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Then i t  d l 1  be our duty to retact,  if, we 

are f i t t ed  for the task of guarding the c i ty?  
4 - %  

It w i l l .  
* 

And the w i l l  be no easy es t t er ,  I raid; 

- Plato, The Republic 

- -  
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c r y ,  the enterprise of educating teachers- In North 
\ 

&rice b become the subject of close seruthy and criticism 
s 

(e.g., ~&t, 1963; ~edersen, 1973; Reisler, 1981). J-a 2). 

Conant's (1963) report on the education of American teache2e *owed 
- - 

ar -m@i -fntercst- dtseonrton that ft:-heeded: tb--kst -se-fleru-list- -- -- -- - 

P 
of fvrican non-fiction for several weeks. More recently, the 

Yearbook to concerns id teacher education in Canada. 
t 3 

Of d e  Issues associated w i t h  teacher education, qualrtf ' 

I 

control is one that stands out prominently. Over the years, it has 

received considerable attention -Ce.g., McGregor Camission, 197%; 

teachers in British Columbia and, in one of its rec-ndations, 

allsgested that .ore rigorous achlsaiona procedtuas'be implemented to 

e k e  standards of teaching. 
4 

il 

The MeGregor Coariseion was a6t alone -In "r ta opinion that more 
stringem&=drieaione requirements are needed to enewe that 

' g r a d d s  are w e l l  prepared for the d-nnds of tuehlng. Watts 

(1974) claimed t b t  teacher education institutions are admitting and 
% 

graduating too many beltrra~era~e students. He stressed that it was 
- - 4 - - 

ttae to change the esphmie in teacher education frcm quantity to 

q d t y  



1 
developments. The first is a general oversupply of teachers in the . 
labour market. Zaigmond (1976) projected that enrolments of school 

age children between the ages of 5-17 will decline in the eighties, 

and they are not expected to peak again till the end of the 

century. In the United States, a similar demographic trend exists 

(National Centre for Edbcation Statietice, 1980) and- will in 

turn affect the demand for teachers. 
-. 

With the eve-raupply of teachers in the labaur w t ,  it is - 

expected that s'chool districts will probably be more selective in 

their hiring practices. Consequently, teacher education 

institutions will also be pressured to limit theirenrolments, and 

this in turn suggests that they will have to be more discrininating" 

in their selection of applicants. 

The second development idenitified by Schalock is the recent 

emphasis on accountability. In national and state-wide evaluation 

studies, the National Centre for Educational Statistics (1976) and 

Wirtz (1977) have reported a decline in pupil achievement in the 
-- - 

United States. Evaluation data such as these have led to a strong 

demand for greater accountability from teachers as a professional 

group and from teacher education institutions, which are re&oesible 
---- - -- 

for their professional preparation. 
- - - - - - - 

-7 

In a recent survey of students' perception of teacher 
d .  

competence in Vancouver, British Columbia, Pynn (1980) noted that 

many pupils did not perceive their teachers as'competent 
t 0 

professionals. Doubts concerning quaJity control have not only been 
*. 



t h d v e s  are also experiencirqg a perlad of df-erarirsation. They 

are aware that there is an ever prement need to maintain high 

standards for entry and practice to enhance thelr profeealoq@ 

atatua and credibility. As early as 1968, the C r s s i a a  on 

Education of the J3riti.h Columbia Teachers' Federation (B.CIT .F.) 

u 
etrlngent selection procedures. Unfortunately, their suggestion 

could not be heeded - then as there was a critical shortage of 
I - - -- - -  - - - - -  

teachers. During that t h ,  the overriding concern of teacher 

teachers. Hmver, the labour situation has aince chmped, and with - * 
the current surpluu of for ' 

greater prof essimal accotm 

The final developent rhich Schulock Identified concerns recent 

findings from research in teacher effectiveness which strongly 

supports the view that s e  teachers are more effective than othera 

in achieving desired learfing outcome8 (cog., Brophy, 1973; Berlinar 

and Pikunoff, 1976; Dunkin and Biddle, 1974; Good and Gr<wwe, 1977; 

Veldran and kophy , 1974). There is s o u  indication that their 

- - effectiveness is related to the teacher's planning, Interaction, and 

identification of teacher behaviors related to achievement d%ma 
2 

for a discrillrution of effective teachers and in turn makes quality 

control possible. 



-- - - - - - - 

The present exploratory remearch atudy inveu t 1 6  tee procedures 

f6f i E f i E &  appllcante for teacher education prograis. The term 

'screening" should nut be coafuad with 'selection". In aaklng this 

distinction, Arnold, lknemek, Nelly, Robinson and Sagan (1977) 

indicated that the selection process comsists of a number of 

phases. Screening mkes up the first phase of the selecton 

prucess. The other plume8 iaclude admittame to atttdatt teachfng, 

completion of training program, rec-dation for certification, 

hiring, rtco~cndation for job ramwal, recorrcndation for 

promotion. As such, screening proceduree are a submt of the whole 

selection process. Screening identifies potentially succiseful 

teachers for teacher education programs. Aa such, ecreeniq 

activities are a significant area of reupanoibility borne by teacher 

education iastitutinne, They are eqected to Isin- the utancbrd 

of professional practice. .. 
Most screening studiee reported in the literature have focwaed 

on t e influence of iadividd charactuistlca on subsequent .A 
acadesic or professional success. Examples of these characteristics 

c .  

sex); personalfty profiles (e. g. , introversion-utr~vc~sioo and 

Regardless of predictors employed, any acreePing effort has a@ its 

goal the acedate prediction of subsequent autceeo. 

of the problem lies in the ability to make accurate 

about applicants to teacher education prograre, and the need for 



education inetitutlone are r u e i j p d  the twte-keepipgt task, then 

there is a need to do It respcmsibly. The rejection of a cmrdidate 

rho might otherriae huve been accepted m y  h.ra mral a d  legal 

implications. Hopecver, the failure to make discrrrirutiono between 

potential epccessful'and m~euccersful candidates ham its pitfalls as 

wen. 

To summarize, aose people have potential of being more 

suceeasful and better able to @eflt f x  t~~hcr~~~ch~io~~t~~~~ =- __ 
- - 

others. It is the task for teacher educator8 to identify them. To 

do so, they neee to seek an accurate u m ~  of predlctw. A 

welldeveloped screening device is clearly needed for the taek. 
d 



The g o d s  of the l i te ra ture  review are threefold: (1) to 

describe and c a p a r e  three rain approaches employed in admissions 

decision-PaLing as they re la te  t o  the screening of applicants for  

teacher education programs; (2) t o  delineate' and assess various 
* - -  

predictors employed i n  t h e  ecreenhganinnprocesa in the l ight  of 
F 

i' 

emppirlcal f i n d a s ;  and (1) t o  exanhe the cr i ter ion p rob ld  1: the, ) 
prediction of tea- success. -? * 

- - -- - -- - - - -- - - - - - -- - - -- - - - -- - 3-- 
I 

Three Approaches in *.ions Decision-Wski~ i 
'"1 

Before disctu&.g the three a&rcmchee i n  admiasions \ 
\ 

Y 

decisioa-ra2ting, It is important t o  appreciate the three asatmptione 

that underlie any ee lec thn  effort.  The f i r e t  aoetaption 

acIcnwledgss that there is conmidekable var iabi l i ty  amoq 
&:4P 

- - - - -  -- -- - - -  

hdividtrals i n  terru of ab i l i ty ,  in terar t ,  aptitude, personality 

tqal te  and other charactuiet ics .  The mcond assumes that eac of 

these are  related t o  perfornnce a t  work. 'Phe third arrtmption 

etatea that selection 18 only a relevant concern uhen there are m r e  

applicants than places available. If the pool of applicants is 

malhr than the places available, any attempt t o  d e c t  became8 

r e d t d m t  oince sclcctfen i rpUer  choice and, in turn exclwion. 

The goal of r c t e e s l q ,  as the f i r s t  phase of the =laction 
- -- 

proeeiss, is t o  identify p o t e n t u y  ~ t r c e m f u l  teacherr for. 
; 

training. To do &I@, it capi tal i ter  an individual as  in 
i 

order t o  iselect only thooe h d i r i d t u l r  who p o s w s  the grsr test  I 

that  is related t o  professional muccemr (Caecio, 1978). 



- - - - - - - -- --- 

All of this pruowcr, of coarse, that relatlnnrhip. between 

- 

.-? certain ch.racteristics d job swrceu exist and are stable. 

i problem that plague8 daciri-8, hclrtver, 18 that of 
i 

identifying thooe characttrfrtice reluted to job succe8r. For the 

decisio-er faced vith the oneroum task of having to declth rrhat 

characterlrtice are to he  considered and whom to admlt, thq frotie Is 

priEarily one of prediction and ite' accuracy mince the dacielrm ray 

pool of applicants to be able to dimzrimlnate the po-y 

these Inference. about future r\tccma are accurate, the scrbming 

procedure ie .aid to po8msr predictive validity, Thw, the greater 

the validity, the more recarate the predlctioer rill be. For the 

In the en.8aing-sectlan, three n i n  rpprorchcr to rdrimrlanr 

dec j e i o w  are explored wkth the goJ, of identlfylng thair 

strengtlw and perkntu#o. This review subtatlatea why the 

approach wloyed in thf* premst study ie appropriate. three 

approuchee d i s c d  share ririlar concema d b t  m s m r ~ t  

accuracy and prdiceve valldlty, 

The rllnical approach. Thiu approach is characterised ae rap 

-- 

Individualized predlctioa ryrtem. Ita we In p e r s d  ~dectiun ir 

ridespread and alro uell documented in the p e r a d  literature 

(Caecio, 1978; Durmctte, 1966; KO-, 1971). The bit procedure 

in thie approach include: (1) a set of reasurprumts taken from 



rrrrine?s the aet. of predictor i n f o r u t i o n  in rart way f o r  each 

individual; and (3) the j-e c u e s  t o  an o v e r d l  j-clcat abottt 

the appllcrmt*. admissibility ( K o m m ,  1971). 

A marc detailed dcscriptlon of the proceua involved in fhc 

b earlier due r ip t i -  by XcArthtu €195.0 und Super (1952) ,' hi. 

- - -  

description can be scan aa an a t t a r p t  t o  ddincate the ntsgen 
- - - - - --- - -- --- - - -- - - 

- ---- 
-- -- -- 

involved in decislartlalring. According t o  Goldran, the crux of the 
w 

procesm l i e n  i n  the up of a model o r  picture of the 

petson. In the literature d mmi+a ham beea referred t o  rs a 

"hypothetical person' (Peplnrrlty m d  Peplnaky, 19541, a "clinical 

constructw (H&thur, l g s ) ,  a "coaccption of a persod (l4ee.U. 

19543 and a "pictiara of him pcli~tr-ttpat,~T. Sora d d i i l i  of- 
- 

I 

t h i n  proceaa are depicted in Figure 1. 

The procers h @ w  with the acctlrtlrrtion of data abotrt the 

a p p l i b t .  Thest data rright c p r i ~ e  iaforrat ian about in te l lec tua l  

a b i l i t y  from t e a t  .cores o r  other rcrro of acudcrie parforronce, n. 
p r e d t y  character is t ics ,  in te re r ta ,  and previous work experience. 



4 
m u *  



from other dam. Capatlbla are retained while other. are 

either nodifled or rejected. Ra t k  inferwe., hypothema are 

forwd. Agah, ,rrh hfpotbeaim &a t u t e d  for cowlotcacy rith other 

hypothrscn. Thome fomd caqrrtible art kept vhile other8 are 

a capoufte model of the applictrrt. 

+ 

dircouiau with other faculty madw8 about rhrt Ltrvl of applicant 

ir  mt 11'"1y t o  mnccad h the OX thC ~~~- J d g m  



judge ray W o y  thia am a criterion in'his/her fotxre adriaaicum 
h. 

decis ions by favoring applicrate w i t h  ouch upuieocss. 

R q p d l u e  of the origin of tha Infometion, j*e8. coaetrtrct 
- r  - 

ibtir-.adilaf:_thPl+lrrtranf- .in the. - -0 ---- --- - -  --- 

thit of the! individual m d d .  % model-buildiq prucem for 

co~tructing.the applicant d the contraetiag fdea l  doe6 not differ 

theoretical artifact, In practice, rtrict adherence to this 

demcription rarely occurs. Althqgh atme 'hybrid of this approach is - 

to mome . ~ . t m t i c  procedure dete- by prlor rcurreh and 

characterized by 8 great deal of mbjatctivfty. 



approach in nchrusionrr deeiaion-making, the proper linear rrgrtesi on 

approach adopts a ~chanica.1 method of 'colabiaing inforurtzon about 

an applicant. Dams (1979) defined a proper linear model as one in 

which the weights given to predictor variables are chosen in such a 

way as to optimize the relatiomhip bekeen the predictor and the 

criterion, This means that information about the individual is 
- - - uu - - -- -- A - uu -- - - - -  A - - - - 

placed into a natheultical, equation,to yield a coeposite score. 

such a score describes the degree of relationship between a number 

success (or ~riterion).~ 

The mathematical equation used to predict each appUca8t's 

probability of success is derived in several way8 (e.g., Borg and 

Ga6, 1979). For exaple, multiple regresuion is a major statistical 

-que Whichenrh1eLt8e decidcmlraltertof~~Arant each -- - - , 

applicant '8 criterion statue based on predictor inforurtion (Cascio, 

1978). lbre specifically, the multiple regrefmion equation corbfhea 

inforration from several predictors of a single criterion measure of# 

succeee. For example, age, grade point average, a d  a score on the 

Scholastic Achievement Test can be asad to predict aatcace on a 

isinglc criterion -e .aeh as .sb.eqknt grade. obtuined in a 

teacher ducat ion program. 

In the case here two or more criterion meamre8 are employed, 

cawwical correlation tdmiquea, mother set of =thematical 

procedures, ark used, CIooPiEal correlation in rfrilar to multiple 

regremian in that It d m  the decisioa-uker to cab- several 
- 7 



sufceu. It differ. only in tlht a l t ~ p l c  -t(l of saceeaa i 
3 
3 

nor be employed i n  one statistical d g o r i t h .  

Both multiple regremian and csnanfcal correlstion techniques 
i 
$ 
5 

allor decisioP-uLcn to  d e t e m h c  the relat ive wel@it. of thepu 

variow predictore. For example, age may be weighted l e s s  than GPA i 

weighted contribute more t o  the prediction equation. Contrasted 
I 

w i t h  the c l in ica l  approach where the weighting for  each of the 8 

weightinge in  the proper 1-r regression arc empirically deriied 
$ 

and applied t o  all applicdn- consistently. i 
The proper l inear  regression approach al low8 a determination of 

-e 
relative weights of each predictor an one or sore cr i ter ion 

masure. %owever, t ~ n e t x d z d  Ugh-erdmrthseeppdfctors - - - - ' 

4 
and crit'erion meamares are  derived in the firs. place. Curcio 

(1978), KO- (19711, and Sayleu gad Strawre (1981) have docpwnted ' 

same procedures ed t o  develop and validate prediction equations. 

A n  cralple of d approach (Caecio, 1978) i e  i l lustrated in Pigtire 2. 
- 3 

2 
&cording t o  Caecio, the f i r s t  procedure enta i l s  a job analysis : 

4 
which ccmcerx~~ itself with the contcat'of the job or the tasks 

- 

involved, uorldzqt cadi t ione ,  and reaponoibilities. 



Yes . 

w 
?- 

Tentatively Be ject 
accept predictor predictor 

> 
I 

k 
b .  

=, Croes validate on 'new 
aample; petiodicdly . 
check validity thereafter 

i 

I 

Figure 2 Il lwtration of a proper linear approach 

(adapted from Caocio, 1979) 



The second element, called specification, entails an ~ p 8 t I o n  of 

the erperieapes, education,pl$lid &ills ea appllca~t raat bring to 

the job; It should be noted' thut job analyule tenda to be more 

closely related to hiring deefsiom in a personnel ranagerent - 

function. It tends to be lees rigorously adhered to in scree- 

teacher education applicants, though it is not frrelevant. In fact, 

It would be interesting to perform this exercise to determine if a - 

- A - A - - - - - - - - - -- - - - - - - - - A 

teacher's job analysis la uniform acroas school dfstricts. It m y  

weli t u n  out that certain tasks ccmsidered important in one school 

To perforn a job bnalymis, usually questionnaires, interviews, 

and observations are employed. For example, a researcher interested 

in analyzing a teacher's Job can interview or survey a sample of 

d teachers asking them to % ppqcify all the taeb perforred in their - 

Alternatively, other saperoisory personnel, like principals, school 

administrators, and teacher educators can a b o  be intervieued or 

surveyed. 
t f' 

Once the job analysis is perfomed, a m t  of cateria . - osde to 

be +cted to evaluate the individual's per on the taske 

identified in the Job analysis. It Is rlpo t the criteria 
r 

have Ugh reacrurement valldlty and reliability ~ ~ b a c h ,  1970) 1- In . 

teacher educatlan, tbe criteria typically employed include cart or 

more measures of teachlng success, In thia case, the sttident'a 

\ other related ccmraemork. Saw iaatltatio~ use other c a p e t e ~ ~ y  

L measures. For euatple, at the College of Edocaticm of thc . 



University of Georgia, a teacher perforsame assessment measure is 
- - - - - - - - - - - ---- --- 

utilized (Capie, Johnson, Anderson, Elliot, and Okey , 1979). ~ ~ ~ o w n  

as the Teacher Performance Assessment Instrument (TPAI), it consists 

of five separate rating scales, each measuring different domains of 

a teacher 's* cmpetence . 
At the same time that criteria are being selected in the proper 

linear approach, predictors are also selected. Predictors may 

include measures of aptitude, ability, interest, personality, 

academic perf ormace, and other biographical variables, like age, 

sex, and previous work experience. These predictors are selected ---- 
1 

after completing the job analysis. Once selected, measures of these 

predictors are obtained from applicants. If tests (e.~., aptitude 

measures) are to be used, they will be administered'at this point in 

the process. 
- 3 

The next procedure involves measuring each student-teacher on 

- c$%brian@easures. This may occur at one or several points, after 
P 

the student has completed some parts of the training progr 

end of the program, or even some time after completing it. The - 
decision regarding the time when such data are to be collected rests 

on the institution's policy and resources. 

When both predictor and criterion measures are available, their 

relationships are assessed statistically. The statistical - -- 

procedures used to analyze the relatioriships may include multiple 
- -  -- - - - -- - - - - - - 

regression or canonical correlation. As mentioned earlier, these 

will yield regression weights which can subsequently be used to 

compute the best-guess prediction for other samples of applicants. 



F i n n l l v , h W  

has to be cross validatd, TI& procedure conaists sirply of wing 

the equation to select fror another sample of applicants and its 

results are then coppared with the earlier sample (Dunnette,1966). 

If the relationships between the predictor and criterion variables 

are consistent, the equation can be validly used as a sceening 

device for only then is it deemed to have predictive validity. 

To summarize, the proper linear approach basicay adopts a 

mechanical approach to selection. The predictors and criteria are 
? 

both developed empirically a d  applied consistently to a pool of 

applicants. 

Improper linear approach. Dawee (1979) describes this approach 

as one relatively similar to the proper linear approach. Both the 

proper and improper approaches are mechanical in their application, 

they both rely on a statistical regression model. The latter is 

distinguished fror the forrer in that it does not employ opt- 

weights. Instead, one of two types of weighting procedures is 
B 

used. The first type a s s i p  all predictors an equal weight and is 

known as unit weighting. The second type, known as 

'boot-strapping", determines the weight of each predictor in the 

equation on e o ~ e  other basis (e.g., by judges, as in the clinical 

"boot-strapping" is distinguish%&.%--f roa the clinical approach in its - a 

uniform application of p ~ e d i ~ - ~ ~ & 3  and their weights. Each 

applicant ' s data are then ins=rted into the linear equation and. a 

composite score is derived. This score provides an index of the , 



relationship between the predictor8 and critgr3a, F o r  t%a@ple; %fP- - 

- 

eqerience are predictors of successful teaching perfortance, these 

4 ' will then be weighted either by a t .  weighting or b y  

"boot-strapping," A l l  predictors and their respective weights will 

then be expressed in an equation and all applicants will have their 
4 

statue assessed aeclumically by this formula. 

In general, the inproper Unear approach appeare lees rigoroue 

statistically aa compared with the proper linear approach. This may 

stem from the fact that the relationship between the predictor and 

criterion is not empirical. As such, the improper linear approach 

can best be described as a formalized clinical model. 

Predictors employed in the improper linear approach can be 

derived in a number of ways. As in the proper linear approach, they 

can be derived from a forral job analysis. Alternatively, they can 

also come from a consensus among judges, as in the clinical 

approach. This approach is improper e&entlally because the 

predictors and their respective wedghts are not empirically 

derived. Regardless of how they are derived, they are applied 

consistently to screen all applicants in a mechunical nanner. This 

is what makes it a linear approach as this is done through a 

matheeratical equation. 

- -- -- 

In a sense, €he -roper =%em approach can -be viewed as ap- 

coapramtse ~~ t h e  - nrrvln m h q g m a d r -  mxe --  

"mechanical" proper linear approach. Although improper models have 

b e ~  developeid for selection pvpoees for more than a decade, a 

literature search failed to identify any screening studies.for 

teacher education that adopt this approach. 



A comparison of three approaches. In s-y, the clinical 

approach relies upon a clinician to combine all the information 

about an applicant and then coopare it with an ideal model of the 

teacher. The ideal conception is acquired informally, asflopposed to 

empirically. Based on this coaparison, a decision about the 

applicant is made. In the proper linear approach, the model of the 

ideal tea'cher is empiri..tlly derived and information about the 

applicant is compared mechanically. Thus, a human judge is not 

needed to evaluate each applicant separately, as in the clinical 

approach. In the improper linear approach, either the 

characteristics desired are weighted equally or a judge will develop 

an ideal as in the clinial approach. In the latter case, however, 

this ideal will be consistently w e d  to evaluate other applicants. 

This means that only the model of the judge is used and, once the 

model is dewleped, the judge's pfeecnca wiS3 no lager be 

required. In this respect, it shares sore comonality with the 

proper linear approach in that both rely on a statistical equation : 

applied mechanically. 

In a comprehensive review of the literature cowring clinical 
/-- 

veraue proper linear prediction, Meehl (1954) found that the latter 

has consistently proven.superior. Similar findings are well 

documented in the literature by Coldberg (1965), Gough (19621, and 

Sawyer (1966). Hirschberg - and Itkln (1978) claimed that in no study 
-- - - - - - 

of clinical judgement has a decisionder outperformed decision8 

made through the linear approach. 



In a ctassic study by Sarbin (1942), five cortluelors made -- 
-- . 

predictions of honor-point ratios from a sample of 162 f~eehren. i 
-P 

The data available to the couneelors included: a preliminary j 
5 

interviewer's notes, results from the Strong Vocational Interest 

Blank, scores on a four-variable structured personality inventory, 

an eight page biographical form completed by the students, scores on 

several other aptitude tests, and a personal interview. A clerk, 
- 1 

using the proper linear regression approach, was only given 
P 

information about the studentst high school percentile rank and 

*- 
college aptitude test. The clerk was inrrtkcted to l&erf the t 
values of the two predictor variables into a two-variable regression, 

equation which had been developed from an earlier sample. The 

criterion measures were honor-pint ration calculated at the end of 

the first quarter. The results of this study indicated that though 

the clinicians had mere infonuttien about each etudeat, the "Xinear- - 

predictiopg" made by the clerk were superior to those of the 
J$. 
T 

clinicians. 

In comparing the improper linear and clinical apdroaches in the 
i 
4 : 

forecasting of graduate school success, Wiggins and Kohen (1971) * 

found the improper approach to be superior. In their study, 98 

psychology graduate students at University of Illinois were asked to 

predict first year grade point averages based on l l 0  applicant 
L 

profiles containing - - -- ten - - - predictors - which include: Graduate Record 
i 

Examination (GBE) verbal; GBE - quantitative; GRE - advanced test in 
psychology; c d a t i v e  undergraduate grade point average; ratings of 

their undergraduate colleges; mean peer ratings for need achievement 

extroversion, and anxiety; self ratings on consciousnese; and the 



sex of the applicant. The j\rdseat predictions were rade on an 
--- - -- - - - - 

ll-point scale ranging from a 3.0 GPA ta 5.0 GPA in eteps q f  0.2, 

and for each of the 98 students, an improper linear todelwaa , 
developed. The results of the study indicated that the improper 

linear regression equations generally outperfamed the judges 

themselves. In other words, each judge's regression model 

outperformed his or her own clinical judgement. other comparisons 
- 

by Goldberg (1970) and hwes (1974) yield similar cmclueions. 

A search of the literature failed to find any comparative 

employs "boot-strapping" procedure. However, studies by Lawshe and 

Schucker (1959), Trattner (1%3), and Wesaen and Bennett (1959) have 
. 

demonstrated that improper approaches using unit weighting, where 

all predictors are weighted by 1.0, does just as well as proper 

- linear approaches using aptiral might& - - 

In an attempt to explain why tb-linear approaches surpass the 

clinical approaches in prediction studies, hwes (1979) explained 

that the human judge knows what to look for but is poor at 

integrating the information found. Dunnette (1966) reiterates this 

view yhen he said that accurate clinical prediction requires greater 

skill than prediction based on the linear approaches. He reasons 

that the clinician must know all about the predictors, the special 
- - -- - - - 

circuurtirnces, if any, for which they are better used which is no 
- 

2- - 

d l  order. It is because of the human judge's limited capacity to 

integrate much information to mike sound predictions that Goldberg 

(1965) and Little and Schnerdmn (1959) noted that the human judge's 

nodel performs better than the judge himself or herself. 
a 



independent of the  horan we61 ' lnfkaence. I n  the f iret w e ,  It 

is the huran judge who f i r e t  decides what predictorm and c r i t e r i a  t o  

use i n  developing the  nost e f f ic ien t  linear equation. However, 

l i nea r  approaches have been found t o  be more e f f i c i en t  in processing 

complex information fur  decision-ralcing, There are several 

guidcUrte-for selectfagutti+h approach t o  a6-t i n  -udmhsiann- - - 

decision-making. Both l inear  approaches a r e  more economical i n  

these approaches, a clerk can eas i ly  inser t  each applicant'e 

predictor scores i n t o  an equation developed and validated from * 

previous samples. This w i l l  uave the d e c i s i o n 4 e r  (clinicfan) 

considerable t i m e  and the  institutions a great  deal  of money. 

In  the case of the proper versus the\{mproG linear 

approaches, G o l a  (1971) euggeeted that  in aituatio= *ere- 
- - 

cr i te r ion  information is lacking, the improper approaches a r e  

equally useful and accurate. It is not possible t o  diecues a l l  the 

subt le t ies  i n  adopting e i ther  of theee approaches. However, several 

should be noted. F i r s t ,  co&ern with accuracy is inportant, f o r  i t  

is the cornerstone of any screening e f for t ,  Second, the reaourcee 
V 

available should a l so  determine which-approach t o  use. For example, 

re la t ive  weights would e n t a i l  much time and expense. Third, 

consideration should a l so  be given t o  the  ava i lab i l i ty  ... and nature of - 

the predictor and c r i t e r ion  variables. Finally, the context of 
/ 

prediction caanot be understated i n  deciding which approach t o  



>employ. Of  a l l  them, accuracy i r ' p robrb lp - the  m o t  h p u c t a n t  

concern t o  the decirioxt-maker aince he o r  #he w i l l  be held 

accountable. 

To sub r i t e ,  the review of three approaches i n  predictor  6 

iden t i f i ca t ion  and admissions decision-making reveals  two important 

points. They are:  
* 

a) t h e  syp te~~~~mtic and standardized ~ p l i - c a t  ion of predis tc_orL8 L L  - -  

, across applicants  i e  a more val id approach t o  the 

individualized, more subjective, c l i n i c a l  approach; 
- - -- - - - - - -- -- - -- - - 

- -  - -- - - - - - - - -- - -- 
-- - -A - -- - - - - - - - - - - -- - 

-- 

b) the l inea r  approaches a re  aore economical, i n  t a w s  of 

manpower and time. 

A more detai led d i s c h i o n  of the various a t a t i s t i c a l  techniques i n  

the l inea r  approacher can be found i n  ~ e r l i G e r  and Pedhuur (1973) 

and Lord and k v i c k  (1968). 

In  tk previous aection, three approaches t o  adairs ions 
f" 

decision-asaking were discusred and compared. It i e  the purpose of 

t h i s  sect ion of the l i t e r a t u r e  review t o  de l ineate  the various 

predictors  employed i n  most rcreening procedures and t o  discuss aaee 

re la ted  empirical findings. 

I n  a coeaprehenrive survey of the various c r i t e r i a  employed by 

- - 

386 colleges of education i n  United States ,  Elabernun (1972) 
- 

- 

combinations. 

ident i f ied  th i r t een  key c r i t e r i a  frequently used i n  varying 

Theee a re  l i s t e d  i n  Table 1. From the  survey, it i r  

apparent tha t  college grades, Enjglish proficiancy, and speech e k i l l s  

a r e  the premium c r i t e r i a  f o r  adkission t o  many teacher education 

programs. - - 
- 



Nmber of Inistitations Emjdoyf;ag Thcn in the Unitad State. - 

College grades 

English proficiency 

Speech proficiency 

Academic ref uence 

Direct interviewe 

Phyelcal examinations 

"Why I want to teach" atatrumte 

Personality/attitude testa 

High school grades 

Police record 

Loyulty oath 

Note: Total number of inetitutiozu surveyed = 386. 
Inetitutiane wed multiple criteria. 



of college a6 q e  most freqttcatly oud screening variable, The 

ujority  of theme i r u t i t t a t i t m ~  .ameyed d o  W c m t e d  that othes 

aecoIEdary criteria were employed i n  their e c r m  procau.  

predictors in their deciaioP-rrP;ing, bcm8rdoon (1977) fuund that 

these =re often wed without evidence t o  indicate thnt  they are 

raised by the Study Colrissian m Undergraduate Education and the 
/ 

Edncatiqn of Teachers, Univermity of Wbruka (1973). While moat 

ins t i tu t ions  aclrnwledgp the  Mtd t o  diacrhlxmte -t 

applicants, few have rercolved the key i m m u t  of what u4rurem of "who 

Grade point pew (GPA). Moat survey. of admloeioa c r i t e r i a  

employed by teacher education i ~ t i t u t i ~  reveal that GPA is the  

major c r i t e r ion  urred (e.g., Study Couiseloa an Undergraduate 

' Education and the $ducation of Teachers, Ilnivernity of Nabraaka, 

1973). Hawever, re-& m~ the  pradietLve va l id i ty  of unirerei ty / 
- - - - - - - - GPA has not\.generated impre-ive reeults.  

- -- 
I n  a study hvolv iag  170 secondary atttdamt-teachers, J 4 e  and 

Duma8 (1976) attempted to t e a t  the re la t iaarhip  between academic 

- aucceae, aa meaamrtd by colluge GPA, and sraccee. in student 

teaching,aa measured by six teacher effectivenem ratings,  The 

reeulta were that GPA was significantly correlated rith rat ings on 



first yaaje secondary teacherr. 

Contrary to these fincllqu, a study by IkavlrrPd (1974) showed 
e 

that GPA was a poor predictor of student tea- grack~. Horcver, 

the remilts of the study indicated a high corrcLatioa be- 

Although the validity of GPA aa a predictor of teaching euccese 

GPA to be correlated with nome ll~arure of teaching ~ c e r s  (Ayera ' 

and Rohr, 1974: Grecnc, 1977: and Greanc, 1980)., %e L 

correlations, however, are not atrarrg, thou& they have been found 

to be etatietically reliable (Elliott, 1971: Schdlock, 1979). i 
ltnothcr abmmMt2rn 3Sy * ~ - m  mmm cmt w u  ~ t - ~ t ~ e ~ t B ~ t T i  

- i 

lower GPhe tended to be ,Sirinrted from the sample. he a result, 
.c 

X 

the relationuhipe batween the predictor aod criterion variables were 

further weakened. This attenuation reaults from the restricted 1 
range in the sample after attrition. Por example, if CPde are high, $ 

3 
$ 

exceeding 2.90 on a four point scale, the relatioyhip dininiehes. 

It may be that GPA doer pot eerve as 8 good predictor when it --- -certain- 

when wed exclwivel~ GPA i e  a poor p r d l c t o r a f L t e a ~ .  
b 

Deepite all these firmdings la the literature, there is indication 
- 
that GPA can be useful in predicting teaching -succsao. 



that  it I s  

.~iimt. 

C 

be an e u m t l a l  upect of profsufoaal c'caticm for 

Forr thlr reasan, wt eollegea surveyed have Indicated 

used a r  an firportant cri terion i n  the arucaning of 

for teacher edwcation programs, W o r d  (1972) reported 

that a reasure of w r i t t e q  IbglW~ pza%lciency yield6 rume predictive 

variable to  be of l i t t l e  value i n  the identification of etlccsoaftil 

persona proficient i n  the 1-e would rake aucceaaful teachers. 

Thw, ltke GPA, it rrhould not be employed as an exdrrsive screening 

device, In, general, few studies have bun undertaken i n  this area, 

English proficiency and same m a ~ u r e  of teaching success can be - 
firmly established. 

References. Another frequently wed screening device i n  

teacher selection involve8 a c q u i r i q  inforration about applicants 

from sources familiar r i t h  them. Former teachers, pastors, friends, 

and other p e r a m  who lcwnr the applicants w e l l  any be asked t o  

c a r ~ e n t  - - on the i r  8uftabil i ty for  teachiq. 

Unlilte the avvlication fo r r  and the i n t u v i e u  which are 

self-perceptions about what the applicant has achieved i n  the past, 

references and r e c m d a t i o n s  rely on the opinions of others to  

evaluate the appl t t s  achiev-ta. Generally, four types.of T= 
information are obtained through references: employment and 



educational history; evaluation of the applicant*s'iacter and 

permmallty; evdtmtlon of previotm acaddc or job,performsuce; 

and, in the case of those holding a position, villfnsneae to rehire. 

Although the ratiozblcfor acquiring these references is mud, 
3 2 

rany are skeptical of their usefulness. McCotrick and Ilgen (1980) 

specified four conditions tmder which references eay prove useful: 

(1) the referee m w t  have had adequate opportunity to observe the 
- -- - A - . - - - -- - 

individual in relevant situatiaae (i.e. job related ones); (2) the 

referee must be competent to Patre necessary assessrents and - 

from the aaseserents and evaluations; (4) they laet erpress their 

opiniona no that the recipient interprets them aa intended. 

The absence of any of t h e e  factors ail1 threaten the validity 

of the reference. Perhaps one og the biggest problems is that 

referencee rarely iaclade unfavorable information as referees fail 
- - -  - - - - - -- - - - -- - - - 

to give their honest opinions. This may be due to their reluctance 

to jeopardize another person's future. As such, references tend to - 
prbvide little discrimination axmg applicants in general and do not 

prove useful in admissions decisiowddng. 

To overcae s o w  of the deficiencies found in most conventional 

letters of reference, a- declsioP.aer~ have resorted 

of structured qtteatiomalres that solicit more specific 

encouraging, A study by Hose1 and Goheen (1958) reported data based 

that the correlatioo. were l a  between kp rating8 of fivlduals 

on five factors, incltding occ- d' anal ability, character, 
1. 

4 

reputation, and performance. 



* % 

- - 

study by 
- 

Browning reported equally disappointing d 

i 
i 

results for rating of 508 candidates for teaching positions m d  

subsequent evaluatione of their teaching perfomnce. The overal 

correlation was 0.13. 

Thus, although the rationale for using references in admissions 

decision-making is sound , its practice poses numerous problems, and 
-- 

findibgs do not eupport ita validity. In reviewing its usefulness, - 

- - - - - A u u  - - - - - - -- 
~chul& (1973) warned that much of the information derived is 

misleading a m  shbuld be used with cautzon. 

- - 1 n t e h c  --plRplRadmisainnn intervi~u-k - - - - -- - - - -- 

frequently employed in screening applicants for teacher education 

programs. It performs two vital functions. The interview fills gaps 

from other information gathering devices (Tucker and Rowe, 1977) and 

can be used to evaluate factors which can.only be assessed through 

personal interaction (Cascio, 1978). Basically, the interview is 
- - - -  - -- - - - -- 

used as an adjunct or secondary screening device, and is rarely used 

exclusively. For example, Webster (1959) exmined the effects of 

information recorded on the application f o w l  and the order of 

information and appearance on the final interview results. Be found 

that unless an applicant vas accepted on both appearance and 

information from the application form, the chances of being accepted 

f 
on the interview uas about one in ten. Furthermore, 92 percent of 

-- - 

Bowever, acceptance rn the basis of the application -form and 

appearance led to only an 82 percent final acceptance rate. He 

concluded that this is same indication of the interviw being a way 

of identifying negative information, Webster's findings have been 

further validated by l4ayefield and Carlson (19661, 



Bedford (1972), however, found the interview to be a strong 

predictor of teaching success. Although the resuliiof his Zudy 
B 

are promising, few studies lend further support to such a view. In 

fact, findings concerning the use of the selection interview have 

been disappointing. Weiss and hwes (1960) claim that there is a 

f great deal of distortion of information obtained through the 
1 

@' 
interview. subsequently, decisions made on the basis of the 

, 
interview tend to betinvalid and prove unreliablq. Ghiselli and 

Brawn (1955) have identified three possible sources of distortion, 

and they lie with the interviewer, applicant, and interview 

procedure. 

The first source of distortion lies with the interviewer. 

Since the results of the interview are a direct function of the 

interviewer's competence, objectivity, personality, and values, this 

is an important variable to consider. One aspect of interviewer 

variability was highlighted in Webster's (1959) study. He found 

that judgements made by two or more interviewer* examining the same 

applicant differed markedly. Although it has been argued that 

training may help interviewers deal with such problems, it is 

unlikely that these discrepancies can be eradicated. 

Apart from the interviewer, the applicant also poses another 

source of error in the interview. For exaaple, a change in his or 

her mods will tend to be reflected in corresponding changes in 

behavior. As such, the interview may not give the interviewer an 

opportunity to derive a falr sampling of the interviewee9s 

behavior. Instead, some information may be distorted and influence 

the outcome of the interview. 



The third source of distortion lies in the interview process. 

€bless thfs is stan&&i& to some -, -v - 

influence the outcomes. Dud)rcha (1941) and Schultz (1973) have even 
B 

suggested that all interviews be structured. A key characteristic 

of a typical structured interview is the provision for a systematic 

rating of the applicant on various factors. These ate then applled 

to all applicants. Testing this in a simulated context, Schwab and 

Heneman (1969) found that structured interviews increased interview 

reliability. Unfortunately, the question of validity has yet to be 

resolved with satisfaction. 

' To summarize, there is no clear support for the use of 
F 

interviews in selection. In fact, after a thorough review of the 

literature, Webster (1959) found that the validity of predictions 

' made by interviewers tended to differ markedly from one to another. 

Furtherm re, predictioxw made on the basis of the interview P 
better than those made by actuarial methods. Despite these 

findings, interviews continue to be popular with admissions 

officers. But until support is forthcoming, the usefulness 
- 

interviews remains in doubt. 

Biographical data. Biographical data from applicants can 

include a wide variety of information about individuals and their 

backgrounds. Typically, such data would pertain to the applicant's 

age, sex, place of birth, f mify bmzkgrmmd, mmkr cif s33XXaga Tn 

the faasilfr, t&tte#ttPett, *fc kkwky, m m t t d  statas, vorls 

history, and interests. Biographical data are usually obtained 

directly from applicants on application forms. Although most 

biographical data are factual, sore may tap attitudes, feelings, and 

values. 



1967) have demonstrated that inforsation-obtained from application 

blanks can be used to predict job performance successfully. 

Furthermore, Toalrnmaian (1978) has suggested that the data obtained 

can be equally useful for the selection of teacher trainees from 

applicants. 

Some support for the usefulness of biographical data is derived 

from a study by Ducharme (1970). Using first year elementary school 

teachers at Southwestern Louisiana University, he found some 

biographical data to yield predictive validity. In another study, 

Tollkrnnnian (1978) found that biographical datai obtained on an 

inventory were related to academic and practice teaching 

performance. Other studies in the literature have reported the use 

of biographical data to predict complex criteria like research 

creativity (Ellison and Taylor, 1962); job turnover in unskilled 

labour (Scott and Bornran, 1967); successful medical practitioners 

(Loughmiller, Ellison, Taylor, and Price, 1973); and employee theft 

forecasting (Rosenbaum, 1976). 

In contrast to interviews, which can be biased, biographical 

data on applicaton forms are less likely to be falsified or 

misunderstood aa they can be verified (Owens and Henry, 1966). To 

inereaee its aecttraey , &t has h e n  suggested tha€ en37 &stor&& 

a 4  verifiable eqerieaces, e~ be us&. When 

properly cross-validated, England (1971) found that 95% of the 

studies indicated that biographical variables were significantly 

predictive of criterion status. 



- - -  

To summarize, the review of literature on the usefulnee* of 

7- -- biographical data has erne promise for the screening-oiap$icants 

to teacher education programs. Since such data are so easily 

available to actmissions decision-makers, their predictive validity 

certainly merits further examination. It vould also be a cost 

effective approach on which to base a screening system. 

Personality. Traditionally, the approach taken in m s t  studies 

of teacher selection presupposed that effective teachers possessed 

certain personality traits. The research in this aPea has been 

voluminous. Nearly 20 years ago, Getzels and Jackeon (1963) 
r 

reviewed the literature and cmpiled a list of 800 references. Qpon 

examining the literature, they concluded that despite the volume of 

research, significant results were not forthcoming. 

Although some claim that there is a correspondence betwen 

personality traits and teaching success (Ayers and Rohr, 1974; 

Wevers, 1977), others (e.g., Borich, 1977) acknowledge that only a 

few personality constructs have been identified. 

In a study by Twa and Greene (19801, 150 students enrolled in 

the first year of a teacher education program at the University of 

Lethbridge over four semesters were given a series of tests which 

included three personality measures. They found a moderate 

relationship between personality and teaching success, measured by 

the California Personality Inventory and the Minnesota Teacher 

Attitude Inventory -1) and student teacKng graite. 

'However, other studies (e.g., Scott and Brinkley, 1960) found 

that the MTAI had neither predictive nor concurrent validity. If 

this is in fact the case, one should view Twa and Greene's finding 

with caution. 



- - - - - - - 

Much controvesy surrounds the efficacy of personality variables 

in prediction, and results are rarely conclwive, For this reason, 

Borich (1977) explains that few personality cooletructs have been 

developed to describe teacher characteriatica in the classroom. 

Thus, until more valid and reliable personality measures are 

available, prediction-wlth these variables should be discouraged. 

Previous experience with children and adults. Since teaching 

involves working with children or youth, experience in such work is 

anothez likely predictor of success in teaching. Little research 
J""c 

has been conduc6d to examine thie relation~hlp. Initial findings 
w 5 

by hcharme (1970) support the hypothesis that previous experience 

does not have a bearing on teaching performance. He found, for 

example, that previous experience with children was an equally good 

predictor of teachiag (as rated by pristcipCtls) as wss perferrart* in 

studeat teaching in first and second year teachers. However, 'more 

evidence is needed to confirm this finding, Since few studlea have 

empirically the utility of this predictor variable. 

The Criterion Problem 

been conducted in this area, it will be interesting to explore f 

i 

1 

8 i 
One of the most serious issues that confronts the 

decision-maker wishing to implement a screening procedure is the 
- 

lack of an appropriate and reliable way to aseese coapler teaching 

performance. This criterion problem, as it is called, plagues most 
* 

prediction studies. Without agreement as to the menaing of effective 
* 

teaching, it would be difficult to identify and validate predictors 

for admissio& decision-making. 
e 



tareher- , 
teacher effecti-ss have beun identified. mtzel (1960) 

conceptualized three types of measures. They are: (1) presage 

criteria; (2) process criteria; and (3) product criteria. 

Using presage criteria, teacher effectiveness.is ascertained by 

waauring teacher characteristics prior to actual teaching.,, Two 

- exaagxee of euch crlreria are scores on intellieence tests and 

measures of a teacher's knwledge as indicated on grades obtained in 
3 

teacher education programs. Since measures of teacher effectivkness 
- t--- - - - - - - - -- - - 

- - 

e 

have often been criticled on the grounde that'they only measure 

knowledge, they do not necessarily enhance student learning ouacms. 
? - 

Process criteria refer to the relatio&hip between teacher and 

student behaviors as manifested and obecnred in the classroa. At 

present, there are a rtiltittuie of htrurants  Qslgrrcd to ptasuue 

these process variables, Two sourcebooks for these measures have 

been compiled by Borlch and Madden (1977) and Slum and Boyer 

(1970). F r a  the plethora' of i ~ t t m m t a ,  it l a  possible to 

identify two classes of reoeuree for process variables. The first 

consists of administrator or peer group obrrenratians and mitinge; 
/-- \ 
Theae are frequently tucd and involve having school or college 

supervisors, peers, or ablaistrators judge one's teaching 

perfo-cc. Thelr- -Scpd-at c a n l s i ~ s m Z  upon a fating male for 

Instrument (Capie, Jobnmm, Anderson, Elliot and Obi, 1979). This 

comprehensive asses-t device .aasureu the teacher'o preparation, 

use of aaterials, clasmoor proceduree, interpersonal skills, and 

professional conduct. 



r a t i n g s  of teacher  performance, I n  t h i s  case ,  t h e  pup i l s ,  o r  

consumers, of t he  a c t u a l  i n s t r u c t i o n  r a r e  t h e  teacher .  Examples of  

such process meeaures are t h e  Purdue Rating Sca le  f o r  I n s t r u c t i o n  

(Remraere and E l l i o t t ,  1960) aild t h e  Purdue Teacher Evaluat ion Scale  

(Bent ly  and S ta r ry ,  1970). 

It struuld tre noted t h a t  m e t  procese measuresLtend t o  be highxji 
- 

s t ruc tured .  Host a r e  i n  t h e  form of r a t i n g  sca les .  Typical ly ,  

t he se  s c a l e s  would a r s e s s  teachers  - on t h e i r  planning - - - - s k i l l e ,  -- -- - - t h e  
- - 

- -  - -  - 
-- - - - - - 

e f f e c t i v e  use  of ma te r i a l e ,  cla-esroom management, coararunication 

s k i l l s  (such a s  quest ioning o r  probing e k i l l s )  and knowledge of  

t h e i r  sub jec t  matter. Eovever, same process measures can a l e 0  be 

less s t ruc tured .  For example, aseeeements can be made i n  &re ' 

globa l  terres and r e p o r t e d - i n  t h e  f ~ r m  of anecdotal  comments. Many 
- 

p r i n c i p a l s  repor t  i n  t h i s  manner. 

The t h i r d  approach i n  t he  rrcasuremmt of t eache r  e f f ec t ivenese  

iavolves  product c r i t e r i a .  Product c r i t e r i a  r e f e r  t o  change8 

p r  a, uced i n  pupiltt. The l i t e r a t u r e  a l eo  r e f e r s  t o  t hese  pupi l  

outcomes r e  pupil-growth o r  r tudent  gains .  There a r e  measured i n  

two ways. The f i r s t  is by examination on s tandqrdized t e s t a .  -- 

Essen t i a l l y ,  t he  procedure involves  t he  a h i n i s t r o t i o n  o f  a 

s tandardi ta id  G s  t i n  t h e - r e l e v a n t u b  j e c t  taught. Using t h e  test  - 
retest metlioli, 5 p r o v e P e n i  of pup i l  scorer  a r e  then ured ae  an index 

of teacher  e f f ec t iveness .  Although t h i s  procedure is  f requent ly  

*used,  Glass (1974) has c r i t i c i r e d  the  procedure on a number of 

grounds: the  i r r e l evance  of many items i n  t h e  test;  t h e  nonrandom 



L 

iPprov-t index; and the high adrinietratim ecmtm, 

The second way t o  meamre pupil-gaine l a  by teachhg 

performance teats.  'Phis involves having the teacher provide a 

l e s e m  on a topic J M L ~  then mewuring teacher effectiveness by noting 

how w e l l  pupils perform on sa achleveeent test. 6 

(e.g., NcNeil and Pophill, 1973; Schalock, 1971) pupil product 

or process variables. On the other hand, some reecarchers (e,g., 
I 

Soar, 1973) have voiced a number of concerru r i t h  t h i n  opiaion. 

Among the concerns raised are: (1) the adequacy of .rrrmres for  

assessing a broad range of pupil outcomes i n  different subject- 
s 

rsatter a r e a  and different e d u c a t i d  levels; (2) wraeareaent hnd 
-- - 

statistical problcu,  l iLe r e g a ~ e i o n  e c i l l q  effects;  and 

differences i n  leaning aptitude 8.aollg.t pupils, 

Despite the lack of general agreement t o  vhat constitutee good 

teaching, Roseaehlne and Furst (1971) have reviered uuay studies on 

teacher effectiveness d havt gleamed from them eleven teacher 

I .  T e i c h e f i  a b i l i t y  t o  me a variety of method8 and U s  

3. Teacher's enthuslaua erpre8ued daring c l a e e r o a  prescntatioa 

4. Teacher'. tamk-orientcd behavior 

5 .  Material covered related t o  cr i ter ion wrrure  of p lp i l  

b r f o r u ~ c t  



of plqa t* id 

J Use of e t m t u r i n g  conents  

8. Type of qwstiono asked 

9. Teacher's probing response 

10. Varying levels  of d i f f icu l ty  i n  materials to pupilsw 

abi l i ty .  

someone seeking t o  develop and validate a screening procedure. 

U n t i l  a valid definit ion and measure of g o d  teaching is f m d  
- 

- - - - - - - -- - - -- - - -- 
- -- 

acceptable, the task will rerain unfini~hed. 

Sumairy of Literature Review 
i 

It is apparent that  the task of developing and v a l i d a t k  a 

screening device for  -ion to  tescher education programs is a 
- - -- 

highly complex oLi. 1t is alse fraught r i t h  many d i f f i c u l t i a ~ ~  and 

much controversy. The complex ptocene can be conceptualized aa a 

number of phases. 

To begin with, the decieim-maker w i l l  have to  determine what 

lrind of approach is t o  be employed. In  other words, he or ehe xill 

have t o  ei ther  adopt a clinical, proper linear, or hpropcr 11- I 

approach. To do thls he or she wiLl have t o  consider the findingo 
-- 

i n  Ehe r e u ~ = i - ~ ~ a t u r c  dkhe remarcee available. 

predictors that  a re  related t o  t w  performance. The mmner tn 

whi& t h i s  is acccmpUshed will depend largely upan the eelection 

approach adopted. Valid predictors can be identified f r a  the 

l i t e ra tu re  and tho= that Indicate proribe can be wed. 



I n  addition t o  the ldentlficatloa of p rd lc to r s ,  the 

decision-raler wi l l  need t o  adopt a reasure of teaching success. 

3 The l i t e ra tu re  gives l i t t l e  Indication of an ideal measure. I n  
7 

, fact ,  the research on teacher effectiveness is still seeking t o  

determine what ccrnatitutelr goad teaching. 
b 

The next phase vill involve identifying relationehipa between 

predi_c_tor and_crIterion v - ~ i a b l e e . ~  In the l inear  . appgtches_, .- t h i s  - 

relationehip is represented by a l inear  equation. The e~uatlw w5I.l 

need t o  be cross-validated on another sample to  eaeure that  there is 
- -  - - - - 

evidence i n  support of its use. 

Purpose of the Present Study 

The purpose of the present study is  t o  identify some 

characterist ics related t o  teacher success i n  a sample of students 
'z 

enrolled i n  a pre-service teacher education program. This is "an 

important phase of research i n  the-t3evdogrent of  a v d d  screening 

apparatus. It a lso  represents an area of research where there is 

much disagreement. 

The limlted scope of t h i s  study is necessary as the task of 

developing and validating a screening devlce l a  a massive one. 

To attempt the ent i re  task Is clearly beyoad the scope of a single 

study. be such, t h i s  study w i l l  not seek t o  ascertain which 

t 

m - * lit-e i i r  

approaches are  viable, t h i s  study w i l l  adopt the more popular proper 



biographical data, and enpliah proficiency, a s  measured by a 

standardized tes t .  The reasone fo r  this decision stem fron the 

l i t e ra tu re  review, which ident i f ies  them as the nost profisiag and 

easi ly  available, It a lso  seeas expedient t o  begin any study with 
d 

data most easi ly  available, and most admi&ions off icers  will have 

- these date on Itad-. 

Since none of the measure8 of teaching success has gained 

universal approval, th ie  study employs a cr i ter ion measure that  
- - - - yd- - 

includes teacher variables which were deemed moat promising i n  an 

extensive survey by Rosenshine and Furst (1971). Finally, the 

general procedures of th ie  study follow closely those employed i n  

most prediction studiee, 



Deecription of Sample and Teacher Education Program 

The sample was composed of all 84 student-teachers adaitted to 

the Professional Development Program (PDP) for the spring semester, 

1981, at Slmun Fraser University. Students in this semester are 

admitted after a m i m u m  of two years of undergraduate stdies. 

These 84 student (65 female, 19 male) were selected fropp 237 

applicants largely on the basis of their acadedc - - - - - - backeround - - - - and -- - -- 
- - - 

grade point average, The method of their selection was akin to the 

clinical approach discussed, and GPA was used as a major criterion. 

Applicants who failed to make the minimum GPA requirement of 2.50 on 

a 4.00 scale were rejected. Hmver, exceptions were made and these 

were determined throngh an fntmiew. The diuproportkm in sex 

ratia is characteristic of the program and does not reflect sampling 

bias in this semester. 

The program is twelve months (three sertetere) in duration. 

During the three sewstere, all students ruet corplete two teaching 
1 

practica of six and twelve #eke, respectively. The initial 

practictm of six retks (Edr#-ation 401) scam dmring the first 

semester, and it is caplcrmted by six w e k a  of inetruction in 
- - - - -- - -- - 

edacation theory aad practice (Edndation 402). The prugram operate8 
- 

on a differentiated staff& -el, .nd d r u m  the initial practictm 

student-teachers are mpcrvimi and evaluated by their school 

associates (a more detailed demcriptioa of the Rofemmianal 

Developrent frogram at S t m m  R m e r  University, 1981, ie included in 

hpp* A) 



predictor Variables 

The 11 predictor variables used i n  this study were: sex, age, 

grade level  desired (i.e. an indication by applicant s ta t ing 

preference i n  grade level) ,  highest degree earned, number of 

undergraduate c redi t  hours, grade point average (GPA), major work 

classif icat ion of past e~ploymeat, experience with cMl&en and d J  - 
/ 

adults, and a score on the Test of Standard Written w i s h  (TM). 

Except for  the TSWE, all the predictor information obtained from 

student's application fo rm (see Appendix B). 

These predictors were selected for  several reasons. Firs t ,  the 

biographical &&e most acceasfblc, and so It acew reasonable 

that a search fo r  valid predictors should begin with inforration 

which is normally available in sdriseioae f i l e s .  Second, the tme of 

such data is ecoaarical. Pinally, the TSWE was included as an 

additional predictor becatuse of the relat ive importance of language 

competence t o  classroom c m c a t i a a .  The selection of these 

predictors adheres t o  the principle that the search for  predictors 

should begin vith vhat l a  already aPailable. If  these prove valid, 

then there is  no need t o  rnfar8e the pool of predictors ainca it m y  

not yield incresenta.1 u t i l i t y .  A description of each of the 

pr&c tor  -fa%Iee T5 E e  sfatUirjJ f ~ ~ i i  

- -- 

SEX. Eaek student's iiex wiia noted frolTEE application tom. - 
Females were coded 0 and Wen coded 1. 
. &. Each student's age in years vats calculated f r a  the f i r s t  

"kl day of the sewster ,  Janruuy.,l2, 1981. a 



Grade level desired. The grade level desired was indicated by 

each student on the application form as follows: prieary (K - grade 
3), intermediate (grade 4 - 71, and secondary (grade 8 - 12). They 

were coded 1, 2, and 3,'respectively. 
L 

Highest degree earned. Thia inclpied a bachelor's degree, any 

poet-bachelor's work, a raster's or doctorate degree in any field 

prior to ad.i~Si0n into t$e program. These were coded 1, 2, *d 
A A - - - 

4, respectively, P e r s m  without a degree were assigned a code of 

0, which was assigned to those students adnitted after a a i n l m m  of 

'L 
Number of pest-secoPdary credits. This included the number of g 

t 

credit hours -let& prior to admission and w a s  computed from 

transcripts in the  student*^ file, Only credits transferable to 

Simon Fraser University (SPU) were included in the computation. In 

operate on a yearly rather than semester system, an equivalent 

number of credits were caputed (e.g., one academic year was equated 

with 30 credit hot2fs), At Simon Fraeer University all bachelor 

degree progr- &&ire a mi- of 120 eecdit hour8 for graduation. 

Grade poiat  average. These were computed from students* 

tranclcripte, In the caae of students from other institutions where 
\ 

gr-- ueeb, nrkdut--v=--d mJ a 

fourpoint scale (A = 4, B = 3, C = 2, I-1, and F = 01, Conversion 

tables are included in Appmifx C, 

Mjos work rlnanification, This wan a E3nneificaticm of the 

longest job held by the stud-t. The classiffcation 18 b a d  on the 

Canadiai CLassification and Mctionary of Occupations Guide (1980). 



A list of all major work classifica~tions is also provided in a 
! 

section of Appendix D. For example, an applicant who has held two 

previous jobs', one ae a recreation leader/supervisor for a year and 

another as a clerk for six months, would have had the job held 

longest (i . e . recreation leader/supervisor ) coded. 
Level of responsibility. On the application form, students 

6 
were asked to describe their previous work experiences.  evei is of 

responsibility for this experience was coded on a three point scale: 

low levels of responsibility are assigned a code of 1, medim levels 

of responsibility a 2, and high levels of responsibility received a 

code of 3. For example, a volunteer aide in a school received a 

code of 1, a paid teacher's aide,is considered to have a moderate 

level of responsibility and therefore received a code of 2, while a 

substitute teacher received a code of 3. A chart outlining these 

levels of rssponsiblity is included as Appendix E. 

Length of experience. For students uho 'had been employed in 

either a full or part-time position, the length of thear work - 

experience was computed in months. Each month consisting of 148 

hours of work. For example, suppose an applicant indicated having 

had three previous jobs for periods of three, five, and eighteen 

months. If the first job was full-time, she would have 444 hours 

(148x2). For her second job, if It was part-time consisting of 20 

hours a week, she would be creditedL~th 400 hours (5 months x 4 = 

20 weeks; 20 weeks r 20 hours @ week - 400 hours). Thus, the total 

numb& of houre accumulated for the- f iret two jobs will total 844 

hours or approximately 5.7 months. Add this to the final full-tinre 

job of 18 months, the applicant would have approxisately 24 months 

P" 
of experience. 



Eqer%ence with *&en or adtikts. q p  ~~ ref2eCte& 

previous work experience with children or adults. It was coded on a 

binary system: yes (1) or no (0). This measure was added because 

many students had various work experiences related to teaching. In 

coding the major work classification variable, only the occupation 

which the student held longest was recorded. Thus, a student who 

worked for two years as a construction worker and six months as a 

camp counselor would have the former job coded for aajor work 

classification, but would still be coded 'yes' for previous 

experience with children. This procedure provided a separate 

predictor variable regarding the student's prior work experience 

with children or adults that was Independent of major work 

classification, level of responsibility, and length of experience. 

Test of Standard Written English (TSWE). This test was w e d  to 
f 

measure students ' ~n~lishf prof icieacy . The TSWZ (Ech~txttim Testing 
L 

Service, 1974) contains 50 multiple-choice questions and takes 30 

ainutes to administer. The purpose of the test is to measure each 

student's ability to recognize standard written Bpglish, the kind of 

English found in most college texts and courses. This indirect -- \ 
3 

measure of writing ability has correlated highly with direct 

4% measures (such is enty-mlnute essays) and has been found to be a 

valid and reliable instrument for assessing a person's knowledge of 

written English (Ereland and Brancher, 1977). A number of scores 

can be obtained from the TSVE. The test manual and self-ecoring 

sheet suggest using a scale with a range from 20 to 60, that can be 

converted to a percentile score. To derive the ruw score, the 

publisher recommends using the formula: 



Derived Raw Score = number of item correct  - (number of items 

wrong)/4, This formula contains a correction f o r  wssing, The 

derived raw score was then coded f o r  data analyses. 
/ 

b .  
i 

\ To c la r i fy ,  the practice of making a correction f o r  guessing is 

prevalent among t e s t  publishers (e.g., the College Entrance A 

Examination Board). It r e s t s  on the logic tha t  on aL1 items i n  a 

standardized test, the test-taker w i l l  have knowledge t o  answer ooae 

items correct ly and others he or she ray not. I n  the l a t t e r  case, 

the individual has a chance of picking the  r igh t  response by 

gue-ing* The pr-y thnt the pupan all be corrw in  

estimated a s  a f rac t ion  of the  number of incorrect options. That 

amount i s  removed t o  obtain the derived raw score. With the TSUE, 

each item has four choice responses and therefore the number of 

wrong it- is divided by four. 

Although the correction f d a  appears reasonable i n  

eliminating gains from p a s i n g ,  many psychometricians would dispute 

such a pract ice on the grounds tha t  m a t  individuals have sole 

notion of the r igh t  anawer t o  the it- guessed on, Thus, guessing 

i s  more than pure chance as ref lected cm the correction equation. 

Anyone who guesses despi te  t h e  correction I s  more lttPly t o  gain 

from i t .  

Cronbach (1970) suggests tha t  systematic advantages can be 

e f ~ i f a l l t r s t - ~ r r r e ~ t u g ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ u f  

the r&&tE r e e p s e ,  A?eesaehw3iy, iS~3& €e r&%&zt 

from guessing before the test c r c e s  have a l so  been found 

useful. It should be noted that  the correetitxx prwedure e!~p;lojFed 

t o  score the TSVE was i n  accordance r i t h  the publisher's 

instructions. 



Criterion Heasures 

An evaluation 

obtain a criterion 

form (see Appendix F) was developed and used to 

measure of the students' performance in the 

initial six week practicum (i.e. Education 401). The student 

evaluation form normally used to assees students for this course is 

anecdotal in nature and not readily quantifiable. &e such, another 

form was designed to investigate raters' (school associate and 

faculty associate) evaluations of their student-teachers* level of 

preparation in terms of both theory (ideas atnd principlee) and 

paetite f€bs=e€= perf-). ! axd  ~~ &ze e&efmEeelE 

teachers vho acrve as eponrrora for student teachers. Faculty 

associates are also teachers, but they have been seconded from 

school districts to work as full-tire supervisors of student 

teachere. 

The 36 item on the evaluation instrument consisted of 

statements about a teacher's respwnibilities. Each one described 

some aspect of a teacher's role. Both faculty and school associates 
/ 

uere asked to rate each item In three ways: the level of importance - 
i 

of the item in relation to their student's overall reepoaeibilities; 

their studentre level of preparation in tema of ideaa and 

principles (theory); d their student 'a l e v e l  df preparation in 

terms of capetence in the classroom (practice). The level of 

importance scale was r a t e d  to general program p=ng rathet Chiin 

to s t d e n t  perfo-ce. Thus St fTB n m  lz&x&& lxs u u b q m s t  

analysee. 

On all 36 it-, a 5 point rating scale vsa used, where 5 - 
very high l eve l ,  4 = high level, 3 = moderate, 2 = low level, and 1 

= very I m  level .  



The itema for the qwationnaire were generated from three 
- -  

sources: the goals and objective~ of the PDP (as expressed on the 

program evaluation form, the research literature on-teacher 

effectiveness (e.g., Roeenshine and Furst, 1971), and the criteria 

c o d y  emphasized in the supervision and evaluation of PDP 

students (as found on the PDP evaluation instrument of 

student-teacher performance for Education 401). 

The first draft of the questionnaire contained 40 it-. This 

wae later revised, with many itus rephrared, following a trial run 
'9 

with six faculty associates. Revisions were ale0 made on the basis 

of feedback from faculty members and program perscamel. 

Procedures 

In the first week af the Spring 1981 serester, the TSUE wae 

administered to all students admitted to the program. The 

administration conformed to the etandardlted procedures outlined in 

the TSUE manual aad oras completed in one group achdnietration for 
b 

all students. 

Twelve weeks later, at the end of the term, it was arrgnged 
I 

that the criterion measure be completed by both the schoo -33 
faculty associates. The evaluation form for school aeoociates were 

delivered to their rempective schools by a courler. Enclosed 
- ~ 

fnstrttctfum requested that they were to be collected by the 

courier. They were given ten days to complete their evaluations. 

Faculty associates* form uere placed in their personal rail 

boxes on campus, and they were given two weeks to return them. 



In this section, the results of the study are reported. First, 
- - 

descriptive statistics for the sample are reported, followed by 

~re~entation of intercorrelations among the predictor and criterion 

variables included in the study. ' 

Usable data were returned for 79 of 84 students wbo were in the 

initial sample. Five students withdrew from the program 

voluntarily. Of the five who quit, four were females and one Pale. 

there were additional mlasing data some variables for the 

remaining sample; intercorrelations and regression analyseu were 

calculated on the largest data set possible for a particular 
B 

analysis. Sample sic- arc reported in all relevaat tablea. Two 

people did not write the TSUE. The .isei& data for these two cases 

were replaced by the man ecore based on all other etudents who 

wrote the test. Three students did not state a preference for grade 

level desired and these rissing data were not replaced. 

Some criterion data were also aiseing. For eight students, a 

faculty aseoclate omitted to rate t h e m  on their levels of 

preparation and practice (1.e. FA Principles and FA Practice), 

Other miseing data were also found on evaluationcr by school 
-- -- - 

associates. In deding Wrt5 t6e iiiiiki& dpta, a guideline was 

used. #faxtag OPC OT 8evefkl replaced vith itcr 

means. Howver, when item on the entire scale of 36 it- were 

aisaing =an values were not derived as replacement. 



Sex. There were 61 females and 18 males in the final sample. - - 
- &. The average age of students was 25 years ,(see Table 2). 

The age distribution was slightly skewed. The oldest student was 49 

years old, but 90% of the sample was between 20 - 30 years of age. , 

Grade level desired. Twenty-six students (32.9%) expressed a 

desire to teach in the primary grades, 24 students (30.4%) in the 
,' 

intermediate grades, and 26 (32.9%) in the secondary grades. Three 

students omitted to state a preference. 

Highest degree earned. FFfty-two students 165.821 did not have 

a university degree, 23 (29.12) had a bachelor's degree, and 4 

students (5.1%) had some post-bachelor's education. lo one had a 

post graduate degree. 

Number of post-eecondary credits. As seen in Table 2, students 

had completed an average of 94 credit hours, which is equivalent to 

about three years of full-time undergraduate study. As in the case 

of age, the distribution is soeewhat skewed with the muximum number 

of poet-secondary units completed being 150. 

Grade point average. The average on this variable was 3.05 (see 

Table 2). Hinety per cent of the sample had a grade point average 

above 2.50, and 57% above 3.00. For the acadeHic year 1980/81, the 

average GPA for students enrolled in 

first two years of college work) in 
- - - - -p - - - - - 

was 2.82 [SFU Factbook, kcember 1981). Thus as a group, the sample 

in the study was fairly succesrful, at least as indicated by 

previous college and university grades. 
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Table 3 shows the six categories 
-- 

used for this variable and the number of students in each, By far 

the greathpt percentage of students (68.3%) had experience in 

occupations related to teaching (categories 1 and 2). 

Level of responsibilitx. According to the system used to code 

this variable (Appendix B), 6 students (7.6%) had occupations vith 

low responsibility, 44 (55.7%) had jobs with medium reispanaihility, 

and 27 had highly responsible jobs. Data were not available for two 

students (2.5%). 
Y 

Level of experience. The average working experience of 

students was 33.9 months (see Table 2). However, there were two 

students with considerable work experience (243 and 301 months 

respectively), thus? increasing the Paean in relation to the median. 

The majority of students had moderate amounts of work experience, 

with 29 (39.7%) having a year or less and 71 (89.9%) having five 

years or less, 

Experience vith children or adults. Sixty-one students 

(77.28%) had experience of this nature and 17 (21.5%) had not. The 

data for one student (1.3%) could not be coded. 

Test of '~tandard ~r&ten English (TS~). The r a n  score on 

this teat was 35.5 (see Table 2 ) .  The scores on this test were 

scmewhaT stews negatlv4ly; E v e  cases E y o n d t w o ~ 3 K n d a r d  

of 13 up to 97. In coqarison to the standardization sample for 

this test, these students scored much higher, the median percentile 

rank for this group being 82. 
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In te rcur re la t ions  b o n g  Predic tor  Variables 

The i n t e r c o r r e l a t i o n s  aetong a l l  the predic tor  va r i ab les  a r e  

reported i n  Table 4. Also included a r e  sample s i z e s  f o r  each 

c o r r e l a t i o n  and the  =an8 and standard deviat ions f o r  each 

variable.  ,Two-tailed t - t e s t s  were employed t o  determine whjch of 

the  correlat2ons d i f fe red  from zero a t  p -05 and p .01 alpha levels .  

The cor re la t ions  between age and highest degree earned (.23), 

l eve l  of r e spons ib i l i ty  (.30), and length of experience ( -62)  a r e  

expected since o lder  s tudents  a r e  l i k e l y  t o  have completed more 

academic work, have more work experience, and shoulder more 

respons ib i l i ty  on the  job. 

The cor re la t ions  between grade l eve l  des i red  and highest  degree 

earned (-351, and number of c r e d i t s  (-59)  r e f l e c t s  the  Professional  
G 

Development Program's pol icy  that secondary teachers  have a 

bachelor 's  degree o r  be ab le  t o  complete i t  during t h e i r  year i n  PDP. 

The r e l i a b l e  r e l a t ionsh ip  between highest  degree earned and 

number of post-secondary c r e d i t s  (.68) i s  only logica l .  The same i s  

t r u e  f o r  the TSWE and grade point average ( .39) .  

The remaining cor re la t ions  t h a t  a r e  s t a t i s t i c a l l y  r e l i a b l e  can 

be understood from the  view t h a t  i f  one has a higher educat ional  

experience ( .2*3). 
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Intercorrelatious Among Criterion Variables 
- - --- - --- -- - 

Table 5 reports the intcrcorrelations, dean., and standard 

deviations for four criterion variables. There were very high 1 
intercorrelations amng the principles and practice variables within f 

raters, particularly for school associatee ( p 4  .01). a 

3 
t 

The school a d  culty associates had a clearer agreement on ! 
i 

the practice variable (r = .60) than on the principles variable .. i 
(r = .39). There are four intercorrelations betwen the practice 

3 a 
E 

variables and the principles variations. The first intercorrelation 2 

is between the faculty aamxkte rra~i&de and$- - - ;i "i" - 

I 
i 

variable (r = .76). The next is faculty associate principles 
% - 
4 

variable with the school associate practice variable (r = .48). The 
;r 

third is between faculty associate practice variable and school 
& 

associate principles variable (r = . 5 9 ) .  The final intercorrelation 

is between school associate practice a d  principles variable6 

Thereaare four intercorrelatians betveen practice and 

principles variables, tvo between and two within f;;ulty and school 

associates. There correlations are called discriatinant validity 

coefficients. If the tvo groups of raters were able to discriminate 
+ 

principles •’ram practice, then tbese should be lower than the 

convergent validity coefficients. The latter refer to two 

correlations. The first between faculty associate practice and 
- - -  -- - -- -- - 

% * 
school associate pr&tice. The second between the faculty associate 

- - - - -- - 

principles and school associate principles. The results indicate 

that the convergent validity coefficient for practice was higher than 





the "two discriminant validity coefficients. According to Allen and 

Yen (19791, when this happens, method bias is present. Ideally, the 

validities of within-trait (i.e. practice and pracf5ce variables) 

should be higher than across-trait variables, (practice and 

principle\ However, this is not true of !he convergent validity 

coefficient for principles. The results indicate that the raters " 

were more consistent when rating the practice variable, but tended 

to confuse preparation with practice ratings. 
/ 

Relationships among Predictor and Criterion Variables 

The correlations among the predictor and criterion vxriables 

' are shown in Table 6. As can be observed, only sex was reliably 

correlated with each of the two school associate ratings. Age, 

grade point average, and length of work experience were reliably 

related to the faculty associate principles variable. Sex, age, 

grade level desired, grade point average, and ,length of work 

experience all had statistically reliable correlations with faculty 

associate ratings of practice. 
, . 

e 

Table 7 shows results of four stepwise multiple regression 

analyses using the ten variables listed in Table 6 as predictors of - 
the four-respective criterion variables as listed in Table 5. Major 

work classificaCion was not included in this analysis because it was 

a nominal variable. That is, there is no underlying dimension to ' 

the categories of work that would allow one to designate a "high" or 

a "low" end of the scale. The data for this variable were analyzed 

separately and are discussed-later. Only those predictors that had 

a statistically significant regression weight of p< .05 are included ". 

in Table 7. 



Intercorrelations among Predictor and Criterion Variables 

Predictor FA FA S A S A 
Principles Practice Principles Practice 

Sex 

Grade 
Leve 1 
Desired 

Highest 
Degree 

Number of 
Credits 

Grade 
Point 
Average 

Experience : 
Responsibility 

Experience: 
Length 

Experience: 
Chi ldrenl 
Adults 

TSUE 
'v 

* p (  .05, two tailed &st 

f* p <;oI, two tailed test 



- Table 7 

Regression Resu l t s  

C r i t e r i o n  
P red i c to r  , B 

Variable  B F R Increase  To ta l  

i n  ~2 

FA P r i n c i p l e s  Age -. 03 -. 34 9 .60w .359 .I29 
( ns68 ) 

Grade Point  .33 .25 4.88** .436 .061 
Average 

(Constant  = 3.47) 

FA P r a c t i c e  Sex -.35 -.29 6.95"" .336 . I13 
(11x75) 

Age -.03 . -.30 8.10** .452 .091 

Grade Point  .26 .18 3.04* .487 .033 
Average 

(Constant  = 3.33) 

SA P r i n c i p l e s  Sex 
( ~ 6 7 )  

(Constant  = 3.64) 

SA P r a c t i c e  Sex -. 37 -.30 .6.25* .296 ,088 . 
(n=67 

r- . 
(Constant  = 3.41) ., .088 . 

Note: B i s  t he  raw r eg re s s ion  c o e f f i c i e n t ; e i s  t h e  s tandardized 
regress ion  c o e f f i c i e n t ;  F i s  t he  s t a t i s t i c a l  t e s t  f o r  t h e  
regress ion  c o e f f i c i e n t ;  R , i s  the  mu l t i p l e  c o r r e l a t i o n  between t he  
p r e d i c t d r  and t h e  c r i t e r i o n ;  Increase  i n  R2 i s  t h e  percentage of 
var iance shared between i nd iv idua l  p r e d i c t o r s  and t h e  c r i t e r i o n ;  , 

2 Tota l  R i s  the  percentage of var iance i n  t h e  c r i t e r i o n  
assoc ia ted  wi th  a l l  p r e d i c t o r s  i n  t he  equat ion.  



The results of these regression analyses are not always very 

encouraging with respect to using this set of predic'tor variables in 

the screening process for the SFU Professional Development Program. 

In only two of the four equations, only one predictor (grade point 

average) provides a usable variable for screening purposes. On the 

faculty associate principles criterion, age ( R ~  = .lq9) and GPA 
'--, 

( R ~  = .061) account for 19% of the total variance. For the 

faculty associate practice variable, GPA only contributes 3.3% to 

the total variance (Total R~ = .237). 8" 
FOU* one-way analyses of variance were used to investigate )he 

association between major work classification and the four criterion 

variables. In eacwase, major work classification was the 
\ 

independent variab e with six levels (corresponding to the i 
categories listed ii Table 4). The four criterion variables served 

\ as dependent variables. In each analysis, the F ratio was less than ~ 

one, thus indicatin4 that there were no reliable relationships 

between type of prior work experience, as measured by major work 

experience, and suc ss in the first semester of the teacher K 
education program; as measured by school and faculty associate 

., - _ ratings. 



This sec t ion  discusses the  r e s u l t s  of the  study i n  relAtion t o  

other  findings i n  the l i t e r a t u r e .  It highl ights  same of the 

conceptual and methodological d i f f i c u l t i e s  encountered in the  study 

and makes recommendations f o r  fu tu re  research. 

Summary and Discussion of Major Findings 

Of the eleven predictor  var iables  considered i n  t h i s  study, 

only three - sex, age, and grade point average - were r e l i a b l y  

re la ted  t o  any of t h e  four  c r i t e r i o n  variables .  Of the  three ,  only 

grade point average could be used i n  the fu tu re  t o  screen 

applicants.  To employ age o r  sex a s  predic tors  may lead  t o  many 

l e g a l  disputes over discrimination, and many i n s t i t u t i o n s  may not  be 
9; 

prepared t o  dea l  with the  subsequent courtroom b a t t l e s  which may be 

long drawn and expensive. 

This leaves grade point average a s  the  only usable var iable  f o r  

screening. However, the  r e s u l t s  ind ica te  t h a t  i t  only accounts f o r  

3 - 6 percent of t h e  variance on facu l ty  ra t ings .  Even t h i s  f igure  

tends t o  be exaggerated due t o  problems of shrinkage associated with 
B 

mult iple  regression procedures. To estimate the  prec ise  extent  of 

shrinkage w i l l  necess i t a t e  a cross  va l ida t ion  study t o  be 

performed. The f inding t h a t - a  modest, but r e l i a b l e ,  r e l a t ionsh ip  

e x i s t s  between GPA and teaching success is i n  accord-with the  

r e s u l t s  from those i n  the l i t e r a t u r e  (e.g., Cornett ,  1969; James and 

Dumas, 1976; Twa and Greene, 1980). 



Although only three of the predictors have been shown to be 

reliably related to some of the four lneasures of teaching success, 

it would be useful to further analyze the intercorrelations between 
E 

predictors. Sosae of the statistically reliable correlations in / - 
Table 4 simply reflect the fact that theee indices measure logically 

related variables (e.g., highest degree earned and number of 

-1 post-secondary credit hours). 
\ 

i 

i The absence of a statistically reliable relationship between 

TSWE and teaching success supports the findings by Cortis 
='I 

(1968). Several reasons can be hypothesized. It should be noted 

that the sample employed in this study had already been screened. 

This may limit the range of variation among students. Another 

consideration needs to be taken into account. 

teacher success (criterion variables) employed 

more performance and less knowledge oriented. 

The measures of 

in this study were 

Since the TSWE 

measured written English which is a more knowledge oriented dmain 

not measured in the rating scales, it may account for the absence of 

a statistically reliable relationship. 

The results in Table 4 indicated a reliable relationship 

between the TSWE and GPA (rs.39). This means that a portion of what 
- - 

the TSWE measures is also measured by GPA. This finding supports 

the earlier comnent that the criterion measures failed to tap more 

academic domains, but were more concerned with classroom 

performance. Perhaps, correlations would have been higher if the 

criterion variab.les measured student teacher wri'tten comnunication 
* 

also (i.e., lesson plans, etc.). 



- 

It 

already 

was mentioned 

been screenkd 

rel iable  correlations 

64 

ea r l i e r  that students i n  the sample had 
-- 

prior to  admission. This may account fo r  the 

between grade level  desired with highest 

degree earned and number of undergraduate credits. It accounts for 

the program policy that secondary school student teachers should 

have their  degree before entering PDP or complxte it i n  the i r  year 

in  PDP. 

The lack of a reliable relationship between experience with 

children/adults and teaching guccess i n  th i s  study is similar to 

resul ts  in  Ducharmets study (1970). One tends t o  expect some 

rel iable  relationship between these two variables. Perhaps, the 

lack of such ca l l s  for a finer dist inction between the mere presence 

or absence of such experience and the quality of that experience-. 

The remaining correlations that are s t a t i s t i ca l ly  reliable 

re f lec t  the trend that older students tend t o  have had more l i f e  

experiences (e.g., relationships between age and job responsibility, 
5 

age and length of work experience). 

The fai lure  to  find reliable relationships between highest 

degree earned, number of credita,  and teaching success a s  measured 

by the four ratings is further indication that  it may not be the 

number of credit8 earned but  the quality of work that counts. This . 

may explain why previous studies i n  the l i te ra ture  have not used 

these two predictors la resesrch. 
C 

IL 

Conceptual and Hethodological Problems 

Having examined and compared the resul ts  of this study with 

others i n  the l i te ra ture ,  the ensuing d iscus ion  highlights some of 

t h e  conceptual and rrethodological d i f f icu l t ies  encountered in the 



study. This 'dis(cuesion is organized as follows: sample; c r i t e r i o n  - 

measures and t h e i r  correlations; and procedures. 
- - - 

Sample. The study reported here involved a group of 84 

students < .  already admitted t o  Simon Praser Universityls ~ r o f e s s i o i a l  

Development Program (PDP) from 237 applicants.  Thus, before the 

prediction equations were calculated, screening procedure3had 

already been applied t o  se l ec t  these students in to  the program. I n  . 
, 

general, academic background and grade point average were the  major -4 

7 

c r i t e r i a  used i n  the selection. Let ters  of reference and evidence i: 

of previous work experience was a l so  considered. 

Further screening may hgve occurred thou* tbe process of  elf 

select ion when f i v e  student withdrew voluntar i ly  from the program. 

These sampling problems m y  be one reason why a t t e r p t s ' t o  ident i fy  

useful predictors i n  t h i s  study have been frustrated.  From the 

review of l i t e r a t u r e  on l inea r  approaches i n  admissions 

decision-aratcing, Cascio (1978) noted tha t  i n  order t o  fdent i fy val id  

predictors,  a l l  applicants idea l ly  should be admitted. Such a 

procedure would ensure a heterogenous sample. 'Phe f a c t  t ha t  the 
-a 

study was unable t o  ident i fy  more re l fab le  pre*ctore of teaching , 

success is  undoubtedly related t o  the r ee t r i c t lok  i n  range of the . 

sample group. I n  relatlag t M e  obe rva t ion  t o  other ressarch 

findings, i t  doe8 highlight an important ncthodological f l a w .  Like 

the present study, tort other studlea reviewed only uae subjects vho 

have already been admitted t o  teacher proer r re  fe,n., &lcaatro, 

1975; E l l i o t t ,  19713 a d ,  i n  e a t  care*, - -  - subjects who have already 
- - - - - - - 

graduated from teacher education programs (e.g., Tcmimadaa ,  1978). 

Since such p r e r e l e c t i o n  on prevlotm c r i t e r i a  r e s t r i c t 6  the sample 

range,'it vio lates  an important principle i n  selectfort research. 

This practice may have inflttenced the o t t t c ~ c  of previous research. 



It may explaf n some ,of the dismal findings in the literature. Y e t -  

for administrators. It is obviow that not all can be admitted 

because it would strain the resource available in teacher training 

programs. Although soluQione to this problem are not at hand, 

future researchers would do well to address it. 
4 

Criterion measures and their intercorrelations. The results 

indicate that raters were more consistent when rating the pracwe 

variable, but tended to confuse principles with practice ratings. 

Such a confusion may atem from three sources. First, the two 

variables may not measure different domains. The high correlations 
*" 

across-variables tend to support thie view. Because of thie, 

discrimination between variablea becomes difficult and suffer8 from 

method biae (Allen and Yen, 1979). If the principle and practice 

constructs are not distinct, raters would be confused. This appeare 

to have been the case. 

Secondly, the raters' confusion may also'have sterred froa 

their unfamiliarity with the h a  -t. To overcome such probless, a Burnett (1975) recomenda that rat s receive acme prior training to 

eliminate sorc of the confusion and make raters rote familiar with 

the instrument. For this study, however, it waa not possible to 

assemble together all personnel involved for training eeaeicms, 

particularly nce echo01 associates were scattesed in schools d l  

over m~ouver. 

' ** - -~k-rn* /  
I 

Not all personnel Involved in the ratings were convinced of the I 

value of the study.  As euch, not d l  were co-operetive. For 



, , 
I f -  -- 

example, one school associate  a b m l a t e l y  

rat* wale .  There were othero who did 

refused t o  c q l e t e  t he  

so re luc taa t ly .  The 
- - -- - -  

l i t e r a t u r e  on testing sad iueurtlent c l ea r ly  states t h a t  the  

motivational aspect is an Important one i n  any measurement 

(Cronbach, 1970). This motivationdl probler rae re f lec ted  i n  the  

l o s s  of e m  c r f t e r fon  data. Feedback from r a t e r s  indicated that 

they were not comfortable with the uee of r a t i ng  scales s ince  then 

current PDP evaluatione consisted of mecdotal'c-ts on teadt iug 

practice.  Furthemore, stme school aosociatee r ~ f u s e d ~ t o  complete 
u 

the r a t i n g  acalee a3  a matter o f  principle  s ince they did not 

scales. S m e  reaaona offered were that them sca les  f a i l ed  t o  

rempect the student as an individual;  rhich is ba*ically a q w s t i o n  

of values. There were others  vho #re uncooperative i n  react ion to  

d i s sa t i s f ac t ion  with the progma. A l l  of t h e m  reasons muy help 

-plain the delay9 returns of evatuutidn forms and the loss of some 

data. It m y  also r a i s e  doubts over t h e i r  va l id i ty .  Clearly,  t h i s  

is s problem of isplementatfon, ow tb t  plagues a l l  evalusltiim . 

reoearch. In  this study, it may have helped had all persormel been 

involved in the of the c r i t e r lon .  Perhaps then, there  

wotdd have beea l e a s  resirrtance. a F  
Ideal ly ,  a job o r  task analysis  involving all personnel 

responsible f o r  the a lh in t s t r a t i on  and execution of the PDP, as 

suuceted  ie the r e d m ~  by StrmmC1380f.--_al_dLbe 

useful. It would help t s&bl i sh  acme c o n a ~ r u  about teaching tsrko,  

program goals, and correspoadixq c r i t e r i o n  meumres. I n  other 

words, i f  there i e  w c c w n t  over what teachers should do, i t  w i l l  
J 

make the  task of ldca t i fy lne  g o d  teaching more feasible, 

Unfortunately, such ctmsamua is not forthcoming. 



Two further liritat3ons of the dependent yzulablcs p t  be 

a c k n r l e d g e d  i n  th3s diacuooian. First, uchoal aad faculty 
-- - - 

aseociatee acre a e b d  t o  rate atndenta' teachi- performnee only 

af te r  the f i r a t  semester ( m l v e  veeke) after their adnieeioo t o  

their  program. This br ie f  period doe t allor school aad faculty 

f r, 

assoelates much opportunity to be bette acqusinted with the student 

o r  hiafher performance. ?kc&, additional and m r e  lmg-range 

In theory and practice course. taken during their rccond semester in 

the program, or r a t i n g s  by principals or eupenrisore durbng the 

ffr& 1y9%-- s f  k€sdx&#- 

Procedures, In retrospect, s e v e r a l  prwcdurcs could have be!a 

Improved i n  the p r u e n t  study. F i r s t ,  coding was pcr forwd by a 

single research aesfstant. &re vao no re l fab i l l ty  check f o r  

coding errors. D t i t  t o  the  -power probleme, It uar not poseible to 

recheck all cod-. Ideal ly ,  f t  would have k e n  proper to do. 
* 

Hawtvcr, d y  a s m a l l  suple (rr3+) war rechecked for 'reliabilFty i n  

coding and -no errors were found. 

Secmd, althongfi the evaluation forur e r e  distributed to all 

raters, not  a l l  were returned within  t h e  etipulated two we&.. Tble  

time period rrte enforced t o  diwourage raters from discweing the 

ratings aaong theseelves which would cantaainute the data. Because 

of the delay i n  returao, i t  is likely that same may have discussed 

c r i t e r i o n  data ny tuve ken contuhated. TdsaLly, U rating8 

should be done independently to emure tbat one ra ter 'e .aeetersmt  

does not Lnfluence another's. I n  t h e  p r e m m t  ataniy, i t  is p o e s i b l e  

that t h e  data are cantaainated, although Its extent m o t  be 



m s t l y  on application forre can be used reliatjly t o  predict  teaching 

success. The results of the  study have not been promising. O n l y -  

three  predictors  - GPA, age, and s& - hare been found t o  be 

re l iab ly  correla ted rith some of the c r i t e r i o n  aeasurea in this 

aample. Furthermore, the only variable  t ha t  ca r r i e s  policy 

impliceticas,  rraaely GPA, a m x ~ ~ ~ t s  fo r  6% of the variance. 

Despite the generally unprorioing results, the search fo r  

val id ,  r e l i a b l e  predictors  f o r  screening appl icants  f o r  teacher 
\ 

fsiumtian progrtua mLet io aa ir..n..= task fw 

researchers,  aa one the  education of our 

young t o  incorpctent teachers who have not been properly selected by 

teacher education in s t i t u t i one .  
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APPENDIX A 

SIMON FRASER UNIVERSITY FACULTY OF EDUCATION 

Professional Development Program 

PROGRAM DESIGN:  

The Professional Development (P.D.P.) at S imon Fraser Univers i ty  i s  a twe lve  m o n t h  (three semesler) teacher 
educat~on program. Students obtain practical experience for six months  in school  classrooms and spend six months 
studyrng through university courses and seminars. Upon successful complet ion of the program, students are 
recommended to the Min is t ry  of Education for a Brit ish Columbia Teaching Certificate. . 

During the three semesters, students complete the fo l lowing four-stage program: 

Educat ion 401 : In t roduc t i on  i o  Classroom Teaching 

A half-semester of classroom experience dur ing wh ich  a team of student teachers works w i t h  a School Associate 
and a facul ty Associate.' Student teachers observe, teach and part icipate in school rout ines and programs. 

Educat ion 402: Stud ies  of Educat ionatTheory and Practice 

A half-semester of campus study d u r ~ n g  wh ich  a student teacher examines and  integrates knowledge gained 
from the classrcom experience. This phase of the f irst semester includes seminars, cur r icu lum workshops and study 
groups 

Educat ion 405: Teachirrg Semester 

A senlrester of c lassioom experience during wh ich  a student teacher is  assigned to  a classroom that reflects 
his. her  chorce of grade level and  specral interesl areas. The School Associate a n d  Faculty Associate support and 
5Lr;)erv;se the student through th is extended classroom experience.' 

A semester of academic courses d u r ~ n g  whrch students select courses of fered by the  Faculty of Education and 
olher  d ~ ~ ~ ~ a r t m e n t s  of the univers i iy  to bui ld on  strengths and el iminate deficiencies i n  their  preparation for teaching. 
Course p r q r a m m i r ~ g  in th is semester IS des~gned to  ensure that p~ ofessional, academic and  cert i f ication requirements 
are satisfied. 

T ! i e  structure of many teacher educatron programs frequent ly separates rather t h a n  blends the theoretical and 
practical elements of teaching. The Feculty of Education has addressed th is problem by  operating a differentiated 
s ta f f i r~g  rncdrl', by  engaging the  s!udcnts i n  a practical classroom experience at the  b e g ~ n n i n g  of their program 
(Educz:~cn 401) and by  including a n  extended classrnom experience (Education 405). 
' Deg~nning the program w i t h  a perlcd of classroom experience (Education 401 )  has  advantages: 

1 Students experience the role of reacher im~!ed ia te ly  and, perhaps, decide not  to teach before investing more 
:inw and mcney. 

2. The l ikel ihood is rncreasci l  thar rl?eo:eticdl d i s c u s s i o : ~ ~  w i l l  tw rc la ied  to  classroom practice. 

The extended classroont expcrlurlcr: (Educa~ion 495) has advaritages: 
1 .  Many th ings that  a studear teacher .needs to le'ain are best learned in schools. 
2 Suggestrons for teaching c a n  be tested and evaluated immediately. 
3. Faculty members  can share responsibility for rnstructiorl w ~ t h  classroom teachers (School Associates) and 

Facf~ t ty  Associates. - 

'The Fncuhy of Education operates on a differenrmted.laffing model In addition to facuNy members (professors), experienced learhers (Facuhy 
issooaies sndSchool/.ssociafes) assume wrious roles in the program. Faculfy Associafes oro classroom teachers who are secondedto Simon 
F r s s ~ r  Unwersily for a n i m  month airpointms,~t. Schcol kssocisres are the sponsor feachtrrs in  whose classrooms student-tsarhers undertake 
Educer~on 4 0 1  and 405. 

C A M P U S  A N D  INTERIOR P R O G R A M S :  

There are t w o  rnain opticins operl to students, the Campus Program and the  Interior Programs 

1. Campus Program 

The campus-based program has two  intakes of s tuder~ts  to  P.D.P. each year; a September (Fall) and January 
(Spring) Intake. The sequence of p ro fess~ona l  studies and x t i v i t ~ e s  is arranged as fol lows: 



Fs l l  Semester 
Sept - Dec. 

Sprlng Semester 
Jan - Apr~l 

Summer Semesler Fall Semsrlel 
May - Au~ust Sepr. - Dec 

Fal l  
Enw 

Spring 
Entry 

Alternatrve programs may be ava~ lab le  for some students applying for t h e  campus-based program. These 
alternattves generally are offered in t h e  Spr ing semester and  they  integrate Educat ion401 a n d 4 0 2 ( a s  is  t he  case w i t h  
the  tnlerror programs - see fo l lowing section). In format ion  about t h e  current  Lower Main land Al ternat ive Programs i s  
available separately. 

2. Interior Programs . - .. 
S imon Fraser University has developed a number  of of f -campus programs t o  serve communi t ies  h-itheinte[ior of 

r i l e  province generally In  d ts t r~c ts  tn w h i c h  a regional  college is  located. Students spend t h e  f i rs t  t w o  semesters (8 
r:lonths)off campusbat one of the smal l  in ter ior  sites and  then  re tu rn  for the th i rdsemester on campus(Edycat ion404) .  
T h e  program offered at interior sites is academically and professionally equivaient to  the campus program wh i l e  i t  differs 
; a )  In t h e  sequencing of Education 401 and 402, (b) i n  the  close l iaison w i t h  the community; a n d  (c] in:that there  is  

. . 

.. . . 
. . 

. . 
.. . . 

_ . ..../. . . 
. . .  . 

1 . . ' , .  - -  . . . . 

nnrmnliv oniy a Fall Intake of students 

S ~ r l n g  Semester 
.Ian Arbr~l 

Summer Semesler 
M a v  - Auaust 

lnforrnatio'n about the current P.D P.ir.terior sites is available separately. 

A C A ~ E M I C  PREPARATION PRIOR TO APPLYING TO P.D.P.: 
. . 

Elementary Grades 1 

stud en!^ w h o  wish to teach pupi ls  in elementary grades are eligib!e for a.dmission t o  P.D.P. af ter  they  have 
a:ralned GO semester hours ( two years) of academic credit. Appropriate academic preparation includes subject areas 
such as Er:g!ish(Con~position and Rcadirrg). Social Studies (Geography and History), Mathemat ics and'General Science. 
Stcce elementary teachers In  B.C. are expected t o  perfcxm as generalrsts, a broad academic preparat ion is advisable. 

Secondary Grades - 
Students who  w ~ s h  t o  tesch pup:ls I n  secondaty grades shou ld  apply o n  the basts o f  a completed appropriate 

Bachelor's degree or be i n  a n  acadern~c posrtron that  will ensure c o m p l e t ~ o n  of a degree program w ~ t h i n  the P.D.P. ~ t s e l f  
(I c durtng Educatton 404) It wou ld  be advcsablo t o  have fu l f l l led the requirements of either a teachable 'majorsubject '  
( a  sutqecr taught rn the current secondary school currrculum) or t w o  tuachsble minors. 

AFPL ICAT~ON TO THE PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM: 

1. Application to the P.D.P. mus t  be made w e l l  in advance o f  the date on which the student plans t o  commence 
rhe program. The respons~bi l i ty  for submit t ing required transcripts and references rests w i t h  t h e  applicant. A n  
appltcatron is not considered unt i l  it i s  supporred by  al l  necessary documents. 

2. Al l  students w h o  w ish  to  apply to  P.D.P. must  be admissible t o  S imon Fraser Univers i ty  before their  application- 
tor admission to P.D.P. w i l l  b e  considered Sludenrs enrol led at S.F.U. m s k e  separate application t o  the P.D.P.  A 
declarat~on of a Bachelor of Education degree as a student's goal will not  aurornatically ensure acceptance t c  P.D.P.  

3 Because the number of app i~cants  normal ly  exceeds t i le  number of spaces in the program, students are 
selected by Ihe kdmrss~ons  Committee of the Faculty of Educat~on. 



PAGE 1 OF APPLICATION FOR ADMISSION 

I 
f S F U Student Semester You Are Fall Sprlng 

No ( i f  known) 1 9 .  
- - - - 

1 : Former Name: 
I '  
I i ; Mailing Address 

I I 
I lndlcate Teachable 

PRIMARY 1 - 3  -1 INTERlrlEDlATE 4 7 ' ' SECONDARY 8-1 0 1 ] I I ' 

I .  Subject 
L . - . - A - 

.- - 

Number-Street C~ty-Provlnce t- - - - - - - -- - - - . -  - - - - - - - -- 
Postal Code 

I / Specla1 
I 
@ ( e  g , Art. MUSIC. P E ) 

! Teachlng 
Interests 

-- - -  

Busmess I Telephone Home -- 
Or Message- 

PLEASE CHECK EOX A. E;. OR C BELOW 7 . 0  INDICATE YOUR FIRST CHOICE OF PROGRAM LOCATION FOR EDlJCA7~1ClI.J 
10 i  a h 0 2  PLEASE INDICATE YOUR SECOND CHOICE UNDER D BELOW. 

- 
Report address changes lo P D P 
Faculty of Educal~on S F U 
291 3620 AND Rrq  strnr s O'fcf 
( ~ n  wrlltng 0- phone 29 1 32,':) 

- 

A Main Campus Program r' 
If you checked main c;?mCus. indicate 1 st. 2nd and 3rd selections of school placement during Education 401. 

Abbc:stord 1- 3~:rnaby ;I! COC~IJI~~IIII 1 Delta I ' - Langley : ! V,mc-o~ i.;i .! 
- 

i'v'est \!an _- . ! \ ~ A ~ J I € ?  R i d ~ ~ e  N(:w Wcst I -; North Vnn i i Richmond c- St i~r , : . ;  

Check Grade Level You LPJlsh to 7 each I If Grades 8- 1 0  

E. Lower Mainland Alternative Program L; 
Please speclfy centre _ __. -- 

C Interior B.C. Program -- 

Please spec~fy site 
1 st Cho:ce of slte - 2nd Choice of site - _-- 

D. If,we are unable to accommodate your first choice for Education 401 1'402, do you have a second choice? - 
Yes - If yes. please specify choice: -- 

No , 

Comment on any other factors 
:.ihlch would ssslst us to pro- . 
vide you v~ l th  a satisfactory 
school placement 

I 

1 Automobile 
i available for .. . 
I daily travel Yes, I.!o ; 
I 

i Date of 
M o  I Day : Yr Pr~mary Language? 

Blrth ! I 

- - . . - . 1 ,  

Do you hawre any phystcal 
I1mltatlons7 IDescr~be) 

Other Languages spoken? ' Arrival Date I .  
: InCanada 

- - -. -. - - - - - . . . - - - - - ~ .- .. .- 

Are you in good health? I Are you willing to 
1 take a medical 
I examination? 

- - - - -  

ACADEMIC WORK SINCE LEAVING HIGH SCHOOL ilNCL SFU) PLEASE OUTLINE BELOW 

Top copy P D P Admissions Second copy. Placements. Faculty of Education Thfrd copy Reg~cfrar 's  0' 



PAGE 2 OF APPLICATION FOR ADMISSION 
7 3 

PROVIDE DETAILS OF WORK EXPERIENCE BELOW. - 

(See note concerning Work Experience on instructions page). 
.Include part-time. full-time, paid or voluntary work in the following broad areas: 

- Teaching (e.g., Substitute Teacher, Adult Educator. Teacher Aide) 
- ~ u m a n / ~ o c i a l  Services (e.g., Social Worker, Counsellor, Nurse) 
- Recreation (e.g., Program Director, Coach, Camp Counsellor) 
- Administration/Management (e.g.. Staff Training, Personnel) 

Work experience must be verified by not more than three Reference Forms submitted by your referee(s) 

Full or 
Date of Service 

1. 

Brie 

SUMMARY OF WORK EXPERIENCE 

No. of 
o n  1 
. - - - - . - - - -- 

Position 
-- -.  

Employer ' 
Organizat~on 

job description (duties and responsibilities) -- - -- -- - - - 

Date ( 
Full or 

Date of Servlce - Part-t~me 
No- Of I of I Hours,, Position 1 Week 1 Position 

Employer 
Organization 

I Employer 
! Organ~zat~on 

Brief job description (duties and responsibilities) . p- -. -. - -. . -. - 

- - - - - - - - . . . -- - . - -- - - - -. - - - -~ -p.p.-----p---.---- - 

. -. - .- -. . .- . . - .  - .  - -p---p-ppp-----.-----.-- - 

- -. - - - -. . . . . - - - - p- - - .- - -. - -- - - - - 

Brief job description (duties and responsibilities) - - 

- 
-- - 

Attach extra sheets rn the same formal i f  necessary. 

List any special skills (e g . Music, Photography. Sports) and include copies of spec~al cert~f~cates. 

I hereby certify that all statements on this appficat~on are true and complete. 

SIGNATURE DATE 



Concersion Table f o r  Percentages t o  S .F .U .  Grades 

Percentage 

86-100% 

83.75% 

S.F.U. G.P.A. 

4.0 

3.9 

3.8 

d 

3.7 

l e s s  than 50% - F or  



Conversion Table for- Gradee t o  SFU Percentages 

Grade SFU Percentage 

A 86 - 100 

49 and below 
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APPENDIX F 

IJNIVISRSITY 
MEMORANDUM 

I;, . s ~ h o o . 1 .  h . ~ o ~ J g . f ~ r s  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . f r o m . .  .Stan. . S h w m . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 

. , .P Dl' . F!].~!C. .+ P.ll4.Q?. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ' ~ ! . = Q ~ ~ . @ . ~ .  . .F'?!? . . :. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 

I 31; c i ~ c l o s i n g  c o p i e s  o f  the  supplementary E v a l r m t i o n  fo rms  f o r  y o u r  c o m p l e t i o n .  
Y c u  a r c  a s k e d  t o  c o n p l c t e  o n e  f o r  each  s t u d e n t  ~ m d c r  y o u r  s u p e r v i s i o n  d u r i n g  
 he ;.ceks o f  A p ' i l  - 10 - 24. 

7llese e v a l u a t i o n s  a rc  s o l e l y  f o r  o u r  PDP Admiss ions  R e s e a r c l ~  and  y o u r  r e s p o n s e s  
\ s i l l  be  k e p t  c o n f 1 d e n t i ; l l .  S i m i l a r  e v a l u a t f o ~ i s  have a l s o  b e e n  c o m p l e t e d  by t h e  
> t ~ ~ l c ~ ~ t s  and f a c u l  t y  ~ s s o c i n t e s .  J f  you f i n d  i t  I ~ c l p f u l ,  you  may c h o o s e  t o  u s e  
t h e  e\73111ation form a s  a f o c a l  p o i n t  f o r  f eedback  and d i s c u s s i o n  between r c s -  
p c r t  i1.c s t u d e n t s  and f a c u l t y  a s s o c f e t  e s .  I { o w t ~ v e r ,  a l l  e v a l ~ ~ a t i o n s  a r e  o n l y  f o r  
,,"I- r t s c a r c h  and will riot b e  p l a c c d  on t11c student's permanen t  r e c o r d .  

La:':: e v a l u a  t j  on w i  11 ~ a k e  a p p r o x i m a t e l y  30 m i n ~ ~ t e s  t o  c o m p l e t e .  P l e a s e  c o m p l e t e  
t11.ln1 i n d e p e n d e n t l y  b e f o r e  d i s c u s s i n g  i t  wit11 t h e  s t u d e n t  and  f a c u l t y  a s s o c i a t e .  

I'lt-as2 b.2 r e r ; : i ~ ~ d e d  t h a t  you n e e d  o n l y  c o q ) l e t c  t11e column LEVEL OF IMPORTANCE 
f o r  all item for. t h e  f i r s t  student you e v a l u a t e .  I t  i s  assumed t h a t  y o u r  
~-.-.,;,)~):lsc tu simll:~r Items o n  t h e  n e x t  form w i l l  n o t  d i f f e r  f o r  t h i s  colunm. 

~ t 1 . ; . 1 1  Y O U  have c o ~ n l , l  c t  c d  a l l  e v a l u a t i o n s ,  p1ac . c  t h e m  i n  t h e  c n c l  o s e d  enve lope .  
I'ne c n v e l o p  w i l l  bc p i c k c d  up by  Timothy Xng t l ~ c  f o l l o w i n g  week a f t e r  t h e  
3 5 t h  of A p r i l .  



Y-2 
, 

J 

F ACUL TY OF EDUCAT TOR PROFESSIONAL E U E L  OPMEY T PROGRAM 

301'402 SUPPLEMENTARY EVALUATION P 

Student's Name: . . . . . . . . .*.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .*.. . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

kour  Yarne: 
~ . * ~ * * * * * ~ . . . ~ . * . . . * * . * . . * * * . . . * . * . . * * * . ~ * . * . . . * . . * ~ * . . . *  

i k f w t  the wt S - E ~ F ,  t # ~  &W#AYF~ hes -7 i r ~ e i ~ f f d  IE 3 

~arlety o f  actltltles In Education 401,'402 lntroduclng hlm,'her to 
t he  ~deas, prrnc:ples and practlce of the teaching professlcn, I n  
order to prepare hlrnther for an extended classroom teaqhlng 
experience. Thls questionnaire asks you to rate hls/her LEVEL OF 
PREPARATION for the 305 practicm. 

Yelow you wlll f l n d  a llst of statements about a teacher's responsl- 
b l l  l tles. ~ach- statement describes some aspect o f  a teacher's role. 
Please rate each item In three ways: 

LEVEL OF IPWOBTAhjCE -- How important you t h m &  the area 1s in 
relation to a teacher's overall pro- 
fessional responsibilities. 

LEVEL O f  PREPARATIOh--ID€ OR PRINCIPLES: How well the student 
tkerstande the rdeas or principles 
~nvolved. By these we mean lnformatlon 
about educational foundations, prlnclples, 
theory, Issues, Fchnlques, or psycholo- 
glcal theory. <3 

LEVEL OF PREPARATIOb-PRACTICE: How competent the student is to 
practlce in the classroom. Please base 
this on the student's present level of 
performance. 

Please use the following scale for-each area: 

5 = very high level; 4 = high level; 3 = moderate level; 
. 2 = low level; 1 = very low level. 

Rate each statement three times, by placing a number rating in each 
of the three boxes t o  the right of the statement. 



LEVCL OF LEVEL OF LEUEL Of 
IWDRTANCE PREPARATION PREPARATION 

--IDEAS OR --PRACTICE 
PRINCIPLES 

an mpor- understand competent 
tant s fea  the ~ h s  In the 
I n  teach- or princl- classroom 
IfXI ples 

Organize extra-curricular acti~ltles. 

)\ 

Explana+zm: This rater thought that extra-curricular activities 
habe a $ow lebel o f  ~mportance. He felt the student understood the 
ldeas apd principles In thls area at a moderate level, and demonstra- 
te&.a doderate level of  competence ~ n  practice. r. 



SCALE: 5 = v e r m h ;  4 = h igh ;  3 = moderate;  2 = low; 1 s very  low 

2) 
Rate  each  s t a t e m e n t  t h r e e  times, 
by p l a c i n g  a number i n  each  o f  t h e  
t h r e e  boxes t o  t h e  r i g h t  o f  t h e  
s t a t e m e n t .  

C o n t r i b u t e  t o  p o s i t i v e  s c h o o l  
c l i m a t e .  

Use p u p i l  i d e a s  i n  c l a s s room 
a c t i v i t i e s  and d i s c u s s i o n s .  

E s t a b l i s h  c l e a r  e x p e c t a t i o n s  
f o r  c lass room behav io r .  

Use a v a r i e t y  o f  r e s o u r c e s  
and m a t e r i a l s .  

Develop r a p p o r t  w i t h  ' c l a s s  and 
i n d i v i d u a l  p u p i l s .  

Help p u p i l s  become s e l f -  
d i r e c t e d  and independent .  

Understapd l e g a l  and pro- 
f e s s i o n a l  r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s .  

Use a v a r i e t y  o f  i n f o r m a l  and 
formal  methods t o  e v a l u a t e  
p u p i l  p r o g r e s s .  

De,monstrate r e s o u r c e f u l n e s s  
and f l e x i b i l i t y  i n  s o l v i n g  
c lass room problems.  

Use p u p i l  feedback  t o  modify 
i n s t r u c t i o n .  - 

Def ine  i n s t r u c t i o n a l  g o a l s  i n  
terms o f  p u p i l  l e a r n i n g  
outcomes. 

LEVEL  OF LEVEL  OF L E V E L  OF 
IMPORTANCE PREPARATION PREPARATION 

-- I D E A S  OR -- PRACTICE 
P R I N C I P L E S  



R € t t c  each st- three l imes,  
by placing a nuber in d of the 
three boxes to the ri*t of the 
strtt-t 

12. Initiate activities to meet 
persaral and pmfessiwral 

qaaf s. 

3 Select learning experiences 
appropriate to pupils' me&, 
abilities, d interest. 

- - - - - - - -- - ------ - - - -- -- - -- 
- - - - - -  - - - 

- 

14. Use a variety of diagnostic 
methods to asses8 needs. 

1 5  Use appropriate questioning 
techniques. 

6 Be familiar with curriculu 
goals and objectives. 

-- - -- -- -- 

17. Develo~ strategies to deal 
with individual differences 
i n  in the classram. 

18. Establish and maintain high 
levels o f  task orientation 
in the classroam. 

19. Evaluate classroaa progr- 
to plan for improvamnt. 

20, Develog and irapleamt cf ass- 
roun activities hi& Pi& or 
involve several curriculm 
areas, 

21. tkintain fairness in dealing 
with pupil behavior. 



SCALE: 5 = very high; 4.= high; 3 = roderate; 2 = l a ~ ;  1 = very lw 

;P 

- 

~ & e  e b  stat- W- times, LEVEL w LEVEL OF LEVEL OF 
by placing a nuber in each of I H W T A N C E :  PREPARATION PI#PMATION 1 

three boxes to the right of Ule -- ICEAS OR -- W T I E  
.9tatemmt. 

22. Design teaching units to 
achieve specific curriculum 0 
goals  - - 

Faster g r o q  cooperation and 
support in the classroota. 

pppp-pp -- 

n 
Set goals for personal and 
professional growth. 

Identify indivibl diff 
in pupilst abilities, -7 
and learning styles. 

Use constructive criticism 
from- others tolmprove- -- 

teaching performme, . 

Assess pupil progress in term 
of learning objectives and 0 
individual devehpment. 

Assist pupils in developing 
positive self-concepts. 

Design lessons or activities t o n  
achieve specific leerninq U 
object~ues, 

il participation 
experiences. 

- - 

Work cooperatiuely with others 
in schwl and caaaatnity. 0 



33. Recognize arotl adapt program 
t o  differing camunity and 
cultural pee&. - -P 

34. Use a variety of instroctienal 
strategies appropriate to - 

curriculun areas at a specific 
level o f  instruction. 

35. Plan activities and experiences 
logically and sequentially. [7 
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