the sample to be large enough 

to represent the population of selectors accur~tely 

(Sowell and Casey , 1982) . Thi s means that a 

summary of the opinions of the sample selectors 

would be a rea s onably accurate assessment of the 



opinions o f a ll t h e se l ectors o r Division " /\" 

candidates i n New /,r>t1 l<rnd . 

that the valid ity of t h e s 0mph' (i. 1 

to wh ich t h e vi e ws o f t h e somp l •· o[ ~; 1 ·l · ·c to1 ·. 

r epr esent t hose o f ull the sclc<·Lor~; <" Div1:;1c1n 

"A" t e a c her ca ndidates in New z,,,1l.1nc1) is i11 rl11<'­

ncc d b y bot h the cornposilion 0 1 h;ll<111c.:c' of t ll•• 

sa mpl e and its size. F o r s u 1· v <"' y / q u ' ' s t l o n 11 .1 1 1 ' ' 

t ype researc h , a sample of Len fH'rc: 0 11t of t h1 • 

p o pu 1L1tion is con siclc·rccl 0 111t111111u111. I ll I ll I • 

p r esen t study , t h e silmplc (N=36) w.1: ; :Zl fH•tc·· ·nt 

of the tot<ll r opu J (l t ion ( N- 170 ) rif ll i \' i :; i <lll " /\ II 

teach e r selectors in NPw Z••.il.i1i<I. 

t h e s iJ mp l e w <1 s e v 1' 11 I y b .J Lui c r • d , r1 ·; t 1 .i t ir i ' ·cl r .i 11clo111 

s0 rnpl i ng meth o d w,1:; impl0rn1'nlr·d. [ ?. I 

ii ) To give co n s ider.:ition to t h r' r.1 c t t lint 11:11 t 11·11!:11 

Ed ucution 13oarcJ s rn,1y h ;1vc hdd :;•·Ir ·t 1CJ11 w1 .. d-:11•";:;1·:; 

t h at we r e pcculi <l r to lh0ir Bo,1rcl· To .i vo 1 d 

t h e p ro b lem o f t h n opi n ion~; or .1 J.11q" q1· cn q • "' 

se l ecto r s fr o m on0 Bo.-i r d " :;kc'winq " (l)qw111r' . 111rl 

ll e ath , 1970) t h e Dp1nions of tit•· wlr'll" :;t1111pl•· 

p o pulatio n, i t WiJS i mport;int lo :; n J 1 ·<:t. ; 1n 1•1111.11 

numbe r o ( scl0ctors from c.ic-11 of t ltr' 11i11" 

Edu cat i o n Bo;i r ds . 

iii) Lite r a t ure o n Delph i rc•v0als th,11 ,1ltl1011qh :;1·l1• c; t· ­

i o n o f i1 )u rge Sclmp l 0 (u:;u,il J y llll t1cl 11•d:; of jldl t -

icipa nt s ) has i t s ;:idvu n tagcs , iL ;il!>c) h ;i~; iv; 

hazards . Some Delphi i nvestig.1t ion~; Ji.1v1• ~;0l1•cL-

c d pan e l s up to 10 00 r cspo nd0nls i n ordror t n 

c1VOid what Judd ( 1972 ) r e f e r s lo cl!.; LlH' h tl7.d!d 

of c r ea t i ng "inb r eeding ", i . 0 . !;<"'l•'ct ing p0opl0 

who · would r e fl ect v s ingu l vr s0t 0f juc1q0rn0nt!; 

on a pt:trticular isc;u0 o r p r obl0rn . llo w"v"r , Cyph0rl 

[ 2 ] In this kind oi sarrolc , th(? popul<ltion i:; thvifhl jn10 

c l ussc::; . In the present study , thnrr· W"'r'' f o'lr c· J,, :-;·;";. o f 
scl cctors , each sel ector r c prcscnUng on•· of U1" fol lcJWing 
organisations : a ) The N. Z. E.I. bJ 'J11n 'J'0;1c hc r s ' Col !l"'\/C' 
c] The Education Board and d] The Dcp:,rtJrrnt o f l·rl•;r:,,t ion. 
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Gant (1970) reported that associ~ted with the 

selection of u 1.~qe number of participi1nts for 

a Delphi study is the attendant problem o( att­

rition and , in turn , the rcmnining active pnrt­

icipants not being broadly reprcscntntive of 

the larger sample that was sought. 

i v] McGaw, et rll. ( 1976) also point out the 

problem of e xcess ive administrative work involvrcl 

wi th Delphi studies utilisjng extremely lnrgr 

samples of respondents. 

Kcepins in mincl the consic1erntions outl inr'd ;ibovc' , 

the sample in the present study w;1s ~;r•l0ct·0d t· llc• 

following way: E(\ch of the n.i.nc Educt1lion !3ot1rcl!; 

who agreed to participate in thr study sent in thr 

na mes o ( thei r se lcctors which we re fur th0 r :>ttb-CJ rrn1pc·<l 

accordi ng to the organis.-1tion Lht1t enc:!1 s<'10ctor 

represented , viz ., the N. 7.. r. . I, th0 Trriclwr~; ' Coll C'<J<' , 

the Education Department , ilnd thr r·:clucntion non rel . 

Se l ection of i1 stratifi~d ranclom s.-1mp l 0 of :1<' ll' ct· 0r~; 

from each Board wa s <ichievecl by s0.l0ct i ng the f 1 r:>t 

name 0t t he top of each ~rnb-group of ;,rl ' 'r tor:.. 

In summary , this meant th,,t a s.1mplo of f nur :;rl0ctc>r;. 

had been chosen from Coch of thr; ninr r1,1rt· icip;itin'J 

Education J3oord s (N=36) nnd th(lt rach nf tl10 four 

teacher education orgonisatinn- (the N.Z.J~ . T ., thr 

Teacher s ' Collcgr, the Dcpar t mcnt, and th r nonrd ) 

were evenl y represented in the sAmple . The sample 

me mbe rs Wf.! l e : 

i] both ma l e (n=28) and female (N=8) 

ii] had an average of 5 . 8 years selecting Division 

"A" primary teachers (range 1 - 18 ycnrs) 

iii] he ld a wide variety of positions within the 

organ1sations mentioned: 



Senior Teachers in primary schools 

School Principals 

District Senior in~pcctor 

Primory School inspectors 

Teachers' College lecturers 

Teac hers' CoJlcgc Vice-Principal~ 

Teachers ' College Deans 

Education noard members 

(N=3) 

(N=S) 

( N=l) 

(N=H) 

{N=G) 

{N=2) 

{ N=2} 

( ! -::; <)) 
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The su mplc members wcrr' on avrr<t<JO S/. yr.ir,.. of .1c:;c 

{rungc 29 - 72) nnd inc 'uclcd 1 hr0r r;rl1•ct · i on r0mmitlr'" 

chairpersons , two o[ who!"l were women [ SQ1' 1\ 1'pc nd ix 

10 for dcl<11ls of how UH;, in f orm;1t:1 o n w.1· ; 1:.1;1•rt.1irv ·il). 

Once t h e surnplr (N=JG) of n.:imc;, w.1s obt.1 i nr<l , l•'t t <-r:; 

o f invitation wrrc posv•d to <"'och ;,rl rel or U~rr' 

/\ppcndix 11 for Cl copy o' thr l0tlrr of 1nvilc1l1on). 

This letter str~ssrd th;1t_ rr;,ron;,<'S would br• t rr•;11 <' cl 

t"l!l st ri ctly confi.drntinl by thr rr!1<'.1ch1' 1· .mt! t h,it 

pil r ticip<ints w~rc not to d1~;cu;,s lh<'i.r vir'w:; with 

coll0ugu0;, unUl thr D0lphi_ h,id br-rn rrnnpldr·<l. 

Of the 36 who wrrr ;,0nt tnvi tnriow; ill l rrpl i1•d hy 

indicating that they wi:;hed to p.irticip.110. !f;1v1nq 

f innliscd the sC1rnplc , th0 next. t:.:i:.k in I h0 ~;t 11<ly w,1!; 

to design und implement the qu<:!stionncJ i r" round~;. 

puestionnairc Rounds 

In the Delphi process , it is commonly "cc0pLrc1 tlvi t 

three or four " rounds " of qucstionnairr-s C1rr nccr:.s0ry 

for the identification of an ncccptabl0 r0spons0 

consensus. Cyphert and Gant (1970) , in their exhC1ustivc 

analysis of the Delphi investigations , concluded that 

99% of respondents' changes in opinions hC1d tnkrn 

place by the third round of the Delphi proc0<lurc. 

The fi ndings of Weatherman a nd Swrnson ( 1974) also 

confirm that, for most Delphis , three rounds ur0 usually 

adequate. Dajani, Sincoff and Talley (1979) , in their 

discussion of this issue , suggested that it is irnportnn l 
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for De lphi investigators to look into the consistency 

of r es ponses between succe ssive rounds a nd the stability 

of an i nd i v idual's responses to the given questions 

befo re terminating a Delphi invcstigntion . 

I n 1 i g ht of th ,.., s 0 n s s,.., rt. i o n c; , i t ·~: ri s d cc id c cl t h ii t 

a t hree round Delphi format would be employ ed nnd 

that additional rounds would be added if a consensus 

wa s not reached by the third round . The three rounds 

of questionnaires us Rd in this study arc described 

below: 

Roun d On e 

'l' h e issue i nv o l v ing th e character of Round One focus:.0~; 

o n whether to use clos ed -encled statements or an op n­

e nded approach in asking the pa n nl to respond to the 

prob lem u nder. invest ig Cl t ion. 1 n the cl osed-cm1cc1 

approach , participants usunlly c hoose thci.r rcsponsrs 

from a list of prepared statements or they complotr 

partly structured phras es . Uhl (1971) tincl rctc:-son (1rn 1 ) 

found that the closed-ended approach hns the odvnntag c 

of saving time since Rou nd One respon se~ clo not hnvc 

to be collated or edited . Neverthele ss , n disodvnntngr 

of the closed-ended approach is the likeli hood of 

o mitting important statements and limiting thr 

pa r ticipants ' freedom in responding to the problem . 

Accordi ng l y , t o a vo id these weakn esses , an ope n-e nded 

a pproach was u sed in Round One of this D lphi study 

bec ause it -

1] prov ided participant~ with the frcedum to 

respo~d to the problem and 

2] a vo ided any bias towards a structured consensu~. 

On t h is basis , respondents were sent a lett0r which 

t h anked them for responding to the invitation and 

welcomed them to the study (Sec Appendix 12 for a copy ). 

Attached to this letter was a response form detaili n g 
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their name and address and the central research question 

whi'.ch was: 

"Please list what you con~idcr arc the 

weaknesses of Division "A" (primary) 

selection procedures." 

Respondents were given three weeks to rrrly and c<1ch 

was supplied with a s t<lrnpccl, Cldd res s cd ,. :we lope for 

the return of their replies . 

fll of the 36 participants roplied to Round One . Tn 

Round One a total of 203 stClternents or wcaknessrs 

were listed by the 36 participants. Th o number of 

statements per participunt runged f rorn 0-1 3 with mo:-;t 

listing five or six weaknesses. Through a proces:; of 

scrutinising and screening , the 203 .;ti1tcmc'nts wen: 

reduced to a summary of 41 we0knesse:. . This elim.i.not-

ion process wa s (1Chicvcci in three st0grs. 

~!Q3c One Cntc9orisin9 

When e~ch response was received, it wns core[ulJ.y rrocl 

by the researcher . G0ncrC1lly, wonkn esses l.istecl by 

t he respondents focuss·~ cl on onr~ p,1r.ti.cuL1r ,1~-;rcct or 

the selection procedures . Accordingly, n clr~r rnttcrn 

for categorising responses soon 0mcrq c•cl. Hcsron~;cs 

were c0tegorisccJ using key words els hc;ic11ngs . ('l'r1ble 2 

below) . Des idc each heading is a pcrccn t ci<Je which 

indicates the proportion of the 203 st~temcntn which 

were categorised under each heading. 

The category headi ngs which emerged and wh ic h wer 

used to group the 203 responses in Round One were : 

TJ\BLE 2: 

ROUND ONE Responses Cny Category) as percentage of the 

Total Number of Statements of Weakness (N=203). 

J\ General 2tl.63 

B The pan~l 22. G6 

c 
D 

The Interview 

"Academic" as a Criterion 

17.21) 

1 1 • 8 2 

. I 



Table 2 continued: 

E 

p 

G 

II 

I 

J 

Secondary School Principal's Report 

Quotas 

"Involvement " as a Criterion 

Referees' Reports 

"English" as Cl criterion 

Recruitment 
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6 .8 9 

11 . <J 2 

3 . 91\ 

3 . 9 I\ 

1 . 97 

1 • <J 7 

Resronsos were received from r<nticirants over'' perioc1 

of four weeks. This enabl rel thr ::- rsc•urchcr <Jr;Hlu<i l 1 y 

to build Ui) a ser ics of s ta temen t in ccich c,1 tc<Jory 

against which lnter responses could be comp.Jrcc1. In 

thin way, duplications w0rc quickly dctcclrcl tlnrl 

eliminated . Only exact ~uplicati ons were vliminntcd , 

for 0x<lmple , the t hree s ta tcmen ts below , r,1 ch conccrn0c1 

thr "nccldcmic " crite ri on i\s one uspcct of thr :;r•1r'cl ion 

pr"Jce:,s und so w0re scrutJ. niscd as durUc,1Lo;,: 

1 ) l\b,1ndoning th0 i1Ci\dcrni.c criterion h;1s W('<tk<'n<'cl 

thr selection rroccdures. 

2] Removing the i'\Cu<lcrnic crilcrion h.:is m.i<l" t.hr 

s~lcction procedures less effective . 

3] D,.,letinq the C1Cudrmic criterion hus wrtlken<'c1 

selection procedures . 

Statements with similar, but not identicill , mroning 

were retained. For example: 

The <1Cildemic critrrion as it now slnnrl'.; 

fails to give selectors uny idcil .1bout. whrLhc•r 

" candid;1te is suitable for tertL1ry study . 

ThP 203 statements in Table 2 were fjrst screened 

~nd scrutinised to eliminate duplicationA . Accordingly , 

the original list of 203 statements of wertkncss w~s 

reduced to 108 statements . Within the list of 108 

statements were clusters of responses with similar , but 

not identical , meanings . Grouping these statements 

~ ..... ,... ,...1,, c: t-P r c: r.nnstitutea stage two of the screening pr.oc0ss. 
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Stage 'l'Wo: Clustering u nd Summar ising 

Stutcmcnts with similor meanings or themes W• ' rc clustcrecl 

together. Subsequently , eC1ch group o[ relu t0d stu tement!; 

wus scruti~iscd and summarised into a single concise 

statement. An example of how a group of sjx relilted 

responses in Round One w0s reduced to a concts0 

stutcment is de:lu.ilcd below. Tn this instanr::c , tlw 

theme is selection procedures as 0 rn0,1sur0 or t.:';1chinq 

effectiveness . 

Stat eme n t One : 

l\t interview time , many cunclidC1tes huvc not lii1cl tlw 

opportunity t0 demonstrnte commitment to Lraching or 

tlwir ilbility to rclnte to,., <Jrour of children . 

Accordingly , present selection decisions nr0 made too 

cnrl y . 

Statement 'l'wo : 

Present selection procedures nrc not conduciv~ to 

the collection or sufficient informati.on on c;indiclr1L0'.> ' 

commitment to teach ing or their ability to relate 

to a group of children . 

Stateme n t Th ree : 

There is no opportunity to observe interviewees in 

a practical teaching situation. 

State ment Pour: 

Selection decisions arc made too early . Teilchcrs ' 

College sta(f s ho u ld be given the opportunity to sec 

appl icants wor king with a group o[ children. 

Stat~ment Five : 

I t is vi r t ua l ly impossible w~ th c ur re n t selection 

procedures to select the best candidates . Each 

candidate should be given the opportunity to demonstrate 

their teach ing ability . 
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Statement Six: 

Present selection procedures do not pro··ide sufficient 

time to explore the ronge of skills rec 

effectively. 

red to Leoch 

These six statements were clustered and then summorisra . 

The summary stiltement wns: 

"Current selection procedures fuil to prov icl r 

sufficient informntion on each cun<li~ntc ' s 

abilit:· to te<1ch effectively ." 

Often , one or two sub-themes cm0 r9t•cl within .-1 c lu :.trr 

of statements . In statQments one C1ncl two ,1bovc , for 

example , where commitment to tcnching is con:.i~rrcd 

an issue , it wos import<1nt to preserve the oriqin;il 

m0uning intenrlccl by : hr p<1 rt icip.:rnts . 1 n Lhc;, c C<1:.r~; , 

the rcsrtirchc r cnsurrrl thc1t the sub-thrmr (commi. trnrnt) 

Wlls covered hy n summnry stot·cmcnt fr o m :rnnLlH'r clu~;tc·1· . 

The process of extracting s ub-thrmc:, from clu~1Lrr~• of 

stC1tcmcnts an(l of ensuring th.it thry ilrC' "rovr' r«'cl"hy 

other summu ry statements is c.:d led "sub-theme r'xl r.-1 ct j nq". 

The sumrnury statement from thr cl ustrr nf stntrmrnts 

on the theme of commi tm0n t r r'uo : 

"l\s cJ criterion, commitment is too difficult. 

to C\ssess ." 

Using this process of clustering by thrmr , :.ub-thrrnr 

extracting , and summarising , the r eseo rchc r <'lr r i vccl 

ilt Cl final list o[ 44 stntemcnts of w0nkn0ss in Lh0 

current Division l\ selection proccdur0s. 

Figure four below illustrates how the original list 

of 203 responses was reduced to ~~ surnmnry statements . 

The final list of ~1 items was mailed to the partic­

ipants as feedback information for Round Two. 



24 

~ swtarent ~---

'llIB PRO::FSS OP MRIVIN:; l\T 'nlE: 46 STJ\TI·MfNI'S 

OP Wl:J\KNESS OF DIVJSTrn "!\'' TFN:Jlffi 

Sr::LI:I:'I'lON PHCX.:I~Xllll·S 

~icru~i11i:;0 <ind 
scrC'Cn to 01 imi.t~<ltc 
duplici'\l i on 

I 

1 Secondi'lry 
M:?anings 
Extracted 

1 
2 100 st,1t:r'1tP. n t:~ 

qrournl unck'r c.il:C'<JOl'Y 
l 1r',1d j ll'"J S ( r . <] . 

Sta tcm::~nt I 
Stat~nt 2 --> Nt:'w Sunm1ry St;1tcr!Y'nt 
Statcrrent 3 

He( err<? ~;' ih ' JX:ir\· ;, ) 

lj Sta tcrrcn tn o( Wcakncs!> 

:a.IND ·nmEE 

'lu!'l "new" 
>tntarents ( No chn ng0 to 

Hourx1 One 
Stntart::'nt ) 

Merli f icn tions 

(Mi nor ch.-1 nge) 

j 
Croup~; nf ~; t-.1t11r r ' rr I ~; 
wi 1 ll ~;imi l :1r m ..-111i rrq :; 

~;11~ ~lhc11~ ~ ------- · - '. ; 1111m1r · i~; r~ I into '.> in') I <' 

f:x_~~1 c:i.:.i .r~ c()rwi ~;,, '.; I ;1t.r·1rrn1 ~ ' 

"othrr" ~;in i tl'j :. 

frnn r;t ltr-nY"nl . ~~ 

" 0xt·r.1 r.t.ryl" t-n 4 
rn1kr> f 11rt lv'r 
conci.:;r• :; l .;1t. cm rit :; 

-u---· 
'1'1 ~ t- ,1t 1~rrnt:. 

re,1dy (or 

naJNI) 1WJ 

·--1 
inccrnir~ rrs ronses 

ch0Ck<Yl ngn i n~t 
'1 '1 S t.i t('flY'lll:S 

f r an JlourYJ On" 
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Round Two 

Each of the 36 participants who replied to Round One 

were sent a covering letter with instruct i ons. Acc­

~mpanying the letter was a summary list of the 44 

statements of we akness o[ Division 11 A11 selection 

proc~dures collected from Round One and ~lso the Round 

Two qu e stionnaire. (Sec Appendix 13 for a copy of 

th e Round Two inst ructions). 

'l'hc seco ncJ :ruestionn ai re outlin0d the problem sta tcrnc n t 

again. Th e participn n ts were asked to: 

a] Consider t hei r owr. Round One comments ,1nd t h e 

comments of their colleagues, a s summarised by 

the 44 st<ttements cf we <l kncs s . 

b] Compile a short list of concise stateme nt s which 

they considered chat best expressed the wcakn c~scs 

0 [ Divis i 0 n II A II s c 1 cc u 0 n pr 0 cc du rt~ s . 

Al though they werr~ no t se nt ,1 copy of h eir Rou ncl On0 

responses p a rt ici pan ts could respond to t h e Ro und O nr 

summary of weakn esses by : 

1] r e taining t heir origin<ll Round On~ r 0spo ns 0s or 

2] choosi ng summa r.y :>t<ttcmc n ts ,1nd mocl i fy i ng them o r 

3] adding ne w 3tatcme nt s of weakness tn the summary 

list or 

4] cboosing statements from the summary list of 

Roun~ One response s without modifying them or 

5] a combination of the above 

All 36 participants r e plied t0 this round . Th 

completed questionnaires were examined and coded as 

follows: 

Responses received from Round Two w0rc ch~cked against 

the summary list of ~4 3 t&tcments o[ wcn kn csq ~ompilcd 

in Round One. Where participantfJ had chosen a statement 

from the summary list without altering it , the code 

"exact" was marked against the statement. This was 

terrn9d an "endorsement". In cas~s where participants 
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nature of the change was noted. This was termed a 

"modification". 

Below is an example of the endorsements and modifications 

which statement ten received from participants. 

10) Referees' Reports arc not a reli~blc source of 

Inform<ltion about applicant5 : 

exact 

CXC1Ct 

. . . n re usu ;1 11 y q u i t· c u s c le :, s <'I s n r 0 l i ,1 b J c . . . 

Som0 r0ferccs ' 

• • • i1 r> pl i c <1 n ts ;rn d t\ s s u c Ii c1 o not w .1 r r ;111 t 1- h"' 

i~portoncc ~iven Lo thrm . 

In tbe ma in , referees . .. 

ex.1ct 

e xact 

... r~rticularJy r0linblc . 

Fnu r 

of the t0n f!..!lt that the stutemcnt clicl not rH'<'cl mod­

ification while the remaining five mad e minor nlter­

ations to the statement. 

Taking into account the endorsements nnd moc1i(icnlion~ 

made to each statement, i1 new summnry ~Lnlcment wn~ 

compiled . The new summary statement for weakness 

ten was : 

Generally, referees' reports arc not a 

reliable nource of information about applicnnts 

This summary negates the inclusion of the modifjcntion 

" .. . applicants and as such do not warrant the 

importance given to them ." in the sense that selectors 

would not accurd a referee's report importanc0 if it 

was not seen as a r~liablc source o[ information nbout 

the applicant . 
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Using this process of e ndorsement, mod ification , 

and summary, a list of 46 statements was prepared 

for Round Three. Included i n this list were 4 new 

weaknesses [3] which had not been recorded in the 

Round One summary but which part icipant s thought s houlcl 

be included as weaknesses of Division 11 1\ 11 sc1ection 

procedures . The four ne w statements of wenknes:. wr rc: 

i] "The criteria for selection arc not 

reviewed regulorly ". 

ii ] "Pre-interview tests (e . g. (or tcst1n<J m0thcm.1tir.s 

and English skiUs) ore not held befmo inl0rv1rw~,". 

iii] "Quotas i1 re imposed. " 

iv] " Appl ictint;, wi.th <'XI rcmr• vi.cw~; on l .ll't' ;incl 

religio~ can b e rated highly on nthrr grounrl s 

ri nd gain e ntry." 
.. 

In addition , when all r esponses had been scruti11isrcl , 

it w,1;, fou nd thi1~ thrro st<lt ..... mr nt !l fr om Pou nd nnr 

hnd not h0c n mentionf"cl in Rouncl Two .incl :.o th<";r• w1·rr· 

subse'"]u ~ ntly r emoverl from Round Thr0e. They wr-n' : 

Statement 22: 

Th0rr• is too much cmrh,1~is on ;it-tcmrr i.n'J t·o judf"JI"' t lw 

ripplicant ' s commitmcnl to trachi ng . 

Stntcmcnt 24: 

Being legally bound to teach anywhere in New Zcn ln n~ 

at the compl etion of trilining moy act i1S ;i cletcrrcn t· 

for some candidates. 

Statement '11: 

Applicants are not given a c hoice of whi ch collrqc 

to attend. 

These three deleted stntements (stateme nts 22 , 2~ nnd ~1) 

were replaced by "ne w" s t<ttcmcnts (i), (i i) and (i ii) 

respectively for the Round Three questjonnaire . Finally 

as a result of the screen i ng process , it was decided 

to make two stateme nts out of Round One Stat~mcn t 1~ 

[ 3] Four different resp:mcJents r>Dch contributa:l one new ~kncss . 
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whi c h was: 

" The me mbe rsh ip of some in terv i ew c.:0111mi Ltf'1..'!> L' ll d t ll Jt ': I 0 1> 

frequ ently wh i l e some l o ng-sc r v in<J membe r s losr 111cL i v;1L i o r• , 

aware ness , CJ n d acuity .·· 

Th e t wo n e w stateme n ts f or Hou nd T wo wliiclt w1'J"(' cl('' iv<'cl 

fro m sta t eme n t 12 in Hound On e we r e : 

Statement 12 : 

The mc mbers h j r o[ in e r vi0w cr; 1nl'li l L.• ' ('~; ch.t!HJ'''.i IO() 

rre que n t l y . 

Slatcmcnt 13: 

So me long-se;•/ i ng membe r s 0 r : n t • .... r v i ''W COll\111 j I I.er-!; 1 (, :;r· 

mot i v<1 t ion, awa rcness , a ncl . 1 c u j t y . 

Sri ,1s not to d is r u p t the orcJ 0r or t li r· Houncl T wo 

stvtcrnc nt s , L hc n e w :.Ld tcrn,.., nt I J -, bovr' w .1·; 1 <' ·1u11il>• ' 1 •·d 

i1!j flt .i tcrnc nl '1'1 fo r t h e Ho und Thr< 'C' q1H•:;I it11 111.i 1 1 ('. 

Whe n o ld i t e rn s h .::i d b0cn sum111.1 r i scd, ll • 'W 1 t ''Ill~> i rw 1 uclr-cl , 

und unme ntio ne d items cJ c J ~~t~ cJ f rom Ho u nd Two r < '~;pon :;<':; , 

th t: ne w Ji s t o f 46 s t 0tem0 nt ::; of wc;1k 1ws :; o r D i v i:;io11 

"/\" so l c ction p roc 0durcs w.is compil •· rl lor t· ll" flou11d 

Thre e que!~Lionrwj r e ( lllU t lH' r l' rdb;1ck l rll () f 111.it I () fl . 

Round Three 

In this Round, each of t h e 36 partici p.i nu; Wi'1 ;, sc'nt ,, 

package including a c overing J0ttc r, th 0 ll <' W !; umm.1ry 

li s t 0t WC' Cl kn esses , dnd the Hound Thr·f'e qu0!; t 1 o nn ,, i r<' 

(See /\ppendix 14 for the Round Three cov0rjng l etter). 

The instructions direc ted the rcspo nd r:- n ts fjr s l t o 

consider the pa nel ' s s ummary list o f wc ukn 0sscs . 'J'h 0 n, 

the y were asked to exrress ti.c ir o p injon s by incJ jcC1t.in g 

with the h e lp of a 5-point Likert - Ly p r sco l c I 4 J pr ovj cl c'd 

[4 ) The Liker t type scal e was USC'(] 1Tci1U!>'' of it ~ s 1mpl1 C"i t y ;1rnl 
suitub1lity for the lr lphi inv0sli9.1t 1011 . U--ii'r · Cocl 11.i n r·t ;11. , 
1970 ; Fox and Brookshjre , 1971; Judd , J!J7t. ; f):)ulsch i1ncl llr11rrn, 
1975) . 



63] 

whethEr t hey coi.sidcred ench statement to be an 

e xpression of a major or a minor weakness of current 

Div ision "A" selection procedures. The participnnt;, 

were to record their opinion by circling n numbe r on 

the scale between the two extremes of "Major" ilnd 

"Mi nor" weakness which wen~ mu rked il s u '..°> "nrl ,, 

respecti vcly. Th e scores which were 0 •.: tr ibu t0cl Lo 

each statement by the selectors were then colli1L0d 

so that four meC1surcs of v,1ric1hility c-0ulcl h0 r-nlcul;1tc•c1. 

The four measures of vDriability which w0rr• c.1lcul0L1'<1 

(or Round Three res~lts we r e : 

i I Mnx imum and Mi.nimum scores. 'I'h0;," i nrlic'1trtl 

the highest and lowes t sco 1·c;, th.11: w0;0 .1ttribt1h'<l 

to '"'i1Ch :.t.1tcmcnl o( WC'ilkn0~s by t:h•"' ~~<' )<' C l n r :; 

[ 5 l . 
ii ] The Mea n i'lnd Standnrd Dcvintion. C.1 l cu 1 "t i on 

o f t he Me., n ;rn cl S t n n cl 0 rd DC' v i. a t i o n o r c' ,, ch 

slntcmr•nt_ wn c; c<ir riccl out in onl0r lo r•:. 1-.1hl i:;h 

the celC1tive import.1ncc o( c;ich j t:cm .incl n 1 :>o 

to nsscs:. the c10grcc of consc"'n;,u;, rr;1ch0rl in th i ~; 

Round. 

Using the ~~an values , th ~ stutement wi th th0 hiqhc~t 

mea n wus ra nked the hig hest. When there WilS d tic 

i n the Mean values of t wo or mor0 Ltems , t he item 

with t he smallest Standard Dev .!. <1 U on ( j . c. the h ighrs t 

consensus) would be ra nked highest Amongst the tied 

items . Delow is a n c>xtract t.:lken f rom Table 7, fJilCJC" A'1. 

This extract provides a n ex.:lrnple moximum ilncl mjnimum 

scores as well as showing how statements in nound Three 

were ra nked according to Standard Deviatior and Me~n . 

[ 5 ) It was intercgting to note , for e><r1Jrplc , thM. in the fjnill 
, analysis one staterrent had ~n ranked fo t:n~ " top t0n" 
category of W"'-Clkncsscs yet hnd not been scored as il " '.) " 

by any of the selectors. (Sec Table 4 f 'Jr further. excunplcs) . 



Rank 

2 

3 

5 

6 
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Statement ~n sr.O Min Max 

As a criterion, commitment 3.636 . 962 2 5 

is too difficult to assess 

Selectors cannot be con f id - 3. GOG 1. 197 5 

ent that the applicant ' s 

qualities that they are 

assessing can actually be 

assessed within the time 

available and with the 

instruments now being used 

for selection. 

Referees' Reports urc not 

always a relinblc source 

of information about 

cipplicants. 

3.51 5 l.22A 

The procedures fail to J.'18 ':> 1.riOJ 

provide suf ficicnt info~m-

ation on each candidat0 ' s 

ability to teach cf f0ct-

ivcly. 

The Government times its 

cinnou~ccrncnt of quotas 

too late aft~r the inter-

view. 

Not enough emph~sis is 

given to teacher recruit­

ment, especially recruit­

ment of male~, adults a nd 

Maori applicants . 

J . '105 1. 523 

3.'155 l.'1111 

.. 
l 

,­
) 

In .this extract , the statement ranked 1 h;1d the highest 

Mean compared to all the other statements . The 

Statement ranked 2 had the second highc~t Mean and so 

on. Because s~atements 4 and 5 had equal Menn values, 

the statement with the smallest Standard DeviRtion 

(i.e. the highest consensus) was ranked the highest 

amongst them. 

l\ complete list of the Round Three responses was 

compiled using Rank, Mean , Standard Deviation , and 

values Maximum and Minimum. 
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At this stage in the re search, a further analysis 

was carried out on the results of Round Three to as-

certain the degree of consensus on the we nkn csscs 

of Division "!\" (prima ry ) selection procedures . 

Cypher t and Gant (19700, as well as Wc<1thcrman anc1 

Swenson ( 1974), have concluded that the opinions given 

in three rounds of Delph i investigati on:, arc usually 

adequate for general consensus. To confirm this , 

the Coefficient of Variation (V) w<1s usod. Th e~ usr. or 
this procedure in Delph i i nvestig<1tions wa s developed 

by Engli s h and Kernan(1976). 

English and Kern a n, in their Delphi stud y of t he futurr. 

of air travel and <1.ircraft technology, us ec1 t he Co­

efficient of Variation in conjunction with a a~cision 

rul e as th e stopping criterion. The Coefficient of 

Lia ti on W<l s ca lculated by dividing lhc St,rn cJ,1 rd 

/~:~iation by the Mean of t he responses . Th c·1 ~;C'lectcd 

ranges for the Coefficient of Vari<iti on trn cl 110.~>ociiltccl 

these ranges with decision rul es that defined co no.cnsus 

and,hencc, a strategy [or cont i nuing or t c rm j na ti ng 

elphi round s . Table 3 below gives details of the 

Co _ · ic ient of Variation a nd s torpi ng rul rs t h.1 t w0 re 

estoblished by English a nd Kernan. 

Table 3: 

Coefficient of Variation as a Stopping Cri t:crion: 

Coefficient ~f 
Variation 

0 < v < 0.5 

0.5 < v <0.8 

v > 0.8 

Decision Rule 

Good degree of consensu s ; no need 

for an additional round . 

Less than a satisfactory degree of 

consensus; possible need f or an 

additional round. 

Poor degree of cons~nsus ; definit e 

need for an additi onal round . 

Source: G.M. English and G.L. Kernan, "The Prediction of l\.ir Travel 
and Aircraft Technology to the year 2000 using the Delphi 
Method.", Transport Reseci~ch. , Vol. 10, pp. 1-8, 1976. 



They recommended the use of the Coefficie nt of Vari ation 

as a measure of stability of Delphi studies . This c;rn 

be achieved by checking for chang es in th e Coefficient 

of Variation within each round nnd between succesnive 

rounds and terminating the inquiry wh e n such c hil.ngcs 

assume a predetermined small valu e (S ec Appcnrlix 15 

for Round Three results and details o[ how consensu s 

was calculaten) . 

l\s the ranges chosen by English etnd Kern0n were b.-1s c·cl 

on the decision rul es that def ined consensus cincl their 

application had proved to be useful nn a strotcgy ror 

termination of the Delphi round s , it wcis dccirlcrl to 

use the same ranges i n this study . 

CONCLUSION 

Th e re search design adopted in the pr0s 0nt stu dy 

has bee n outlined in this chil.ptcr . Along with its 

history and d e velopment , the ration0lC' ror t lir· u ~><' 

of the Delphi Techn ique C\S Cl rcseorch tool Lo clrt r.nni rw 

the weakn esses of Di visi on "A" (pri.m<:1 ry) ~;r~l cct ion 

procedures was outlin e d. Raised in t he di~cus~ion 

were a number of issues including th e tech niqu e ' s 

validity when used as a research tool ( or gc n crntin~ 

consensus of opinion, its recent succes sful usr i n 

studies with similar research design s , and its 

suitability as a research tool fo r inv0stignti nq 

potentially sensitive issues. 

It was also pointed out that the prese nt study e mployed 

a stratified random sample representing 21 percent of 

the population of Division "A" selectors i. n New 

Zealand. The chapte r concluded with a dctaiJed 

discussion of how each round of re s pon ses was edited 

and screened, including an expJanation of how state ment s 

were ranked and how consensus was de termi ned . Th e 

.following chapter will discuss the results obtained for 

the three Rounds of questionnaires. 

66] 
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C H A P T E R F 0 U R 

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 

In response to the three Round Delphi employed in 

this study, a total of 46 weaknesses o[ Divi~ion "A" 

teacher selection procedures was reported by the 

sample. After statistical_ analysis, 11 o( the 46 

weaknesses were found to be major and sJ_gnificont. 

On this basis quest ions a r0 raised "bout the ovcn1 lJ 

effectiveness of teacher selection procedure~; in 

New Zealand. 

Round One Result~ 

I n resp on s e to the r c q u cs t to w 1- i t c do w 1 1 t:l w i r op i n i o n : ' 

of the weaknesses of Division "A" (prim.-ny) ;,r'Jcction 

procedures (see Appendix 6 fo r Cl copy of the Houncl 

One questionnaire), participont return ~~ contr i.butr'cl tt 

total of 203 response stnte ment;, . An rx~mplc or th0 

types of weukness stCJtecl by p.-1rtici. pt1n t~; j s ~_;hown 

below und further examples arc given i.n Appendix 1 3 . 

An example of a Round One resronse to the qucstj_on 

regarding the weakn e sse s of Divi_sion " A" '.~0 l cct ion 

procedures was as follows: 

1] They reflect wh icc middle class values <1ncl, as 

such, disadvantage minor ity groups. 

2] All candidates are interviewed. 

3] The academic criterion is too low. 

4] They fail to accurately predict success in 

teaching. 

After editing the 203 statements to eliminate dup­

lications, a new list of 108 responses was compiled. 

Through a process of further screening, clustrring , 

sub-theme extracting , and summarising wh ic h was 

outlined in the previous chupter, a summary of 44 

concise statements was compiled. (Sec Table 4). 
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Tl\BLE 4 : 

A Summary List of Respondents' Round One Hes.12Q~~es 

The weaknesses of Divis ion 11
/\

11 (primary l sel cct ion 

procedures are : 

1) They fail to provide sufficient informnti..on on 

each applicant's ability to tc0ch ~rrectiv1 •Jy . 

2] Low runking Maori Clnd [\"1 cifi.c TsLrncl nr:ipl i c ;1nL; 

receive preference to satisfy '' tar<Jct'' require­

ments for Muori and rclc.ifi..c Is]C1nc1 ,1pr l l.c,:1 11L!> . 

3) The mi n imum acndemic requirement is too nclrrow 

n criterion [or selection . 

41 They reflect white middle clt1ss vcllu cs ilnd, els 

such , disadvantage mino rity qroups. 

5] Th~ practice of some :...;,__,., . ., ,i :,ry ~;c 'wols coclching 

some ,1pplic<lnts in intervicwi.nq skill;, ciu0~;t ion s 

the validity of assessments made in tho i nt rrvirw . 

6J The Sccondnry School PrincipnJ ' s Rornrt ciln11ot: 

be i n terpreted as a reliable source of infotmiltion 

about the aprlicant . 

7) Abandoning the academic critcriu has made it 

diffic1Jlt for selectors to C1sscss ,1 n Z1f)plicilnt- ' s 

suitubility for teachin<J . 

O] Selectors cnnnot be con[iclen t tha t the ,1rrlic.1nt ' ~; 

q u n l it i es which th c y a re a s s es:; in g c <rn a r: tu Cl l l y 

be assessed with the time avuilc1blc c:rnd wi.th the 

instruments now being used in selection. 

9] Not enough emphasis is given to recruitment , 

especially recruitment o[ males, <l~ults , nnd 

Maor i a nd Pacific Island applicants. 

10] Referees' Reports arc not a rclinbJ~ source of 

information about applica n ts . 

11) There are too many assessment inconsistencies 

of rating among committee members , between 

committees , and between Education nonrds . 

12) The me mbership of some interview committees cha nges 

too frequently, while some long-serving members 

:ose motivation, awareness , and acuity . 



13] Intervie wers lnck training in interviewing 

skills. 
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14] Members of each Ec1uct1tion.1l <Jl-.Hlp (tho N.Z . E.T., 

the 'I'c<lchers' Co1 lrqo, 1-ho l10.1rcl ;incl t lw 

Dcp;irtmc nt) arc not alv1.:-iys repr<'~>c'ntr<l on t 11<' 

int('rvicw committees. 

15] Vartations in the venue of the intorvicws 

dis<ldvClntagc some applic0nts . 

16 J /\pplic<lnts who arc divergent thinlu·r~> lln.~ 

r1Ptrrrcc1 from cxprcssinCJ \-heir vic•·:s lwfo1-1' Uh' 

intr.rvir'w commi.Lt-1·'0 . 

17] Th0 rff0ctivonr.:.s o[ ;,0lr•ction prO('t'clun'~; . 

1 8] In tcrv j r w commit tee mt ·mh0 n; do not kno\.,r how 

i1Ccur;1t" Lhr>i r t\SS•'0.0.lll('llf. nr 0,1cll .q1pl i c·.1n! I:; . 

1 9 ) '!' h c e r i t c r i on o r 11 i n v o 1 v r. m c n L 11 cl i : ; ;1 d v .i n L ;1 q < • : ; 

some uprlicunt s ,1ncl is difficult t_o int:0 1·pn't . 

20] 1\s a cri tcric• , "cornmi t rnont" i ~; too rl i f f 1 cul t· 

to assess. 

2 1] Applicants <lrc noL c1ivC'n f ccclb0ck on thc'ir 

intcrvi· · . .,r hcfoP· thry l00vc Lhr; in t·1'rvi0w . 

22] Thcr0 i;, too much 0rnph.1s is on 11tt·1'n111t.111c3 t n 

judge the aprJ icunl' c: cornmj tme nt.: lo l:r'i1chi nr1 . 

7.3] ~~om0 cli1i.ms rn(ldc by npp1ic;rnt;, rlt1rirHJ inlf'rvir 

(e.g. rcgarcJin<J hobbi0;, , int0rcsl~ !i , .111 <1 invoJvc­

mcnt) n.rc not ;1hl0 t-.o b0 v0rifi1'rl in thr' tirnr' 

c1Vuiln.bl0 . 

24 ] Being lr<J<l) ly bound to tcflch .1nywhrr 0 in N0w 

7.e0li1nd ut the compJ ct ion of tr,1ininr1 m.1y net 

as a deterrent [or s0mc cnndidi'lt<'~ . 

25] Educution P.oarcJ members on interview commi t trr''> 

are i nadequately paid . 

26] Ascertaini ng an applicu n t ' s nttitudc tow;irds 

mu 1 ti - cu 1 tu r., 1 i s sues i s cl i f f i cu l t to cl o w i t 11 o u t 

of fending them . 

27] The late timing of the announcement of Government 

quotas and the l e ngth of time betw00n int0rvicw 

and offer of n position of trninin~ . 

20] It is condescending to Mi'lod .ind Pncifjc Jslilnd 

applicants to select them for Tcnchcrs ' Coll0ge 

with ranking~ below Lh0 cut-off point . 
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29) Graduates or those with more than half a degree 

who apply to go to Teachers' College arc dis­

advantaged. 

30] Interv iewing all applicnnts. 

31] Lack of funding hinders Tc<1ch crs ' Col lccJC~ :-; ;incl 

the Department of Education rcplaci.ng staff 

involved with intcrvi c win9. 

32] Some appliczrnts who do not meet the minimum 

e ntry requirement arc being intcrvi. c~ wcd. 

33] There is no ag e limit fo r <1pplJ.cants. 

3'1] Th e struc ture o[ thr~ .interview rn;iy h0 ;,tr0 ;,s ful 

for a pp 1 i ca n t s Cl. n cl m .:1 y i. n [ l u c n cc th c i 1- .-1 b i l i t y 

to give an accurate picture of suit;ibi li ty for 

tc<t r.h i n<J. 

3 5 ] 'I' h c r r cs c n c c o f ,1 Mao r i i n t c r v j_ c w c r who i ~; 

perceived by the Mz10ri 0rplic<lnt .1s il J«1u1 n,1tu .:i 

mc:iy hnvc an effec t opposite to the one intcnclrcl 

by the inclusion of Cl. Maori on th e committee . 

36] Selection is th e rcsporisibilit:y of the Ecluc,1t:i.on 

f1oi1rcl and not the Tccich c rs' Collccy' . 

3 7] The Scconclu ry School Pr i.. nci pill'~; Hcpor t J_ ::; ton 

influential compilrccl to other :-;clccl:i.on crj t:crin . 

38] There: is insufficient t ime to CJ<lthcr Hc[crc c:, ' 

Reports and the Principal's Report between ~ugust 

20 and the bc0innin0 of school CX'1 mjn~tions. 

39) There is difficulty in rnnkin<J those npplicilnt~ 

immcdiutely below the cut-orr point. 

'10] It is difficult to separate the l<1r<J<: numbr.r. or 

"middling" ca ndicla tcs. 

'11 ] Applicants are not CJ i ven a choice of which colJ cgc 

they wish to attend. 

42] There i.:; often wide disagreement brtwccn commi.ttr>e 

members as to what constitutes a good tcncher . 

43) Maori applicants nre not given the opportunity of 

being interviewed on a marae. 

44] Current selection procedures may no longer be 

appropriate in the light of changing conditions 

in schools and the dif f crent demands which arc 

likely to be placed on the teachers of the future. 
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With i n this list oE statements , ten ge neral ar~as 

of weakness of Division "!\ " selection procc>cJures 

seemed to emerge . 'I'hcsc C1 rcri s or wcukncss re li1 tc<.l 

to recru itment , r0[erees' reports , the intervirw , 

the interview panel , " involvement " os a criterion, 

" English" as a criterion , quota:., ,1nc1 <1 c;1t0gory 

of "gencrC11 weakne sses " which cCJ nL1 i nccl w(';1knc~:;se;, 

whi ch did 11ot readily iclcnrify with uny or t.h0 o •~h0r 

nine areas . 

!\s wo s j ndici1tec1 .i.n the prcv.i.ou~; c hilpl<'1· , th0 Lhrr0 

arci1 s of weCJkncss which wcrr men t i.onccl most: r rcqucn I: l y 

by parlicipilnts ; n Houn<.l On•' wc~ ro tho;,(' wh ic h rcli11:l'cl 

to the " intrrvicw", the "interview p<.1nr•l ", .-1rHl l:i1r' 

" <Jcncr,1] WC'c1kncssc's 11 o f s0 l oction procedure'~; . 

l\[tcr the' col lotion or rcsron:.es from tlir fj 1-~;1· 

Rou nrl, the resultant surnm,1ry li~:;t rroviclcd thr lJ<.1:;i;. 

[or the Round Two C]U0. Stionnilirc Clnd the fc~clb ,1ck 

.information. 

Rou nd Two Rc!;ults 

In this Round the rcspomlents were .1:.kccl to r1'vi cw 

th~jr p1 r viou;, orinion;, in t· h,-, ligl1t: nf t· hn virw~; o r 

thei r coll.co<]Ues il5 summ.1ri •;rcl hy tllr~ '11\ ;.t .-1t:c·1111'nl!; 

o[ w~.:ikness . They we r e then r0ciuc~; Lr cl t.o comp i l •' 11 

short List o f concise sl.:-itcrnent;, to <~>qirr.ss wh;i t 

they consider.eel were the weokncsses of Division 11
/\

11 

selection [.>roccdurcs. Jn comriling this list , they 

were told that they cou 1 d rc-i ns t0 tc t:lwj r o r i <Ji n0 l 

Round One res[.>onscs , summarise their comme nts , or 

choose key statements from the su mmory list whi.ch 

they might wish to <ldd to or modify. (Sec /\ppenrlix 

7 for a copy o[ the Rou n d Two qucstionn0ire) . 

When Round Two responses were r cturnrcl , sc ree n ing 

was done to remove any duplicate wcnkncsscs and a 

number uf statement s were further edjted (statement 

numbers 1,2,6,7,8,9,10,1 2 ,1 6 , 17 , 23 , 27 , 29 , 30 , J 1 , and 

42). Responses showed that three dcvclopmcn t.s h.ad 
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take n place . rirst, four participants hncl rejected 

one of their or i ginaJ standpoints . Accord ingly , 

these four statements were removed from the li sl 

of 4'1 weaknesses. Secondly , [our nc"' st.:'lt0m0 n t:. 

of wenkness (statements 22 , 2'1,'11, ;?n•.1 '1'.J Ln Table 

5 bAlow) were added to the list . Thirdly, it w.,s 

deciclcd to split one or tl1c IJt. st,1tem0nts int·o 

separate stC1tcmcnts re,1dy for Houncl 'J'llrl' <"' . 'l'hr 

c:Jele::ed items , the [our new ~>Luterncnts or wc,1kn<:':.!i , 

C1ncl detnils or how one of t.110 ~-; t,1trm0 n t~; Wil!I cli v irlc ' rl 

into two were mentioned in ch,1plcr Uir!'r . (Sec r,190 <i2) . 

From the replies to Round Two, the r.1 ct t h;1 t t Ii n'r 

s ta tcrnen ts of wcil knes;, hud br·cn cl roppl·d from L11r· 

initj.a l summary list indicated thnt mr,bcrs of th~ 

runel were prob0bly ne.1rin.-, con~2n sus on tlH' w0;ikn0;.r;c'!; 

of Division "/\" selection procedure;,. '!'he four 

new itc~s added to thr list nhowcrl Lhnt som0 rilrl­

icip0nts cxrresscd n0w st;rnc1po ints ,1s Lhri r pcr!>P<'rt -

ives On thr Wr>ilknCSSC!> Of !i<"'lection procc•cll ll·0r; WC' rl' 

widened , possibly by the (e~clbnck of inrorrn:1 t.1on .incl , 

most ccrttiinly , by thrir involvcm0nt in t·h0 :;Lu<ly. 

Purtlv:~rmorc , eve n art0r only two Rouncls or qur.~;t.ionni1i1«' ~i , 

the <1dvont.:HJ0s or the u:.c of Dclrhi ovrr t h 0 on0-:i hot 

0prronch w,,s st r0n9tlv~n0<1 by the L1ct. t.htlt. m,1ny 

respondents uppcarcd to r0con:.jd0r .1n<l rrf i n0 t lv'i r 

response!'; as i1 result or thr rceclb,1ck in Hound rm0 . 

Refer ring to Table 5 , the st<1Lcmcnts U !1tccl M '> th0 

weak n esses of Division"!\" (prim<try) t c uche r :.election 

procedures could be broadly divided into nine cntc­

gorics. These catc9orir s represent e d n further 

refincmcn~ of the ten c~ ~cgo rics dcriv0~ during 

the Round One a nalysis . 
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Tl\BLE 5 

Th e Nin e Ca teaoric!"l of We aknesses of Di. v ision "/\ " 

g:i tcgor ics 

Gf'.Nrnl\L 

J\C.N)f-MTC 
OU'lffiTON 

1'UL TI-UJL'JUP i\L 
IssuES 

s t:Lltcrrcnt 
No. 

8 

17 

21 

• 3'1 

'1 1 
'1 '1 

3 

7 

Sclrctors ctrnnot !:Jr-. conficl,-.:-:t t: 11.1t 
thr <1pplic<lnt' s CJ< 1;11 it tc'.; which thry 
ilrc nsscss inCJ C<lt1 .ir:r.u,1 J ly b: ,1:-;sc:-;~;0<1 

,.,tjt:hin Lhr; tinr ,1v;1i \.:ihl •_' .111<1 wit·li l lir· 

i. n ~1trurrr.'nts now lX'lll< usr:cl i n 
~>e 1.ccti on . 
ScJccUon prccc'<.1urc;, .1rc not 
cf [cct.i vc . 
Ap[Jl.ir<1nt~; .1rc not •JiV''fl fr •r'( lh1r;k on 
Uv~ir interview l.rrorr' tlll~y ll\lVc' 1·l1 f' 
interview. 
The s t·ructurc or the in t·crvicvJ m1y lY' 
~;trcs~;rul for <lprl i cin\:'.> <lnc l nny 
jnflucncc their .-.b .i. li ty t:o 'JlVC ; in 

<1rcur'1tC ricturc or ~;uit: 1 b i Lj ty fo r 
tc,1ch 1 nrJ • 
QuoL1 s .in:' j nyxJsc-< 1 • 
Current :.;r' l0c l ion p t-crc'<1un''. ; nn y no 
lonrr1- IY' .1pprnr: · i,1Lr' in l.111' liqht: 
or cti ,-lfl'J i 11<] cone I i t· ion: ; i n '.~Choo 1 ;; 
., nrl th(' fl i r r (' rr~ n t <lcm1 nrh wh i r:l 1 ;u · r· 
\ 1K01 •/ t·0 1-Y: p J .1r;r '<I nn th0 tcnchc 1·:; 

ot the f.uturr~ . 
/\rpl i_ c,1 r l:~ w.i th cxtr~ v .iC'Ws on 
r.1c0 t1nr1 rrl i.rJinn e,v 1 Lr r.11 cxl hir_1hl y 
on CJt:h r rJrnurn l:; .1rn l <}1in r·nt: r y . 

·I'lir; mi.nimum ac.1d0mic ru~_:irr'flY'nt 1:, 
too n.1 rra.11 <l er i tC'1· inn Cor s01 cct ion. 
/\b.:1ncloni.rYJ t he ,1c,1<1rrnic :r i. tcrion )1,y; 
nnde .it di ff .icu 1 t r <Jl- scl rctors to 
,1s:>C'SS r,1ch 0pplic.1nt's s~1it:...1hi. l lty 
for tcrti,1ry study . 

24 Pre-interview tcsrs ( 0 . CJ . f r t0rit.i nCJ 
Ma thcm1 lies ski U ~>) .:1 rr.! nor-. llr· 1 d be for<: 
i nterviews . 

30 Interv iewing ,,] l .lf"'Pl i crmt.;, . 
32 Serre applic..l nts r>r' l:x.:dng fotcrvi_r.w\'Cl 

who do not rr.~ th0 mi n i mt IJTI 0n · ry 
rcquircm:mts . 

2 

4 

T.A:M r anking Maori .:rncl P0ci.f ic TsJ;incl 
C1ppl icilnts rccci vc rn·f cr.cncc to 
sa isfy " tarc;ct" rcquirr.::m:?nts . 
They rcf]cct white middle class values 
and , as such , c1 Lsadv0nt:Llcy:? mi nod ty 
groups . 
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9 Not enough ·emphasis is given to 
rccruitrrent (es~ci0lly thr rrcruitrrr:nt 
of rre.li:s , adults , and ME1ori and 
Pllcif ic Island , pp lic.:mts . ) 

26 l\.sccrt0ining c:m <1pplic.:int ' s 0tlitudc 
towards multi-cultur0l i ssues is 
d.1fficult to do without offe nding thrn1 . 

28 IL is conclcsccncling to Mnori llncl 
l\1cif i.c IsL1nd tl[)p l.ic,1nts to ~-;clcc1: 
them fol'." Teachers ' Co'loqc wi.th 
r;:inkings bcla.v the cut-of [ lX)int. 

35 The p:csencc of ,, M .. 1ori i ntc rvicwrr 
who js [)21'."Ccivcd by thr M.1or.i «rp1icllnt 
C1S cJ Kuurrntuu rrny h.:1vr: nn r'ffC'ct opp­
osite to the one intended by the 
inclusion of <1 Mnori on the conmi ttc0. 

43 M...1or.i applic<mts <lrn not given the 
opportunity of bcinq intcrvi_c\1-.C'<l on 
a ffi:""ffilC . 

15 

25 

V,1r.iations in the venue or thr .i..ntcn1ic-.,,_; 
disc1clv21ntagc scxrc ·•1JrUc,1nts . 
n:luc< t ion IXx:ircl nrmlx'r'.J on i ntrrv i r' W 

cannittrcs '1rc in'1rl<'CJUiltrly p.1id . 
27 The Govcrnrrcnl U.m~~; i.ts '1t111<..ll111cc·irc'nl.. 

of quot.ls too lon<J cift:cr t:hc in tr' 1~v if'W . 
29 rrac!u;1tc:. or those· wi1·h nnn' 1 h;111 lv111· 

c1 dr"'<Jl'1 VC who "f'P 1 y to <JO t·n T<'<Wh• ' t · ~; ' 
Co I l < « 1r' ,, re cl i: ;.i clv. m L1<JN 1 l :w r·.-11 i: ;(' 
0r!mi.n i '.;tr,1tivc .1nc! orq;rn i :;.-11 i rn1;1 l 
circurTl')t,1nccs 1 irni. t t.hr nurnl)f'r of 
this CJrour ilblr t·o lY' (lCcq1t r '( ]. 

31 11v~rc i'.; ' ' Lick of fund i.n9 ,1ncl 1 hi~• 
hindr~rs Tc.ichcrs ' Co! !(•<J0:; ,1ncl thr· 
crp·1rlnrnt of Frluriltion n·pl.1r-in<J 
st;1ff invo lV('<l wit.Ii int< rvi('winq. 

36 Sr:lr>et: irm i..;, th0 r 0 :.rnn:.ihi11ty of th<· 
i:iluc,-1Lion l!n.1nl ,1nc! nnt U11 'l'<·.1cl11 ' 1- ~; ' 

Col le<JP . 
38 'l'h0rc Ls insuf.f icicnt tulY' to 0.ith0r 1.hr 

prj ncir-1 l 's nrrnr . IY'tl/ft'..:-011 /\u<JU:.t 20 <ind 
the b:.'qinnin<J of schr.YJl rx,1min.iti.onr; . 

5 

11 

'I11c prclcticc of so1rc Sccond,1ry :.ch l ~; 
ccx1chin<J s~ ilrpJic,1nts in in le rv i 0w i n~J 
skill:. qu0stion:j t hf' Vc1 l i cl i ty of 
asscssnr:-nts m-1rk- jn h0 int:crvirw. 
·n1crc ,1rc too m--iny .1 s:. ;,~;m:mL incon:; i :;t..­
cncic:; of n1tin') ;uron<J carmi Lt:c(' rrrml r:; , 
b2twe0n carrni.ttrcr: , ,1ncl between frluc,-ition 
P .. oards . 

18 Tnt0rvi,.,.11 r:-rrrmit-t00 wmlrr~ rln nnt· knrw 
how clCCtir;~tc thr·j r a:~:10:;:.iTY·n1.. of rv1ch 
(lpplic;int is. 

39 '!'here is difficulty in rnnking tho~;c 
appliec1nts irrrrccll« ·cly l~la.v the cut-off 
point. 
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40 It is dif Eicult to separate the large 
number o[ "middling " applicants . 

42 '111erc is often disilgrcarcnt bct~n 
comnittee rrr::m.l:>ers as to what const i.tutC":; ;, 
gcxx:l tcocher . 

16 

19 

20 

The procedures foil to proviclc su[f ici1 .... nt 
i n[orm-1tion on C".:1Ch opplic,1nt ' s ubj .1 j ty t n 
teach effectively . 
Sane <:1prl ici1nts <ffe de terred f 1·an 
e xpressj ng their. vic<.<1s before thr int.r1·v i1 'w 
conmittcc . 
Thi; cri tcr.ion of " involvcnY'nt" di s,1clv,1nt·­
<1gcs sall2 applic<1nts .:m<.l js di ff in.11 t· to 
j ntrrprrt . 
l\s Cl criterion , ccmnitm~nt is too cliff icul t. 
tc ilSS,'SS . 

22 Th0 cr1t0r.ii1 (or ~;r-lcc•:ion ill"C not n'vrr-w·cl 
regularly . 

23 Sarr clil ims m Klr by .1pplic.111ts cl1iri nr1 
i.ntcrvicv;;, (c.<J . J<'<).Jnlin<J h1Jl>bi<'!; .11vl 
j ntcrcsts) <1rc not <1bl<: to IX' V<'ri f ic"<'l 
in the tj ~ ov<1.:.l<11J l~ . 

33 The r e is no ,1qr l i n1i. t for. .1rpl i c.rn\ r; . 

12 

13 

r, 

37 

lC 

Thr nrrnlY'r~;h i.r of sa~ i ntr rvi <'w 
carrni t t0r;, ch.1 nrp;, L<X) f rrYJur·n I l y. 
Jn t0rv i f"\\-Jers luck t: r.1 i nj n<J j n 
i nl rrvir·wi nq skj J 1 r; . 
:-nnlrr~; n( r.1ch l·ilur.1Uon.1l CJ1·nup (I.Iv· 
r..i. '/. . E . I . ' the Tc.1ch< .... r:; I C0 l l1YJI' ' I 111• 
lb1r<l , <mcl the r:>'r.1rtm"'nt) ,1 n not t1lw.1y: ; 
r0pr<"~;0nt<:<l on i :it ' 'rvi<"tJ cqnn1 t: ''<"> . 
Sarr: 1 onr1-scrv i n<J rrcml X'r;, I osr• 
rrotiw1tion , i\w;irc ncf;:., crnd rir::ui1y . 

'J'h0 f,c-corvl .1 ry Schrn 1 r r i nr. i rn 1 I ~; Hr., J()r I 
c<1nnot: i1lw.-1y:. Jy. in1cr,-ir c 1."d ,y; i1 n ' l1.ihl1· 
sourer or jnfomntinn ;1bout tlv"' ,1rpl ic.1111. 
'111e :x~<.ondz1 ry ~;choo l Pr i nc i p;11 ' ~ ; l ~c'po1·1 

is tO'J influ0nt· i.1l rnnp.1rN I wi th o tl1' 'r !;•'l-
0ct Lon er j t0r i i'l . 

Rcfrrccs ' Rcrnrt:. nrc not ;il~~ys il 
rcl i ablr source or i nfo l111c1Lion <1 l)')1J I. 
0~l i.c,1nts . 

The cu tegory o ( GENER/\f, wcil kncsses cl rcw "L ten ti on to 
numerous issues , the most sa l ien t bcinry the pn rt icipon t~ 
cxpr~ssing i'l l nck of conf idcncP in the sc J c C"tion 
proc0durcs . 
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In particular , selectors we~e criticul of the 

validity of the instruments currcnlly used in 

selection and , in their view , thjs wr,1knrs~; w,1~; 

being compounded by the structure• or the ~L' lt•cLion 

interview and the chunging conditions in sc.:llool ~;. 

The selectors ruising the issue or Llw problC'111 

creutcd by the clwnging conditio n s in schools concu1·s 
' with critic isms made by H0msciy ( 197Y) : 

"T Ii<?. ~ e. (. e c. t {on o 6 ~ tu de 11 t ,~ 6 c· 't t e a c /1 ( 11 9 

<. ~ an e. x. c. e e. d { n g (. y 11 a z a ~ cf o u :i (a ~ /,> • A 

~ e. f. e. c. t <. o 11 p a 11 e. f. 111 tt ,:i t -~ e. C c. c t p <' t • 11 f e 6 c• ~ 

a job wli<.c.11 {~ c/1a11g(11g ~o 'tapu!Ctj 

t I 1 a t d { ~ b c c. u Ill ( II g i.. II (' H (l ~ ( 'I ~I l' I ( d d ri ((' Id' t 

t 0 p ,'[ e. d i.. C. t { t .~ 6 tt t U 't C' rf / 't e. C t i. l ' 1 I ~ • T Cl 

i..f.f.u~t.'iate.: New Zcafa11d ~t1uf<•11(~ 1d10 

c.omme. 11c.c.c tlta<.11u1g i.11 1979 tt}(!'t<' p~t'l1nlil' 11 

1rnawate. la ~ we.H U1e. <.11 H!.f.cc l u ~ ~) tl1at bu 
ti I C' u. Ill (' ti I e u b ,, c a Ill (' c <!. 't ( di ( Ul ( (' cl ( I 1 (' I/ 

w oufd Ii ave a I <.11 5 c.l1a11cc. of. lie< ll [J pl'ac<',f 

ur cu1 ope. 11-pfa11 ~d11al«1 11 , ti•ac/1(11~1 W< tit 

a ~ IJ 11 cU. c. a t e o (., p e. o p f " o 11 a l <' <t 111 v a ~ < ~ 

IDe.palltme.11t of, [du c. ati..011 , 19 77) ; i..11 C' (IH·~ 

wo~d~ , Uie. clicnac (c> ~ < ~ t er~ r•fl fc•acl1c•~ ·' 

d<! <! m<!.d de ~Uta u f <' Ulj a In 7 6 p1111 t' I' 111n 11 H't' I' I' 

l1av e b<'e. 11 oatmorled b11 tl1 c time• tl1e1~ 

Hfecle.d ~.t.udent~ e ilf e.Hcf (<1 arl11n~1 ." 

(Hilms;1y , 1979 

There is every likcJ ihood th.:it , in t hr• s•"Jr•n yr'nr~; 

s ince Rarnsuy rn<:1dc his remt1rks, the 1.it 0 of c lldnrJ '' 

in schools hus further incrc<1 scd. /\l ;1nn1ngly, how"V'' r, 

as has a 1 ready been discussed , f c w c:lw ng cs tw vr bc0n 

made to selection procrdurcs si nc0 1Y79 . • 

Weaknesses which related to t h0 l\C/\Dl·:MJ C CIU 'J'lmJ ON r onnrd 

the second Ciltcgo ry. The p<1rticip.,nt;, •1u•r0 qr-nr·r.illy 

in fc:1vour of rc-int1oducing the iH .. 1clr•111i <: c riLC'rion to tile 

applicant ' s selection profile but ;1 111J ;- 'J01 of s0lr•r.tors 
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intimated that such a move would not ameliorate many 

of the weaknesses tc selection procedures cause~ by 

its absence. For ~his reason , some of the selectors 

advocated the i nt roduction of pre- intervi ew test s 

in Mathematics and English. Such views arc supported 

by Tocco and Elligett (1980) who report on efforts to 

test the reading comprehension and arithm~tical 

competency o[ tench0r <1(?plicnnts . 'l'hey ;ngue t h,1 t 

minimal competency in the skills tested is essenti~l 

if other ne>cessC1 ry comrctencics tlrc to rC".1ch .1ccc pt.1bi l i ty. 

However , and as if wC1nting t o e xacerbate t he weakness , 

the minim u fTl q u n l i [ i ca ti on [or c n try i. n to t c .i ch c r t· r .i j n i n 'J 

was lowe red this ye.ir to one sixth form cC'rt i J i.c.i tr 

s ub ject . 

Other p.irticip.ints held the vi.cw rh..-1t nrnl icnnt ~; nhoulcl 

not !Jc considered for selection without first lv1·;i nq 

t1ttainrd the minimum ncademic criterion. In \.h(' 011111101 1 

o( t.ho s~ lectors who s.harccl thu:; view , too much 

villu.1ble selrction time W<l S ;,pent 0n c,1ndi cl.1t:r~; wll< ' 

could c v0ntu .1 lly be disqual i(ied hecc:rnsc or i n.1cl< 'q 11;1t·1' 

~xa mi nation rr ;, J l ts . l.3y not in te rv i C"w i ng c11 ncl i <l.i l.<•f; 

who did not meet the minimum entry requirrment;,, more 

time would b" ,1vaiL1bl0 to ns;,0s;, quilli.fiPd ·•rJpl1c.1 nt~ ; 

which, i n tu rn, m.=•y !1r~ lp to impr·ovr Lhr CJUi'll it· y of tllr 

selection necis ion . 

The thi rel cutcgory of weaknesses w,1r-; concr'rn(~cl wi Lh 

MU LTI-CUJ./l'URJ\L ISSUP.S. llcrc the views of Lhe particir>ilnts 

were divided. On the one hnnd, some participants st\w 

current selection procedures as d i;,advnntaging Mnori 

and Pacjfic Island applicants (Sta teme nts ~ , 9 , and 43); 

o n the other , selectors were concerned t.ii1t these ethnjc 

groups were being give n an unfair advantage over 

other npplicants (Statement 2). Other issues rni sc ~ 

for consideration in this category related to the effects 

o[ a Maori interviewer on the sclec~ion pnncl (Slntement 

J5j and the difficulties inv0lved in the i ntcr vi0w of 

usking applicants about mu 1ti-cultur<11 issues 

2 6) • 
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ADMINISTRJ\TION AND ORGANISATIONAL weaknesses [orrne<l 

the fourth category and covered a wide range o[ issues 

including recruitment, the venues of interviews, the 

late timing of the announcement of quotas, the r.iyment 

of interviewers , and the l~ck of [unding nvaiJnble to 

help Teachers ' Colleges and the Depart me nt o( 

Education replace staf[ involved with interviewing. 

In this category were items 1S , 25 , 27,29 , 31,36 and 

38. 

The weaknesses alluded to in the f i(th c<itcgory h irJ h­

lighted the difficulty for selectors of RANKING 

candidates accurately . A nurnhcr <Jf in(lucnccs c0ntribut0 

to this weakness . Of note , and alrea dy mention~a i n 

the lite rature review (Anstey , 1977 ; Go[frnC1n , 19SC)) , is 

the issue o( applicants feigning their interviews. 

Ramsa y' s (1979) rcs~a rch provided a mpl e evi~cnc0 to 

demonstrate that students l i e succcs:.(ully u t thC'jr 

interview. According to RnmsC1y , there is n wc ll -C'~t0hl­

ished communication network betwee n stude nt s in trnining 

and applica nt s . Interviewees arc wel l briefed before 

the actual interview RS to the type o( qucstjons nskcd . 

In this respect Ramsa y corroborate s the opinions of t: h c 

selectors in the prese nt study that some schoo l s run 

mock interviews to train cundida':eG in " ~1pproprintc 

behaviour". The prob _._,'l o( countc :;ing "imprcssj o n 

management" will likely r e main a ~. " s r!ri.ous concern for 

selectors although one suggestior1 (J<e c n;rn , 19RO; H0<Jrr, 

1952 ) h as been [or s e l ec tors to use new lines o f question­

ing when interviewing candidaces . Rather t han leaving 

answers to "Why do you want to be u t each e r ? " unchollcngcd 

when responses s uch as "Well , I like children" a r c given , 

some follow up (e . g. llow do you know you like children?) 

should be made. At least one Board area hns ndopted 

procedures similar to these and now requires evidence o f 

successful interactions with children. 

Another weakness mentioned in this category concerned the 

inconsistencies of ranking of applicants between committee 
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members, between panels , and between Education eoards 

(Statemen t 1 1 ). Unfortunately, the interview panel 

is not composed of the same people (or every interview. 

As Ramsay p0ints out, in one Educaticn Donrd some 

selection panelists can attend as few as t hree interview 

sessions and as many as (our depu ti,cs ure usecl. 

Seven statement~ { 1 ,1 6 ,1 9 , 20 , 22 , 23 , and 33) c0ntrcd 

on weaknesses of the SELECTION CIU'J'ERIJ\. li er'"' Vi1 ri ous 

issues such as age limits, the instruments used f or 

nssessment of candidates, nnd specific critori~ such 

as "involvement" arc noted. Oroaclly sreakin<J , th0 

weaknesses i n this category lcncl support lo tho!;(' 

nlrcady mentioned as being GENERA~ to lhc seloctjnn 

procedu res. For instance, that current proco~uro ~ 

provide insuf(i ri,.' nt in[ormtltion or a c.incli<J,,t c ' ~; 

;'lbility to teac 0[ fectively <in(l thc1t olller key cri t 1•ri., 

such cts "invol vn111c nt", "commitment", f\nd "hobhj0:1 .i ncl 

reitcrntes the ove rall concern of the pnrtirip,1nt :; i n 

the presen t study that the VulicJity Of t IW i.n:;trumr• nl '.i 

now used in selection is ur.acccpt.1blr• . 

Stntements 1 2 , 13 , 1 '1 , il nd '1G concern 1 n<J MEMllER:.llTP OF Tiil·: 

INTERVIEW COMMI'I"J'EE were ca te')Or is0d acconl i n<J 1 y . 

While the question o( the membe rsh ip of th0 int0rvi0w 

changing too frequently has alr~aCy been discu~s0c1, 

another significa nt item in this caL0gory wn~ 

the participant's desire to sec panel m0mher~ tr~jn0d 

in interviewing skills . A simi lar concern wn ~ notrd jn 

the Review of Teacher Trai ning (1 979: 

"The~e ~~ 4 ne ed 60~ C4~ e6ul 6elertion 4nrl 
t~4~n~ng 06 th e {nte~view memb C~6 On 
inteAviewing committee6 Ok ponel6 ." 

[ibid., p.17} 

~review of Depart~ent o( Education policy and oth0.r 



80] 

literatu re revealed that this recommendation of the 

Review has not been r ealised . The reason for this is 

unclear. One possible explanation is th~~ research on 

the effect s of i nterviewer trai ning is not e ncou raging . 

The findings of Webster (1 982 ) indicates: 

"L>ta-<.11-<.11g a.nd e.xpe.k-<.e.nc.e. lia.ve. m.i.n{mai c66e.c.f ,~ 

on t. he. qua .e .<. t. lJ o 6 ju d a e. me. n t. made. by .<. n t e. Jr. v .<. l' we ,'[ -~ 

•. • [and] .•• t.Jr.aining may Jr.e.duc.e. inte.kv.i.e.wck 

e.JtJr.oJt but .theJte. .{~no e.v{denc.e. tliat ,>te.duc.Uon o~ 

e ,~ii.oJr. -<.mp!tove.~ judg eme.n:t ." 

[Webster , 198 2 :1~] 

SECONDJ\RY SCHOOL PRINCIPJ\I.'S REPORT ( S t0 tcmcn t G ,1 ncl 3 7) 

and REFEREES' REPORTS (Stat e me nt 10) formed t he last two 

categories. In support of the general trend of ori nion 

of the sample in the present study wh ich was that 

teacher selectors in New 7. ea land are not conf idont of 

the v a lidity of ':he instr ume nt s now us ed in Di vi '.>i.on " !\ " 

se lection, referees ' and pr i nc irals ' reports were vi.c.wc'<l 

by many selectors as exacerbating t he rroblcm. 

Unfortunately, surprisingly little e vid e nce Wi1s found 

in the literature on the validity of these documents . 

In summary, the selectors' opinions of t h e Wt:!i1kn c;,'.;e;, of 

Division "/\" (primary) teacher sclccti_on rr0cccJurcs 

in Round Two were clus te red into nin e cntcgories . Th e 

nine categories of weaknesses derived from the Round Two 

analysis related to : The J\cad e mic Criterion , MuJti­

Cultural Issues, Administrati on and Org~nisat io n, t he 

Ranking of Applicants, Selection Cr iteria , Membership of 

the Interview Committee, the Second ar.y School Pr i nciral's 

Report, the Referees' Reports, Ge ner.al Weaknes ses . 

Four of the nine categories ,namcly, General, Multi-cultural 

Issues, Administration and Orga nisat ion , and Selection 

Criteria were dominant, each with seven statements of 

weakness. Weaknesses relating to th e Acaaemic Criteri~ 

and Ranking represented the next two largest categories 

with 5 and 6 statements of weakness, respccti ve 1 y. 
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Considering that no single c ategory of weakness 

was significantly large or sma l l probably i ndicates 

that the selectors in the present study consider 

that the weaknesse s o f Di visi on " !\ " selection procedures 

are wide spread, a f f ect i ny e ve r y areCt o[ the selection 

process. To rectify such a s ituation , 0 comprehensive 

ove rhaul o f se l e ction pr oced ures seems cl0s i r<tb1 c . 

l\s wel l a s c ate gorising t he items in th<' \vuy clcscribcd 

above , a freq ue ncy coun t was taken of the number 

o f re s ponde n ts who me n tioned .e0ch item in Hounrl Two. 

Th e t e n most f r e qu e ntly ment~oned statement~ o[ 

we akn es s arc s hown i n Ta ble G. 

TADLE 6 

The Frequency of Mention for Round Two Results : 

St.ut.crrcnt 
No. 

8 

27 

9 

7 

19 

10 

11 

Frcgu~ _ICerccntagc 

15 7 . 21 

1 i1 6 .7 

12 5 .7 

1 1 5 .2 

10 '1 . 8 

9 4. 3 

9 4 . 3 

9 4. 3 

Hi'mk 

Sc l cctor.s c;i nr1 1 1", con f i dPn\' 
tlv1t the cl pp l i ( I '.; C]I Id l it i ! ' :; 

which they ' ' rr' . ' ''.>'.>j ng e<m 
C1CtU<l 11 y ho cl s:c;(' · I wi. th thr 
tin-c avC1j l.;ihl c ;11 1 i t h t ll0 
ins trurrcnt:s nCJIN b 
for sc kc t:ion. 
'I'he l.:1 c tirn '. ng of Ll v · c:-mnounc - ) 
rrcnL or Gov ·rnr!Y)nt qur ,•·.v· ;1ncl 
the J rngtli of ti m~ l~t ,,h '< 'n 
intcrvic-,..; <lnd o[(cr of <I 

posit ion of tr.1 inj nr; . 
Not enough cnrh;i;,is is given J 
to recruitrrcnt , cspcci<llly 
rccruitrrcnt of miles , ndults , ;incl 
Maori and Pac.if ic ~slanders . 
/\bandoning the acudcrnic criterjil ~ 
has 11\.1dc it difficult for 
s~lectors to usscss a n appli.cunt 's 
suitability for teaching C1nd 
tertiary study . 
'n1e critt!d .on of. " involv~nt" S 
disadvantages sarc applicunts 
and is dif:ficuJt to interpret . 
'they fail to provide sufficient 6= 
information on each applicant's 
ability to teach effectively . 
Ref ereefl ' Reports are not a 6= 
reliable source of infonnation 
about upplicants. 
1hcre ore too fT'lany uss ssrrcnt 6= 
inconsistencies of rating arrong 
ramti.ttce m:mbers , bct'WCCn Ccmni.•.: tces 
and l:X?t~n Education Boards . 



Staterrent 

13 

2 

20 

Frequency 

9 

8 

8 

Percentage 

4. 3 

3.8 

3.8 
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Rank 

Interviewers l;,ck tro .rning 6= 
in interviewing skiL' .. s . 
LoN r~mking M..1ori ar.d P,1ci fie 1 O= 
Island opplicunts r~ceive 
preference to s.Jt i..·~;;fy "turget" 
requira1~nts [or l'"'laori Clnd 
Pacific IslClnd ar-plic.:ints . 
f\s a criterion , "cannitncnt" 10= 
\.:::; tro clif Licult. to ,qs:,css . 

It is interesting to not0 tlwt , in the cu.sc of the fir~11 · 

five i terns , ten or mo t·e se lcctors m<' n t ion e d cu c h i tern 1 n 

the i r Round Two rep l ies . T\ further bn~ .:i)<down of t he 

results shown in Tabl e 6 i ndicated th.:it the fir st te n 

statements (i. e . the te n weaknesses mo ~t frequently 

mentioned by the sampl e of selectors) were eac h drawn 

from one of the nin e categories o[ wcC1kncss outlined in 

Table 5 wh i le two statemen ts were from "Mul ti-cul.tur.11 

Issu e s". 

Over a ll, then , the an,1lysi~> of Round 'l 'wo n';;u l t:~; indicilh ' cl 

that: 

i] In the opinion of the p0rti..cjpC1nt:.:; , th0 mo~1 1 · 

prominrnt weakness of Division "!\" selection 

procedures wa s th.Jt s o lcctor;, coulc1 not h<' 

confiden t that the npplicant's qu0lities which 

they were assessi ng could actu<1lly b0 <l~;s ~;~.>rel 

with the time available and with the instrum<'nts 

now being used i n selection (1 5 selector;, mc nti.o nrrl 

this weak(\ess). 

ii] The late timi ng of the announcement of Government 

iii] 

quotas and the length of time between the inte rv iew 

and the offer of a position of training (m ntioncd 

by 14 selectors) attracted the seco nd highest 

number of responses from participants. 

Wh e n the first 22 most frequently ment i~ n cd 

statement~ we r e a nalysed by category, stateme nt s 

r.~la~ing to Multi-Cultural Issues (five statement~), 

Selection Committee, a nd Ranking (four statements 

each) received the highest number of responses. 
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iv] No single weakness or category of weCTknesses 

dominated Round Two r esponses . 

Round Three Results 

In this Round, the n ew s ummar y list of the respo nd e nts' 

Round Two comments with a tot Cl 1 of ii G i. terns wen' r e<.1 

back to th e sample . The respondents wer e ~skcd to 

consider th e new summary list cind then to recons.iclcr ;incl 

express their opinion s about t h e wcakncssc;, of Division 

"A" (primary) teacher se lect ion procedures. Hc !>ro ncl c n ts 

WPre to indicate th e relative .i. mpo r.tzrn ce or r nch 

statement of we ak ness by scori nCJ j t on ~1 '.J-poi nt Likc1~t­

type scale betwee n th e t wo e xtremes or mnjor wcC1kn c;,s 

(a score of 5) and minor we akness (<1 scorr or 1) prov .i<l <'<l. 

( See l\ pp end i x 8 for <1 c opy o f t h c Ro u n cl 'I' h r r' l' q u <' !> t i o n n .-1 i r <' 

and rating s cale.) 

follow i ng the return of the rcsponsrs, t h r Mrnn t111<l 

Sta nd ard Deviat io n [ 1 I were computed . 

completed, t h e statements wer e rzrnked by Mr· <1n fr om 

the highC' st to t he lowest Mei1n , und , if i t· rm'.; li;HI Llw 

some Mean, the one with the lowest Stnncl.1rcl Drvi.<1L i on 

(i.e. the highe s t con sensu~;) Wrl'.5 r'1nkrd tlir hi'Jlw:;L 

(Sec Chapter three , p..1gc GJ , for c1et<1 i l;, or how c;ir:: h 

statement was ranked). Table 7 shows the r,1nkin0 or 

the Round Three result s according to comput<1tion of th ir 

Means, Standard De vi ations , Maximum a nd Minimum Vnlues , 

a nd Coefficient of Var ia nce . 

[1] These were canpJted using "SPSSX" condescriptivc 

procedure. 



TABLE 7 

Stmmry List of Rc:mrl 'llrree Resp:nses 
Cl) 

Staterrent N::>. cat.egory Rank Statarent ~ SD MIN MAX VAR --

20 s .c. 1 "As a criterion , "cawU.trrent" is too 3.636 . 962 2 5 0.264 
diffia.ilt to assess . /'~ 

8 GEN 2 Selectors cannot be conf ide'nt t.liat 3.606 1. 197 1 5 0.331 
the applicant' s qualities which they 
are assessing can actually be assessed 
within the ti.rre available and with 
the inst.ru:rrents nON being used for 
selection . 

10 RR's 3 Referees' Ret:arts are not always a 3.515 1 . 228 1 5 0.349 
reli3.ble source of inforrration atout 
applicants . 

s .c. 4= The prcx::edures fail to provide 3. 485 1. 503 1 5 0.43 1 
sufficient infomation on each 
c..'Uldidate's ability to teach 
effectively. 

27 AD. & 0 4= The Governrrent tirres its anno:Jnce.rrent 3. 485 1. 523 1 5 0.437 
of quotas too long after the intervi ew. 

9 M.C. I. 6 Not enough er¢asis is given -:o teach2r 3 . 455 1. 481 1 s 0 . 428 
.cecruitrrent (esr:ecially rec1-~itrrent of 
rrales , adults and ~~ori and Pacific 
Islald applie2..~ts) . 

19 s.c . 7= The criterion of "in\·ol\·e:Tent" disadv::: . .:-1t- 3 . 303 1. 334 1 5 0.403 
ages scr.-e a;:iolicai:ts a'ld is ciif ficult 
to interpret . 

7 s .c. 7= -~!do:ting t.~e acac~~ic criteria has ~ade 3.303 1. 380 1 5 o. 417 
it difficult for select.ors ~o asse~s 
an a~licarit 's s2::.G0ility for tertiai.-y 

::0 study . .::.. 



40 R.A. 9 It is difficult to set::arate the large 3. 152 1. 202 1 5 0.381 
mirrbe.r of "middling" applicants . 

6 P.R. 10= The Secorrlary School Principal's RePJrt 3.000 . 935 1 4 0.3 11 
can..'10t be interpreted as a reliable source 
of infonrat-.ion ab:>Ut the applicant . 

2 M.C.I. 10= Low ranki.rig M3.ori and Pacific Island 3. 000 1. 500 1 5 0. 500 
applicants receive pr e ference to satisfy 
"target" r equirerrents . 

3 A.C. 12 The minim..Im academic requirerrent is tco 2.818 1. 550 1 5 0.550 
narrcw a criterion for selection. 

28 M.C.I. 13 It is condescending to ~Bori and 2. 788 1. 495 1 5 0 . 536 
Pacific Island applicants to select 
then for Teachers ' College with 
rankings below the cut-off PJint . 

45 GEN 14 Applicants wit..h extrerre vie~5 on race 2 . 758 1. 415 1 5 0.513 
and religion can re rated highly on 
other grounds and gain entry. 

18 R.A. 15= Interview carmittee rrerrbers do not 2 . 697 1. 357 1 5 0.503 
knew hoN accurate their assessrrents 
of each applicant are . 

22 s.c. 15= The criteria for selection are not 2. 697 1. 380 1 5 0 . 5 11 
revie<M2d regularly . 

11 R. A. 17= There are tco rrany assessrrent 2. 667 1 . 05 1 1 5 0 .394 
inconsistencies of rating applicants 
arro;-ig ccmn.i t tee ~.l:erS t re v ... -een 
ccrnni t tees , and t:eh.'2en E.duca t io:i 
Boards . 

12 I.C. 17= Tne rrenbership of sare interview 2 . 667 1. 362 1 5 0 . 510 
camiittees changes tco freqJe.ntly . 

4 M.C . I. 19= Tney reflect · .... nite ;-;-i.iddle class \·alues 2 . 636 1. 245 1 5 0 . 472 co 
and , as sue.~, disad-..:a'1tage :ni:iority groups . 

V1 
'-" 

44 GEN 19= Olrre..'lt select.ion ;irccecLrres :1ay no 2 . 636 1. 454 1 5 0.551 
lo;JSer t:e a!J9ropriate in the light of 
cha..~ing co:idit.io:.s in sc.'tcols a!d 
t...ite Jiffere.1t d-2:-:-.£ds v."hich are likely 
to ee placed 0 11 t.'1e tecc'.:ers of the L:~:..ire . 



23 s .c . 21 Sare claims fT'ade by appl icar.ts 2. 606 1 . 171 l 5 0 .449 
during the --•iecw 1 (e.g. regarding 
hobbies . anu ·: • .c · es ts) are not able 
to be verified in the ti.rre available . 

34 GEN 22= The s tructure of the interview 1ray 2.576 1. 200 1 4 0 . 465 
be stressful for applicants and may 
influence their ability to give an 
accurate picture of suitabili : y for 
teaching. 

13 I.C . 22= Intervi~s lack t~~: ng in 2 . 576 1. 324 1 5 0 . 388 
interviewing skill= 

29 A 0. & 0 24= Graduates or those with rrore than 2. 545 1. 277 1 5 0 . 501 
half a degree who apply to go to 
Teachers' College are disadvantaged 
because administrative and o:-ganisat-
ional circumstances limit the n1..nr.l:>2rs 
of this group able to b~ accepted . 

31 A 'O . & 0 24= There is a lack of funding to help 2 . 545 1. 543 1 5 0 . 606 
Teache rs ' Colleges and the Ces:iartrrent 
of Education r eplace staff involved 
with interviewing. 

39 R.A. 26 There is difficulty in ran1<ing those 2.515 1. 460 1 5 0 . 580 
applicants i.mrediately belo,.; the 
cut~ff point . 

35 M.C . I 28 The p:esence of a ~laori interviewer 2. 455 1. 202 ( 1 5 0 . 489 
who is perCE:i\'ed by a Maori a?PliC3I1t 
as a Ka1.1ITatua rray ha\·e an effect / 
~ite to the one intended by the ' 

inclusion of a t-laori on the carrnittee . 
30 A.C. 27 Interviewing all a~:icants . 2. 485 1 .603 1 5 0 . 645 CX) 

°' 41 ~ 29= Q.Jotas are i.rr~:xJsed . 2 . 424 1. 458 1 5 0 . 601 ~ 

24 .Z\.C. 29= Pre-interview t ests (e .g. for testing 2. L124 1. 480 1 5 0.6 10 
~ 3therratics and f.nglis~ skills) are 
r.ot held before int~n:ier.,.."S . 



42 R.A. 31 There is of ten disagreerent b2t_t,.,eef1 L3G3 1. 262 1 5 0 .547 
cannittee rreml::ers as to what constitutes 
a geed teacher . 

26 M.C. I. 32 Aseo...rtair1ing an applicant's attitudes 2. 152 1. 202 1 5 0.558 
to,.iards multi-cultural issues is 
difficult to do \•:ithout of fending them. 

46 I.C . 33= Sare long-serv:.ng m----rrber~ oE i nterv1ew 2. 121 1. 053 1 4 0.496 
cannittees lose rroti\·ation , awareness, 
and acuity . 

36 A D. & o. 33= Selection is the r esfX)nsihility of 2. 121 1 . 4 31 1 5 G.674 
the 2ducation Eodrd and not the 
Te...1chers' College . 

25 h D. c.:: 0 . 33= &uc.1tion Board m:-nibers 0. 1 interYir::w 2. 1 21 1. 635 1 5 0 . 739 
CCllT!1ittees are inadeqt3tely p:iid . 

37 P.R. 36= 'The Seconcl'l.ry SchoJl Prii:cipal ' s Ret=0rr 7. . 09 1 1 . 182 1 5 0. 565 
is too inEluentia•. crn;:ared wiili other 
selectio:1 crite ri 2. 

p GEN 36= Selec'.:io:-i prcx:-sdut _..:. are not effective . 2. 09 1 1. 208 1 4 0.577 
:.,L A.C. 38 Sare a~licants :i.re eei;ig intervicrM?d 2.061 1 .456 1 - \]. 7CJ6 .) 

v.ho do not rreet the mini!P.-LTI academic 
rcquire:rent. 

5 ~ . l .. 39 The practice ot SG"'e Secorxirry Sc:.COls 2.000 1 ' 17 3 1 ' 0.586 'i 

coaching scr.e a~liG._'lts in 
inte....rvi~-i:lg s~ills q-.Jestio::s t.-1~ 
\al iC.:. ty of a__;s2ss:n2...;-:s rrade al:o-.Jt :::.he 
applica.r.t . 

33 s .c. 40 The::-e is nc .- :le li.--:-i t for a~:.::l ic:L'lts . 1_970 1 . ] 13 1 5 0 . 666 
21 GEN . 41 .~lica...1:.S ~e :-:ot. s.:\-2-1 :e-c~c:" on 1. ?09 1. 355 1 5 0. 709 

their ir:t.ervi2W' ::ie:ore t__~y L~1.-e t;...>te 
interYiew. co 16 s.c . 42 Sc:rre a?9liC.C.:-:t.S are C2'::·2.::T::'d fret 1 _818 1. 0 44 1 4 0. 574 ....J 

expressi::g t...'1eir \·ie',.-s ~:or:-e -;..,-"' 
interYi,::w co.--:r:-i -:::.tee . 



38 

14 

43 

15 

~ 
Gen 
A.C. 
M.C.I. 
AD. & 0. 
R. 
s.c. 
LC. 
P.R. 
R.R. 
Min & Max 

A D. & 0 . 43 

I.C. 44 

.\... 

M.C .I. .~ 

'1 ) 

.a.. D. & 0 . 46 

There is ii suff icir:r.t ti.r:-e to gat...'le.r 
Principal' s ~ep::irt ~t\"'2€!1 .;ugu~t 21) 
and the b=ginning of t.he schcol 
examinations . 
?-~rs of roch F.cb:: ... 'lti 0n3l group 
(the N. Z. E. I. , the Teachers' 
College, t..he Board , and the Cepar-urent) 
are not a l\<..-ays rcp::-esc:1tcd on interview 
ccr.mi t tees . 
~Bori .3s-Pli~:.nts 3::-c ::ot g1\·c:1 the 
the O~rtlL'1.ity Of xing intcrvicw2d 0:1 

a rrarae . 
Variatio::.s in the \'r:~.n ~ .. K~ of the 
inten·iC'>,"S d.:s..1d\-ant.1;:;·2 sare 
:1S."'9lic:mts . 

G-~'1eral i·~:t.~'1~s . . c . . Ac...1o=ri.::: r1:'2r:c:: 
~·L.!.::.t.i--\..~ :.:_:r?.l Issc-es 
.~inist.::.-:t:ic·:t a..'""d C:-q:tr.is.=t.:.c:: 
~~'-\.ing 

Select.io:1 C.::i :er:a 
I '1 <:erY i e-.. ; l...CTT.' i:.: ee 
?ri.::.:::i~l ' s ?·:=::-c.::-:. . . 
~e:e:~s ' ?{,_ : ·-··:s 

1. 788 

1. 758 

1. 727 

~ . 606 

TheEe :.:-Ci.ca:.~ ::.-:? :-'"::_':~-~ .::.:---C S":C:"~3 i:~ 

. 992 1 5 

1. 25 1 1 5 

1. 098 1 ) .. 
. 966 1 5 

e3c:i i :.-=:~ \,~ic:-i ·,-."?:-2 :-e-:--:;~C-2'.:1 ~~: t:,~ sel~-co~s {e .g . :or sta:.e.-e::t 
16 ·~~:.c:-t ·""':=.s ::-z:..::: .. ~2C : c:.-:.)· s.c--::-c~.C ::i ~~:;:.:; - , a s-=~~= o: 4 
:...~-= ~·~:.~\ . cc:.-=::-1 ::-.. ::.:.=.:.;-:es :.:~-: :_~-: ~.:..:;:-:€5~ .sw:~e s:::..:;..1 : 
:.. -:~-:' c~ :.::~ 5 ;-c::-.:. 3':'2~-2 ..J: a_-:: o: -:...~~ .s~~l·::--:o~ .= ·1."35 a -: 

1 

1:1 

::.h:.s 

0.554 

0. 711 

0 . b30 

0.622 

co 
co 
~ 
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The first step in the analysis of Round Three results 

was 'i::o determine the degree of consensus that had been 

reached for each of the 46 statements of weakness. 

By applying the Coefficient o[ Varicltion as a stopping 

criterion (as outlined in Chapt8r 3 , page GS) an0lysis 

of the results in Table 7 reveRlcd that consensus 

had not been r0ached on all the statements o[ wcnkness. 

The statements on which the selectors had rcuchccl agree­

ment were statements 1 - 10=, 17= (stoterncnt- 11) [2] , 

19= (statement 4) , 21 , 22, 28 , 33= (sli1tcment 4G) . 

Two further s tatistical tests wcr0 used to analyse 

Hound ThrN"' 1·0:.ults . The first st0tjsti_r.,1l l.r'sl c;,t0b­

lished con! 1 f,.,nce interv<1ls for the me.ins or thr '1G 

statements of weakness . 

Confidence Intervals [or the Mea n~ [3] 

The conf idcncc interv;ds for the mean:. of tho 

stntemcnts in Table 7 w~rc computod to nsc0rtnin 

the extent to which cnch of th,., l\G wr.c1kn0ss0·; cou I rl 

b0 interpreted as being a rclinblc assessm0nt of Lhc 

corresponding popul<1tion mear {A 95% confid 0 nc0 

interval for the true 1tcr .1·,_. , :1 1 -.· ,.. romputcd) . 

Accordingly, CilCh line of th0 SJi;pleMentary t.1bl0 in 

Appendix 16 gives a r,ngc wi thi n which i. t can be 

inferred, with 95% confidence, that the true mean 

lies . In general, these findings show thilt the 

mean values given to the statements in Tnble 7 

represent reliable estimates o( the 'true ' attitude 

values of the selectors o[ Division "A" primnry t0achcr 

candidates in New Zealand (/\grcsti and Agresti , 1979). 

(2) Consensus had been reached on staterrents with n Coefficient 
of variation of >. 500. 1his explains why two st...itcrrcnts 
of equal rank coiild be rated dif fcrently ant.heir c<Jnsensus 
rating {See Table 3 in Olapter 3 o( the prcsenl study 
for further details). 

[ 3] See Appendix 17 for details of how the confidence i ntervals 
for the ~s were carputed. 
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The =econd test of statistical <l nalysis cstabli sl 

category bound~ries for the 46 statements o[ we~ ·ss 

in Table 7 . 

Category Boundaries [4] 

By etpplying the s0mc technique o utlined l'lbovr to 1 10 

gr0nd 'llean <lnd s tandard clcvi<1tions, conf_i clcncc l , ·.its 

werr used as " ca tegory bounclurics " , provid in<J cu• o ff 

roinl !j be tween statement s of cliffe r inci strC'nrith· 

(/\gresti and /\grcsti , 1979). From Lhe c0l c11l0 L i of 

category bounda r ies , the extent co which onch o f 

the :;L.item0nt :; fl f wc.ikncs s coulcl hr r.1.1;.r,ific(l .i · 

major weakn esses , moderate wcakncssc~ , o r mLnor wcnk-

~11• gr .... :-: rl mcl'ln of the m• ins 

.. · .. h•.' : · . :,,c; 7 , with .1 st. 1cl,1 nl 

'l'h0n 

,-.,1ch i. t<•m m0.1n w.1s trr;t· ,,r] f or !,ignific<1nl cl 0p.1rt 1 r<' 

from t h e gr0nd mean. This w<1 s donr by computinCJ ·ho 

951. confidence interv0l for <1n item mc<1n at th0 · -,incl 

mean, v i z., (2 . '106, 2.728) [ Sec Appendix 17]. m 

mc11ns t hat frll below this r.1ngc (i . e . mr,1n 2 . ' ' 1•1 ) 

we re the n j udge cl to be wnn kncsscs of l it t 1 c imr · t , 1 n cr· 

to !')~vision .. , ..... rrimury te<1chcr ~rlection pro<., . ll rs ; 

items that were within this r C1 nge (i. e . 2 . 720 " ~ f'"'Cl n 

> 2. 4 06) were considered by the selector~ to h 1· 

moderate weaknesses; it em mean s above this ran g• (i . e . 

statements with means > 2 . 720) were considered 1 • the 

selectors to be weaknesses of signif icRnt impe r nee for 

selection procedures . It is worth noting that 11' 

range of significant weaknesses extends beyond 10 mid­

point of the 5-point scale (in stettisticl'\l te rm · , t h e 

mid - point of the 5-point scale is 3). Thus , no nll 

significant weaknesses, in the judgement of t h j· 

sample , are "major" weaknesses as measured by t in scale. 

[ 4] See J\ppcndix 17 for details of how these C1tcgory Ooundilries 

!Here canputed. 
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To summarise, it c a n be infcrr0d from the thrc0 

statistical tests ( viz ., Co-efficient of Variatio n, 

confidence Inte rvals and Category Boundaries) which 

we r e applied to the Round Three results th.it : 

i ] The menns of the statements in 'l'.1bl c 7 which 

reflect the opi nione of the sampl0 (N=3Gl Ciln ~c 
nssumed to be reliDbJ e estimates o f the mcilns 

of the population of sclcctors(N=l'16) of 

Division "T\" primary tcucher candido tC's jn 

N0w 7.ea lcrnd . 

ii] There ilre 14 signifjc.:rn t weukne~;[;rs of Divi;,ion 

"!\" prim,1ry trochr r scl rcUon rror('d11rrs in 

iii ] 

New 7.n0l;ind which urc considered to lw or 

major impo1ta nc0 to the selectars in the sampl0 . 

These ure , in runk o rder , st.:itement:. 20 , fl _, 10, 

1 , 2 7 , 9 , 1 9 , 7 , '1 0 , 6 , 2 , 3 , 2 8 , ;i n rl '1 5 . 

In the opinion of the ~a mpl0 o( scl0ctors 1n 

this study , th0re <ne 1G stntcm0nt;; which r.nn he· 

clnssif ied as modcrilte weaknesses or Division 

"!\" pr imary teacher selection procedure[;. Jn 

Table 7, these arc numbered i n rank ordrr <1G 

statements lfl , 22 , 11 , 12 , '1 , 4'1, 21 , 3'1 , 13, 2'J , 

31, 39 , 30 , JS , 41 , .:ind 2 '1 . 

iv] There arc 16 significant minor wnoknc~~rs of 

Division "/\" primary tcac;hcr selection 

procedures in N~w Zealand (Statements '12 , 2G , 

46, 36 , 25 , 37 , 17, 32 , 5 , :,3 , 2 1, 1(), 38 , 1'1 , '1 3 , 

and 1 5) . • 

Howe v e r , of the 14 statements categorised as signi(iccln~ 

major weaknesses in Table 7, consensus hnd only been 

reached on statements ranked from 1-10= . These 

statements arc set out in Table 8 below [51 

[ 5] Refer to Table 3, page 65,for details of haw conscm;us wr1s 
nr'-Gl sured . 
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TABLE 8 

The 14 Major and Signi ficant Statemen ts of Wcaknc~s -· --------. -
from Round Three Rcsu 1 L:; on which the scl 0ctor!> h;h-'l 

Statmcnt 'No. Rank 

20 

St:ill<m:!nt of ~akncss 

l\s ,, c riterion , "cc:mnitmer.t" is too cli fficu1 t 

10 

..... , 

1 <) 

7 

40 

6 

2 

to . c·~ess . 

/. 5011 , 'or·:, C(lnnot IY' conf i.clcnt Lh.-1t: th0 

3 

appl · -.1nt ' s qt.wlit i.cs which Lhcy (Ire 

cJsi·.0c:; ing C(ln C1ctu;-1 l ly l'<' n:iscssccl with in 

t.hr •_ i..rrc av.::lilublc '1nd wi th t hr 1 n;.tn1rTY'nt;, 

no.v bnin<; US('(l in selection . 

Rc f,..,r,'cs ' Reports urc not 0lwC1ys C1 rclii1blr 

smtrr::•, of inf O nt\'.l t ion i1 t-:Du t i1f)f1 l ic-nnt ~; . 

4= Tlv· I1roccc1urcs fall to proviclr ~;uff1c1 1 ·11t 

in! onrati<.·"" on CC1Ch c il:JclidCltc ' :, <lhil.Hy 

to t0och 0ffrctivcly . 

'T'hr· r.ovrrnrTY'nt t inrs i. tr; nnnouncrnrnt 

of q.Jot..1s tCY.> lonq ,1(ter thr inU'rvir-w . 

6 Not 0nough cmphr1sis is given to t0;ichc·r 

rccrui~nt , espccjcJJly r0cruit:Ircnt of 

11'\:llc:; , ,1clults , und M.1ori .1nr) P,1ci fi e 

I slond applic'1nts). 

7= 

7= 

9 

10= 

10= 

'I'hr:? c rite rion of " involvrm:-nt" di.:~.1<lv. in t cl<)<'~> 

scm; apf)liC£1nts and i s di.fficult t o 

j nt0rpret . 

/'\lJancloning the ilC<ldcmic cd tcria h;1s m1clc 

it djfficult for selectors t0 assess 

an applicant ' s suiL1bility for tertiary 

study . 

It is difficult to sep.1r,1tc t he lilrge 

nurrber of "middling" appliC£"lnts . 

The Secondary School Principc1l's Report 

cannot be i nt"crpretcd CtS a reliable ;,ource 

of 1nform:1tion about the applicant . 

TAM ranking Maori and Pucif ic Island 

applicants r eceive prefere nce to s ntj s fy 

"target" requirerrcnts . 



Accordingly, the remainder of this chapter will 

focus on a discussion of these 11 weaknesses. 
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Major and Significant Weaknesses of Divisioo"A" (Primary) 

Teacher Selection Procedures 

Discussion 

Taken as a whole , it is obvious from these statements 

that there is very serious co~cer n about th r nature, 

form,and quCllity of teucher sc.lectjon n:-;cc: r ~i 1 r cs in 

New Zealand. 

Commitment 

'I'hc greatest concern [or selectors was that the 

criterion of "commitme nt" wr1s too difficult to 0ssc!>~;. 

The mean ( 3 . 636) , S .D. ( .962), Cl nd Coefficient or 

Var in nce (0.264) indicate that the selectors wer e tn very 

tight agreement o n this wcnkn ess . 

Attrition from teaching is n well-known ph0nomcnon (Wil son , 

1985a) and Cl quick solution to the difficulty of assessing 

levels of commitment nt initial selcctinn seems unlikely. 

Key research by Ramsay (197 8b) confirms that , on entry 

to teacher training, students have a wid e range uf 

commitment to teachi ng as a career . As such , his 

findings discredit three particular myth s about the 

vocational commitment of student teachers : first , 

that the majority of students e ntering college arc 

committed to a career in teaching; secondly , that those 

wh o complete the training programme become more committed 

as the result of this experience ; and , thirdly , t~nt 

those who fail to complete the course do so because of 

lack of commitment. In this respect , ten percent of the 

sample of Ramsay's 523 students stated that they had 

no t formed a definite desire to teach as yet and a 

further sixty percent commen~cd that they had d ecided 

on teaching as a career relatively recently (that 

is , during the last t welve months of secondary schooling.) 
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I n addition , only forty percent of the s~mple planned 

t o teach for more than five yeu rs . f:lcvcn pc rccn t c 1 a imccl 

to be- deliberately using tenching ns n stepping - stone 

to another career such ns missionary work or nir hostc~s­

i ng and five percent commented that the y woulcl remain nt 

;allege only until another job oprortunity C1ro:;r . Yet 

i nother smal l ish number ( 1. 5 percent) comme nted wi t:l1 

;ome frankness ~hat they w<1nt ccl to r cm.lin stuclc nt r; -

n finding con sonant with the propositions o[ Rolls nn<l 

Goble ( 1971 ) ri:-. d Eisne r ( 19 G 1). /\s R.-1m:.ny puts i r : 

"[1t WOtdcf ~C.C.m n·'!. Cm t/1 (' .~(' ,Hrnft~ t/1a(.] ... 

mo~t c.and.<..datC'.. ;!> no ,'!. .t c.acl1c. .'!. t'!. a<ll(i!1J tl~c· \(1('(' 

c.xpf.oJr{ng tire pot.enti..af.i..ty a11d ei.1~<.119 no'!. t/1(' 

C.ctllC'..C'..11 at the. VC'..lllj t{mC'.. WhC.n ~C.f.ec.ti..on ranef~ 

al(<! Heil{ng to c.ommi.l tl1C'm [no~ ll 

n 0 Ull 0 II. (i { V (' I} C. Cl/( p C!Jt .{_ 0 d , f /1 H . (' UC' ll. ~ -~ (l n ( ~ fl 111 { n (I 

and one. · 011 .two ye.a .'1..6 a -!> a beg <.nn i..ng t c•ac./1c11. . ] 

7.t .6eem.6 6ai..11 to c.o nc.fltdl!., :tl1c.'!.c.nnH , tlrat if < ~ 
C?. XtJtC?.mC?.f.lj Jt{~f~ lj to JtC?.C.11.u.<..t n·'lOm an anC'. ~pnup w/10 

a 'H . .6 t d'.. e. 6 o Jt mu R. a t { 11 g .<.. cf c. a .6 a IJ o u t ti 1 <' p o !> -!> i.l> if if 11 

o~ te.ac.lr.<..ng a.6 a c.aJtC?.C?.Jt ." 

[Ramsay , 1979: 7] 

'l'ha t current Division " /\ " selection proce(h;r0s nrr 

inadequate for ~sscssing the c ommitment l e ve l s o[ 

~~ndidates on entry is (urther complicntcd by tbc rroblcm 

o [ applicants fe igning their interview~ (Rnmsny , 19791 

n nd "playing the interviewers' game ". ( /\nstey , 19 /7 ; 

Goffman , 1959) . 

Y6': in Scotland , rather th.:tn asking c.:andidu tes ccrt.:tin 

q uestions in the interview in the hope of being able to 

uscertain how committed they nrc , education .:iuthor.itics 

have recently been highly successful with a di(fercnt 

a pproach to judging the level of commitment of 



'.) 5] 

candidates (Wilson and Mitche ll, 1985) [6] . J3as e d 

on the rationale that uncommitted cand idJtes will 

"Self select out" when presen ted with v igorous !".elect ­

ion procedures, the researchers piloted n numbe r of inn­

ovative strategies . First, c.:tnd ida t es h,1d to r cl u rn Cl 

completed appli cation form inc lud ing a pns sport 

photograph, three topics for discussion in grour or 

interview, a · detailed account of one i nte r est , a nd 

a listing of all their forms of contac t with children 

of pr i mary school age during the la st f e w yearn. 

Secondly, candi(·ates were inf or:iic d that, i f their iniU.al 

application was accepted , they wo uld iw rcq u ired to <1 t tr n d 

a full day of intensive se lect i on rrocc1urcs . Tnformnt.i.on 

regarding What WOUld be requir e d Of t lH' lll WCI S <Ji Ve n, 

including details of their pa rticipation i n a leadcrles;, 

c1 i s c u s s i on , t h e i r i n v o 1 v cm e n t i n ri s i. m u Li t " c 1 t r ,1 c li i n CJ 

task , und th e requirement to Like par t 1 11 l1 numbc'r or 

activities designed to t est th ei r writ t en lar1<JUil<J" ~;k.i. 1 1 ;, , 

These procedures were intended to eLim i n<11.: e th e 

ca s ual inquirer since they dema nd ed s u f f icien t 

motivution on the part of each ca ndid at 0 to s r r nd n rul 1 

day in selection activities. 

In t ere s ti n g 1 y , th cs c pro c e cl u r rs a re co n :, i ~;te n t w i th 

r e commendations of the Review o( 'T'eoch i nq Tr;iinin g 

(1979): 

"M muc.lt ba.clzgJtound .i..n.fio![mat.i..on a '.i ro ,~J.i.i..bi'C' 

c.on.ceJtn..i..n.g appl.i..can.t)., J.ih ouf d be obtained an.d 

pJtoce).,~e.d be.6oJte. the. .i..n.teJtv.i..ew O![ o theJt 

~e..te.c..t.i..on pJtoc.eduJr.e.~". 

Department of Education, 1979 :10] 

[6] called C.l\.T.S. (The Criteria of Teacher Selection), the project 
was funded by the Scottish F.ducation Departrrent to review by 
observation, interview, and survey ha,.,r candidates for pre-service 
training in Scotland's seven Colleges of &lucation ~re 
selected and to suggest alternative procedures. In the present 
study, these procedures are terrred "developed " in the sense 
that they were developed by a team of researchers fran rvbray 
House College of F.ducation who ~re secon<lr'{.J for th0 r,rnjrrt- . 
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The lack of evidence of cha!1ges to Division "!\" 

selection procedures in this respect would indicate 

that Scotland, rather than New Zealand, had ildopted 

the recommendation . 

, However , until more comprehensive longitudinal research 

is undertaken to follow up the commitment of teachers 

who were selected using the developed procedures , 0ny 

conclusions regarding the validity of the Scottish 

studies will remain tentative. 

In addition t o pin-pointing the period when mos t s tu d•' nts 

drop out- , R<1ms;1y hns rviclC"ncr thi1t some hirilily 

committed students , preclominnn tly from lower :;ocio­

cconomic and/or Maori backgrounds , arc forced out by their 

to nn unfamiliar large fo rma l orga nisation . [ 7 ] 

Considering this, Pr.cybcrg ( 1980) suggested thot t hrr r 

should be a greater flexibility in the length s o f t:i 1n 1"" 

student s arc a llowed to comrl ete thei1· tr,,inj 11<J ,,nd, to 

counter the high drop-out rate in the fir s t yror , 0 

relativ0ly open access to the first year o f tr;1inin<J . 

Th e latter would not only relieve the se lectors of 1 hc 

virtunl ly impossible tc:1sk of hilvin<J to ,,;,:,c s:, 

com:nitment at e ntry but , havi ng a lar<J c fir. s t yci1 r p r1o l, 

would improve the chance of selecti ng , o n t he b~sis n f 

performance , those who will do wel l both i n their 

training programme and as classroom tcn c hc rs. [ 8 ] 

[ 7] In Noman' s study ( 1978), thirty one percent of sluclcnts 
failed to canplete the three year course i n the 
minimum tirre. Of this number , twenty percent clropp:xl oul. 
The high drop-out rate arrong Division "/\" trninccs is , 
presumably , one of the rrajor reasons why the selectors 
rated "the difficulty of assessing carmit:Jrent" as the rrost 
serious ~ ness . 

[8 ] ~Freyberg , 1980 : 1 . 
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In summary , Div i sion " !\ " t e acher s e l ecto r s lir e e xtr e me ly 

concerned that they cannot asses s a c a ndida te ' s leve l of 

commitment. The high drop-ou t [ 9 ] ra te gives grounci for 

their concern. Research shows that onl y a pr opo rtion of 

the candidates e ntering teach i ng a r c c omm i tted . Wh .i. l c' 

many li e about their com.nitrne nt , an eve n L1rgc r rropurt -

i on ar e gen u i n e 1 y u n d c c; i c1 e d . I\ 1 t hough no t f u l l y r 0 :, 0 ,-, r c h -

ed for the validity, the d e ve l oped selec tio n proccciur c ;, 

piloted i n Scot Lrnd SC!C m to be a bl e to d i.ff 0 rc' n t i .1t (' t lw 

commitme nt leve l s of c a ndidates . 

Othe r alte rn a tives su gges t e d i nclude ore n ,....,n t- ry int n t !Y' 

fi_r s t ye ar o f trlli nin<J <rncl grc'cJtcr ll (•xi.lii l i l y i 11 tl1• ' 

length of time a vaila ble to complete tr~ining . 

Validity of Selection Procedure~ 

'l'h c second mo s t se rious co nce r n o f sol r ~ ctor! ; i 11 t il •· 

c urr e nt stud y was t he i r e xpress d L1ck o f conf icl <' 11cc· in 

c u r r c n t Div i s ion " I\" s c 1 e ct ion i n s t r um c n t:. r; Ui t .i l r · m r, n t-

8 ). Incidcnt.Jl ly , thi s item Wi'I S also th~ mo~; t I rr'q11r·nt l y 

me ntion e d s tatement of wca kn eRs i n Rou nd Two . 

t wo parts to th is concer n. Fi r st , t lv' ~;r'lr~ ctor ~: 

qu e s tion e d th e vnl i d ity of procecl urcs , th.-1t i: ; , Lil•'Y W<'l' ' 

not confident that th e i nstrume n t s c urre n tly u ~c~ 1n 

selection could accura tel y me a su r e wh<1 t t he y we r e :. uppo'.10cl 

to measure. l\s an examp l e, "commitme nt " h,1s n l r r.-irly 

been discussed. Secondly, t he re was insu f fi c i e nt t imr 

to assess accurately e ach applica nt. 'Phc q uest inn 

then arises: Would the va lidity of t he i nstrume n ts 

now used improve if th e selectors had mo r e t ime in wh ich 

to make the i r ass e ssment? It is doubtf ul . I n both 

respccts , the opinions of the select~r s i n t he prese nt 

study are generally in agree me nt with t he fi ndi ngs of 

the review 'of the litera t ure in Cha pte r One whic h s howe d 

[9] Latest statistics shCM that for any Division "!\" teacher 
intake , there is a loss of about twenty-fi ve percent over 
the three-year training period. Cited in "Repc:Kt on 
protection and prarotion of professional standar ds ." New 
Zealand Educational Institute publ ication, 1986, p. 5 . 
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how ineffective the present criteria ar · for predicting 

success in firs t year teaching . 

Given that one of the recommendations of the Review of 

Teacher Traini ng (1979) was thal 

" .(n.(t.{al .oe. le.c. .U.on .oltotdd be 60-'t te.ac.11.<.ng , 

the. a.{ m be.,{ n g to .o el e.:. t 6 o :r. t,'t a .( n .{ n g tl1 o ,!J e. 

hav.<.ng lhe. mo.ot potent.tal to be.c.om e. c.ompe.te.nt 

te.ac.h vr..o . .. " 
[Departmen t of Educotion, 1979: 16] 

it is surpr isi ng that nothing hus been clone' over the 

la::.it few y c.i :; to improve this essc nt iul cl e ment or 

Division "!\ " :;e lection procedures . This is cspcciC1lly 

surprising considering the l<H<JC body or r-e ~; i1rcli 

which suggests that the best way to preaict applj_cants ' 

success in teachi ng is to plC1ce them in u tcoc h ing 

situation (Du rcharme , 1970; Greaves, 1')7 2 ; Cr.ock~r , 

1974; Norman, 1970). In rating the failure of Divi:-ion 

"!\" selection procedures to provide su[ficicnt inf()r.m­

ation on Cl candid,1te's ability to te<lch cffcctiv~ly ,1~; 

the fourth equa l major significunt wenkncss , it is very 

likely that ~he selectors were aware of thi~ . 

In this respect , and in light of the literature review 

in the present study , it was pointed out thut "work 

samples" were beginning to <1 ssume new impor tu nee oversc;-i s 

as a selection criterion. In accorda nce with these 

findings, all applicants who took pnrt in t he developed 

selection proc edures piloted in Scotland were evRluoted 

on their performance on a practical teaching task 

(See Appendix 18 for a resume of thi s task ). In a 

review of the effectiveness o f thi:? .task [ 10] , most 

assessors felt that the task indicated important 

evidence of potential for teaching. 

L 10) FollCMing the selection days , and under the auspic0s of the 
Psychology Departrrent, University of Glasgow, the 51 assessors 
who t<X>k part in the exercise were asked by questionnaire 
and interview to evaluate critic.ally the "Cl\TS" project. 
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. For instance, Wilson ,1985d) states: 

"The. ge.ne.1tal 6e.e. .U. n~ waJ.> :tha:t :tlie. pJta.c.t.<.c.af. 

teaching ta~k p1tove.d <llum{na:ting and pltov.<.de.d 

plenty 06 evidence. which w0uld o:t~e.1twiJ.>e have. 

be.en miJ.>J.>e.d." 

[Wilson. 1985d: 8] 

• 
The majority of selectors agreed that successful 

teaching of the practical task is probably a siynif icant 

indicator of some kind o f "natur0l te0ching ubility" 

and that it was an essential elemenL 9[ the selection 

procedure s. However, it wa.s also noted th,1t unsuccessful 

teaching of the practical task was not necessarily a 

significant indic. · _or of limited potentlal teaching 

ability. 

'l'o summarise: the selectors in the present study arc 

not con r_ .l.l~r-· r '. ·,.tt tHc applicant's gucilitics which thry 

are assessing can a ctually be assessecl within the 

time available and with the instruments now being usccl 

for selectinn. Th e review of the literature in the 

present study showed th2t mRny of the cr iteria currently 

used for Division 11 1\ 11 selection appear inc[f 'ct.i v r ns 

r" r 1: _-t< , s -f success in teaching. What ever cnndiclate 

qualiti~s selectors mi9ht be assessing, teach i ng 

ability is paramount. Research has shown that the best 

predictor of success in teeching is tenching ability. 

As part of the selection process, a number of c~ncher 

training institutions overseas have ~uccessfully used 

a practical teaching task to assess R candidate's 

potential in this ar~a. If New Zealand is to improve 

its teacher selecLion procedures it will have to follow 

suit. .. 

The Reports of Referees anc School Principals 

The issue of the reliability of referees' and school 

principals' reports was rated respectively as the third 

and tenth equal most significant major weakness of 

current Di·1ision "I\" teacher selection p.::-ocedur0s. As 
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• ' ·· 'llentior.ea in the discussion of Round Two ::esul ts, 

1:ht: :e i s surprisingly 1 it tlc resc.::irch on t:"1c re 1 ir r;~ 1 it y 

of thes0 r eports . Norm3n ' s ( 1978) study provides 

some insight into the principal's report: 

"Tir e. ~c.hoo.f. plr.{nc.i.pa.f. ' ~ 1tat.<.ng Ml Ht{tabd'.<.ty 

6oJ( .teac.h{·' g ~hawed a ~t1ton9 Jr.c.f.ati.on ,~/1.i.p 

w .<. t. h ~ h e d 1r. o p - o u t Jt a t e - 1 3 r e Jt c. e J1 t o fi t I 1 o -~ c. 

~at.ed a~ out~tand{ ng, 27 pr1tcent 06 tho~c. 

Jr. tt tr_ d 11 cur '} ,.)U .<. ~ab .e. e. a 11 d 2 9 p e. Jt c. e n t o 6 :t Ii o ·J e 

1t.ated ~u.i.t.ab.le ~a<.eed to c.ompec.te tire tl1'tC'e-

1J<!..aJr. c.ou'l6e. .i.n tlic m.<.~1i.mum .ti.me. ." 

[Norm<ln, 1970 :12] 

In Ro11nn 0Pe, D number of cnlightcnin<J comm0111.:. whii:-', 

help to explain the poor rcL"1bility or Lh<' princir,,1 ' r-; 

r eport were forthcoming but , b~cnusc of the rdjtins 

and scre:ening process, tbey we r e not rc•cordc:d in tlH' 

... esults Thrsr were: 

• The Principal ' s report has ~o Ge written nt a 

very busy time in tr.c school ~·car .:rnd ,,;, suc h i s 

eith~r often rushed nnd flntt~rjnq 8r , more occu:.ionnlly , 

rushed a:id under-esti.muting. Ei thcr. w<1y the rrporL 

is inaccurate . 

• Some secondary schools {cspecinlly boys' schools) 

· aelibcratcly dissuade 5tudcnts from arrJying for 

teaching . This is sornetim·~ s detcctubl c in the report. 

A similar case may rest with referees' reports . ror 

instAncc even though referees' reports nrc conf idenLitJl , 

the fact that referees arc awdrc that upplicants have 

chose n them carefully (that is , because they ara likely 

to give a favourable report) may put pressure on referees 

to respond accordingly . 

Another IPason why the selectors in trn snmple arc 

concer.ned that these r~0orts arc not a ~n~iablc source 

of information about candidates may have to do wjth the 
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general lack of d~Jth in current selection procedurcs 

in Ne w Ze~land. For example , in Scotland , information 

about ap~licants i s collected [ram a numb 2~ of sources 

including the application form, group discussions , a 

practical teaching task ,wr itten langunge tests , the 

reports of referees and school principals , and the 

f orma 1 .:. nterview . Moreover , p.J i rs of selectors '' cross­

mc:i tched" their assessments of candidu.tes over e<lch 

of the selection activities . The combined result of 

such comprchensive procedures is thnt sr l cctnrs <lrr <lhlr 

to moke judgements about CClncliclates from 0 solicl bocly of 

evidence. Th e vc1riety ;1nc1 qu,1lity of the ·0,1ch<"'r 

selection rrocedures usrcl in Scotl<1nd mront tllc11 the' 

i\sscssmcnts m;ide using Coch ]nstrumcnt coul(l be clwck<'cl 

~g<1inst other s for ver i ficati on or comp<1rision . ny 

contr0st , se lectors in New 7.r>nl.1nc1 flrc limiL0cl to 

three sources o f information cibout c.incl irl:1t· ,---.:.: the' 

1rplication form ' thr int:rrview , c1nc1 the' r0ro1·t: of 

referees or the school [Jrincir<1l . This pl ;ice:. !;r•lc'rL01 !; 

in" potcntir:tJly prcc0rioL1s po!;iUon. Pr<'!;umt1bly , 

selrctors question the rcliaoility of the opjnion of 

the r c f e rc0 s or principC1l when there i:. n m,11·k<•cl mi !im.i\ch 

between the chilracter o[ the ilpplicilnt t:h,1t is rc•port0cl 

ilnd the Ch(I rr1Cter o[ the ;-ippl lCi1nt bcj n<J l ril0rv i C'W<"d . 

In such inst<l nccs , they mu..Jt tr..;st wholly in t·h0 comhj JV'd 

judgement of th~ panel i n the 20 to :HJ mi1wt0 int:0rvi0w 

and ic:;norn the report (1s being in;iccurntc - or v.icr vcr'.;il . 

Considering this-, as well CIS the unccrt,1 inti cs crrfltC'd 

by " impression managem0nt" c:incl the voc(ltionol jnstabilit.y 

of candidates , it is little wonder that the pi1 r ti~ipnnts 

in the presOnt study expressed. a seriuus li1ck of conficlC'nc0 

in Di.vision " /\" ':cacher Sc.!lection proc0clurc;, . 

In sumI'lary: the participants in the present r.tudy did 

not consider the reports of referees a nd sccondClry 

school princpals to be reliable sou r ces of i nformntiJn 

about ca ndidates . Possible rcnson s for this include t h0 

timing of the wr iting of the report n~a th0 voci1tion(ll 

persuasions of the staff in schools , p;irticularly boys' 

schools . In rel~tion to referees ' reports, no research 
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evidence was found to substantiate these claims but 

it is contended that other jnfluences, such as friend­

ship and loyalty between candidate and referee, may 

be contaminating factors. Finally, lack cf depth i n 

Division "A" teacher selection procedures may hove 

influenced the participants in the present study to 

rate the unreliability of referees' and principals ' 

reports as major weaknesses. 

Quotas 

The late timing of the announcement of Government quoti1 s , 

long after the interview, was another major weakness 

of Division "!\" selection procedures. 

presents solid evidence which corroborates the views 

of the sample in the present study. li e i1 rgues thci t 

while the vocational commiLment of <1[Jpl icant s i:; 

unstable, many candidC1tcs apply fur sever0l jobs ln 

addition t~ teaching . _Thus , applicants i1rc o[t0n 

faced with the dilemma of either having to turn down 

other job off e rs on t he "Xf'Pctcition of being succc s nful 

in their application for tei1cher training or nrc J c ~~ 

daring and opt for the safety of accepting th~ first 

job offered to them. It is with the lotter group 

that the selectors arc seriously concerned. T n 1 ') R (1 , ;1 t: 

least one Education Ooilrd was counterin<J thi.~-; 

weakness by notifying high scoring cilndiclcitcs o[ thc_ir 

success within one or two days of the interview. In 

setti ng a precedent, other Boards arc likely t0 ~ollow 

suit. There is no reason [11] why cilch Board could not 

ha~e its quota confirmed before interviewing begins 

so that most applicilnts can be notified imm diotcJy of 

their success. 

Alternatively, as has already been discussed in the 

section on "commi tment", Frcybcrg (1980) suggested th 

removal of quotas on entry to TC"achcrs' Collc9r'· · (which 

in effect would mean open entry) and inr,tcad institut 

a selection at the end of year two if n0c cssnry. 

[ 11] Fach year, the Ministers of Education and Fin,1ncc drtcrminc 
the number of applicants to be admitted to each division of teacher 
training. In reaching this decision , the Ministers arc guided by 
.:..a•nrmation on taacher s11nolY_ &__derra.nd as provided by the Dept . of 



The reason: 

"The. .f.a1tge.1t the. 6i..1t-0t tje.a ;t pooi, the. 

be.ttvi the. c.hanc.e.-0 06 -0e. .tc.c.t.tn9 on .tlic. 

ba-6{-6 06 the.i1t pe.1t601tmanc.e. tho-0e. ~tudc.nt~ 

who , a-6 my -6tudy -6hrwe.d, wile rlo we.el 
both <n the.i1t t1taining p1tu91tammc. a~d aA 

c. .e. a -6 -6 It o om t e. a c. h e. It ,'.) • " 
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[Frcybcrg, 1900 :1] 

Recruitment Procedures 

In recent months Teochers' l\s ~;oc iotion s h.1vc: <1r z1wn 

nttention to t he weakness roted as the si xth most 

significa nt a nd major by the participant s in the 

present study : recruitment procedures arc innd c~un tc , 

particularly rcg<:lrding the recruitment or 111,1]. ('s , uclults , 

and Maori a~d Pacific Island applicants (Stateme nt 9) . 

This weak ness was recognis e d at the recent Ann~cJl 

General M0cting of the New Zealand Educntioni1l 1n~titutr 

where a recommendation was pass e d urging: 

"the. Gove.1tnme.nt to app!tove. .the. appoi.n.tmen.t 

0 6 6 [L .e. .e_ - t { m c. R e. c. -~ u {. t me. rt t a 6 f.i {. c. e /[ ~ , a t1 rf tl1 a .( 

tlte. po-0.tti..011.6 be. adve.1tti...6e.d a1111uaff.y <n t/i(' 

Education Gaze..ttc ". 

[N.~.E.I., 1986: 100] 

Support for this view is found in Th Curriculum 

Review : A Draft Report rrap~red by the Committee 

to Review the Curriculum for Schools . 1986) . 

In the Review, ano under the heading "Recruitment i1ncl 

Selection of Teachers", the Committee proposed that : 

" .• • Ma.01ti te.ac.he.1t-6 be. u-6e.d to 1te.c.1tuit Mao)[{ 
adult-6 to te.ac.he.1t t)[a{n{ng , a-6 we.ii a~ ~c.hool 

htude.nt-6 ••. po~it{ve. ~te.p-6 be. takc.n to 1te.c.1tuit 

Pac.i6ic. 1-6tand -6tude.nt-6 and aduit-6 into te.ac. h e.~ 

t1ta{n{ng c.ou1t-6e.-6 ••• [and] •.. po-6itive. ~te.p-6 

be. ta.ke.n to 1te.c.1tuit Mao1ti a~d Pac.i6ic. 1~.iand 
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wome.n into all le.ve.lJ.i 06 the. teaching 6e.llvice 

whe.lle. a.t p.lle.-6e.nt the.ill. numb V tJ.i a.Jte ~e.w .. . m(IH' 

men be. e.ncoullage.d to wollh in pH - 6c.lrooR and 

in pll.imally J.icl1ool6" . 

[Departmen t of Education , 1986: 13 4) 

Furthermore, in a report e ntitled " 'I'll <' Protection ;rnd 

Promotion of Professional Standards" , the New Zc..:1 l ,rnd 

Educational Inst itute recommend e d that : 

II, , , in { e_ Ji. V (. e_ HJ p Q.11 (I_ e).) {I! C e ti d I!. , Cl t f C (l ~ t (.II 

an advi.. 60 'r.IJ capaci..ty , a /)<.''r.6011 w/1 0 ca11 (i!l.ffu 

applle.c<.ate tl1e. C!lf(u'r.af bacl~g'r.c•c 111d a11rl 

ea119ua.ge. abi..fdi.e~ oo Mao'r.( a11cf Pa.rd«' 

] 6 ta II d a pp t ( C a 11 t ~ . '' 

(N./. . E.1. , 19B 6 : 6 ) 

Thes e r ccommend.1t· i ons r r.:?iter0te the finding s of l.11 

Heview of Teacher Tr.1ining ( 1979) ( SN' the 1 i tr':-.i t ure 

review in thi:::? present ;,t udy , l'"CJ" 4) c11Hl, d e• :; pit, , 

pol icy changes made by the Dep.1rtm0nt. o f Edu c,1tion [ l 2 I 
demonstrate thcJt littl e h.1 s been uchir-vcd si nc0 the 

l{cview to ullcviate its conce rns. ln tc r nst i11 r1ly , while 

' he se l e c tors w0rr> conccrn0cl t lw t no t Pnouq h 0rnpll.ic;j s 

·11c.1 s y i v e n t o t h c r cc r u 1 Lt II" 11 L o I M ti o 1 1 .i r 1< l I' , l<' i I 1 c • l : ; L 1 n cl 

1Prlica n ts 1 they ;il so considcr0d tlrnl it wils cl ~.;c' r 1ous 

wcu kness of Division"!\" teilc hc r scl,....c lion procrdur "~ i 

that Mao ri and Pacific Island candjdutcs wer e giv• ·n 

preference over other candidates (Stut0me nl 2 1n 

Table 8 ). (See Chapterthrec, page 30Jfor dct<d l s of 

this policy l. 

[ 12] Refe r to Chapter One in the present :.Ludy, r.x1gc 'j,for tl 

sunmary of changes which have been mid" by th0 Dcp.1rt11cnt 
of F.ducation for the rccruitrrcnt of nval c , Mc!("trt ana 
Pacific Island applicants und to Ch.Jpl<"'r l hre0 , fJag0 30, 
for fuller details of official GovcrnfTY'nt p::>licy. 

7 
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On recruitment of adults, on e of the major points 

~o emerge from research discussed in the present study 

!Norman, 1978; Whalley, 1978; Preyberg, 1977; Crocker, 

1974) was that olde r, more mature stuclents hacl severul 

advantages over the younger students, not the least 

of which was a more realistic not ion of career patterns 

and what their future entail ed . Prcyberg (1977) also 

found that older students were more successful in 

curriculum studies , educational theory, sel ected ntucli. c~ , 

and teaching practice [ 13), while Norman's st udy ( 1970) 

ascertained t hat those aged 25 and over ten~cd to 

receive the highest ratings ClS year on e tc.1chcrs [ 14]. 

In summary: the findings of the present: study reganling 

recruitment endorse th e . recomme ndation~; o[ the Curric ul urn 

Review ( 1986) a nd the New Ze altrncl Education,1l Jns tit u t0 . 

lloweve r, while the sele ctors in this study considcrod 

it a serious we ak ness thClt not enoug h emphasis was 

c:;ivcn to the recruitmen t o[ m:1l es , C1c'lult: s , nnc.1 M,101- i 

<lnd P.:1c; fie Tsluncl applicClnts, the rar t:i cip,1nts Cc:l t 

st rongly t hat it was unfair to give Ma o ri an~ P<lcific 

Islancl applicants preference .1t the expense 01. other 

c i1 n cl i rl" t es . The research show[; that nclult condiclnto~;, 

on entry to training, .ire more likely to pe rl.orrn hi.ghl y 

both in co llcqe and fir ~t ycnr tea chin0. 

~cadcmic Criterion 

It is questionable tha~ when the academic crit e rion 

was abandoned in 1983, [ 15] the ability o[ t he selector s 

to assess an applicant's suitability for tertiary study 

was severely undermined (see Statement 7 , rated as 

seventh equal significant major weakne ss by the sampl e .) 

Given that t he research reviewed in the pres0nt study 

[ 1 3 ] Freyb?rg , 1 9 77 = 6-7 . 
[ 14] Norrron, 1978 = 26 • 
[15] Up until 1983 the minimum entry qualification [or admission i nto 

Division "/\" teacher tni ning wn s either sixth fonn certif.iccite 
or University Entrance. For sixth fonn ccrtific,1te,the sum or 
the grades in four. subjects must have been equal to or l ss thC1n 
20, with English ~ing a five or b?ttcr. Only one grade wa s 
permitted to be as low as n six or seven , ancl a seven or 
eight i n any subject was unacceptable . For University 
Entrnncn , a candidate needed to pass four subjncts, i ncluding 

' English . 
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showed that there is not a positive and significant 

correlati o n between academic qualifications at entry 

and late r success at tertiary study , this concern of 

the selectors docs not seem well fou nded . For 0xamplc , 

although Norman (19 78) pointed out that academic ratings 

at se l ection tended to correlate more highly than other 

variables with college academic course marks , her final. 

a~alysis revealed t hat correlations were too weak or 

inconsistent to be of use to selectors . In fact : 

" W C?. C. a. YI. YI. 0 t C X p (' C. f t 0 V <!. a V e C?. t 0 6 { II cf (l m t' ct II ,~ 

on pJte.di.ci-i.119 Te.ac/z (','l. ,~ ' Ccf..f.cgc pJtog'tc ,~ -~ (/Jntli 

a.cad e. m {. c c o LL It -~ e. ,~ a. n d .t e. a cl 1 i. n g p It a c t ( c e I 11 et t -<. o 11 a Cf 1 f 

ollOm t/ie. data C.UICJtC.nt.f.tj c.oefcc.t<!.d at t/1 (' t{m<' o i 

-6<!.f.e.c.t{on. " 

f Norm;rn, 197 fl : 2 '.) ] 

It would seem then , from thes0 conclusions at least, 

that in relat ing the academic qualifications rcquir• 

at e ntry pr i or to 1903 to s uccess at terti~ry stu~y, 

Division "/\" selectors have been misinformed . llowev · 

in t h is respect , ond as has illreildy been mentioned 

the discussion, the r esults of a number of stucties , 

on o n e count at least , (Crocker , 197 4; Purclie , 197 7 

Whalley , 1978) conflict No r man ' s findings . P.nch of 
(' r 

·' 

performed better ~t colleCJc them their younrJer co l I· 1111·: • • 

This reinforces Freyberg ' s conclusions t ha t older 

students · were more successful in curriculum stu<li.' 

educa tiona l theory , and selected studies. 

In summary: t h e research findings reviewed in thi!; 

study show that secondary school cxorni no tion r esu lt 

arc not sou nd predictors of suci::css at tertiary st1 1 

l\ numbe r of other r esearchers have fou n d that t he ;1 

a nd maturity of the applicant r ather than their 

qualifications improv es the st rength of the rreclj ct '1 . 
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Ranking 

The difficulty of separatir.g the large number of 

"middling" applicants was seen by the s<:lmple in the 

present study as another major and significant weakness 

of Division "!\" teacher selection procedures ( Statement 

40 in Table 8). Solutions to this weakness are no t 

obvious. However , even though most of the selectors 

who took part in the teacher selection procedures 

piloted in Scotland were conf id0nt that the most 

de~erving and the least deserving candidates had 

been identified, they also expressed concern regarding 

the borders of groups (for example , between "bottom" 

of "accepts " and the "hol rls" , and bctwc~cn "holcls " 

and " rejects "). Of note and of sign ifica n ce to t h e 

rnsults of thi s study , most of t h e selector s stated 

that they had been able to identify the most deserving 

candidates not because o( their own ability but because 

o[ the quality elnd sophistication of the procedures [ 1 G) . 

In contrast to Scotla nd, however , it would ~;cem thot 

the procedures used in New Zealand to se l ect Division 
11 1\ 11 teacher candidates only cxi1cerbate the difficulty 

of separating the large number of "middling" candidate s . 

Involvement 

Statement 19, that the criterion of " involvement " 

disadvantages some applicants and i s difficult to 

interpret cons tituted the seventh equa 1 .1.a jor wcel kncss 

of Division "!\" primary teacher selection procedures. 

The fact that the word i n g of the Department of 

Education's policy regarding "involveme nt" is v;iguc 

and inexplicit may hclry to e xpl ain why the sample in 

this study found the criterion difficult to interpret : 

[ 1 6 ] Wilson, et . al. , 1985 : 9 
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" [ { n v o l v e.. me. rt i .( /'.I] . . . a rt a .o /'.I e. -6 ,'.Im e. n .t o 6 .t Ii e. 
.lnvolve.me.n.t {n and .the. e.x.:te.n.t :to wl1 .lc.h :t l1 c. 

appli c.ant i.o c.omm.ltte.d to c.ultukal, inc.ludi~g 

Maoki and Pac.i6ic. I~land c.ultuke. , .orokting , 

.ooc.ial and we.l6ake. ac.t{vitie. /L Bo:tli dept l1 

and bke.ad.th 06 e.x.pe..k.le..nc.e. {.n .tfie...oe. ac..t{v{t{Q/ '.I 

.oh ould be. c.ak e. 6 ulltj c.o n,'.I id e_)[ e.d . 1 t -~ 11 ou ld b c. 

bokne. in mind t li at de.d.<.c.ation to a ~ingfe. 

inte.)[e.~t mau be. 06 mo)[e. value. than ~upe.k6ic{af 

c.omm{:tmc.n.t :to a numbe.Jt., but c.ou .erl a.f.oo 

{ n d { c. a :t e. a n ak k o c1m e. .o .o o 6 o u .t lo or. { n c. o 11 ,'.I .i ,!J t c 11 t 

w i t '1 t It e. .I! e. q u i )[ e. me. n t ,'.I 6 o Jr. c. fi 6 e. c. t i. v c t c a c I 1 ( n g . 

S.<.m.ilakelJ an appl{.c.ant c.omp.fe.t.<.ng ac.ari<'mic. /!it1ulu 

oJr. who lrn.o be.en l{v .i.ng in a ,!Jpa!t..O<'. elJ popuCCltcd 

rl.i.otJr..ic.t may we.ll be. )[e..otJr.i.c.te.d {.11 tlie. t{mc 

g { v e. n t o o Ir .t Ii e. o p p o Jr. tu n i. t I} t o e. n 9 a g e. i 11 t I 1 i - ~ 

k.{nd 06 ac.tiv{.ty." 

[ Purilgrilph c 9. 1". '1d l 

While the over.all crite rion i.s we ll expl<d.nccl hen:-, i t 

is virtually impossible for selectors not be i.ncon;,i~; t<~nt 

when ;issigning numericol vlllur;s to , <1ncl (liffr:r0nL.i..1t.in<_r 

between, the " involvement " activities or. czincJiclC1tc~;. 

The i ssuc of rcJ ting " i nvol vemen t " bccomr.s ext rr:-mr 1 y 

complex when one consider.:. the r;inge of v.1r.iziblr:~-• with 

which selectors arc likely to be pr.cscntccl (for r~xzimpJ o , 

the type of uctivity , the rcrnge of "involve ments" or 
the candidate, the level of attai nment , the l e ngth of 

the in volvement , the opportunities available , nnd t he 

level of commitment). The issue of the intcrpr.etatjon 

of the " involvement " is further complicated by the 

fact that interviewers' perceptions of condid;i tr:, arc 

often coloured by their pre-occupations , life history, 

a nd emotional state (Wexley ct.al ., 1973; Geiss, 1970). 

What these points seem to lead to is ~ further argument 

for the introduction of a more explicit and, thus , n 

fairer system for analysing the "involvement " of 

Di~ision "!\" teacher candidates. 
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Conclusion 

In this chapter, the results from each of the three 

rounds of this Delphi study have been outlined and 

discussed. The eleven major and significant weaknesses 

of Division . "A" (primary) teacher selection procedures 

as well as their implications , have been the focus 

of attention. Overall , weaknesses relating to the 

poor validity of the selection criteria were dominant 

although other issues relating to quotas and the 

unfairness of the selection procedures were also raised . 

The final chapter of thi s thesis is devoted to conclusion s 

and recommendot ions. 
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CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

By means of the Delphi technique, thi s s tudy has 

sought to ascert.:i in the we.:i kn es ses of I' iv is ion "f\" 

(primary) te.:icher selection procedures i n N~w Zealnnci . 

The review of the literature in Chapter One sou(_Jht to 

establish the found.:itions from resc0r cr. o n which th e s e 

procedures were based . The findings or t his r e view, 

combined with the results of th e three Round !Jelphi , 

confirm that present Divi sion "!\" te<1ch e r selection 

procedures in New Zealand may well be ineffect ive , 

outdated, and counterproductive. 

Briefly, the criticisms d e rived Crom til e rcvJ< ' W 

reflected the following points: Pirst, the proct'c1urr"'~; 

do not at tempt to collect cv idcncc on the ski. l l s 

actually employed in a teachinry situation, viz., 

organising skills, explaining, questioning, rclatinq 

to a learner . Secondly , ci grccit de.:11 o[ the tim0 of 

his,hly paid academic st<lf[ is expended on procedur e ~; 

w h i ch a r c con f u s i n g a n cl who s c v a J. i cl .i t y l ;, CJ u C' s U on t 1 b l c . 

In this respect, the continu e d use of some of the m;1:jor 

criteri a used in these procedures, viz., inte lligence 

and academic ability , experience with chiJdri;n, por~wn­

ality traits and char<l ctcristics , c<lnnot he j ustified 

from reseilrch. Thirdly, candidntc;; arc not <JUilrnnt r:r d 

fair and equal treatment in the way" thc.i.r r1pplicnt:i.on s 

are handled. In this context, the present study 

concludes by making eight recommendations for ch~ngc. 

Recommendations 

What, in summary, arc the implications of the foregoing 

assessment of Division "/\" teacher selection procedures? 

It appears that a radical reassessme nt of current pro­

cedures is in order and may include: 

1 ] The appointment of full-time recruitment officers. 

2] Recruitment from an older age qroup, preferably 

after work experience other than tc~chi ng. This 

cou ld be achieved by raising the minimum age of 

e n try , perhaps to 18 . 
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3] '!'he introdur;tion of "developed" selection, 

particularly the inclusion of modified 

application procedures , a practical teaching 

task, a group discussion, tests to ascertain 

Mathematics and written English skills , and 

a formal interview to "pull" the selection 

information together . 

4] Greater emphasis should be given to selecting 

males and Maori and Pacific IsL:rnd candidates, 

but not at the expense of being unfair to other 

applicunts. 

5] Interview panels should include, at least in an 

advisory capacity , a person who can fully 

appreciate the cultural abilities and languuge 

background of Maori and Pacific IsL:ind applicu.nts . 

G] Education Boards would be notified of their intake 

quota well in 0dvance of the commencement of 

selection , or, alternatively, the abolition of 

quotas which would mean open entry into the 

first year of teacher training. 

6] The criterion of "involvement" is to be retuinccJ 

but a set of explicit guidelines must be d e veloped 

so that selector s can make fairer assessments 

of eac h candidate in this area. 

7] To counter the unreliability of the reports of 

referees and secondary school principals is a 

difficult task . Part of the problem is that, in 

New Zealand, selectors arc reliant on these 

reports. An obvious solution would be to incLeasc 

the range and quality of selection instruments 

as has been done in Scotland . 

8] The introduction of a more flexible programme 

of study with greater provision for repeats 

if necessary. 

These recommendations are not all new. Some have already 

been mentioned by various Teachers' Associ~tions, chief 
' among them being the N.Z . E.I. as well as a number of 
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lead i ng educa~ionalists in New Zealand . Th e present J 

study has shown that support for change is now v ery 

strong even among the selec t ors themse lves . ln light 

of this , the concerns and rccomme ncl o ti o ns e xpressed 

by the Revie w of Teache r Training ( 1 ~79) ure now too 

cautious a nd , eve n if fully implomentc~l , would not bo 

sufficient to amc liorilte what appenrs to be sc riou~ 

weaknesses in New Zeala nd' s Di vi ~; ion " /\ " tcochcr 

selection procedures . 



.APPENDIX I 

OPPERS OF .A PLACE OP TRJ\INING . 

MAORI .AND PACIFIC ISLl\ND J\PPLICl\NTS 

/\S /\ ?; OF THE TOTl\L NUMDER OF J\PPT.ICl\NTS 

11 3 l 

Intake Mule Male Pam le Fem')] c Total Grnnd Total 

Perioo Maori Pc:lcific Maori Pilci.fic p.\.,ori Tot-<Jl of 

Island M;1ori F. 

P . J. il:; 

?. o f 

Grmx] 

'l'nt ill 

1979/80 27 15 96 '1 I) 102 /O,..,tl n. nr, 
1980/tl 1 50 15 lf.lG 83 33'1 '17.23 7. ')0 

1901/02 2'1 0 '1 9 19 100 ') 17 10. ')0 

1982/83 16 2 45 14 77 983 7.113 

1983/84 1 1 9 Gl '.:12 113 853 13 . 2'1 

1984/85 36 12 93 36 177 970 1o . 09 

1985/Bfi 36 16 92 39 HU 1'158 12. 5r; 

Source: 

Division l\ s\.IJTTT'ary recruitrrcnt returns , Dcpartrrcnt o[ Education , 

Head Office, Wellington . ( 1986) . 
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RPPEN&ik n"t' 
E2/140 DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION 

(19MfOHMAl } 

APPLICATION FOR KINDERGARTEN/PRIMARY TEACHER TRAINING (NON GRADUATE) 
Please print clearly and complete all sections. Comploro a sopara ro form for oac/1 course you apply tor. 

1. (~) nofor to rocruitmont booklet and tick cour-;c you MC applying lor 

Klndcrgar1cn (Division E) 2 year course 

Primary (Division A) 3 year course 

0 
D 

Prlmnry (Olvi,ion A) shor1cnccl lo 2 years lor npplicnnts with 
more than hall ol a dcgrr.c 

Primary (Oivision A) :' ycnrs suririlcmcnt3ry course lor rncilic 
lslnnd l rnmc<I 1 cncncrs 

(~)Whic h loncher5 college do you wish to attend (you may nririly lor only one lor each ro•rrs" ) 

2. (a) Mr/ Mrs 
M iss/Ms 

....................................... 
(b) Nnmo by which previously kndwn :11 nppllcnlJl'l) 

~--T_o .1_c_n __ h_o_n._o_N_1_1m __ h_o_r _____ ~_E_•chnngo_~-----
( tJ ) Dnlo ol Olrt11 . (cl /,ge 

(CJ) lv1;rr ltnl ~ l nhis 

I/) Arc you n l~aw ZcJl .rnrJ C111zcn7 

0 ~lo 

fu~I Nnmcs 

lrorn In 

(II '' """' ''Y o l Oirtll 

- ·-------···· -···- -----·---·----·-· 

fl) r.1vc dntn ol nrrlval In l~ow ~t•nlarH I 

0 
D 

(Evldonc.o ol clll 1cnship or rr ~l rlcntlnl st nrus mny h'l rcr111irr<1) (11) /\ro yo11 r nl1l1''d In "' ~ld l'! prrm nnPnlly 111 N 1•w lr·nlnntt" 

(k) Whicl1 Is your lllhnlc grrrnp7 
Tick box or ho•e' to <Jcscrrhll It 

O EUnorr:AN 0 ,.1/\fJf'.I 

--~~~----------------
3. (n) Sln lfi namo or ~ocondo ry scf1ool(5) ntrcn•Je<l onrl <J,1trs 

(h) Tolnl 30Condory education"' 111 tho nnd ol th is yc.ir 

CJ Yr. [ ] Nn 

1•11 r.1 rrr. I_] /\':1/\N [ _ _) 1Jll ll It 

rrnrn 19 In 

rrom I!) lo / 10 

~-~~~---~--~------------~-------~- - ~---·-·---------~-------
(c ) Educn tlon quA llllcntlons comprr,;cd Give suhjocts. rna•~s 'w~""' · yr,.11(,) p;"'"" nnd " : l•n•il nll'"' "''lf 
SCHOOL CEllTIFIC/\TE SI XTH ronM ccn rrr. IC/\f r: UIJIVU151 r y r:r~ rn11r~r.r: OT ! rrri l"X/\MIN/\l I ' ,,~·; - ---T -- ----- . 

····· ' ······· .. 

~ii--------------1--------------· ··--------------1 

''."~-· ____________ _._ ____________ _, _______________ _, 

(d) Stnto 11omln1111on1 or cnr1111cnto, w ith subjects lor which you B•O currontry sh1t1ylno !;(l"clly suhj"c" 



4. 

5. 

-

6 

lnlerests and hobbles (e.g., music, drama, art, sport. youlh clubs, communlly activilics elc . \ , Give details and any qualificntions/nwnrds 
and experience In coaching, teaching or leadership. Continue on separate A4 sheet ii necessary. 

r 

(n) Do you sreak n lnngungc olhor 1t1an [119l1sh? It · YE~l " , 51;,lc wti 1c t1 larH)ll;'l 

0 YES []NO 

(IJ) Oo yo .J h;wo nn inlcrn51 In or knowledge ol n cullurn oll1c r II " YrS" , sl.11('1 wlt ic h r.ult11111 
tha11 English? 

0 YES ONO 

(n) I IHvo yo11 evor hr.Id any univcr5•1y (h) I lave yc,u rv1•r P•1t1•11•cl 111 10 ,1 llo11d w•ll~- j -11-· YI 
ornnl or IJursnry? lhc Oovernrnr.11!? 

0 YES ONO 0 YES 0 NO 

(C) I la •1n yn11 flll!Vi011Sly Oflf>llCd lorn II so. state cowsc and ,i;-1r,--------- ---
rd11c 

COUfSU r1 f tonchor ham1ny? .1pplt 

D YCS ONO 

·- -· 
id) Hnvc you p11Jvlou,1y If 10. !llnlc un1vcrs1ty/ IP,1ch•! rs Dali>~ 

r.nrolled 1n nny coursl) ol collcgl! 
1rrnr.'1N lrnl111n97 

0 YES D NO 
-- -- . -------- --- - - .. ---

(fJ) I ii1V'! you npr>llod fo t ony oll1Pr ll".1r,tH• t lrn 1mn') ccur~'~ n ., ~ JI ~0 . ~1.tl1 1 C:OIH~1 f'(5 1 
yrinr? 

0 YES 0110 

- --- -- -- --

aluH1 {)n;,rd or f1r ~11r1n.1I Ull1l '' y 1J1J 
11rl Ir> 

7, Nnmos nnt1 nrltlrosscs of lwo rcnutnhl" ricrsl)nS (NOT nn 1rnr11<!1!1nlo l.1111ily m•irnhor or yn1ir prinr.1p,1I n• cl,1~, tonr:li,.1) In wluJ1111rf,.1rnc •1 

n~ lo your chnrnr;l•H cnn bll m.1t1n 

6 . .12~".'.!_q_us_n_nd J''l.l~~'."P.~C?Y~~O<:l)'l!_~n~ludc_~P.,unl ,_v.1cnf1on or_sho•f_ l••rrn_ cmplnyrnrnl If rl!lrv;inl In lr•nrh111rJ) -------
EMPLuYr.n lYPE OF wonK LOC/\TION f)/\ 11. '.> f'Ml'LllYf'I) 

!l. Aro you nrrpnrocl nncl nhln lo lnko lhc o;ilh ol nlfegrnncc '" m<1ke 1110 11llirm.111on 111 nllr•q1nnr.r.? 

0 YES D NO 

10. Hnvo you br.en convlclod ol ''"Y ollence 11gnlns1 fh11law. 11p;ir1 from tr;ill1c lnlringrmr.nt ullrnr.1151 

0 YE~ 0 NO Onfl! Ol l)llonr:rr f'f<'n'V! 511ppfy rll!ln•fs tn n ~rnlct1 nnvl')IOfl:> 

NOTE: If you nrn convlclod l)f n ctlmlnnl ollencc nflcr \uhm<lflno 111 1~ ~ppllr.1111011 yo11 '"" •r111111Nf 10 nollly lhr nlllc,. lo which yo11 
YJn l lhls 11ppllc<1l•on. ·------- -----------

... 



11. Other Information In support of this application: give reasons for wishing lo enter leaching. Continue on separate A4 shl!cl rt necl!ssnry . 

--------------- --- - --- -~----

1:? . fJOCUfl10fl l5 I() ,i1:c: on1p,1ny lhi'J OpflliC,11HJfl (OftfJHHtl rffJ' . l/fflCfll~ will !11• tt' \111rH•fl. r.tt11l111J1.1p!I will '11• lf'l !1111 1•1 f) 

0 nlrlh ccrtllicnlo 

0 Socondnry school riunllf lcnllons 

D Olhcr riunliflcnl ions 

0 Olficlnl university lrnnscrlpl 

r~ ;,mall fl'(.f"tll p.1"","";pnrl · lypr phnloqr;q 1l1 

0 0"'"' ff!lt! ·.,;1nt fl;lfH'f'\ 1plr,1'ir• -ipr!rl ly) 

---------------------------- -- --- ·-
MEDICAL HISTOnY 
13 (n) Oo you or hnvc you sullered from any of the lollow•ng 

YES NO 

(PIC":l'il! l 1t:k r tfh tJr ··y[ ;, · (It · t J() · how ) 

Eye or vlsunl dolccl 

Chron ic enr r>rnb lllms or denlncs, 

Chronic nosll or lhrnnl problrms 
trnyll1vcr. cntnrrh, tons1il1"5) 

Chest trouble 

Tubllrculosls In nny form 

(rncl 

Ho11rt froublo (Incl . p;ilpllntion, r.he51 pain nnrl 
shorlness or breath) 

Anaemin or othar blood disorders 

lnrl lgestlon. gnsirlc or duo•J.,n;il ulcer, or 
bowel disorders 

Onck trouble, sdnllcn or nrthrllis 

Allergy or sensitivity 

Llvor or gnll bladder dlsense or jaundice/ 
hepalllls 

Kidney or blndder trouble 

YES 110 I -~-= ,, ..... , .. , 
I •I~ or l.il11t 1n1J nlt:ir.> 1 

P"'"Hh nf ""r"" ~ "',1rtn 

N11rvOufl 0r mrnll'll 1ll·hr,1ll'1 

nncu1trnl hrn<1.1c ht?s (m r. I m1ornino) 

nhr1unn•1r: ff' vr•t nr d1f"11m:\t l5m 

OrnhrlM 

Skin d1~,.n,,? 

Asthmn 

Oprrnlrl)M nr lnJwrr1 . 5111111 

TttlfHCnl dt'\f'\:11\<t'\ . '\fttlr 

=::J Any 1llm•u not mnntrnn,..r!. ,,,,,,. 

----------------
(b) If your answer lo aoy ol lhe above Is "yes" plense indrcale thn. lrCt111e11cy or itll11ck~ :urrl "'" rf:i11, f!f 1111• tn st onr 

NOTE: You .:nny be nskcd lo provide a me<lrcnl ccrflfr-:0!11' ~tarrng lhnl you nrll nnw ,, ,.,. ' """ 01 ,,,,. "'"''" lrrntml'nl lo r 11111 cond1t 1n11 
aod thnt lhe cood1tlon or rls presence wrll not rnterlere wrth t1.11111ng or lrtn11s~ f t' 1,,, n 1,.,,u, .. r tiny rne<11c,1I e•nmir1nl1on wtll IJ,. nl yo11r 
own e~peose. 
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(cl Do you wear glasses or con111c1 lenses? 0 YES 

(d) Have !hero been any recenl marked changes in your wc19h1'1 Sta te llpproximalo amount 

D VES 0 NO D LOSS 0 GAIN 

(0) /Ire you on nny permaneni medicii iion? ___ ii v~ S.5i~i'~ ii1;,;;;;5,.CQ;;-(,1!10~ 

D VES 0 NO 

(f} Have you l.J<:en absent from Y.Ork. school o r ·. 1c1ve1sit y on account ol 1\lnPs~ ur 11qur y d111111<J 11111 p.i ~ t lwu yctu~' O YES 0 l'!O I! so. Sl~lc 1 c~~o11<, nn11 period ol at1wncc 

(g) Have you P. ·.mr been rejec ted fron1 cmplo~1mcn t or rnd1tilry scrv1c.:c on ttH!l11c, 1lg,Ot~; he1~11 tJL'C~~~j;:~~~e o r nr.ct iph•d only 
on special terms because of modic11 grounds? 

D VES 0 NO 

(h) H1vo you ony pllyslcol cond1llon or disabil1ly wt1ich ni1gllt alroc l yo11r lrnlrpng or le;1cl11;;-u surv1ce in nny w.1y? 0 YES 0 NO If so, give dclnils 

(I) Fnrnlly h lslo t y. H as nny ncltr ' "lnlrvc suffered h orn lut J ~ r culosZct.;ht~ i t""i.-;;pllP n~v.- ~ ;;~;,;;~ m ftH~nlnl ~l11n;.s '7 O YES 0 NO 11 50. give r elnliori~l11p ;inJ s•nl1• 11 !'•''~ ""Is nliv" on<! well 

14. DECLAR/\TION 

I, . :.nlPrnnly nnrl sincnrnly 
(Full nnrno of •ppl1ca111) 

dcclnrc that lo th e best o f my knowledge and belief the in forrn<1lion given in this :iriplict1tio11 is enti rely true 
nnd correc t. 

Sign!llurc of nriplict1nl : 

Oat~ : / I 

I solem nly decli1re !tint to ttw best or my kn owledge the i11fnrrnt1tion givr!n hy 
the i1pplicnnt is entirely true nnd correct. 

Sign:iture of witness: 

15. 

I Tt11! w1tnc55 ~hould he n pnrcnt or lcgnt gunrd1nn 0r p<• rs'ln wlin ~. nrJw~ npril •t:nnl wrll) -----------

NOTICE FOR APPLICANTS 

Tr;'linees who successfully comrilete a course of primnry tcnclwr trnin ing will be nririoinlcd to 
positions, called cert ificat ing positions. for two yen rs. W~1erc tenchcrs in ccrti fict1 ting positions 
meet the requirements for certif ication after two ye::irs in a cnrtillcnting posi tion, .tho 
nppolntment Is confirmed and becomes permanent. Wt1ercvcr possible te<1chcrs will be 
posted to a school in the education board distric t of their choice. 

Trainees who successfully complete a kindcrgnrtcn tcnrher trnining course r1ro responsible 
for obtaining a teaching position on comple tion of their trnin ing. Experience has shown that to 
obta in a position, teachers will need to ~pply widely throuahout New ..._cnl<ind for all vncancies 
for which their qualifications and tra ining mr.kc them o suitnble npplicant. 

I hnve read the conditions outlined in th is section. 

Signature of applicant: ..... ...... ........... . 

Please chock lhf' completed appllcallon and documents and forward by 20 August lo tho Educ11tlon Do11rd which admit• 
tr11lnee1 lo the le3chers college you with lo allend. 

'\.t).fl F · 'Yl t'Yl0 1'VM - VOG 
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J\J:SPENOlX I V: 

SELECTION COMMI'l"l'El-: ' S HEPOln ON 

SUI'l'/\IJILI'l'Y FOR /\OMISSION TO 'J'E/\CllEHS ' COLLEGE 

District 11.13. D 'J',1 D 
(Tick IX)X0!;) 

N...11~ ----------- ----

Scconc1c1ry schcx:>ls 

Div !\ I ] 

/\er 1:. t r-i 11 e ll 1 <JH S 

----------------

1 
U!'.c of Eng I i!;h 

Personal (Overt ~litic!; ) 

)' ? ~; 

2 Cor1fjclrnc:r' , vit.11 it y , drr ·:;r; , dr ·1•>1 lm ·nt I :;r ·11 :;1> o l l11111r111r, 

J JT"rsc ncr, • Le . 

3 
Personal (Covert Qua lit ic.c;) 

Induc;Lry , scJf disc iplinr' , init:i ;11 iv< ' , c·onc·1•rn frn· l' 'OJll C' , 
::;011•; it j vi Ly , to! 0r,1ncr, , ·I c . 

---------------------- -
lnvolv0TU1t in School iJnd Cnmuni t y 

4 
Range and depth , c::k'grcc of curmi l.Jtv::!Ill, ba I anre or i n lcrc:;L:; ,ct.c 

Selection Profile 

I 2 ) 1. ~r~ 
English . . . . . . I 
Personal (0) . . 

Personal (C) . . 
--- ,_ 

Involvement . . I 

Specific ccmrents rc!Dtr<l to gi v~n r~11iking 

--7- , -; -· 
') 

- --- --

-- --

-- ----

I 

I ' I 1· (' I l 'Ill l!. 111 l- 1111· • . " 

~; lJ 

H.1 
1111 

i 1 :tl1 I ,. 
r I'. 1 11.1 I 
•.011I.1hI1• 

- -----
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PROCEDURES* PROM APPLICATION TO ENROLMENT 

There are four possible outcomes to the lodging of an 

application for a. place in Division "!\" primary truining: 

"Enter course", "Withdraw-Self select ", "Re ject " and 

"F.c-apply next year". Both the selectors nnc1 .:.pplic<1 nts 

can influence final cate gorisat ion . Each of these 

is dcf ined below. 

Enter Course T\ftcr going through Lhe selection procedures 

1-6, applicant s ma y "ar rive " ot the place o[ officially 

being offered a r osition (9) by one of four routes : 

a] An applicant may reach (G) and move through to 

( 10) without taking an alternative route. Thi s 

route is distinguished by the symbols D find 

are numbered 1 through 10. Such a n applicflnt will 

likely have s cored highly at the interview (G) 

on rating, wi ll hav e been ranked accordingly, nnrl 

will not havr self sclcctrd . 

b] The recommendations of the delcction committee (G) 

rega.rding "older appl .lca.nts" ( 7a) arc rcqui.rcc'l 

to be C1ssessed by the Dep<lrtment (7b), the outcome' 

of which is actioned by Education Boards (7). 

c] !\third group of candidates (7c), having reached 

(7), being deemed as suitable, but not having a 

sufficiently high ranking to guarantee an immediate 

off er of a place ,are placed on a wa i t.i. ng .list. !\ 

place may later be offered to them: 

i] in the event of high priority candidates self 

selecting (self select H or L) or 

ii] wlwre Gover nment quota ( X) announcement~ n l low 

more candidates to be admitted or 

* "Procedures" and "process" are not used intercha!"Xjeably but 

are related terms. The selection procedures are the canponent pc1rts 

of the selection process. Put another way, the procedures are the 
·•-- - ------ ~- 4-h:.-.. .. ihr\lt:. . 
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iii ] where , between selection procedures (8) and 

(9) , some applicants self select (J) and 

equivalent number o((ers arc m<lde {8c) 

i v] or where applicants fail examinations {Ob). 

d ] The fourth route concerns applicunts who huVC' been 

offered a place on the con cl i tion th<i t they "rC' 

succes!; f ul w i Lh exarninu ti on~; , ( Ob) , in mo:. t c.:1~;e s 

University Entrance . 

Self select I (7\) through (L). 50) r s0J0ct:inn i •; 
';/ 

defined as "a voluntary withdruw0l". i\rp1 ictrnts moy 

self select for a number of r0nsons includinq : 

i] rcnlising, through the in tcrv icw or con to ct 

with other tct1cher pcr:1onn0l , th.-1t t h«'Y m.1y 

not be suited to teaching . 

ii] opting to tukc up a n ulternativc 0mploymcnt 

0U0r which emrrgccl c'.l ftrr t lH'Y rnL0rrcl t hr 

t0ochcr :,election rroco:.s. 

Rcjec~ I "Re ject " m,1y br c1r:ri.ncc.l i1:> n " Gov0nment 

initin.tccl invoJuntnry withc.Jr;iwc1J" from thr :.o lrction 

process . There arc two steps in the procrsr; whrro 

rejection is possible. 

~ ] 7\t (4) where an officer from the Education bonrd 

sorts application s as either eligible or incJigihlr 

7\n applicant may be ineligible for a number of 

reasons including: 

i ] a 16 or 17 ycnr old with no formal qunlificutions 

ii ] a person over the age of 45 with qunli(ications 

which would deem them ns suitable 

iii ] an applicant who fails to provide evidence of 

New Zealand citizenship 

iv ]. an applicant whose "cqu i ".:l lent qualifications 

are un s uitable". 

In the case of non New-Zealand r esidents and applicants 
--~ .. " .. ,..,,.,,.; """ 1 e>nt- nocumcnts" ( 4aJJ the _D~art_~nt oJ. 
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Education uses its discretion in assessing individual 

cases . If they are deemed "eligible", they then go 

on to a formal interview (6). 

b] at (7), reject (c), where the Education noards 

arc actioning 

. l l. , recommendations made by the se lection 

committee regarding the suitability 

of condidntes or 

ii] decisions made by the De[JClrtment of 

Educotion concerning applicants in 

component (7C1). 

It should be noted thClt rejections could be cntegorisrrl 

in two wc1ys , namely rej ection:. dociclC'Cl .1nr1 r r jcct. i on 

~-,_r.t:i._o nrrl. for 0x0mple , at (7) u nu mhrr of oppli.cnnts 

will be rejected on the basis o( decisions mndc nt (6) , 

al though these decisions cl re off icii1 l l y ;1ctionccl ;1 t ( 7}. 

The s;1me distinction should l~r mudc between ( 7 b) t1nrl ( 7) . 

Apply Nex t Year Where applicunts have been plncr~ 

on the waiting list ( 9u} and hC1vc not been off~n·cl ;i 

plnce ( 8c} , the:-e are two options open to thcm . ThC' 

first is to re-apply the ~ollowing year _(z} and the 

second is to seek a n alternative career (~i} . The 

difference between (z} and u " sel f select " i s that 

in the former , applicants have delayed se lf selecting 

wh ile there was still an opportunity to enter the 

course ( 1 0) • 

Summary This is n simplified flow chart . It is t1n 

attempt to represent only key procedures in the 

selection process. The total picture would be 

extremely complex . 

In terms of the goal of the reseurch , which was to 
~ 

eva luate Division "!\" (primary) teacher selection 

procedures , t here arc important considerations: 
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Ther e a~pears to be considerable flexibility 

within the process for discretion among those 

making dec~sions about candidate suitability. 

For example , a selection committee with 

Departmental approval could admit , if it saw 

fit, candidates with one or all of the 

following characteristics: 

• those with a criminal record. 

• who are over age ~5. 

• who have no formal qualifications . 

• who arc non-New 7.c<1land r e sidents. 

Departme ntal policy , it would seem , rc[lccts the notion 

that successful teachers can be s~lcctcd from a pool 

of upplicants with very dif (crcnt and wide ranging 

social , intellectual and cultural background~ and 

th<1t any attempt to restrict flexibility of entry into 

teaching training would necessarily result in n 

corresponding drop in the quality of applicant admitte~. 
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/\PPENDIX VI: 

ROUND ONE 

Please list what you consider arc the wc~knesscs of 

current teacher selection proccclur~s for Division A 

(Primary). 

Please return by 18 August. Thank you. 
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APPENDIX VII 

ROUND 'l'WO 

TIIE PROIJLF.M 

In Round One , yuu were asked to list wha t you consicicrca 

were the weaknesses of Division A (Primary) sclrction 

procedures. Your responses anc1 those o[ your colleaqlH':> 

have been scrutinised to eliminate durlicntion C1nd a 

summary list has been compilea. (attnch e d) 

Keeping in mind your own views of the wcnkncssrs of 

present selection procedures and the views o[ your 

colleagues, as summarised, pleas e compile Cl short 1.i st 

of concise statements which best express whC1t you consider 

to be the weaknesses of Division A selection proceaurcs . 

You may wish to choose key sta tcments f ram the summ;ny 

list. If you do choose statements from this list which 

do not accurately reflect your own views, you mC1y 

modify them. 

Please return by September 19. Thank you. 
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J\PPEN.)IX VIII 

In ro·.md t\'Kl of tl:is study you \<X?rc Cl.!->kcd to reconsider your round 

one responses in the light of those of your colleagues . You were 

then asked to canpile a short list o[ concise s tC1tcrrcnt s of wh0t 

you regarded were the ~akncsses of Division A Teacher Selection 

Pr-Y:-:cdures . Below is a s~ .l:.TT'c1ry list of pc1rt icipants ' round two 

responses . 

In this round you are C1skcd to consider this list of stutcrrcnts oml 

.. to express :1our opinion by indicating whether you consiclcr c0ch 
... 

statE'!TCnt to be an expression of a m:-:ljor or minor weakness of 

current Division A (prirrary) selection procedures . 

Please express your opinion of each of these stat~nts by circling 

a m~r on the scale providec' 

Please return by October 18. Thank you . 



Ram 'IlIREE OOCSI'JCDV\IRE 

Major Weakness 

1 ] 

2 ] 

3] 

'1 ] 

5] 

61 

The procedures fail to provide 
suf Lcient i nformation on mch 
applicant ' s ability to teach 
effectively. 

l.t:::1N ranking Maori u.1d Pacific 
Island applicancs receive preference 
to satisfy "target'' rcquircrrents 

The minimtnn academic r<XJUircrrent is 
too narrow a criterion for 
selection. 

'Ihcy rc(l rct white micl<llc cl0ss 
vnlucs ;md , as su•;h, cJisadwmtC1C)0. 
minority groups. 

The practice of Sal"C scconclM-y 
schools coaching sarc 0rrlicarts in 
interviewing skills questions the 
'Jalidity of a:.st?~.sm:mt rrndc al..cut 
the applicant . 

The sccorvlilry sch<X>l pri:icip.11 ' ;, 
r eport \an not "h.:(lys l:Y.:? intcrl)retccl 
ilS il rel i..1blc source of infomnt i_on 
0oout th0 0ppl icant. 

7] /\bandoning the ricndanic er i tnriil 
h:1s mace it cliff icult for selectors 
to ass0ss a n applic.:1nt ' ~ 

8] 

9 ] 

sui t:.c1bi lit y f or tcrtia ry s turly . 

Selectors cannot be confident th..1t the 
anplic.:1nt 1 s qualities which they arc 
a 5s~ssir.~ can actually be assessed 
·..n thin the tirrc available nnd with 
the instrurrents n<::M being used for 
selection . 

Not e nough ~asis is given to 
teacher recruitm:?nt . (Fs['.)2Cially 
r ecruit. "':"C'nt of rro lcs , uclul ts , and 
Maori and Pa-:.ific .,Island applicants .) 

1 O] Referees • r~rts arc not ahmys n 
reliable source of i.n fonration 
about applicants 

11 ] There are too ma."'ly .::sscssrrcnt incons­
istencies of rating ap[)liV'Ylts ~rrnng 
ccrrmittee rranr..crs, betwr'Cn o::mni.ttces 
and bet\Yeen F.ducution I?.oards . 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 
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!\ti.nor Weakness 

3 2 

3 2 

3 2 

3 2 

3 

3 

3 2 

J 

3 2 

3 2 

4 3 2 

4 3 2 



12] The rrernbership of sare interview 
carmittees changes tco fr<:x.JUently. 

13] Intervi~rs lack training in 
interviewing skills. 

14) Me:nbers of each educational· group 
(the NZEI ·, and Teachers ' College, 
the EDc-rrd, and the Depar~nt) are 
not always represented on interview 
carmittces. 

15) Variations in ~~e venue of the 
interviews disadvantage saTE 
applicants. 

16) Sare .:ipplicants are deterred fran 
expressing their views bef orc the 
interview coomittce. 

17] Selection procedures arc not 
effective. 

18) Intervi0N carmittcc rranbcrs do not 
know haN accurate their assessrrents 
of each applicant are. 

19) The criterion of "involvcrrcnt" 
ui;,,1dwmtages sore ilpplic<mts 
and is difficult to interpret. 

20) /\s ~ criterion, carmit:rrcnt is 
aiLficult to assess. 

21) Applicants ilre not giv _n feedback on 
their interview before they leave the 
interview. 

23] Sare claims TTBde by applicants during 
the j n tr~rvicw (e.g. regarding hobbies 
and interests) are not able to be 
verified in the tirre available. 

25] Education Board rrenbcrs on intcrv~cw 
camri.ttecs are in~dcqu1tcly paid. 

26] l\scertaining an npplic.:mt' s attitudes 
to,,;ards multicultural issues is 

Major 
wr .1\;.ness 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

difficult to do without offending them. 5 

27] The Governrrent ti.ires its announcerrent 
of quotas too late after the interview. 5 

2(,) It is condescending to Maori and 
Pacific Island applicants to select 
them for Teachers' College with 
rankings below the cut-off point. 5 

4 

4 

4 

4 

lL~J 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

Minor 
weakness 



Maj:lr 
l/.~ncss 

29 ] Graduates of those with oore than 
tk-- lf a degr ee who apply to go tQ 
Teachers ' College are disadvantaged 
~cause administrative and 
organisational cirC\..1111St..1nccs limit 
the numbers of this group abln 
to be accepted. 

30) Interviewing ~11 applicunts . 

3 1 ) There is a lack of: f ur.-1ing to 
help Teachers' College und the 
Dc[1<:1rmcnt of EducCltion replace 
sti1 [f involved with intervicwi.nq. 

32) Sare Clpplicants <lrc bcin0 intorvic<.~1 
who do not rrcct the min i..mt.rn entry 
rcquircrT'Cnts. 

33] 'fhcrc nre no illJe limits for 
npplicnnts . 

3'1] The structure o( the interview m1y he 
str.css(ul for ClpplicC\nt;. ond m1y 
inf lucncc their ubility to give an 
t1ccurC\tc picturr o( suitc1bility for 

5 

5 

5 

teuchinq. 5 

)')I Thf' pr(';.cnC'"' or ,, ~·1.1ori. i nt0rvif"W"'r 
who is pcrccivN:l by n r-t1ori il(")Pl i c,1nt 0:. 

t1 J<,1urrotut1 m-1y h.1ve <tn '"'Uect O[)p:>Gi.t0 
to th0. on0. i nte nded by the inclu~; ion 
of il r~1or.i on the cannitt0C . '.i 

JG ] ;,nlcction i;, the resronsi.ni.lity or 
the D:1uc.1ti.on noard nnd not thr 
•rc1ch~rs ' Co 11 ~c. 

3 7 ] The sf'Concl,1 ry :.chcx:> l pr i nc i fA.1 l ' s 
report is too inf lucntial COT1[\.1rcd 
with o~hcr selection crjtcrio. 

30] There: is insu[[jcient tirrc to <Jilth'"'r 
princip-1ls ' reports ~lv..~cn ~ugust 
20 and the tx.<;irning of school 
cxami.na tions . 

39] Ther.c is difficulty j n nrnking those 
applicants i.Irmxli<ltely below the 
cut-off point . 

~O] It is difficult to separate the 
lnrge m.unbcr o[ "middling" appl i.c1nts. 

42) There is often disagrecsrcnt bct~en 
carmittec rrembers as to what 
constitutes a good teacher . 

5 

5 

5 

5 

4 

4 

130] 

3 

3 

1 

J 

1 

3 

3 

3 

., 

.J 

3 

Minor 
wen kn~ 

2 

)_ 

2 

2 

2 
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~· Massey Universit~--------1\-PP_E __ No_r_x __ r_x_ 

. ..-;;:: PALMERSTON NORTH, NEW ZEALAND TELE Pl !ONES: 6lJ.fl7'>, (,<) .089, (tl).()•J•) 

DATE:\ : NI' J0974. l\1a' l 1111 
. . • 

15 July, 1986 

Dear 

Re: Your pnrt icipation i n r0scn rch on 'T'C'n .~h ~ r ric_l~::1~i o n 
Procedures. 

l nm Cl mastern te stud ent working unclcr t lF' ~ill p<'rVL:.i on 
of Dr. David nnttersby . The purpose of this letter 
is to seek your particip<it ion in ;1 stucly which 1 rim 
carrying out on Tc<ichcr Selecti.on. Jnd1--cd , .1;, .i rf'C1'nt 
member of a select ion commit te0 , your r·•rticip.1ti o n in 
the project would be most VC1lu0cl . 

'I'he rc se.;irch will employ the ;Jc lphi Tcch n iqu0 * t n ,1sn'rf-i1 i.n 
the wcok nesses of the cur r e nt T0nch0::· Selection P1·ocL'dun·:• 
[or Divis ion " !\" Pr im<l ry. 

0 n e o [ th e Cl d v a n tag es o [ the De 1 p h i_ T 0 ch n i q u c j s j t ~; 

·s implicity . In the first roun d you will be rdmply <1~;k0cl 
to list , as you perceive them , the wel"lkncs scs or th<' 
Teuche r Selection Proce dures . Tn sub:.0qu0nt: r ou nclf; you 
wi l l b e asked to rr:!sponcl to" s ummnry of" <111 pi1r li (·ip.int :; ' 
respom. es . Respondents will r0m;1 in C\nonymous Lo r;1rl1 
o ther t hrouqhout the study . You wi ll be CJivr~ n orproxim;1t.<'ly 
ten dil ys to rcrl y to c<ich roun d . Thi:. m0,rns t· hi1t. rouncl :; 
o ne Clnd two wi ll b e completed by the /\u<J us t :.chonl 
holidnys. Rounds three ancl f our will br- po:.tNl in t·Jv--
( irst weeks o( the third term . 

l\ random Silmrle (N=JG) of se l ection commi.tt0c mcmbrr;, 
from nine out of the ten Education noard s hnvr brrn 
approached . This includes a rerresent~ tive snmplc of 
Education Board , Education Department , Teache r s ' College , 
and N.Z . E . I. membe rs. Naturi111y , nll t h ose who 
participotc in the study will be issued with a r 0port nt 
its conclusion. 

This research has the su pport of the Oe pu r tm0nt of 
Education a nd your own Educotion noard. / 

T look forword to h ea ring from you soon. 

Julian I3citchelcr-

Yes, I would like to participate Nl\ME _________ ___ _______ ___ _ 

Sorry , I cannot participate l\DDRESS ____________________ __ _ 

(Plecise delete one) 

On the selection committee , I represent __________________ ____ _ 
~ h"' 0"' ~ ...... ,, - .... - \ 
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THE DELPHI TECHNIQUE 

A hrief description 

'I'hc Delphi Te chn ique is a rcscC1rch t oo l which h<1;, been 

developed for forecasting, policy-plnnning, ~na dccision­

making. In es se nce , it is a method o[ e liciting opini o ns 

or judgements on n particular i 'ssuc or rroblcm rrom n 

group of individuol experts who rcmC1i n ;rnonymo u:i to ci1ch 

other. In this study, the experts nrc personn el directly 

involved in th e selec ti on of Div is.Lo n !\ rwim.1ry t:c,1chc r s 

and the problem is the teClcher selection rroccdurcs . 

Th e C1 ssumption underlying t he use of th e De 1 rh i 'l' cc hn i.riu r 

is that those personnel directly involve d in se lection 

ore in a s ound posit ion to judge its wc nkn c ss c~ . On('(' 

the experts a re selected and i1 Sclmpl c size de term i_ nccl 

t he central research question is C1dmi n istcrod . 

"l\s you perceive them , whcl t arc the ... :c.1kne~~ ses o( 

current teo ch er sc le ct ion procedures? " (D iv i:. i_ on !\ 

primnry). Thi s question is administered to thr~ snmp] 0 

on an individual basis. Responses arc nncllyscd (or 

summ;1ry. If a consensus hns not hccn rcuch cd ,1 further 

questionnaire is prepared on the bclsis or prcviou:. 

responses ~d summary . Th e new qu cs ti o n no i. re , tOCJC t hr~ r 

with an analysis and summnry, is t hen distributed to 

respondents. This part o( the Delphi rr0cc~s in 

r e peated until consensu s is r cnched . 

At the completion of this Delphi , all participa nts - . will be informed of the outcome nnd given the oppor unLty 

for comment. 



. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 

(1] Expe rienc0. with Selection : 

I huvc been selecting teachers [or 
Division "/\" (Primary) truin.i.ng 
for .. . 

(Discount any years when you did 
not participate as a Teacher. 
Selector) . 

(?.] Dntc o[ Bi.rth . .. 

[ 3] Pre~; en t: Po~ -i. ti.on: 

At the moment I am 

(Plcilse specify the position you holcl 
in your cur.rent employment e . g . 
Senior Lecturer i n Eclucation , S .T.J. C. , 
School I nspector). 

133) 

J\PPENDIX X 

. _ _ ] 

l _____ I 

Please return immediately if it is at all po3~ible. 
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~j Massey University ___ _ 
' ~; PALMERSTON NORTH, NEW ZEALAND 

APPENDL': XI 

f .. . . r 

Dear Sir, 

T El.FPI !ONES: (i'J-07'), (,•J -0~') . (1'l -0') 11 

Di\TE:'\: NI. .10'J7.I, !\LI\ U ni 

Re: Research conce:rning teacher selection , ni. y_i~_ion ~_Pr :i mo ry.:... 

Dr. David !3c1ttersby and I ore conducting " rcscorc h rn-ojcct whi cl1 
is investigating prcx:edures rclciting to the sclcc' ion or D.i.visi on 
A PrinBry teacher candidates. 

In orcler to proceed, the i1ssist.c1nce of personnel cl i.roctly involvccl 
on the selection panels is necessary. It is hoped t lv1t you ~uJ d 
like to participate in this study by grcinting us rcnnission to 
solicit the opinions of ~rs of sel ection ["\::1n0.ls who hcivc 1ro:.t 
recently been involved in selection, a nd, if you feel the clcsirc , 
to rrake c~nts yourself on any i1spcct of the study . 

'T'hc project will employ the Delphi Technique* to el i cit orinions 
concerning the centrnl resc<1rch question : 

"What are t h e wc,1kncsses of the cur r e nt 
teacher selection proc edures?" 

Should you require ;my further inform1tion on any os~ct of t he 
project, please feel free to <1sk. 

Anticipating your reply, 

Julian Batchelor. 

*Please refer lo the attached sheet for further cxpl.1nabon. 
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TIIF. DELPTIT 'J'ECTINI QUE 

The Delphi Technique i s i1 reseorch tool which hn.s been 

developed for forecasting , poJicy-plunning , llnd dccision­

making. I n essence , it is a method of eliciting opinjons 

of judgements on a part iculn r issue or probl0m from n 

g roup of ind i viclua 1 ex per ts who renv1 in .:111onyrn0us to <"'u ch 

il h cr. In this study , thr rxpcrts 0rc r01·sonnc·l cli rrct.1 y 

i. nvo.lvcd in the selection of Division I\ pr i m.1r· 1 f:0,1ch0· ·, 

ind the problem is th0 rc' <1chrr sr·lccU on fff OC<' clur<"'I . 

'rhe .:lssumption underlyin<J the use o[ 1-hr lkltd. i 'l'• ' chniquc• 

i s th a t those p e rs on n e 1 cl i r cc t l y i n v o l v 1' cl i n ;, <' l "c Li on 

arc in a sound position to judqr its wc<1kncs s cs. 

the experts nre selected nncl i1 s<1mplr sizr dctrrminrcl 

the central reseurch question in udminisrcr0c1 . 

"!\ s you perceive them , wh,1 t a r0 Lhe wen '{ncs;,('~; of 

cur r e nt teacher selection procedures?" (Division I\ 

primnry) . Thjs question is ,1clndni~;tr>n'cl Lo thr> somp1<' 

on a n i ndiviclui'lJ basis . 11cspon;,,....s 0rc .1n<1ly;,c' cl for 

summi'lry. J [ Cl co nsensus h0s not been rc,1chC'c1 ;i further 

guestionn;iire i5 prepilrncl on thC' bnsis pf prrvious 

r esponses and summary. The n,....w qucstionnlltr(' , toq,....t:hrr 

with an annlysis ancl summ,1ry , i:, t:hcn rlistrjhutNl to 

r espondents . This pnrt of the 00lphi rrocr~;, i~ 

r epeated unt il consensus is rcnchcd . 

l\t the completion of thi s Delphi , nl l pi1rU cip.1nts 

will be informed of the outcome o nd gi.vcn th0. 

opportunity for comment. 
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i~~J Massey University 
· 4~ 
~~ PALMERSTON NORTH, NEW ZEALAND 

APPENDIX XII 

TELFl'l IONES: 69-079, f,•).()89, 69-0C>9 
DATl· X: NI .'09~-l. l\la' ll111 

C/ o Education Department. 

30 July , 1986 

Dear 

Welcome to the Teacher Select ion Stud·; clnrl lhi1 nk 
you for responding so qui ck l y Lo my i nv it ; 1 t inn. 

Pleosc find Rour1d one enclosed C1nd " ~; t ;1mp0c1, .1clclre;,~;r<l 
envelope. 

'!'he return date of Liv' 10 1\ugust ollow:-; .1pf) r oximt1te l y 
three we0i<s t, reply. I hop<' t·hi;, tC1ko~; some of th<• 
pressure of [ you ut this busy Li.me of i''"1r. 

Thanking you in C10Vclnc0 . 

Yours since rely , 

Julinn Dntchc lnr. 
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~' Massey University ___ . ___ l\P_PI:ND_rx_x:r_
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Ji. PALMERSTON NORTll , NEW ZEALAND TELEPHONES: (,<J.079, (i<J.OX9, <•9-0'J9 
.. ·r-

01\Tf:X: NZ '0974, l\1a' ll 111 

F.ducation Departncnt. 

5 September , 1986 

Thcink ynu [or the t~ you s~nt on round one i1ncl for rcturnin<J 
your responses so pr.arptly . Your viC"\o!S on the .... ~ .... 1knc;,~-;rs nr 
selection procedures ~re very intercstinc:J .:mrl much 0rrrccii1tccl . 

Enclosed is round t Y.'O of thjs sturly , jncluclin<J ;i ;,t.1!TlfY'{l , ;iclcln":.'~('1(1 
envrlo~. I ¥JOulc1 be gr,1tcful i( you coulc.1 n'tlwn your n"' ~;pon~;P 
to round tv.o by the 19th or Scrtanlx-r . Thi.s rrci'lns th.it you 
have cipproxi.mu tcly bNo WC0ks to reply . 

You arc rcmindi:x1 oguin th,1t your rcsronses urc t n"'~' Lc<l 11~; 
strictly confidcntiC11. !\!; wr~ll, the success of l:X•lrhi dcpcncls 
on particip..1nt~ rcm.1ining <1r.onyrrous to Coch othrr . 

Do f('('l free to cont·;ict llY' i r tl1'"t"e ilre .iny qur~ri r•:. . Th,1nk you 
ugain f.or your co-orY'rntion ,1nr1 r.1rticip.1U on ~n this r;tucly. 

Yours ;,jnccrcJy , 

Julian t3.1tchclor . 

i:nC:loscd: Round tlNO qucstionnain• e1nd Round one summry li;,t. 
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F.ducation Dcp;:i.rtrrcnt 

October 1, 1986 

Dear 
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7\PPI:WIX XIV 

TELEPHONES: 69-079, 69-0R9, 69-099 
DATEX: NZ 3097-l , ~1 :" Uni 

In reply plc;l\c quote: 

Re : St:ucly o ( 'l'c.c jchcr Sclcct i.on Procedures 

Thu.nk you (or returning Roun<l t\-.D or the study so rwanptl y. 

Enclosed is the [inul Rouncl , together with il st<1mp-:xl, aclclr0ss('(l 
envelop:- . I would l~ grateful if you ~ouJ<l return your rcsronsc:, 
to this Round by October 18. 

When the results o( Round three h,we l~n col lut<'d ;rnd unil 1 ysr<l , 
il copy of the findings of tho study wil 1 ~ forw<lrclc•d t:o you 
for your inforrr.-,tion. 

Once ,,c:Jilin , j_ f you have ;my qucrios ;ir.l)ut this Round , pll"',,;,0 
(~l free to contact rw. lv:!re at t.1£1ss0y 69- 099 , 0xt. !14110 . 

1hanking you in udv<ince . 

Yours s incerely , 

Julian r...atchclor . 
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J\PPENDIX XV 

Some Examples of the Orig ina 1 20 3 Rc~QQ_n_:;c~> from Round 

One Returns: 

Example OnA: 

The wea kn esses are : 

1] Stelbility of personnel on intcrv.icw p.-1nel , due 

to Tea chers ' College not being Llblc to oppoint 

a reliever to replt1ce t he rcprcscnL1Livc of t he 

Teachers ' College dur i ng the five or six we e ks 

interview selection period . The Tc,1cl:crs ' Col] C<JC 

representative on the r,1nel is the: l~cturer who 

has no 1 e ct u r c o n l1 cc r ta in r1 e1 y o 1· c l1 n or g Cl n .i. :; c 

h ' /h II ( ' 11 , II is er own .1 -1n . 

2] I\ developing defJ<l rt men t.:1 l rol j cy llcrno n(l i n<:l ,-, ~-;ricc­

i f ic target o[ Maori entrants to college , irrrsrrct­

ivc of can~iclates ' e1bility to meet criteria . In 

m0ny ca ses such urpl LC<lnts prevent t11c c;c.1.cctj o n 

o [ more suitable ilncl C<l r<1 blc Eu rope<rn Cl pp .L ic,1 n ts . 

3] The additional privilege exte nded to Maori <1pplicnnts 

by being interviewed in C\ situntion of cnsr on ,-, 

marac. European applic0nts , however, m<ly be 

intcrvicwccl in <1 var iety or odcl offices or clnssroorw; . 

~1 The Principal ' s report ~omctimcs lncks c r e~.ib ility 

due to the report being prepC1rcd by n cnrcers tcnc hcr 

or se nior teacher , with the Princirol h<lving no 

knowledge of the candidate's suitnllility [or t~oching , 

and having no input other thn n sig n ing the r eport . 

5] Th e lateness of notification of quotns, r esulti ng 

in many suitable applicants tnking up other 

employment. 

6] The lack of time for seconded recruitment officers 

to visit second ary schools , especially i n t he 

rural areas where they can meet with students a nd 

give them up - to-date , accur~te i n formatio n 

concerning conditions of service, finance, and 



college courses . Recruitment officers must 

present a good role model . 

Example Two: 

The weaknesses ore : 

1 J f:sscn tiu 11 y C\lllC\ tru r in t('rv i r•w pu nC' l:.. \Vh i l e s0mr 

ilttC'r:-.1- 1· .is m21dc Lo indi.cilt<' to pilncl i.;,V; how (.rnt1 

how not) to conduct an in:...0rviow .1ncl us~;r!;~; 

C~t1rclc1·nristics , the bulk of ptincl j~;t:. h;iv(' l i.Lt:l c 

r0ul cxpcrtcnce o( intorvt0wing . 

2] 'J'rio br·irf r.ont<tct timr wi'h c.1n<licl.11<'. ln 

Wr ll ingt·on , pi1nel1sts .1n r'xpectcc.l t.o comp1.Ptc fl 

timr;, '10 minutr intrrvicws per dlly . The '10 111in ul! •!; 

b0in<) 10 mt:iutes ' ilSSCsr;;rv·nt Of wri.t t •'""11 millt"'l"iill , 

/.0 minut<>s' interview , 1 0 minute;,' ~;umm11rj!;1n9 <tncl 

r• r:-orrl i nq. The h1']h .1nc1 low r<lnkr-r!; "n' <'·l '• Y l>ut 

<101~1') JU!;t1c0 t-o lh0 bulk 1n th0 midcllr <"ill ' he' 

(1irficult . I wou:d rn-0f<'r somi: furth0r wrill<: n 

mrit0rit1l. pr<';1·"1red by candid.1t1:!<.; u11c101· conLrolJccl 

condil1on<> to ;-1urJfT'r>nL ~ n<orm.1tion clr; w1·ll i l!i l:IH' 

opport· uni ty Lo lengthen the cont.ict p0r·iod , i. r 
r NJ u i. r o rl . 

3) No r cul f0c<lback . liu·1in<J marked candicl,1tcs on 

.1 I,,.., i ll I ~ r·, l ,. r,, t t; ,, ' ' • 1 • I I ( ,. , I I ll I< I I : "' " ( 1 ' "I 

very rnrely) hear how ~ucccssful the applj cn nt ' s 

perfor mance is at College or 5 ycnrs later in t h0 

c lu ssroom . I know of no research 0ver undcrtukcn 

to a~scss whether r anki ng nt i n te r view bcilr~ nny 

relation to ultimate quality as a tcnchcr . Arc 

we selecting on the right criteria? or docs the 

impact of 3 years at Teacher~' College mask or so 

modify t ho t selection is n f arcc7 

4] Because of 1 & 3 abov e , what is the variability 

between panels? ls justice really being done? and 

how many potentially good teache r s do we lose? 
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Examole Three: 

The weaknesses arc : 

1 ] Interviewing people before they l\.:ivc met the: 

minimum ent ry qualificution . 

2] The length of interview . The time , in my o pinion, 

is too s hort to probe in n r~nge or imrortunt una 

related areas. 

3] The too henvy reliance on PrJrcipnl s ' r epo r ts 

for school leavers. There seems to be n grcnt 

vurinnc..: in the rcli<1bi. lit y o f t l1e rC'pnrt:;, . One 

almost has to know the Principnl's school to 

determine how much reli<ince con be pl ncccl on 

the oLjectivity nf the content . 

'1 ] T\ r .- n Y. i n q ;, y :, t em t h ,1 t s e c' m:. to h n J r - s t: r <. n 'J 1 c 

i t ;, " J. r by t h c p r oh i b i t: i o n : ; p l n c c cl n n LI H ! u r1 0 o f 

c0rtfli 11 c).1t<l , c .<J. <lC.:H.lcmic pcr(orm.1ncr . 

5 ] T\ :;yc;tcm i..h nt pruports ~,-, be cl nnt.i on(ll :.ystcm 

(i.e . " pnrticula r .:.i1cJi.v ich1al s hould hnvc the 

s nm c ch Cl n cc o [ s c l cc t ion w h c th c r h c / ~; h c i ~; i. n t 0 r -

vjewed in Southl.1nn or No rth f\u ckl.1ncl) but: 

obviously it varies in action considc rnbly from .. 
noa rd to noard . 

Example Pour : 

The weaknesses arc: 

1] The racial clement which allo.,.·s people who 

nominate affiliations with Maori to r eceive 

acceptance 3head of better qualified nnd/or 

more suitable non-Maori s . 

2 ] The minimum qualifications this yeDr - one si xth 

form certificate of an unspecified grade - is 

much too low especially whe n the aim is for a 
nP-aree orofession. 



142] 

3 ] Some non- Maori candidates arc made to feel wanting 

because they have not studied Maori ut secondary 

schools is a complain t Lhat has been put to me . 

4] Interview times need extending to hulf nn hour 

for a l l applicants . 

S ] Lat~ u~plications should not be accepted . 

6 ] Quotas need to be known before interviews bcyin . 

7 J /\ppl ica. nts' files need !.:c be with fltl ncl members 

at lC(lSt u week before i ntcrvi.cws bc<Jin. 
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APPENDIX XVI 

The 95 % r..:onfidence Intervals [or the Means of the 
4'5 Statements of Weakness of Division "!\" (primary) 
t eacher selection pro cedures as summarised in Table 
4 were comp~ted as foLlows : 

1] 'I'he mean s M
1 

to M
46 

for c.:i.c h stC1tcmcnt wc: rc 
computed. 

2] The standarJ deviations , so
1 

to.sn
4

fi , for Coch 
statement, obout the corrcspondinrJ 111c0n , were 
computed. 

3 ] l\ 9 5 % co n f i <; r n cc i n t 0 r vu .l w a :, comp u t: t: d f o r r. .:i c h 
stotcmcnt , using the forrnulC1 : 

M
1 

+ 1 .96 x SE -- x (where Sr.- = SD/Jill x 

95% Confidence Tntcrval f0r th e ~1.c,1ns o[ the ~;L.1L r 111 c nL: > 

o f We a kn es s i n Hou n cl 'I' h r c e r cs u l t s : * 

20 
8 

10 
1 

27 
9 

19 
7 

40 
(i 

2 
3 

28 
4 5 
18 
22 
1 1 
12 

4 
lj 4 
23 
34 
13 
29 
31 
39 
30 
35 
4 1 
2'1 

42 
26 
46 
36 

1 
2 
3 
4= 

G 
7= 
7= 
9 
10= 
10= 
12 
1 3 
14 
15= 
15= 
17-= 
17= 
19= 
19= 
21 
22= 
22= 
2'1= 
24= 
26 
27 
2B 
29= 
29= 
31 
32 
33= 
33= 

UrfX? r I..im it 

'1.0 
4.0 
'1 . 0 
'1. () 
'1 . 0 
3.0 
3Jl 
J . ll 
J .G 
3.3 
3 . ') 
3.3 
3. 3 
3 . /. 
3 . 2 
3 . 1 
3. 0 
3 . 1 
3 . 0 
3 . 1 
3. () 
3 . 0 
3. 0 
3. 0 
3.0 
3. 0 
3. 0 
3. 0 
3.0 
3 .0 
2. 8 
2.5 
2. 5 
2 . 6 

3.6 
3. 6 
J . S 
] . '1 
3 . '1 
3. '1 
3 . 3 
3 . 1 
3. 0 
3. 0 
2 . Fl 
2 . 7 
/. . 7 
/. . 7 
/. . 7 
2 . G 
2. 6 
2. G 
2 . 6 
/. . 6 
2. 5 
/.. s 
2. 5 
2.5 
2 . 5 
2 . '1 
2.4 
2.4 
2 . '1 
2. 3 
2 . 1 
2 . 1 
2 . 1 
2. 1 

3 . 3 
J . /. 
'l. 1 
J . 0 
3 . () 
3 . 0 
:~. ') 

2 . Fl 
'2 . 7 
/.Ji 
2. 5 
2 . J 
/. . 3 
2. 1 
2. '2 
2. '2 
2 . 3 
2 . 2 
2 . 2 
2 . 1 
2. 2 
/. . /. 
/. . 1 
2 . 1 
2 .0 
/. . 0 
2 . () 
2 . 0 
2 . 0 
2 . 0 
1. ') 
1. 7 
1. 7 
1. 6 

0. (j 
0 . B 
0. ') 
1. () 
1. 0 
1. 0 
0 . 9 
1. () 
0 . !) 
() . 7 
1. 0 
1. () 
1. () 
() . 'J 
1. 0 
() . ') 
(). 7 
0 . 9 
0. f1 
1. n 
0 . fl 
0. f1 
() • C) 

(). ') 

1. 0 
1. 0 
1. 0 
1. 0 
1. 0 
1.0 
0 . <J 
o.o 
() . 0 
1. 0 
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Statarent ?b. Rank L):per Limit ~an I.DNer Limit Range 

25 33= 2.7 2. 1 1. 5 1. 2 
37 36= 2 . 5 2. 1 1. 7 0 . 8 
17 36= 2.5 2. 1 1. 7 (). H 

32 38 2 . 5 2. 0 1. 5 1.0 
5 39 2.4 2.0 1. 6 O.u 

33 40 2.4 1. 9 1. 5 0. 9 
21 tl 1 2 . 3 1. 9 1. 5 0.8 
16 t12 2. 1 1. 8 1. 5 0. 6 
38 '13 2. 1 1. 7 1. 5 0 . 6 
14 44 2 . 1 1. 7 1. 3 O. R 
4 3 45 2 . 1 1. 7 1. 3 0 . 11 
15 46 1. 9 1. 6 1. 3 O. G 

* E:lch of the four canputotions (i.e. the rrc<:rn, u ['(XT cl ncl 1 owe r 
limits,and the range) have been rounded to 2 s igni ( ic,1 nt Li.gun· 
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APPENDIX XVII 

The 95% Confidence Interval [or a Mean at the Grand 

Mean over al l statements, for Division"!\" (primc:uy) 

teacher selection procedures as summarised in T;,blc 4 

was computed as follows: 

1] ':'he mc;rns M
1 

to M
46 

[or each st<1tement were 

computed. 

2] The grand mean GM o( M
1 

to M
46 

was computed , 

giving 2.567 . 

3] The standard deviation, SD(M), of M
1 

to M
46 

cibout the GM w<ls computc'd , c1ivi. n<J 0.'i'.i .L 

'1] The 95?; confidence intervul for a st.1temcnt 

mean ut the GM w.is computed ,1s: 

GM : 1. 96 x [ S.D I.I'll/ :.qrt (t.G) I 

2.SG7 + 1.9G x [O. SSJ/sqrt (4G)] 

giving [2.406, 2.72B]. 

S] Thus the three cC1tcgories o( wc,1k n0ss were 

def incd to be: 

Major W cnkness 

Moderate Weakness: 

Minor W cakncss 

me<:1n 0rc.1tcr tlwn 2.120 

~•m CJl~e,1ter than 2. '106 Clnd 1 c;,s th<rn /. . 72fl 

mean ~css than 2.406 
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APPENDIX XVIII 

The Practical Teach i ng Task 

The most novel feature of the C/\TS projoct wC1s t ho 

practical teaching task . This was incluclccl to provicl0 

evide nce of the C<rncliclate I s potcntic:1] clS ,1 tc;1r::h<.'r l n 

terms o f a bi l i t y to or g <in i z c m .:i I: c l- i ;d ~; , t· o 0 x p l n : n 

whnt wns to bo lc,1rn0c~ , ancl to r0L;1tc to .1 10:11·111·1-

(a fellow cnnclidnte). 

The tusk wc1s clevelorccl from p1-.:1ctice in Lnthi;rn 

Rc<Jion's /\cluJt l3usic Ecluc01·i.on Uni.t whcrr volu n t<'cr 

tutors we r e put in the position of .:in illitcrntc 

in thclt they were taught a number o[ words in ,, 

code wh ich wa s based on unCilmi.li<lr s h.:i p0f; . llnlf 

the c,1ndiclates were asked to l e,1rn such ,, coclc 

(christened nobo l oncl to te0ch it to ,., fcl l ow 

conclidate. 1\ [>Clr.1llel code of f;imiJi'lr lr:v0l of 

difficulty (Miclo) wus also developed so thi1t 

eviclr~nce o f the teaching rot0nti.1l of bot:h ~;ct~; 

o[ candidates co~ld he obtained. 

'!'he ti1sk Wil s introclucccl to six cn ndi tlt1 Lc;, by m0nn:. 

of a set of written'instructions whi ch all studied 

[or Civc mi nutes . One candidate was then nskccl to 

explain to the r es t of the group what they had to 

do. Once the task was clear , candidntcs we re d i vided 

into t wo groups of three under the surveillance o r 

a selector . Each ca ndid& ~e in the group wn s g ive n 

n s heet with u list of the eight code words (Doho 

or Mido) c1nd their English e quivalents , n set of 

flas h cards i n the code , a nd pencils a nd pupcr . Ench 

knew t hey had to develop ideas about teaching the 

code to a cnndidate in t he other sub-qroup. Ea ch nl so 

knew that t hey could confer with their fellow 

candidates if they wi s hed. After te.n minutes the 

selector intervened by asking the candidates what 
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J\.ppendi.x XVIII continued: 

plan they wished to de ve lop. Candidates were Lhe n 

left for a further few minutes to muke f in.:il pre­

parations before being paired to teoch theii- frllow 

candidate. The six c a ndidates were grouped in three 

pairs, each being assessed by the selector who would 

have the main respon~.ibility for intervirwing t hem 

and reporting on their per(ormn nce over the day. 

Select ors noted the role cnndidntrs playrrl in rlis­

cussion s , how far they seeme d able to dcvisr n 

strategy for teaching , what dcgroc of ;1:,r;istnncc' t h0y 

required, how they mC1nC1gec1 the te.1chin') (for· rxnrnrJ r -

how they handled the teaching materia ls , the nrcler 

in whi ch they prcsentc'cl LIH' wonl s , t.lw 1-.ipport t.lwy 

establi s hed with the l earner , und so o n ), C1nd how 

t hey f ollowed up t heir student' s per f ormnnce after 

the test. 
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