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Abstract: This paper seeks to explore the various roles adopted by and the influence of faculty members in preparing graduate students to teach. The project originated in work carried out for Oxford University’s Centre for Excellence in Academic Practice which is the only one of the 74 CETLs created by HEFCE to focus on the development of academic practice among post graduate and contract researchers. Since Oxford already provides 12% of the academics for English Higher Education, it was felt important that Oxford’s graduates be given some training in teaching in HE and, partly due to the scale of the project, that such training ought to be primarily delivered by faculty members within academic departments and divisions. This paper investigates how, in the first year of the CETL project, the development of graduate teachers is being influenced by their interactions with members of faculty within the context of a research-intensive university. The views of the graduates involved in the various pilot programmes were sought primarily through semi-structured group interviews and short e-mail questionnaires, and the views of faculty members who had been engaged in some form of mentoring activity were also sought in short e-mail questionnaires. Using Jody Nyquist’s work on developing graduate teachers as a starting point for the analysis, I will consider the levels of development apparently achieved by Oxford’s graduate teachers and also attempt to identify the roles which have been adopted by the members of faculty involved in the programme. Finally, I will try to suggest reasons for the current levels of development, and to consider strategies for enabling graduate teachers to continue their development once their official period of training is over.       

Background

This paper originated in work carried out for Oxford University’s Centre for Excellence in Academic Practice. The CETL’s main aim is to improve the provision of training and support for graduates who teach and, in doing so, to improve the quality of the undergraduate teaching provided by Graduates. Since, according to a previous study carried out by Trigwell and Dunbar-Goddet
, 80% of Oxford graduates say they either possibly or definitely intend to pursue an academic career, it is clear that there is a large majority for whom training to teach would be an invaluable part of their doctoral experience. Furthermore, since Oxford already provides 12% of the academics for English Higher Education, it was felt important that Oxford’s graduates be given some training in teaching in HE. In an effort to begin to address the need for training for graduate students, two different stages of training for graduates and novice teachers are currently being developed. Stage one usually comprises of single half or whole day seminars held in departments which address the most common forms of teaching carried out by graduates in that department. Stage 2 programmes are more substantial schemes which are currently in the early stages of development but which generally run for a year and allow graduates to gain some experience of teaching under the supervision of a mentor from the faculty. The basic aims of stage 2 are:

· To provide graduates with some experience of teaching in HE

Due to fairly limited opportunities for teaching and the informal method by which graduate tutors are engaged to teach, some Oxford graduates might well not been able to secure any teaching opportunities during their Doctoral studies if not for stage 2 programmes which actively seek out experience for them. Therefore, graduates from other institutions might well have more opportunity to teach and in more broadly relevant ways (i.e. small group teaching or lectures – Trigwell and Dunbar-Goddet’s survey reported that 67% of graduates who teach at Oxford teach tutorials). Both graduates students and mentors valued the fact that stage 2 schemes allowed the graduates the opportunity to gain experience in a range of teaching methods which would be more clearly applicable in a wider variety of HE contexts. For example, one graduate student saw one of the key strengths of the stage 2 programme as “significantly increasing my chances on the job market, especially in the international competition and against people from the US” (Philosophy Faculty).

· To provide Oxford graduates with a nationally recognised qualification (Associate Practitioner – Higher Education Academy)

Some form of teaching qualification is increasingly at least a ‘desirable’, if not an ‘essential’, requirement for an increasing number of academic jobs in the UK, so HEA Accreditation was seen as an important part of stage 2 since it provides graduates with a nationally recognised qualification to improve their chances of securing academic employment. Furthermore it also encourages departments to take the training seriously and encourages graduates to complete the whole programme, including the reflective portfolio. 

· To improve the teaching provided by Graduates to undergraduates

In a 2003 study, Trigwell and Ashwin found that undergraduates who had over 50% of their tutorials delivered by graduates were less satisfied with their teaching than those who had none of their tutorials with graduate students
. The group who were taught by graduates felt that they were less clear about the goals of their course, that their workload and assessment were not as appropriate, that they experienced less collegiality and that they were not encouraged to develop their own academic interests. Clearly, some of this stems from the position of the graduate student on the margins of the department. For instance, not having the opportunity to be involved in decisions about exam questions and mark schemes, it is perhaps inevitable that graduates are themselves less clear about the goals of the course or the appropriateness of the assessment. However, having the opportunity to at least be involved in discussions about some of these issues might well provide graduates with, at the very least, a greater insight into how decisions are made and an understanding of the relationship between assessment and student learning on the courses for which they teach.

· To attract the best Graduate students to Oxford

Teaching opportunities and a programme of training might well be an important factor for graduates choosing a university at which to carry out their doctoral work. In the study by Trigwell and Dunbar-Goddet, 83% of respondents thought that gaining some experience of university teaching was important.

· To train Oxford graduates to teach not only at Oxford, but to equip them with the skills to adapt to other HE contexts (reflective practice)

As I suggested earlier, the majority of those graduates who already teach at Oxford are involved in tutorial teaching which is extremely rare at other HE institutions in the UK. Clearly then, such experience is not directly relevant to other contexts and those who intend to pursue a career in academia need, at the very least, to be equipped to extrapolate the transferable skills, knowledge and principles from tutorial teaching and apply them to other contexts. Indeed, in one of her pieces on training graduate students, Jody Nyquist notes that one of the incentives for the development of graduate training programmes in the U.S was that “leaders in graduate education began to recognize that their students were being hired into faculty positions in institutions very different from their own”.
 For this reason, one of the key aims of the stage 2 programmes is to encourage graduates to become reflective practitioners who have the ability to adapt to new teaching and learning environments. Consequently, stage 2 participants are introduced to some educational literature, they are encouraged to develop ways of evaluating their own practice (through getting feedback from students, getting involved in peer review and self-assessment), and they are given the opportunity to discuss their own teaching and broader pedagogic issues with a variety of different people (their peers, faculty members, staff from the Learning Institute, etc). In an unpublished paper, Monica McLean notes that recent challenges to the fundamental purposes of HE alongside the fact that “our aspiring academics will enter a highly casualised labour force ”means that in order to prepare graduate students for academia, we must “explore the interrelationships between individual experience and agency, enculturisation into discipline and institution, and the structural transformation of academic work”.
 My investigation into the role of the faculty in developing graduate teachers is just one insight into the process that produces the new generation of academics, but since, as Becher and Trowler point out that disciplinary socialisation “is likely to be most intense at the postgraduate stage”, it is clearly an important one.

The Involvement of Faculty

Due to the size of Oxford’s Graduate population and the scale of the project, training for Graduates who teach is primarily carried out in departments, and delivered mainly by members of the faculty, rather than being located in a central staff or educational development unit. The necessity of such an arrangement does, however, have certain benefits. It necessarily addresses the Higher Education Academy’s guidelines for accreditation which state “[p]rogrammes should […] provide participants with a theoretical and practical grounding in relevant pedagogical issues concerned with their subject discipline” (emphasis added).
 Furthermore, as Becher points out, “Academics’ understanding of their disciplinary subject matter can be seen to influence the approach they take to teaching it: there are distinct ways of thinking about, talking about and acting on teaching, which vary according to discipline” (2001: 195). Richard Gale agrees: “learning and teaching are fundamentally embedded in the content, process and specificity of a discipline and their investigation requires disciplinary expertise; they require disciplinary experts to understand them”.
 Moreover, according to Becher, “there are important disciplinary differences among learners also” (2001: 195), providing more support for the notion that, at least some training for teaching ought to be delivered by disciplinary experts within the context of a department. In addition to providing disciplinary perspectives on learning and teaching issues, the situation of training within faculties rather than in a central unit also has the potential to begin to challenge the distinction between teaching and research that things like the RAE has fostered. 

The four departments which have taken part in the Oxford CETL’s pilot scheme for ‘Developing Teaching and Learning’ (stage 2) were English, History, Philosophy and Biochemistry, and these departments have provided the data for this investigation. According to research carried out in the US by Shirley Ronkowski “[d]epartmental TA training programs vary widely among the disciplines” (43) and this variation is also true of Oxford, especially in the provision and practice of mentors within departments and faculties.
 Faculty involvement in the pilot schemes has varied from a very close supervisory relationship to virtual non-involvement. However, practice among mentors within the same discipline can also vary fairly widely and this has had a clear impact on how the graduates have viewed and interacted with the various pilot schemes. 

Methodology

In an effort to understand how the various pilots worked and what their successes and failures had been over the first pilot year, a small number of graduate teachers in each department took part in semi-structured small group interviews during their training (see appendix 1 for an example of the questionnaires used). Not all of the questions put to each group of graduates were the same, for a number of reasons. Firstly, the interviews were held in order to gain information for three different purposes: to inform the faculty about the successes and weaknesses of their programmes, to inform the CETL about the types and success of activities being carried out in departments, and to provide data for my own research. Therefore, not only did different faculties want different information from the feedback (partly due to the fact that different groups of graduates had undertaken different academic tasks and were at slightly different points in their programmes), but both myself and the CETL also gradually refined the type of information that we wished to gain. For this reason, the questions were developed and slightly altered over time to reflect these changing interests. 

The semi-structured group interview method was selected partly due to Jody Nyquist’s emphasis on language as a means to assess the development of graduate teaching assistants. She suggests that “[t]he ways in which TAs talk tells us about their beliefs, but it also tells us a great deal about the communities in which they are embedded” (1998: 68). Furthermore, although the groups involved were fairly small (2 – 6 people), it was felt that groups, rather than individuals, offered more scope for a discussion whose language was established by the participants rather than an interviewer. Since it was also anticipated that graduates might have had fairly diverse experiences, it was felt that the group interview might provide a forum in which these differences could emerge and might be discussed among the group of pilot-study graduates. This method would give the graduates a further opportunity to discuss teaching and learning, to employ pedagogic language and to challenge one another’s views and experiences. The group interview method was therefore chosen in order to provide an insight into the experiences of the individual stage 2 graduates, into the experiences of the cohort as a whole and into how the graduates thought about and talked about teaching. 

Those graduates who did not participate in the interviews were sent copies of the reports produced for the faculties and were asked to answer a series of e-mailed questions. This mix of methods was selected in an effort to ensure we were able to get both a fairly in-depth insight into the activities and experiences of the graduates, but also to get a fairly broad view across the cohort. In addition to the group interviews and e-mails to graduates, faculty members in 3 of the 4 departments who had worked relatively closely with the graduate teachers were asked 4 or 5 questions about their role in, and perceptions of, the training scheme via an e-mail questionnaire. 

Understanding Graduate Development - Nyquist’s Framework

Whilst noting that “[d]isciplines differ, as do individuals and their teaching assignments”, Jody Nyquist and Jo Sprague have found that “[u]nderneath the differences […] are some similarities” (Nyquist, 1998: 61). Nyquist and Sprague note that “[i]t appeared that as they [the TAs] moved through their programs, there seemed to be some underlying stages or phases” (Nyquist, 1998: 61).

Indicators of TA Development (Adapted from Nyquist)

	Senior Learner 


	Colleague-in-Training 

	Junior Colleague 


	Concerns

Self/Survival

How will students like me? 

	Skills

How do I lecture/discuss? 

	Outcomes

Are students getting it? 


	Discourse Level

Presocialized

Give simplistic explanation

	Socialized

Talk like insiders, use technical language 

	Postsocialized

Make complex ideas clear without use of jargon 


	Approach to Authority

Dependent

Rely on Supervisor

	Independent or Counterdependent

Stand on own ideas – defiant at times


	Independent/collegial

Begin to relate to faculty as partners in meeting instructional challenges



	Approach to Students 

Engaged/vulnerable; student as friend, victim or enemy

‘Love’ students, want to be friends, expect admiration, or are hurt, angry in response, and personalise interactions

	Detached; student as experimental subject

Disengage or distance themselves from students – becoming analytical about learning relationships


	Engaged/professional; student as client

Understand student/instructor relationships and the collaborative effort required for student learning to occur




While Nyquist’s framework may suggest that progression through the stages is a linear left to right movement as the graduate gains in confidence and experience, Nyquist actually insists that “the path of TA development is best envisioned as a spiral” whereby gradutes return to the same ground and revisit the same ideas and approaches but do so in a modified form as they move upwards towards greater competence and understanding (1998: 78). It is however, possible for graduates to regress, especially when faced with challenging or unfamiliar problems and situtations. Furthermore, development within this framework is complicated by the fact that it is not only determined by how long and how much experience the graduate has of teaching and/or a training programme, but might also be related, to other factors including, for example, to how far along the graduate is in his/her own studies and how close he/she feels to the undergraduates being taught. Although much of the emphasis of the interviews conducted at Oxford was on the stage 2 schemes themselves, rather than the graduates perceptions of teaching and themselves as teachers, it is nevertheless possible to identify some indicators in their attitudes and language which might locate some of the graduates within Nyquist’s framework. 

Nyquist took these findings a stage further to infer the type of role that a graduate’s ‘supervisor’ ought to occupy at any given stage of the framework:

Extracted from ‘Implications of the Three Phases of TA and RA Development for Supervision’ (Nyquist, 1996: 27).

	
	Senior Learner

	Colleague-in-Training

	Junior Colleague


	Relative Emphasis on Supervisor’s Role

	Manager
“Do the task my way and check back with me.”

	Educational Model
“Think about the problem, generate options, and let’s discuss potential outcomes.”

	Mentor
“You make the decision. Let me know if I can be of help to you. I’m interested in the outcome.”


	
	Telling

	Showing

	Dialogue




	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	


It might be worth noting here that what Nyquist refers to as ‘supervisors’ (not be confused with the research or PhD supervisor), I’m going to refer to as mentors since that is, for the large part, what they have been called in the stage 2 schemes at Oxford. However, this is certainly not to imply that all of the faculty members who have been involved in stage 2 schemes occupy the most advanced position in Nyquist’s framework. Moreover, it is also worth noting that not all of the faculty members who have worked with graduates have been referred to (or referred to themselves) in this way, and that, in itself, may well have implications for the roles and responsibilities adopted by faculty staff. 

Institutional Context

Nyquist and Sprague note that one of the key factors that affect graduate development is the messages that TAs receive about teaching. They found that “[a]lthough institutions and most departments believe that they send strong clear messages about the importance of teaching, graduate students […] report that those messages are very mixed” (Nyquist 1998: 64). 

From the very beginning of training, the involvement of faculty in the training or in the tasks which graduates are engaged in have a very clear impact on how the graduates perceive the value of teaching within the department, the attitude towards graduate students, and the importance of training for teaching. 

Graduates reported that both teaching mentors and research supervisors influence the way that they think about the importance of teaching and of their own role within the faculty or department, but this influence does not appear to function in very straightforward ways. It is, perhaps complicated by a number of other factors including the graduate’s current stage of development, how much teaching experience the graduate has, how long it is since the graduate teacher was an undergraduate him/herself, what type of institution he or she was taught in and an awareness of his/her current institutional context. For instance, one English graduate said, 

The one thing I do find is that it often seems to me that there is a kind of muddled thinking about what the role of the teacher actually is [….] I’ve only had experience of Oxford and Cambridge but what’s been my experience all the way through is that actually a lot of the time the way in which the whole tutorial process is arranged and performed is half thought out (English Graduate).
This graduate’s experience of teaching in two particularly research-intensive environments is supported by Becher and Trowler’s observation that “membership of the academic profession in elite departments is defined in terms of excellence in scholarship and originality in research, and not to any significant degree in terms of teaching capability” (2001: 28). While it could be argued that such an emphasis on research is being challenged by institutions that are increasingly making HEA accreditation a term of employment, and who are explicitly rewarding excellence in teaching, graduate students are still very much accepted by universities and judged by faculty and peers on the strength of their research rather than on any teaching that they might do. Furthermore, there is evidence that, even when an institution claims to value teaching, faculty members are not necessarily convinced – “Adams (1998: 424), comparing three decades of surveys in Australian academics […] not[es] that faculty ‘have been disinclined to believe rhetoric emanating from university administrations that good teaching is valued and considered favourably in promotion applications’” (cited by Becher, 2001: 77). When these messages conflict with experience, especially graduates’ experience of their own undergraduate education and their current situation, they are even less likely to be accepted.  

Several of the graduate teachers reported that they sensed that teaching was not a priority both in their own departments and within Oxbridge more generally, but, interestingly, this attitude was apparently not shared by the graduates themselves. Clearly, this may be a result of the fact that they were being interviewed by a member of the Learning Institute. Less cynically, perhaps, the positive attitudes towards teaching displayed by the graduates might well result from their stage of development (which, if they are at the Independent/Counter-dependent Colleague-in-Training stage might involve an explicit resistance of the influence of faculty members) or from the fact that, still relatively close to their own undergraduate experiences, they recall the effect that good (or bad) teaching can have on students. Nyquist suggests that prior experience is powerful and may inhibit the development of graduate teachers. She says “we find there is a tendency for graduate students to hold tightly to [ideas based on how they were taught], distorting information about teaching to fit their personal visions of effective teachers. Learning theory, studies in higher education teaching and learning, or even the wisdom of practice can be deflected or modified if they don’t fit the graduate student’s private theory or personal vision of effective teaching” (Nyquist, 1998: 64). However, it is possible that experience might also serve as a positive influence in certain circumstances, and might also serve to make graduates less amenable to negative institutional, departmental and faculty attitudes towards teaching.

Influence of Faculty Members

The influence of faculty members is presented directly to Oxford graduates in the form of warnings not to let teaching interfere with research, in clearly expressed doubts about the value of educational research, and/or indirectly in more subtle signals which graduates receive about the work that they are doing. For example, one of the biochemistry graduates reported that no faculty members teach at the level that many graduate students are expected to teach at, and several of the philosophy graduates clearly expressed a sense that they were being delegated the most repetitive, onerous and time-consuming tasks associated with teaching. Interestingly, the philosophy graduates were explicitly referred to as ‘Teaching Assistants’, a term that at least one of them felt had very explicit connotations for some of the faculty members involved in the scheme, especially those who were familiar with a North American model where graduate students are often expected to do large amounts of marking for courses that they are involved with. However, it was pointed out that such a model cannot be easily transplanted into a British university where graduate study follows a very different pattern and PhDs are usually completed in a much shorter time. The importance of the terms used to refer to novice and part-time teachers has been explored elsewhere
, but it is clear that not only graduates but also the members of faculty with whom they work take fairly explicit cues about their roles from the language used to describe them. 

Graduate students report that while some DPhil supervisors are generally supportive of graduates who teach, they tend to be anxious that teaching not distract the graduates from their research:

My supervisor is supportive. I don’t think the department quite knows what to do about graduate teaching because it sort of sees that in principle it’s a good thing, and really useful for graduates, and we’re cheap labour. But by the same token if we spend all our time just teaching then we’ll never do our research, which I suppose is the priority in every department. My boss has been very supportive all along but he’s always saying ‘Make sure you don’t forget your research’ which is essentially what I’m paid to do.” (Biochemistry Graduate)
Interestingly, one graduate suggested that variation in the attitudes towards teaching demonstrated by DPhil supervisors may be at least partially down to gender: “I honestly think it has to do with gender. I think that men are more interested in getting their books out and I think that women just care a bit more about students” (English Graduate). While there is not space within this paper to explore this issue, evidence does exist to support such a hypothesis. For example, “[a]ccording to Finkelstein et al’s study in the USA most faculty, both new and experienced, agree that teaching rather than research should be the main promotion and tenure criterion (Finkelstein et al. 1998: 86-7), although this is less true of men than women” (Becher, 2001: 76). Nevertheless, it is more likely that the supervisor’s assessment of the graduate’s progress with the thesis has a greater impact on how supportive s/he is of the graduate gaining experience in teaching.

Despite the concerns shown by research supervisors, graduates themselves reported a very positive relationship between teaching and research and were able to articulate a variety of ways in which teaching had benefited their research and ought to improve their job prospects. According to the English graduates interviewed not only had they gained experience in teaching but had also developed a whole range of transferable skills which included time management, approachability, the ability to adapt their research to different audiences, and developing the capacity to think ‘on one’s feet’. In terms of their research, teaching had helped the graduates to set their own research in a wider context, had made them use the knowledge that they had gained (in the sense that teaching makes one rethink knowledge in order to make it more accessible to others), had reinvigorated them as they saw the students’ enthusiasm for their research area and made them realise “that’s why I’m here” (English Graduate).
While the graduates did demonstrate some resistance to what they perceived as generally negative departmental and institutional attitudes towards teaching, it was clear that they were also aware that faculty attitudes towards graduate teachers could have a kind of knock-on effect on undergraduates. For example, if faculty members viewed the graduate’s role as merely to provide relief from marking, the undergraduates were also likely to view them as, in the words of one graduate teacher “a slave to them in their marking” (Philosophy Graduate). However, the opposite is also true and one mentor found that if s/he “deliberately did not tell the undergraduates that [the graduate teacher] was in any sense a trainee […] they simply accepted her presence as part of the norm” (History Mentor).
Issue of payment
One of the most powerful messages about the role and function of the graduate teacher seems to be closely tied to the issue of whether or not graduate trainees ought to be paid for the teaching that they do as part of their training. The issue of payment is, perhaps surprisingly, a complex one and appears to have a significant impact on how both members of faculty and graduate students think about the training schemes and the place of graduate students within the faculty. While Philosophy was the only faculty to employ graduates specifically to mark students’ work, English and History mentors felt that their graduates should also be paid for the teaching that they did as part of the scheme. For example, one mentor said, “I strongly believe that the graduates should be paid. It is vaguely embarrassing to be relying on the unpaid labours of somebody.” (History Mentor).
 The desire to pay is, in part, out of a sense of justice to graduates, but it also seems closely related to ensuring that members of staff are able to get something from the scheme in terms of freeing up some of their time (if graduates are paid to mark work, they relieve established staff of this burden). One of the English mentors observed that much more time had been put into the scheme than had been saved by those members of staff who have been involved in the pilot, and one of the History mentors was particularly concerned about the extra burden that training graduates seemed to place on members of faculty. However, while paying for their work might appear to be a way of helping graduates to fund their studies, the experiences of some of the graduate teachers suggests that careful thought is needed before decisions about payment are reached. It was clear from the comments of one of the graduates that pay issues had become mixed up with training so that, “[i]t doesn't feel as much as minimum wage rate but then its training as well as working so perhaps that's OK” (Philosophy Graduate). While this graduate felt that s/he was getting more from the scheme than merely pay, it clearly is not “OK” for her to be paid less than minimum wage. In his/her understanding of the scheme, the training is secondary and compensatory for the poor pay, rather than being seen as the primary aim. 
The philosophy faculty’s decision to pay graduate students for the marking and teaching that they did as part of stage 2 appears to have had clear repercussions for the scheme. Not only does payment make value judgements about the work done by graduates explicit (in that an hour of their time is ‘worth’ a clearly defined amount of money), but it also appears to impact on the graduates’ experience in more subtle ways. 

Pay needs careful thought in that it may well detract from the ‘training’ aspect of the scheme and send out certain messages about the roles that faculty and graduates are supposed to play. Firstly, paying the graduates seems to have encouraged members of faculty to think of themselves as employers rather than as “educational models” or “mentors” and they have therefore apparently focused on the paid work that the graduates have done, rather than the developmental potential of the scheme. Thus some graduates reported that they were encouraged to concentrate on the marking and not bother attending the classes that they were observing or team-teaching. Secondly, and perhaps more importantly, issues surrounding the equality and fairness of the payment that the graduates received seem to have severely inhibited the developmental aspects of the scheme. Graduates in the philosophy faculty complained that, in comparison with the hours that they spent marking and preparing for teaching, their rate of pay was often not equivalent to minimum wage (as the quotation above demonstrates). Moreover, since they were being paid per hour of teaching rather than per paper marked, those with less marking were, in effect, earning much more per hour than those who had a much heavier burden. Thus the graduates had become (perhaps justifiably) much more concerned with how equitable their payment was, rather than concentrating on their experience of teaching and giving feedback to students. The philosophy graduates talked relatively little about pedagogic issues in their group interview, choosing instead to focus on their problems with pay. Perhaps unable to find the time (due to heavy marking burdens) or space (due to their concerns over pay) to really engage with the scheme and to think about and reflect on the teaching tasks that they were carrying out, the graduates possibly had not thought much beyond their inequitable pay. However, it might also be that the graduates saw the group interview as their one opportunity to how much others had been paid for the work that they had done and to voice their concerns to the faculty.    

The Role of the Mentors

The members of faculty who worked most closely with the graduate teachers were the mentors who often either team-taught with graduates or engaged in reciprocal observation of teaching with them, talked with the graduates about the teaching that they were doing (and sometimes about broader pedagogic issues) and in some cases, provided a brief report on the graduate’s teaching at the end of the teaching series. From the feedback from both mentors and graduates, it is clear that mentors had various ideas about what their role ought to consist of, but five main functions were discernible. Mentors adopted certain roles that might be associated with what Nyquist terms the “manager” stage of development. For example, mentors seemed to think of quality assurance as one of their primary responsibilities and in this role they felt that they were at least partially responsible for ensuring the quality of the undergraduate education being delivered by the graduate teachers both at Oxford, and in the broader sense. Indeed, one mentor saw one of the strengths of the stage 2 schemes as
 “enabl[ing] both tutors and graduates to have confidence that the teaching experience gained is not at the expense of the quality of teaching and learning experienced by undergraduates 
“ (English Mentor). Clearly, this seems fair given the fact that, as I mentioned previously, undergraduates who had been taught by graduates for at least half of the time were less satisfied with their teaching than those who had been taught solely by members of faculty. In some senses, then, the faculty mentor acts to ensure that departmental, institutional and QAA standards are maintained by the graduate teacher while s/he teaches at Oxford but, having gained some specific insight into the teaching of particular graduate students, some mentors also felt that they might extend their quality assurance role by providing teaching references for graduates when they eventually came to apply for faculty positions at other universities. 

Other roles identified by mentors appear to fit more closely with Nyquist’s suggestion that mentors might act as “educational models”. For example, some mentors felt that they ought to be able to provide feedback to the graduate students in order to help them to develop a sense of what constitutes ‘good practice’. So, for instance, mentors should “help to address issues about learning and teaching which may arise for graduates as they experience it” (English Mentor). Furthermore, mentors both thought of themselves, and were perceived by others, explicitly as role models who ought to provide the graduates with examples of good practice to emulate. As one graduate student put it, “[s]ome of this I would have learnt from teaching alone but some of it is down to having an excellent example of a teacher to imitate” (Philosophy Graduate). Finally some mentors felt that their mentoring role also allowed them to continue to reflect on their own practice, effectively modeling continued professional development for the novice teachers. In the words of one mentor, 
“I think continual reflection on teaching and learning is part of a tutor's job and this experience has helped me to continue this process. Moreover, it has also helped me to continue to think about how we teach people to be teachers - practice-based development is essential I think for graduates to develop as potential academics/teachers” (English Mentor). 

Conclusions

Faculty mentors in Oxford’s stage 2 schemes seem to be acting as managers and/or educational models for the graduate students with none of them apparently suggesting that they really are “mentors” in Nyquist’s sense of the term. As I briefly suggested earlier, this has certain implications for graduate development since, if mentors are only willing or able to act as either managers or educational models, graduates will probably be restricted to the associated roles of either “senior learner” or “colleague-in-training”. There are several possible explanations for the fact that mentor activity appears to be restricted to only the first two stages of development suggested by Nyquist. The first is that the institutional context will, to some extent, determine the type of activities in which the graduate teacher is able to participate. For example, graduates at Oxford are not permitted to mark finals papers and are thus likely to be excluded from discussions about summative assessment of the courses that they teach. Secondly, the fact that stage two programmes are currently conceived of as one-year courses does not give the graduates a great deal of time to develop into “junior colleagues”. Furthermore, due to the way that teaching is organised at Oxford, stage two participants might be fairly severely restricted in the amount of actual teaching that they are able to do. Therefore, the potential for development through practice is limited, and it might only be outside of Oxford where the graduate is able to gain enough experience of teaching to really become what Nyquist would call a “junior colleague”.  

As stage 2 develops over the next few years, then, thought needs to be given to how graduates might be encouraged to develop further. One way to do this might be through what Richard Gale terms “extension”. Extension, he explains, “involves graduate students becoming mentors for the next cohort, extending their understanding through aid and support; they become not experts in the scholarship of teaching and learning but informed assistants in ongoing lines of inquiry” (Gale, 2004: 11). Nyquist also advocates the use of trained TAs by “encouraging ongoing relationships in which the experienced graduate students mentor the less experienced” (Nyquist 1996: 10). Use is made of what are sometimes known as ‘lead TAs’ in universities including Harvard
 and, while the same scheme might not be possible in Oxford, there is potential to involve this year’s stage 2 graduates in the development of future cohorts through things like introducing the scheme, leading reading groups, and discussion sessions on how to compile a teaching portfolio. Not only would this allow graduates further engagement with teaching and learning, but it might allow them to develop further and also may be useful in introducing another disciplinary voice into the debates about the relative worth of teaching and research. 

Nyquist’s framework is useful for thinking about the broader pattern of graduate training and for identifying the limitations of the current provision for Oxford’s graduate students. It is clear from the responses of both graduate students and members of faculty, that the attitudes of staff within academic departments do have a fairly substantial impact on graduate development and do so in some fairly subtle ways that Nyquist’s framework does not really take account of. The actual interactions between mentors and graduate teachers obviously affect development. However, there are several factors which have a less obvious, but fairly powerful, effect on how graduates develop as teachers including such apparently insignificant things such as the terms applied to both the trainees and to the faculty members involved, whether or not graduates are paid for the work that they do as part of the training scheme and even, possibly, whether their research supervisor is male or female. 

Thus, while Nyquist’s model is useful for thinking about the current stage of a graduate’s development within the broader context of the developmental framework, it is, perhaps as a consequence of it being intended as a practical aid for mentors, rather general and takes little account of disciplinary, departmental or institutional variations which might well complicate, challenge or inhibit graduate development. I have tried in this paper to take a closer look at graduate development in order to identify how faculty involvement might shape the development of graduate teachers and what factors appear to have the greatest impact when it comes to shaping attitudes towards teaching in Higher Education. 
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Appendix – an example of a semi-structured group interview questionnaire: English

English Debrief session (02/03/06)

· All comments made during the plenary discussions will remain confidential to those who participate in those sessions. Comments made during plenary discussions will remain anonymous when proceedings are reported back to the English department by the Learning Institute.

· This session will not be the only opportunity for graduates to offer comment on their experiences of teaching. Participants may consider other forums to be more appropriate for the expression of particular comments and viewpoints.

· Both parts of the discussion will be recorded and may be transcribed. The final form of the report which will be seen by members of the English Faculty has not yet been decided.

1. Structured Discussion (up to 45 mins – about the programme)

How successfully do you feel that the induction session (1 day seminar) was in preparing you for the experience of teaching?

· Improvements?

· Did you feel confident?

· Are there areas which you felt were not, and ought to be, covered?

What teaching have you done as part of the course this term?

What teaching have you observed as part of the course this term? 

· How confident would you be to design and run classes/tutorials yourself?

Did you have the opportunity to discuss your teaching (with the class tutor, with peers, or with a supervisor or mentor)?

· What were the benefits of such discussions?

· Which discussions have you found most useful so far?

· Were there any obvious issues that arose from these discussions?

Has your experience of teaching in any way impacted on your plans/desire to work in academia?

· Why did you decide to become involved in the scheme?
· Has anything you have done or observed really affected how you think about teaching? Critical incidents?
· What skills do you think you have developed through your experience of teaching?
· Have you become a better learner as a result of your experience of teaching?
· Would you like more experience of teaching?

What are your thoughts about the programme so far?
· Strengths and weaknesses?

· What aspect of the programme do you think you’ve learned the most from?

· Areas of omission?

2. General Discussion (up to 45 mins – the experience of teaching)
Tell me about your experience of teaching.
· Did your actual experience of teaching match up to your expectations?

· What is the main thing you think you have learned from your experiences of observing and teaching?

· What methods or teaching practices have you seen being used or have you used yourself?
· What are the benefits of the types of teaching you experienced?

· What are the challenges?








· How can the challenges be tackled?
· How has your experience of teaching and observing classes and tutorials informed your understanding of these forms of teaching and learning?

· What do you think went particularly well in the sessions that you were involved with? Why?

· What went badly? Why?
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