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In tecent‘yeits, the de.nhd for quality control in teacher
~ education has bur;aoned1 _l-yhanil‘sn,ocrecuing applicants for
tescher education programs has bcen fuellbd by threc recent

developments. !lt:t, there is a,gcnaxllly dlnaazshins-nzkee—£or

-'teachers beciuoe of fnlllng anrollncntu in many lchooll. Second

there is an incteaning demand for greater ‘accountability from

research have provided the tools for evaluating teaching

performance. This is important since quality con:rql;is predicated
upon the ability to make pertinent'distinctionl among individuals.
The purpose of this study is: a) to review three approaches in

B nakxqg admission decxalona. and b) to gvnlnn;g,thggrnlntxnnnthn

among 11 pred1ctora and two criterion measures of teachxné:
égrfornance. The study is aimed at developing a prototype screening
device for furtheru;alidation. | |

The participants in thé'study ﬁere 79 teacher ttaineea.hd-itted
to the Profesa1ona1 Develop-ent Progran at anon Fraser Un1veraxty

in the spr1ng of 1981. Eleven predictor var1ab1es based on

biographical data were evaluated: sex, gggigteﬁghing;gzadggleyg1

3

‘
'
e aiey i

P

desired, highest degree earned, number of un1ver81tv cred1t§

A

c0mp1eted grade point average, major clasd1f1cat10n of previous
work e;pgrignce,,leyel,ofﬁtesponaibility d¥ previous experience,

length of experience, previous work experience with children/adults,

and score on the Test of Standard Written'Egglish.
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Ul1ng a ptoytt'ltn‘lt'lpptOIch to ad.xttions dtcitionr-ttin;,

the telatxoaohxp. among these eleven predictors were ea-pcttd with

i two measures of teaching practxce by faculty and school supctviaptg.

Regression analyses yielded three .tntiaiiellly reliahle'prndicto;o,v

ha-ely sex, age, and jrlde point average. These predictors,

however, account only forAi—snlllmyereentagewoiwehe—7 ience in

ratxng., the maximum being 2&1. The rosultl 1ndicnted that £a-nle

‘students received a highgr rating on teaching practxce, and that

to be more nuccessfnl.

The results are di;cusied in relation to other findingo in the
11teratute,’u1th a focuouon conceptual nnd -at?ddologlcnl ptoble-s v
associated studies of thx. nature. Several reé?-cndatxonl for

nethodologxcgl L!@IQ!!IQBIIUAIQApInglﬁd.\ . R

3
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Then it will be our duty to select, if we Can,_hitd:ep ihidh';lr

are fitted for the task of guarding the city?

—

It will.,

And the selectic

Ve

will be noreaayruatter, I said; but peynmsf ”

be brave and do our best? ~
" Nemust. . I e R
‘ , .
-~~~ Plato, The Republic
/ =
S U
¢
\ : ™




'»increasingly,'the enterprise of educating teachers in North

N

A-erica has become the subject of close scrutiny and criticisn

(e.g., Conant 1963; Pedersen, 1973; Reisler 1981). Jales B.

’Conant 8 (1963) report on the education of Anericsn teachers aroused
~ 80 ﬂ[@ hmt and- di:scussion that- :l;t *headed thg best -gsetler- mﬁﬁumw‘u_u -

fﬂ
of<fnerican non-fiction for several weeks. More—recently, the

Canadian Society for the Study of Education (1978) devoted its fifth

Yearbook to concerns in teacher education in Canada. - i:i‘
Of the issues associated with teacher education, qualitf

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

received considerable attention (e.g., HcGregor Commission, 1978; |

National Education Association, National Connission on Teacher LT

Ed tion and Professional Standards 1963) The McGregor

 Commission, for example, reviewed the education and training of

teacheraAin British COIu-bia and, in one of its recommendations,
suggested that more rigorous ad-issions procedures “be iaple-ented to
ensure high standards of teaching. | ‘ N B

_ The HcGregor Co-niasion was not. alonerf‘ﬂits ~opinion that more

string?n;\:f-isaions requirelenta are needed to ensure that

' graduatks are well prepared for the de-anda of teaching Watts

(1974) claimed that teacher education institutions are admitting and

LY

graduating too many below-average students. Ee stressed that it was

tine to change the emphasis in teacherredncation from quantity to

quality. o QERJ//~'
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. - In an attempt to retrace the current- focus on-quality control———— ———

- 1in teacher education, Schalock (1979) recounted three recent
dévelop@ents, ‘The.first is a general ovefsupply of teachers in the
- labour market. Zsigmond (1976) projected that enrolments of school
age children betwéen the ages of 5-17 will decline in the eighties,
and they are not expected to peak again till the end of the
century. Iﬁ the United States, a similar demographic trend exists
(National Centre for Education Statistics, 1980) and“rhis will in
turn affect the demand for teachers. | |
With the oversupply of teachers in the labour market, it is .

expected that school districts wili probably be more selective in

their hiring,préctices. Consequently, teacher eduégtion

institutions will also be preSsured to limit their-enrolments, and

this in turn guggests that they will have to be more discriminating’

in their sglection of app;igagtg.mr 7 - -

The second development idenitified ;y Schalock is the recent

emphasié on accountability. In national and sf;te-wide evaluation

studies; the National Centre fo£ Educational Statistics (1976) and

ﬁirtz (1977) have reported a decline in pupil achievement in the

United States. Evaluation dataAsuch as these have led to a strong

demand for‘gieater accountability from Feachers as a professional

group and from teacher education institutions, which are re;ponéib}e

for their professionﬁl preparation.

3

S

In a recent survey of students' perception of teacher
‘ " competence in Vancouver, British Columbia, Pynh (1980) noted that
many pupils did not perceive their teache;s asicompetent o,

profesgionals. Doubts concerning quality control have not only been

A



expressed by disenchanted pupils and parents, butﬂteachers
themf®lves are also experiencing a period of self-examination. They
are aware that there is an ever present need to maintain high ‘
standards for entry and practice to enhance their profeaSIOqgl:l
'atatun an& éredibility. As early as 1968, the Commission on
Education of the British Columbia Teachers' Federation (B.C}T;F.)
acknowledged the need for quality control aq§ cai%ed for more
stringent selection procedures. 'Unfortunatei;:/;heir suggestion
could not be heeded then as there was a critical shortage of
teachers. During that time, the overriding concern of teacher -
education inatit?tions was to provide an ad;quate supply of
t;acher;; However, the labour situation has since changed, and with
the current surplus of teachers in the market, the demand for °
greater professional accoun has intensified.

The final develop-ent Ihich Schalock 1dent1fied concerns recent
findings from reaeargh in teacher effectiveness which strongly
supports the view that some teachers are more effective than others
in achieving desired learning outcomes (e.g., Brophy, 1973; Berliner
and Tikunoff, 1976; Dunkih and Biddle, 1974; Good and Grouws, 1977;
Veldman and hrophy, 1974). There is some indicatioﬁ that their

gffectiveness is related to the teacher's planning, interaction, and

classroom nanage-ent skills. In the light of these advances in

teacher effectiveness research, Schalock claims that the
identification of teacher behaviors related to achievement &llows

for a discrimination of effective teachers and in turn makes quality

/

control possible.



The present exploratory relearch ltudy investigates procedures

‘for screening applicanta forrteacher'education programs. The term
“screening” should not be confused with 'snlection'. In making this
‘distinction, Arnold, Denemak, Nelly, Robinsnn and Sagan (1977)
indicated that the selection process consiqts of a number of

phases. Screening makes up the first phase of the selecton

process. The other phases include adlittaneerto student teaching,

conpletion of training program, reconnendation for certification,

hiring, recommendation for job renewal, recommendation for

continuing certification, and, lastly,
promotion. As such, screening procedures are a subset of the whole

selection process. Screening identifies potentially successful
teachers for teacher education programs. As such, screening

activities are a significant area of responsibility borne by teacher

- for tenure or

education institutions. They are expected to maintain the standard - -

of professional practice. .

Most screening studies reported in the literature have focussed
nnjtgf influence of individual characteristics on subsequent
academic or profeseional success. Exa-ples of these characteristics
include biographical characteristics (e.g., age, ethnic origin, and

sex); personality profiles (e.g., introversion—extrove;sion and

dog-atis-);uintellectualfo@naeadeliegpetentialg{eisfy—intéiiiSEBee

test scores, grades, or aptitude test scores); and work experience.
Regardless of predictors employed, any screening effort has as its
goal the accurate prediction of subsequent success. Thus, the crux
of the problem lies in the ability to make accurate predictigna

about applicants to teacher education programs, and the need for



‘systematic research in thig,grQ;,tnln1nl4nndi-1n1lbed4;4I£‘teacher444r4444,—f

education institutions are asaigned the 'gntgfkeeping' task, then

there 1is a ﬁged to do it responsibly. The rejection of a candidate
| who might otherwise have been accepted may have moral and legal -
implications. However, the failure to make discriminations between
potential successful '‘and unsuccessful candidates ﬁasitl pitfalls as
well.

To summarize, some people have potential of being more

successful and better able to benefit from teacher education than =

others. It is the task for teacher educators to identify them. To
do so, they need to seek an accurate means of predicting. A

well-developed screening device is clearly needed for the task.

s
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The gbalb of the literature review are threefold: (1) to
deaciibe and cd-pare three main approaches employed in admissions
decision-making as they relate to the screening of applicants for

teacher education programs; (2) to delineate and assess various

decision-making, it 18 important to appreciate the three assumptions

that underlie any selection effort. The first assulption

individuals 1n terms of ability, 1ntereot, aptitude, peroonnlity
traits and other characteristics. The g;cond assumes that some of
these are related tb performance at work. The third assumption
states that selection is only a relevant concern when there are more
applicants than places available. If the pool of applicants is
smaller than the plncen available, any attempt to select becomes

redundant since selection implies choice and, in turn exclnsion.

f

' predictors employed in the screening process in the light of {/"/‘~
- empirical findings; and (3) to exnlinélthe criterion probleé 1? the, fj
prediction of teaching success, 7 —
| Three Approaches in Admissions Decision-Making v {{
Before discussing the three aiproaches in gdlinsioné \k\\\\

,racknovledges that there is considerable variability along . é

- The goal of screening, as the first phase of the selection

~ process, is to identify potentiﬁlly successful teachers for.

training. To do this, it capitalizes on individual differ es in
order to select only those individuals who possess the greatest
amount of some characteristic, or combination of characteristics,

that is related to professional success (Cascib, 1978).

e w2 b e



" All of this presumes, of course, that relationships between

— certain characteristics and job success exist and are stable. The

problem that plagues most decision-mskers, however, is that of
identifying thoﬁe characteristics related to job success. For the
decision-maker faced with the onerous task of having to decide what
characteristics are to be cbnsidered and wvhom to admit, the 1iuug,isb‘

primarily one of prediction and its accuracy Qincgwthe:dgcininn.iayu L

U W SV

‘need to be justified. Therefore any procedure employed to screenm a -

pool of applicants needs to be able to discriminate the potentially

successful from those who are likely to fail. To the extent that

these 1nfe:gncel about future_luccesa‘are accurate, the lcracﬁina
procedure is said to possess p:edictive validity. Thus, the greater
the validity, the more accurate tpe predictiohl will be. For the
decision-maker, it is crucial that any screening device employed

should possess a high predictive v:lidity for its absence would

undermine its utility.
In the ensuing section, three main approaches to admissions
decision-making are explored with the goal of identifying their

strengfhaxand weaknesses. This review substantiates why the

approach employed in this present study is appropriate. All three

-

approaches discussed share similar concerns dbout measurement i

accuracy and predictive validity. i

The clinical approach. This approach is characterized as an

individualized prediction system. Its use in personnel selection is
widespread and also well documented in the personnel literature

(Cascio, 1978; Dunnette, 1966; Korman, 1971). The basic procedure

Syt el kit bl e KR a7 H A AL b T b R

in this approach include: (1) a set of measurements taken from




8y
biographical information, etc.); (2) some judgerér décision-lgker
exanines the sets of predictor information in lo;e way for eachr
individual; and (3) the judge comes to ah overall judgement &bou;
the applicant's adnilaibility (Rorlnn, 1971).

A lore detailed description of the ptocess 1nvolved 1n the

earlier descriptions by McArthur (1954) and Super (1957);'h13

' deacription can be seen as an attempt to delineate the stages

e

wclinicei approach has been offered by Goldman (1971). Buiidinghfron*~wu+~M

involved in decision-making. According to Goldman, the crux of the-
b

process lies in the building up of a model or picture of the
person. In fhe literature such models have been referred to as a
“hypothetical person” (Pepinsky and Pepinsky, 1954), a "clinical

construct™ (McArthur, 1954), a "conception of a person” (Meehl.

" 1954) and a “"picture of his client™ (Super, 1957). Some details of

this process are depicted in Figure 1.
The process begins with the accumulation of data about the
applicant. These data might comprise information about intellectual

ability from test scores or other -eas%fcg\of aéadenic perfor-anbe,

pefsonality characteristics, interests, and previous work experience.
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From individual data, infereuces are then msde about the
from other data. Compatible ones are retained while others are
either modified or rejected. From these 1nfetem:e-, hypothcm are
formed. Agnin each hypothesis is tested for consistency with other
hypotheses. Those found compatible are kept while others are

_ modified or discarded. When pleced together, these hypotheses yleld

a composite model of the applicant.
Once the judge has derived a model of the applicant, the next

step lies in deciding whether to admit or reject the applicant. It
should be noted that such a decision is besed on the judge's ¢
con;:eption of the applicant; this is distinguished from the “real”

person.

In order to make a decisiom 'abqut each applicant, the judge

o

judgement. A careful examination of these criteria will reveal an

| . idealized concept of the teacher or student—-teacher. In other

words, each judge carries in his/her mind some notion of who will be
a "successful” teacher and the decision, one way or other, is
predicated on this ideal. Valid or not, these idealized conceptions
govern most admissions decisions in the clinical approsch.

N

Stern, Stein, and Bloom €1956) have speculsted that a likely

source which judges may draw to cast their ideal models is from

discussions with other faculty members sbout what kind of applicant
1s most likely to succeed in the program or the ptotm:l.on. Judges
may also derive their ideal models from findings in the rue)u'c.h

literature, particularly studies which have indicated valid

e ot e Tl bl e o R



predictors of successful

, «ch:lldren 18 a significant factor related to tuching succm, the

_their. mdnl&f theJ.deal_applicmL_onxeachgn 1n the. mmuo,w,tuw S |
*_ that of the individual model. The- model-building process for | |

empirical findings suggeat that previona wtk ex:per:l#ce lith , éx

judge nay aploy this as a criterion in his/her fnture ad-:l.uions
decisions by favoting nppliunta with such experiencea. ‘
Regardleu of the or:lgin of the information, jndgea construct

e

-

constructing .the applicant and the contrasting ideal does not differ - ?

, deal of aubjectiv:l.ty.

- (1972) and Cu'penter'- (1973), have focussed only on.nt.he criterin
"used without amy “discussion on how they are uployed in the

- approaches in its deynnde’nc’er on the hm'judge: to i.nfer and deduce

significantly. -It‘ is apparent that both are tainted i:l.th a great v
Hhat hu been descrihed as the clinical epptoach is merely a : '
theoretical artifact. In practice, lttict adhetence to this

description rarely occurs. Altbongh some hybrid of this npyroach is

reported them in the literature. Most mrvey-, like lhberm 8

decision—making process. » » 7
- To m-nrize,! thgclinical approcch‘il set apart from other

1 e AR e wie

{

from available data to decide whether to admit or reject an & CR

applicant. Furthermore, wmm

to some systematic procedure determined by prior research and |
applied consistently to all lpplim the clinical npptocch is
characterized by a great deal of subjectivity.

P T
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iz The proper linear regression approach. ‘Unlikg,the'011nicalﬁ

" approach in admissions decision-making, the'properflinear regression

approach adopts a mechanical method of}conbiniﬁg inforiationvebout

an applicant. nares (1979) defined a proper linear model as ome in

- which thevweights~given to predictor variables are choeenrih euchra

way as to optimize the relationship between the predictor and ‘the

criterion. This means that information about the individual is

placed 1nto a nathelatical equation. to yield a conposite score.

Such a score describes the degree of relationship between a number

I

" of applicant characteristics (or predictors) and some measure of

success (or criterion).,
The narhelatical:equation used to predict each applicant's
probability of success'is'derived in several ways (e. g.,'Borg and

Gall, 1979) For example, Iultiple regression is a lajor statistical

- technique which enables the decisionslakereto_forecast,each, e

applicant?s criterion status based on predictor infdrlation,(Cascio,-
1978). More specifically,‘the‘lu;;iple regreaeion equation combihes
information from several predictors of a single criterion measure of ¢
success. For example, age, grade point average, and e'score on the
Scholastic Achievement Test can be used to predict outcomes on &
eingie criterion measure such as subsequent grades obtained in a

teacher education program.

PG AR

In the case where two or more criterion measures are ewployed,

ol

such as grades obtained in the program and eupervisor ratings, then
canon;calrcorrelatiod technique-,rarorher set of mathematical
procedures, are used. Canonical correlation is similar to multiple

regression in that it allows the decilionﬂllker to combine several

"a

" i E"‘ i ii i.\‘ﬁf* Em%ﬂmmqmmu.. PRI e
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predictorl to make a prediction of ln,upylictnt'l prob.bility of

success. It differs only in that lultiple measures of aucceaa can

now be employed in one statistical algorithl

Both multiple regression and canonical correlation téchnidﬁes

allow decisionrlakefn-to4deteri1ne the relative weightqtof thé)i&lf

- various predictors. For example, age may be ieighted less than GPA

_in the equation. Those@redictor varisbles that sre more heavily .

weighted contribute more to the prediction equation. Contrasted

with the clinical approach wvhere the veighting for each of the

P

RN S

OIS 8

N predictors may vary fro- judge to judge and between applicants,

weightings in the proper linear regressiqn are enpirically dgrived

and applied to all applicants consistently.

The proper 11h§?r regression approach allows a determination of

relative weights of each predictot-oh one or noreICriterion

- measures. ﬂbuever, this—does*notushedflight onfhowkthese—ppedictors

and criterion measures are derived in the firs{ place. <Cascio
(1978), Kormsn (1971), and Sayles and Strauss (1981) havé documented
some procedhres ed to develop and validqte{pfediétihn eqhationa;
An example Of Iapproach'((!aacio, 1978) is 'villu's'trafted‘in Figure 2;

According to Cascio, the first,procgdure entails a job analysis
which concerns 1tseif with the content of the job ér‘the tasks

involved, working conditions, and responsibilities.

hY
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Figure 2 Illustration of a proper linear appfoach'

(adapted from Cascio, 1979)
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The second element, called specification, entails an examination of

the experiences, education,and skills an applicant must bring to
the jobi It should be noted that job analysis tends to be more
closely related to hiring decisions;in'a personnel management -

| function. It tends to be less rigor;ualy adhered td in screening
teacher ed#cation applicants, thoughrit is not irrglevant. In fact,

it would be intefégting to perfora this ‘exercise to determine 1f a =

teacher's job analysis is uniform across school districts. It may

well turn out that certain tasks considered important in ome school

~ "~ district may be less important in another.

To perform a job analysis, usually questioﬁnaires, interviews,
and observations are employed. For gxgnple; a researcher 1ntereafed
in analyzing a teacher's job can interview or survey a sample of
teachers asking them tonpqpify all the tasks performed in their

,,,,,, . Jobs, the type_sofre‘.@u_ttieé. and working conditions. . . -

Alternatively, other supervisory personnel, like principals, school

ad-inistratorg, and teacher educators can also be interviewed or ‘
surveyed. \2 ' _ T
Once the job analysis is performed, a set of c;}ieria needs to

be selected to evaluate the individual's per£o on the tasks

identified in the job analysis. It is important that the criteria
1

have high measurement validify and reliability,fd?&nb;ch, 1970)~ In

. teacher education, the criteria typically employed include one or

more measures of teaching success. In this case, the student's
performance level may be expressed as aQE;;de on the practicum and

fz. \ other related coursework. Some institutions use other competency

W measures. For example, at the College of Education of the
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University of Georgia, a teacher perfornance assessment measure 1is

utilized (Capie, Johmson, Anderson, Elliot, and Okey, 1979). ¥ Known
as the Teacher Performance Assessment Instrument (TPAI), it consists

of five separate rating scales, gach measuring different domains of

a teacher's' competence.

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 performace, and other biégraphical variables, like age,

sex, and previous work experience. These predictors are selected

B =

3

after completing the job analysis. Once selected, measures of these
predictors are obtained from applicants. If tests (e.g., 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

: =

ggi%hs&on§measures. This may occur at one or several points, after.
end of the program, or'evenrsome time after completing it. The
decision regarding the time when ;uch data are to be collected rests
on the institution's policy and resources.

When both predictor and criterion measures are available, their

rélationships are assessed statistically. The statistical
procedures used to ahalyze the relatioﬁbh;gg 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 épplicants.

y,)"u
\

the student has completed some parts of the training program, at the

w8 e e
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Finally, in order to ascertain the validity of the equation, it
has to be cross validatd. This procedure consists simply of using
the equation to select from another sample of applicants and its
results are then compared with the earlier sample (Dunnette,1966).
1f thg relationships between the predictor and criterion variables
are consistent, the equation can bé validly u;ed as a sceening
device for only then is it deemed to have predictive validity.

To summarize, the proper linear approach basically adopts a
mechanical approach to selection. The predictors and criteria are
both developed empirically and applied consistently to a pool of
applicants,

Improper linear approach. Dawes (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 regréédioﬁviodél; The latter is
distinguished from the former im that it QOes not employ optimal
weights., Instead, one of two types of weighting procedures is
used. The first type assigns 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 some other basis (e.g., by judges, as in the clinical
approach, intuition). —ﬁltheugh~the‘predictors~andhﬂeight84enpioye&
may be derived in the unel&'aner as that of the clinical approach;

R

"boot-strapping™ is distinguished :from the clinical approach in its
uniform application of predictors and their weights. Each
applicant's data are then ingerted into the linear equation and a

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

PPNl UL VI AR
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relgtionahip between the predictors and criteria. For example, if

judges decide that grade point average, age, and length of work
experience are predictors of successful teaching performance, these
will then be weighted either by unit weighting or by
“boot-strapping.”™ All predictors and their respective weights will
then be expressed in an equation and all applicants will have their
status assessed mechanically by this formula. ‘

In general, the improper linear approach appears less rigorous
ﬁtatiatically as compared with the proper linear approach. This iay |
stem from the fact that the relationship betwéen the predictor §§¢,
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 formal job analysis. Alternatively, they can
also come from a consensus a-dhg judéeb, as 1n‘the éiiniéﬁl
approach. This approach is improper eésentially because the
predictors and their respective weights are not empirically
derived. Regardless of how they are derived, they are applied
consistently to screem all applicants in a mechanical manner. This

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

nathenaticaliéquation.

In a sense, the improper linear approach can be viewed as a
coapromise between the lbrE"Luixn‘”ciinicai‘appruachrnnd‘themnurem'"" - e -
"mechanical™ proper linear approach. Although improper models have
been developed for selection purposes for more than a decade, a

literature search failed to identify any screening studies for

teacher education that adopt this approach.
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A comparison of three approaches. In summary, the clinical

approéch relies upon a clinician to combine all the information
about an applicant and then compare it with an ideal model of the
teacher. The ideal conception is acquired informally, as-opposed to
empirically. Based on this comparison, a decision about the
applicant is made. In the proper linear approach, the model of the
ideal teacher is empirically 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 used to evaluate other applicants.
This means that onlj the model of the judge is used and, once the
model is developed, the judge's presence will no longer be
required. In this respect, it shares some commonality with the
proper linear approach in that both rely on a statistical equation
applied mechanically.

In a comprehensive review of the literature gg:ggring clinical
versus proper linear prediction, Meehl (1954) found that the latter

has consistently proven superior. Similar findings are well

documented in the literature by Goldberg (1965), Gough (1962), and

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

of clinical judgement has a decision-maker outperformed decisions

made through the linear approach.
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~_In a classic stﬁdy by Sarbin (i9ﬁ2), five counselors made
predictions of honor-point ratios from a sample of 162 freshmen.
The data available tO'tﬂ:»counaelofs included: a preliminary
interviewer's notes, results from the Strong Vocatidnal Interest

~ Blank, scores on a four-variable atructured,persoﬁality inventory,

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

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

using the proper linear regression app;oach, was only given

information about the students' high school percentile rank and

college aptithde teéf; Thércléfirﬁﬁéﬁiﬁéé;ﬂéféa isfi;;;;imihe

values of the two predictor variables into a two-variable regression

equatioﬁ which had been developed from an earlier sample. The
criterion measures were honor-point ration calculated at the end of
-the first quarter.i The results of this study indicated that though
the clinicians had nore'inforiation about each studenﬁ,—the—’linear
predictigg?" made by the clerk were superiof to those of the
clinicians. A

In coiparing the improper linear and clinical apggoaches in the
forecasting of graduate school success, Wiggins and Kohen (1971)
found the improper appfoach to be superior. In their study, 98

psychology graduate students at University of Illinois were asked to

o
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prgd%ss first year grade poin; averages based on 110 applicant

profiles cpntg;égggﬂggg_gggg;ctors which include: Graduate Record

Examination (GRE) verbal; GRE - quantitative; GRE - advanced test in
psychology; cumulative undergraduate grade point average; ratings of
their undergraduate colleges; mean peer ratings for need achievement

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

&
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sex of the applicant. The judges' predictions were made on an

11-point scale ranging from a 3.0 GPA to 5.0 GPA in steps of 0.2,

| and for each of the 98 students, an improper iinearlpde1 §as \

- developed. The resuits of the study indicated that the 1nproperf"

linear regression equations generally outpgrfbiged the judges -
themselves. In other words, each judge's'feg:ession_nodel

outperforned his or her own clinical julgement. Other comparisons
by Goldberg (1970) and Dawes (1974) yield'siliiar conclusions.

A search of the literature failed to find any cqnbarétive;'

studies of the proper versus the improper linear approaches which
employs "bootfstrapping' procedure. Howefer, studies by Laﬁahe and
Schucker (1959), Trattmer (1963), and Wesa;n and Bennett (1959) have
denonstratéd that improper approaches using unit weighting, wheré\
all prgdictors are weighted by 1.0, does just as well as préper
linear abproachesﬁusing optinal,ueighfaiw,”, S :W”: il
In an attempt to‘explain why theﬁliﬁear approaches surpass the '
’ c1iﬁ1ca1.approaches in prediction studies, Dawes (1979) explained
that the hunaﬁ judge knows what to look qu but 18 poor at
integrating the information found. Dunnette.(l966) reiter#tes this
view when he said that accurate cl;nical predictién requires greater

skill than prediction based bn the linear appfoaches. He reasons

that the clinician must know all about the predictors, thé.special

circumstances, 1f any, for which they are better used which is no

=

small order. It is because of the human judge's liiited capacity to
integrate much information to make sound predictions that Goldberg
(1965) and Little and Schnerdman (1959) noted that the human judge's

model performs bétter than the judge himself or herself.
\ :
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independent of the ﬁunan'judges’ influence. In the first place, it

is the human judge who first decides what p:edictoru and criteria fo".

use in developing the most efficient linear équ&tion. Hﬁweve:,

linear approaches have been found to be more effiéient in processihg

conplex'infornatipn for decision-making. There are several-
S —

decision-making. Both linear approaches are more economical in

terms of time and resources when the applicant pool is large. With
these appfbachés; ;7élé;k”;#;”;;;;i;ii;;;;; éggh applicant's
'predicter §corés into an equation developed and validated from
previous sanﬁles. This will aave.the deciaiannaker (clinician)
considerable time and the institutions a great deal of money. )

In the case of the proper versus theiﬁrproper linear
 approaches, Goldman (1971) suggested that in situations where = =
criterion information is lacking, the improper approaches are
equally useful and accuraté. It is not possible to discuss all the
subtleties in adopting‘éither of thesé approaches. Howeve;, several
#hould be noted. First, concern with accuracy is important, fb; itv

is the cornerstone of any screening effort. Second, the resources

available should also determine which-approach to use. For example,

relative weights would entail much time and expense. Third,

consideration should also be given to the availability and nature of -
the predictor and criterion variables. Finally, the context of

. P
prediction cannot be understated in deciding which approach to
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_employ. Of sll these, accuracy is probably the most important
concérn to the deciaion;aaker since he 6r she will be,held,
accountahle. . » "

To su‘nnrizg, the review of three approaches in predictor
identification andradnissions decisiqﬁ-naking reveals two important
points. They are: ,‘ / ‘ |

,A,elugbéQéyptgggsigmqnd”é;gnéﬁiéi?gg §pp1i¢gtiano£fp;édic;é:gm,dAd

across applicants is a more valid approach to the

. individualized, more subjective, clinical approach;

manpower and time,
A more detailed discussion of the various statistical techniques'in
the linear approaches can be found in Kerlinger and Pedhazur (1973)

and Lord and Novick (1968).

'Criteri& fOf'Adli8&i08ﬁ£0~IaieheffsdﬁeitieﬂwPtg‘;tﬂtwf~4fw37w~”' e

In the previous section, three approaches to admissions

P
Y

decision-making were discussed and compared. It is the purpose of ,
this section of the literaﬁure revieﬁ to delineate the various
preqictors employed in most screening procedures and to discuss some
related empirical findings. |

In4a comprehensive éurvef of the various criteria e-ployed by

386 colleges of education in Dnited States, Haberman (1972)

identified thirteen key criteria frequently'used in varying

combinations. These are listed in Table 1. From the survéy, it is
apparent that college grades, E@glilh proficiency, qﬁd speech skii}s
are the premium criteria for admission to many teacher education

programs.
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Commonly Used Admission Criteria and the
Number of Inatitutions Employing Then in the United States .

' (Haberman, 1972)

Criteria | |  ‘ o gulber of B
1. College grades . o . 344
2. English ptbficiency - : 238
3. Spéech proficiency . ' ) | 237
4. Academic reference - 505
5. Direct experience with childrenfyouth - - 172
6.”  Refetencea *.i.’ 7 77777164 ,
7. Direct interviews o 161
8. Physical examinations . . 158
9. "'th I want to teach”™ statements ‘A o 128
10. PetsonalitY/Qttitudertelt; _ 84
11. High school gtade- - , : | 59
12, Police record | - © 31
13. Loyalty oath o 16

Note: Total number ofyinatituticnl surveyed = 386.
Institutions used multiple criteria. -



In other surveys, Brubsker and Patton (1975), Inflow (1960),

’Leonard-on (1977) Nunney Fiala and Lewis (1963), lnd,Yevak and
Corlin (1972), also found grade point avnra;e in the first two yearn
" of college as tpe‘-ost frequently used screening variable. The
! lljoriij of these 1nlt1tutianl inrveyed also indicated that éther |

secondary criteria were e-ployed 1n their acreening procela.

e e - ST ] ‘ TN

_While 1t _1s_apparent that nplt inltitutiong gnplaz,qn:#nr more. ”,;;;;_;W

predictors in their decision-making, Leonardsog (1977) found that

these were often uaed"ithbut evidence to indicaté that they are

‘related to teacher effectiveness. Similar concerns have also been
t:i?ed by the_Study'Co-lillion on Uhﬁ;;graduate Education and the ’
Education of Teachers, University of Nebraska (1973). While most
,institutionn acknowledge the nzed to discriminate amongst

applicants, few have resolved the key 1ssue of what measures of “who

should~t§aeh’mté~use1ffIn~th£n~'ection;—tolahofwthefltterqtnre~W~W*=~”~fi;j -

related to the various predictofl used in screening will be reviewed.

Grade point gverggg}(GPA). Most surveys of admission criteria

employed by teacher education institutions reveal that GPA is the
-ajot criterion used (é 8., Study Commission on Undergraduaté

: Education and the Education of Teachers, University of Nebraska,

1973). Hovaver, resenrch on the predictive validity of university ////

GPA has not -generated i-preasiva results.

In a study involving 170 aecondary -tud&nt-teachers, James and

Dumas (1976) attempted to test the relationship between academic
success, as measured by cqllgge GPA, and success in student
teachiné,as measured by six teacher effectiveness ratings. The

results were that GPA was significantly correlated with ratings on



teacher effectiveness. Ig41nnthnt4ltnd;,4cq;nnttgllﬂﬁSI;lliogfound

’Va positive relationship between GPA and p:ihcipnln',ratinga,for
firsf year secondary teachers. ‘ . | _
Contrary to these findings, a study by Dravlamd (1974) showed
that ;PA was a poor predictor of student teaching grades. Houever;
the results of the study indicated a high correlation between
Altﬁéugh’thé validity of GPA as a predictor of téaching success

- has not been universally demonstrated, there 1s some consensus that

t it ia an 1-portant predictor. Gengrally, most studiea have found
GPA to be correlated with some measure of teaching success (Ayers
and Robr, 1974: Greene, 1977: Twa and Greene, 1980). ' The .
correlations, howtier, are not stromg, though they hafe been found

to be statistically reliable (Elliott, 1971: Schalock, 1979).

Anoth!r"obn_mtiai by James and Dumas (1976) was that students with

. lower GPAs tended to be eliminated from the sample. As a result,
the relationships between the predictor and criterion variables were
further ve#kéned. This attenuation results from the_réstricted

| range in the sample after'attritidn. For example, 1f GPA: are high,
Vexceeding 2.90 on a four point scale, the relationship diminishes.

It may be that GPA does not serve as a good predictor when it

|
I
basod b inaa,
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_ when used excluaively. GPAA;,4g4p9g;4p:gd1c;nzgnf,teachinggsnccelu

Despite all these findings in the literature, there is indication

" that GPA can be ugeful in predicting teaching success.

Lt Bl e e



AAAAHEESL?'h proficiency. Proficicacy in Bnglilh has always becn
accuned to be an essential aspect of profeasional co-unicatioa for

- teachera. For: this~reason, most collegec surveyed have indicated
| 1 that it is used as an important criterion in the screening of |
aggiicants for teacher éducation programs. Bedford (1972) ieported
' that a measure of vrittep?Englxsh -proficiency yields some predictive.:
value éf succe;sful\\ixiﬁigg;g In contrast, Cortis (1968) found this;
variable to be of little value in the identificatian of successful |

teachers. Though some confltiting find{g;n exist in the literature,

1t stands to reason that Engli-h proficiency facilitates

instruction. However, it would be a mistake to assume that all
persons proficient in the language would make successful teachers.
Thus, like GPA, it qhould not be employed as an exclusive screening
device. In,genéral, few studies have been undertaken in this area, o,
and more research is necessary before the relationship between -
English proficiency and some !fahure of teaching success can be
firily established. |

References; Another frequently used lcreening device in
teacher selection 1nvolves acquiring 1nforlation about applicants
from sources familiar Iith then. Forngr teachers, pastors, friends,
and other persons who know the applicants well may be asked to

. comment on their suitability for teﬁching.

Unlike the application form and the»interview vhiﬁh ére |

| self-perceptions about what the applicant has achieved in the past,
references and recommendations rely on the opinioﬁa‘of‘othe:s to
evaluate the appiifant'l achievg-entsl‘ denetaily, foﬁr types. of

information are obtained through references: employment and
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" educational history; evaluation of the applicant's character and

'fpersonalityg evaluation of previous academic or jobgﬁerfbrnnnce;

and,’in the case bf those holding a position,*willingﬁess to rehire.
g Althoﬁgh the rati&gaie‘for aéquiring’these references is sound,

- many aré skeptical of their usefulness. McCoramick and{ilggn (1980)
gpecified four conditions under which references may prove useful:
fl),the refereé must haVe,had,adeqnate”obportnnity,towobsgfve"the:m

" individual in relevant situations (i.e. job related omes); (2) the

referee,lugt be co-pe;ent to lake_gecesqary assessments and

- -.evaluation; ﬁ};&mm@ﬁﬂﬁgﬁ%ammf ——;”— S \

from the assessments and evaluations; (4) they must express their -

opinions so that the recipient interprets them as intended.
The aBsence of any of'these factors will threatenrthe validity
of the reference. Perhaps one of the biggest problems is that

references rarely include unfavorable information as referees fail

~ - - s

to give their honest opinions. This may be due to their reluctance
to jeopardize another pérson's futute. As such, references tend to
provide little discrimination anonéﬂappliéants”in generailand do not
prove useful in admissions decision—making. o
To overcome some of the deficiencies found in most conventional

letters of reference, some decision-makers have resorted the use

of structured questionnaires that solicit more specific

”7iﬁf6i-ation. However, research on their usefulness has not been

:encouraging. A study by Mosel and Goheen (1958) reported data based

on the Employment Recommendation Questionnaire (ERQ). They found

that the correlations were low between nf?n ratingé of individuals

on five factors, including occupational ability, character,
s
oy

reputation, and performance.
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‘iééihérﬂétudy 5§hf;6§;i;ém(19635W;é£6;géd equally disappointipgrA?

s

‘results for rating of 508 canﬂidates for te#ching posifionﬁ and
suﬁséquent evhiﬁati§n§ of their teaching performence. The overal
correlation was 0.13.

Thus, although the rationale for usihg»referenceé in admissions
decision-making is sound , its practice poses numerous problems, and

findings do not support its validity.,,In,reviewing,its usefulness,

 Schultz (1973) warned that much of the information derived is

misleading afid should be used with caution.

- Gl O DU e
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AfAjln;gzyiggg;f;mn;4uhﬁgud&gmkig;g;yigg:igzgnogbg;:mg;haniam
frequently employed in screening applicants for teacherreducation
programs. It performs two vital functions. The interview fills gaps
from other information gathering devices (Tucker and Rowe, 1977) and
caﬁ 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) examined the effects of

information recorded on the application form, and the order of
information and appearance on the final interview results. He found
that unless an applicant was'accepted on both appearance and
information from the application for-; the chances of being accepted

on the interview was about onme in ten. Furthermore, 92 percent of

those rejected were denied admission on pre—interview factors.

- However, acceptance on the basis of the application form and

appearance led to only an 82»percent final acceptance'rate. He
concluded that this is some indication of the interview being a way
of identifying negative information. Webster's findings have been

further validated by Maysfield and Carlson (1966).
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Bedford (1972), however, found the interview to be a sfroﬁgﬁrrr
predictor of teach1n§ success. Although'thé'resgléETEf!EiéWEEﬁ&§"
are promising, few studies lend further support to such'a’viewa In
fact, findings concerning the.ﬁsé of tﬁe selection interview have
been disappointing. Weiss and Dawes (1960) claim that there is a
great deal of distortion of information obtained through the

intefview. Subsequeﬁtly, decisions made on the basis of the , ©od

interviéw tend to be.invalid and prove unreliablg, Ghigelli and -

Brown (1955) have identified three possible'sources of distortiom,

R L PR R

and they lie with fhe interviewer, applicant, and interview
procedure. |

The first source of distortion lies with the inferviewer.
Since the results of the interview are a diréct function of the
;nterviewer's competence, objectivity, personality, and values, this
is8 an important variable to consider. Onme aspeét of interviewer
variability was highlighted in Webster's (1959) study. He found
that judgements nadé by two or more interviewers examining the same
applicant differed markedly. Although it has been ;rgued that
training may help interviewers deal with such problems, it is
unlikely thai these diécrepancies can be eradicated.

Apart from the interviewer, the gpplicant also poses another
source of error in the interview. For example, a change in his or
her moods will tend to be reflected in corresponding changes in
behavior. As such, the interview may not give the intérviewer an
opportunity to derive a fair sampling of the interviewee's

behavior. Instead, some information may be distorted and influence

the outcome of the interview.
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The third source of distortion lies in the interview process.

Unless this is standardized to some extent, its variatiommay

influence the outcomes. Dud&chay(1941) and Schultz (1973) have even
suggésted that all interviews be structured. A key characteristic
of a tfpical structured interview is the provision for a systematic
rating of the applicant on various factors. These are then applied
4to all applicants. 'Testing this in a simulated context, Schwab and
Heneman (1969) found that structured interviews increased interview
reliability. Unfortunately, the quehtion of validity has yet to be
resolved with satisfaétipn.

" To summarize, there is no cle;r support for the use of _
interviews in selection. In fact, after a thorough review of tﬁe
literature, Webster (1959) found that the validity of prediction§
" made by interviewers tended to differ markedly from one to anmother.
Furthifggre, predictions made on the basis of the interview were no
better than those made by actuarial methods. Despite these
findings, interviews continue to be popuiar with admissions
officers. But untii support is forthcoming, the usefulness of

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 épplicant's
age, sex, place of birth, family background, number of siblings in
the family, education, ethnic identity, marital status, work
history, and interests. Biographical data are usually obtained
directly from applicants on application forms. Although most

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

values.
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Réeent studies (Dunnette and M, 1979; Seott and Borman, - -
1967) have demonstrated that information obtained from application
blanks can be used to pfedict job performance successfully.
Fﬁrthetnore, Touknanian (1978) has suggested th;t the data obfained
can be equally us;ful 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 fgar elementary school
teachers at Southwestern Louisiana University; he found some
biographical data to yield predictive validity. In another sfudy,
Toukmanian (1978) found that biographical data 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 Borman, 1967); succeséful medical practitioners
(Loughmiller, Ellison, Tay;or, and Price, 1973); and employee theft
forecasting (Rosenbaum, 1?76).

In contrast to interviews, which can be biased, biographical
data on applicaton for-s are less likely to be falsified or |
misunderstood as th;y can be verified (Owens and Henry, 1966). To
increase its accuracy, 1t has been suggested‘that only historical
and verifiable experiences, events, or circumstances be used. When
properly cross-validated, England (1971) found that 95X of the
studies indicated that biographical variables were significantly

predictive of criterion status.
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To summarize, the review of literature on the usefulness of

biographical data has some promise for the screening of applicants
to teacher educatibn programs. Since such data are so easily
available to admissions decision—makers, their predictive validity
certainly merits further examination. It would also be a cost
effective approach'on which to base a screening system.

Personality. Traditionally, the approach taken in most studies
of teacher selection presupposed that effective teachers possesse&
certain personality traits;“The research in this area has been
voluminous. Nearly 20 years ago, Getzels and Jacksvo,n (1963)
reviewed the literature and compiled a list of 800 references. Upon
examining the literature, they concluded that despite the volume of
research, significant results were not forthcoming;

Although some claim that there is a correspondence bétveen
personalityrtraits and teaching success (Ayers and Rohr, 1974:
Wevérs, 1977), others (e.g., Borich, 1977)7acknovieage thét only a
few personality construcfs have been identified.

In a study by Twa and Greene (1980), 150 studénts enrolled in
the first year of a teacher education program at the ﬁniversity of
Lethbridge over four semesters were given a series of tests which
included three peréonality me&sures. They found a moderate
relationship between personality and teaching success, measured by
the California Personality Inventory and the Minnesota Teacher
Attitude Inventory (MTAI) and student teaching éradé;

‘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'efficgcy of personality variableé
in prediction, and results are rarely conclusive. For this reason,
Borich (1977) explains that few personhlity constfuéts have Seen
éeveloped to describe teacher characteristics in the classroom.
Thus, uﬁtil more valid and reliable personality;-gasures are
available, prediction,&ith these variables should be discouraged. -

Previous experience with children and adults. Since teaching

involves working with chil#ren or youth, experience in'such work 1s
another likely prediétor of success in teaching. Little research
has been conduc%?iﬂ:gﬂexaline this relationshipfﬂw;ﬁitialifindings
by Ducharme (1970) support th; hypotheéis that previous experience
does not have a bearing on teaching perforlnnce. He found, for
example, that previous experience with childten was an equally good
predictor of teaching (as rated by p:ineipals)—as~vas perfor-gncg~in
student teaching in first and second year teachers. Howgver,‘hpre
evidenée is ﬁeeded to confirn this finding;VrSInce few studies have
been conducted in this area, it will be interesting to explore

empirically the utility of this predictor variable.

The Criterion Problem

. One of the most serious issues that confronts the

decision-maker wishing to implement a screenigg procedure 1is the

lack of an appropriate and reliable way to assess conplex teaching

- performance. This criterion problem, as 1t 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 admissions decision-making. = -
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Although a uniform and universally accepted set of criterta for

teacher effectivanéQs have been identified. Mitzel (1960)

conceptualized three types of measures. They are: (1) presage
criteria; (2) piocess criteria; and (3) product criteria.

Using presage criteria, teacher effectiveness. is ascertaiﬁed by
measuring teacher characteristics prior to actual teaching.. Two
examples of such criteria are scores on intelligeﬁce testg and
measures of a teacher's knowledge as indicated on grades obéained in

teacher education programs. Since7geqqpres79§ﬁ}g§ghg£;ef{gg}iyggggg4”7
have often been criticised on the grounds that’they only lec;ure
knovledge, they do not necedsirily enhance ssudgnq learning outcomes.
Process criteris refé; to the relatiomship betveén éeacher and

student behaviors as manifested and observed in the classroom. At
present, tﬁere are a multitude of instruments degigned to measure
these proéess variables. Tvo'soﬁréeboékiifotrtheié léiﬁﬁfeé‘hivé
been compiled by Borich and Madden (1977) and Simon and Boyer.
(1970). From the plethora of instruments, it is possibie to |
identify two class;s of measures for process variables. The first
consists of administrator or peer group observations and ratings.
j’ng;e are frequently used and involve having school or college

supervisors, peers, or administrators judge one's teaching

performance. Their judgement can be based upon a rating scale for

teathet'effecttveﬁen#;‘cuchmas*theuf!achet4Perfor-ance*txtetalent444444444444

Instrument (Capie, Johnson, Anderson, Elliot and Oke&, 1979). This
comprehensive assessment device measures the teacher's preparatiom,

use of materials, classroom procedures, interpersonal skills, and

professional conduct.
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ratings of teacher performance. In this case, the pupils, or
cénsumers, of the ;étual’inttfuﬁtibn rate’thevtédcher. Exinplea of
such process measures are the Purdue Rating.Scale’fot Instruction
(Remmers and Elliott, 1960) and the Purdue Teacher Evaluation Scale -
(Bently and Starry, 1970). |

It should be nvted“that'most'ptoceép megsurésAténd'tﬁ‘bé”bighl?:
structured. Most are in fhe form of rating‘scales. Typichlly,
‘these scales would assess teachers on their planning skills, the
efféctive use 6f nnterials,‘clciﬁroqn nnnagenenc,vcommunication
skills (such as questioning or prdbinj skills) and knowledge of
their Qubject matter. ﬁovevér, some process meaau;es can also be

less structured.' For example, assessments can be made in mére

global térns and reported in the form of anecdotal comments. Many

principals report iﬁrthis nnﬁni;.

The third approach in the neanureaeqt of teacherfeffegtiveness
involves product criteria. Product criteria refer to changes
p;zhucéd in pupils. 1The literature ;lso refers to these pupil
outcomes as pupil-growth or student gains. These are measured in
two ways. The first is by examination on standgggized teits.

Essentially, the procedure involves the administration of a

standardized test in the relevant subject taught. Using the test -

retest method, improvement of pupil scores are then used as an index
of teacher effectiveness. Although this procedure is frequently
“used, Glass (1974) has criticised the procedure on a number of

grounds: the irrelevance of many items in the'test; the nonrandom
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improvement index; and the high adminiatration cosats.

The second way to measure pupil-gains is by teaching
perfor-anée tests, Ihis invoives having the teachér‘provide a
lesson on a topic and then leasuring teacher effectiveness by noting
how well pupils perform on an,achievenent test. f’

In the opinion of a number of researchera*and*teacherUedncatotBH'"'ﬁ*f”"""
(e.g., NcNeil and Popham, 1973; Schalock, 1971) pupil product

criteria are more indicative of teacher effectiveness than _presage

or process variables. On the other hand, some researchers (e.g., -
Soar, 1973) hav; voiced a number of concerns with this obinion.
Among the concerns raised are: (1) the adequacy of measures for
assessing a broad range of pupil Qutco-cs in different subject-
matter aréas and different educational levelq; (2) measurement and
statistical problems, like regression and ceiling effects; and
differences in learning aptitude amongst pupils.

Despite the lack of genmeral agreement to what constitutes good
teaching, Rosenshine and Purst (1971) have reviewed many studies on
teacher effectiveness and have gleaned from them eleven teacher
variables that have shown promising relationships to pupil gains.

The afe:

.:'Clarity of te&éhgr'a presentation

1

2. Teachetls ability to use a variety of methods and skills

3. Teacher's enthusiasm expressed during classroom presentdtion
4

. Teacher's ta-k¥oriented behavior

5. Material covered related to criterion measure of pupil

ﬁerfor-nnce ’



6. Use of pupil's ideas
",Z. Use of structuring comments
78. Type of Questionl asked
9, Teacherfs probing response
- 10. Varying levels of difficulty in materials to pupils'h
ability.
—~To-summarize, the eriterion problem is an immense obstacle for

someone seeking to develop and validate a screening procedﬁre.

Until a valid definition and measure of good teaching is found

acceptable, the task will remain unfinished.

Summary of Literature Review

It is apparent that the task of developing and validating a
screéning device for admission to teacher education programs 1is a
highlyrcdnplexrdﬁe.' Iiwisrélhé'fiﬁﬁéhtrwifh‘iigy diffiéﬁiﬁiépNQﬁd
much controversy. The complex process can be conceptualiiéd as a’
number of phases}

To begin with, the decision-maker will have to determine what
kind of approach is to be employed. In other words, he or she will
have to either adopt a clinical, propér linear, or improper linear

approach. To do this he or she will have to consider the findings

in the research literature and the resources available.

' ‘Oﬁéi'fﬁé”ipproach ia decided, it is necessary to identify valid
predictors that are related to teaching perfot-ance.‘ The manner in
which this is accomplished will depend largely upon the selection
approach adopted. Valid predictors can be identified from the

literature and those that indicate promise can be used.



 predictor and criterion variables. In the linear approaches, this

- In addiﬁion to thé identification of predicfors, the
dgcisiﬁn—-aker will need to adopf a meagure of‘feaching sﬁccess.‘
The literature gives little indication of an ideal measure. In
fact, the_research on teacher effectiveness 1§ still seekiﬁg to

determine what constitutes good teachihg.

The next phase will involve identifying relationships between

_ relationship is represented by a linear equation. The equation will

need to be cross-validated on another sample to ensure that there is

evidence in support of its use.

Purpose of the Present Study

The,purpose‘of the present study is to identify some
characteristics related to teacher sucsess in a sample of students
enrolled in a pre—servicevteacher education program. This is an
inportant'phase of research in the”developnent”of"a*valid“screening';
apparatus. - It also represents an area of research where there 137
much disagreement. _ |

The limited scope of this study is necessary as the task of
developing and validating a scfeeniﬁg device is a laséive one.

To attempt the entire task is clearly beyond the scope of a single

study. As such, this study will not seek to ascertain which

decision-making approach is superior or ideal for admissions

pUrposes. Since the literature indicates that both linear
approaches are viabié, this study will adopt the more popular proper

1itear approach.



biographical data, and English proficiency, as measured by a
standardized test. The reasons for this &ecision stem from the
literature review, which identifigs then‘as‘the most promising and
eagsily available. It ﬁlso seems expedient to begin any study with;
‘data most easily available,'and most admissions offiters'ﬁill hgie
these data on hand, |

Since none of the measures of teaching success has géined

universal approval, this study employs a criterion'neaéure that -

—_ - B T

includes teacher variables which were deemed most promising in an
extensive survey by Rosenshine and Furst (1971). Finally, the
general procedures of this study follow closely those employed in

most prediction studies.
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Description of Sample and Teacher Education Program

The sample was composed of all 84 student-teachers admitted to
the Professional Development Program (PDP) for the spring semester,

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

admitted after a minimum of two years of undergraduate studies. o

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

applicants largely on the basis of fhgir, academic background amd =~ =

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. However, exceptions wefe made and these

were determined through an interview. The diaptoportion in sex

ratio i8 characteristic of the program and does not reflect sampling

bias in this semester.

The program is twelve months (three semesters) in duratiom.
buring the three semesters, all students must complete two teaching
practica of six and twelve zeeké, respectively. The initial
practicum of six weeks (Education 401) occurs during the first

semester, and it is complemented by six weeks of instructiomn in

education theory and f;ﬁciité'(zdudiiion 402). The program operates

on a differéntiate&isgaffiné model, an&rduring the initial practicum

student-teachers are supervised and evaluated by their school
associates (a more detailed description of the Professional

Development Program at Simon Fraser University, 1981, is included in

Appendix A).



Predictor Variables

The 11 predictor variables used in this study were: sex, age,
grade level desired (i.e. an indicat{on by applicant stating
preference in grade level), highest degree earned, number of

undergraduate credit hours, grade point average (GPA), major work

classification of past employment, experience with children-amd-- - _~.
adults, and a score on the Test of Standard Written ish (TSWE).‘
Except for the TSWE, all the predictor information obtained from

student's application forms (see Appendix B);

These predictors were selected for several reasons. First, the
biographical data’;;e most accessible, and so it seems reasonable
that a search for valid predictors should begin with information
which is normally available in admissions files. Second, the use of
such data 18 economical. Finally, the TSWE was included as an
additional predictor becauaevof the relative importance of language
competence to classroom communication. The selection of theaé
predictors adheres to the principle that the search for predictors
should begin with what is already available. If these prove valid,
then there is no need to enlarge the pool of predictors since it may

not yield incremental utility. A description of each of the

predictor variables in the study follows:

Sex. Each student's sex was noted from the application form.

Females were coded 0 and males coded 1.

-

Age. Each student's age in years was calculated from the first

day of the semester, Jannar?l}Z, 1981.
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Grade level desired. The grade level desired was indicated by

each student on the application form as follows: primary (K -~ grade
3), intermediate (grade 4 - 7), and secondary (grade 8 - 12). They
were coded 1, 2, and 3?'respectively.

Highest degree earned. This included a bachelor's degree, any

post—bachelor's work, a master's or doctorate degree in any field
prior to admission into the program. These were coded 1;”2;i3?iaQ9
4, respectively. Persons without a degree were assigned a code of

0, which was assigned to those students admitted after a minimum of o

two years of undergraduate work.

w A
Number of post-secondary credits. This included the number of

t

credit hours completed prior to admission and was computed from

transcripts in the student's file. Only credits tramsferable to

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

the case of studentsfuho,have7trans£erredw£2017univezsities—:hgt I
operate on a yearly rather than semester system, an equivalent

number of credits were computed (e.g., one academic year was equated
with 30 credit houfs). At Simon Fraser University all baéhelor

degree programs require a ainimum of 120 credit hours for graduationm.

Grade point average. These were computed from students'

transcripts. In the case of students from other institutions where

N
_grades are used, all grades were converted to SFU equivalents ona

four-point scale (A= 4, B= 3, C= 2, =1, and F = 0), Conversion

tables are included in Appendix C.

Major work classification. This was a classification of the

longest job held by the student. The classification is based on the

Canadian Classification and Dictionary of Occupations Guide (1980).
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A list of all major work classifications is also provided in a
section of Appendix D. For example, an applicant who hés held twér
previous jobs, one as a recreation leader/supervisar 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. Onkthe application form, students

were asked to describe their previous work experiences. Levels of
responsibility for this experience was coded on a three point scale:
low levels of responsibility are assigned a code of 1,_medium11evels
of responsibility a 2, and high levels of responsibility received a
code of 3. For example, a volunteer aide in a school recgived 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 Eode of 3. A chart outlining these

levels of responsiblity is included as Appendix E.

Length of experience. For students who had been employed‘in
either a full or part-time positiﬁn, the length of their work
experienc; wasvcombuted in months. Each month consisting of 148
hours of work. For»exanple, suppose.an applicant indicatéd héving
had three previous jobs for periods of three, five, and eighteen
months. If the first job was full-time, she would have 444 hburs
(148X2). For her second job, if it was part-time consisting of 20
hours a week, she would be credited with 400 hours (5 months x 4 =
20 ﬁeekq; 20 weeks x 20 hours @ week = 400 hours). Thus, the total
numbér«of hours accumulated for the first two jobs will total 844
hours or approximately 5.7 months. Add this to the final full-time

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

7

'
of experience.
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Experience with children or adults. Thfp predictor reflected

previous work experience éith‘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 w;s 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 major work
clagsification, 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 iéngth of experience.

' Test of Standard Written English (TSWE). This test was used to

measure students’ Engliah{profiéiency. The TSWE (Education Testing
Service, 1974) contains 50 multiple~choice questions and takes 30
minutes to administer. The purpose of the test is to measure each
student's ability to recognize standard written English, the kind of
English found in most college texts and courses. This indirect ‘3
measure of writi;g ability has correlated-highly'with'direct ~
measures (such 3§§§;§nty—ninute essays) ;nd has'bee;'found to be a
valid and reliable instrument for assessing a person's knowledge of
written English (Breland and Brancher, 1977). A number of scores

can be obtained from the TSWE. The test manual and self-scoring
sheet suggest using a scale with a range from 20 to 60, that cam be

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

publisher recommends using the formula:
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Derived Raw Score = number of items correct - (nﬁ-ber of items
wrong)/4. This formula contains a correction for guessing. The

_derived raw score was then coded for data analyses.

i

& 3

7

~ To clarify, the practice of making a correction for guessing is
prevalent among test publishers (e.g., the College Entrance —
Examination Board). It rests’on the logic that on all items in a
standardized test, the test-taker ﬁill have knowledge to answer soame
items correctly and others he or she may not. In the latter case,
the individual has a8 chance of picking the right response by
guessing. The probéhility that the guess will be correct 1is
estimated as a fractioﬁ of the number of incorr;ct options. That
amount is removed to obtain the derived raw score. With the TSWE,
each item has four choice responses and therefore the number of
wrong items is divided by four. |

Although the correction formula appeérs reasonable in
‘eliminating gains from guessing, many psychbletricians would disputev
such a practice on the grounds that most individuals have some
notioﬁ of the right answer tovthe itein guessed on. Thus, guessing
is more than pure chance as reflected on the correction equation.
Anyone who guesses despite the correction is more likely to gain
from 1it.

Cronbach (1970) suggests that systematic advantages can be
eliminated if all test-takers are directed to guess when unsure of
the right réepense. Alternatively, striet i&a%me&ensfeefefr&&
from guessing before the test commences have also been found
useful. It gshould be noted that the correction procedure employed

to score the TSWE was in accordance with the publisher's

instructions.
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Criterion Measures

An evaluation form (see Appendix F) was developéd andhﬁse& :3_
obtain a criterion measure of the students' performance in the
initial six week practicum (i.e. Education 401). The student:
evaluation form normally used to assess students for this course 1s
anecdotal in nature and not readily quantifiable. As.such, another
form was designed to investigate raters' (school associate and
faculty associa;e) evaluations of their student-teachers' level of
preparation in terms of both theory (ideas and principles) and
practice {classroom performance). Sehooi‘asseeiates,a:e classroom
teachers who serve as gponsors for student teachers. Faculty
assoclates are also teachers, but they have been seconded from
school districts to work as fuli-tine supervisors of student
teachers.

The 36 items on the evaluation instrument consisted of
statements about a teacher's responsibilities. Each one described
some aspect of a teacher's role. Both faculty and school assoclates
were asked to rate e;ch item in three ways: the level of importance
of the item in relation to their student's overall‘respg;sibilities;
their student's level of preparation in terms of ideas and
principles (theory); and their étudent'a level of preparation in
terms of competence in the classroom (practice)}. The level of
importance scale was related to general program planning rifﬁéf than
to student performance, Thus it is not included in any subsequent
analyses.

On all 36 items, a 5 point rating scale was used, where 5 =

very high level, 4 = high level, 3 = moderate, 2 = low level, and 1

= yery lowv level,



The items for the queationpéireg!grgAggperated,from three
sources: the goals and objectives of the PDP (aq expressed on the
program evaluation form, ;he research literdfure on teacher
effectiveness (e.g., Rosenshine and Furst, 19715, and the criteria |
cﬁnnonly emphasized in the supervision and evaluation of PDP
students (as found on the PDP evaluation instrument of
student-teacher performance for Education 401).

Thgufirst draft of the questionnaire contained 40 items. This
was later revised, with many items rephrased, following a triai run
5
with six faculty associates. Revisions were also made on the basis

of feedback from faculty members and program personnel.

Procedures _

In the firat week of the Spring 1981 semester, the TSWE was
adninistered to all students admitted to the program. The
adliniatration conforled to the standardized procedures outlined in
the TSWE manual and was completed in one group administration for

]

all students.

Twelve weeks later, at the end of the term, it was arrgnged
that the criterion measure be completed by both the sch431wxyd
faculty associates. The evaluation forms for school associates were
delivered to their respective schools by a courier. Enclosed
instrﬁctionn requested that they were to be collected ﬁj thé
‘courier. They were given ten days to complete their évalu#tiona.

Faculty associates} forms were placed inﬁtheir personal mail

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



CHAPTER IV |

RESULTS

In this section, the results of the study are reported. First, "
deqcriptive st;tistics’for the sample are reportéd::fgllowedvby‘
prescntﬁtion,of intercorrelations among the prediétor and criterion
variables included in the study.

Usable data were r;turned for 79 of 84 students who were in the
initial sample. Five students withdrew from the program -

" voluntarily. Of the five who quit, four were fegalés and one male.
A8 a eeasequenei, their e%itefioa'data ueteraoe available. However,
there were additional missing data on some variables for the
fe-ainihg sample; intercorrelations and regression analyses were
calculated on the largest data set poasiblg for a particular |
analysis. Sélple sizes are reported in all reievant tables. Two
people did not write the TSWE. The lissiné data for these two cases
were téplaced'by the mean écore ﬁaled'on éll other ;tudents who
wrote the test. Three students did not state a p;eference for grade
level desired and these missing data were not replaced.

Some criterion data were also-liaaing. For eight students, a’
faculty associate omitted to‘fate them on their levels of
preparation and practice (i.e. FA Principles and FA Practice).

Other missing data were also found on evaluations by achool

agsociates. In dealing with the missing data, a guideline was
dged., Migsing dara om Eﬁé'6Y’iévéfi1'1f§ii’iifé”féﬁliééﬂ‘iifﬁ’iféiﬂ"
means. Hovever; when items on the entire scale of 36 items were

missing mean values were not derived as replacement.

el lant e ot
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Descriptive Statistics

Sex. There were 61 females and 18 males inAEEg final sample.
Age. The average age of students was 25 yeé;gq(aee Table 2).
The age distribution w#s slightly skewed. The oldest student was 49
years old, but 90X of the sample was between 20 - 30 &eara 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

¢ - : R
intermediate grades, and 26 (32.9%) in the secondary grédes. Three
students omitted to state a preference.

Highest degree earned. Fifty-two students (65.8%) did not have

a yniversity degree, 23 (29.1%) had a bachelor's degree, and 4
students (5.1%) had some post-bachelor's education. No one had a
post graduate degree.

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

had completgd an averaée of 94 credit hours, which is equivalent to
about three years of full-time Qndergraduate study. As in . the case
of age, the distribution is somewhat skewed with the maximum number -
of post-secondary units completed being 150.

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

Table 2). Ninety per cent of the sample had a grade point average
above 2,50, and 57X sbove 3.00. PFor the academic year 1980/81, the

evel coursework (i.e.

average GPA for students enrolled in lower

first two years of college work) in the f;éulty of Education, SFU,

wvas 2.82 (SFU Pactbook, l?gce-berﬁ 1981). Thus as a group, theifsampi’e )
in the study was fairly successful, at least as indicated by

previous college and university grades.
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Major work classification. “Efble 3 shows the six categories
used for this variable and the number of students in each. By far
the greatést percentage of students (68.32) had expefience in
occup;tions related to feaching (categories 1 and 2).

‘Level of responsibility. According to the system used to code

this variable (Appendix B), 6 students (7.62) had occupations with
low responsibility, 44 (55.7%) had jobs with medium responsibility,
and 27 had highly responsible jobs. Data were not available for two
. students (2;51).

-

Level of experience. The average working experience of

students was 33.9 months (see Table 2). However, there we?é two
students with considerable work experience (243 and 301 months
respectively), thus increasing the mean in relation to the median.
The majority of students had moderate amounts of work experience,
with 29 (39.7%) having a year or less dndb71'(89;91) having five
years or less. . |

Experience with children or adults. Sixty-one students

(77.282) had experience of this nature and 17 (21.5%) had not. The
data for one student (1.3%) could not be coded.

Test of Standard Written English (TSﬁE). The mean score on

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

somewhat skewed negatively; five cases were beyond two standard =

of 13 up to 97. In comparison to the standardization éanple for
this test, these students scored much higher, the median percentile

rank for this group being 82. ' .

a percentile rank
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Intercorrelations Among Predictor Variables

The intetcortelations among all the éredictor variables are
reported in Table 4. Also included are sample BizeBVfOt each
corfelation and the means and standard deviations for each
variable. Two~tailed t-tests were employed to determine wh;ch of
the correlatfons differed from zero at p .05 and p .01 alpha leye}s.

The corfeiations between age and highest degree earned (.23),.
level of responsibility (.36); and length of expérience (.62) are
expected since older students are likely to have completedrmore
academic work, have more work experience, and shouldef more
respoﬁsibility on the jos.

The correlations between grade level desired and highest degree
earned (.35), and number of credits (.59) reflects the Professional
Development Program's policy tg;t secondary te&chers have a
bachelor's degree or be able to complete it during their year in PDP.

The reliable reiationship between highest degree earmed and
number of post-secondary credits (.68) is only logical. The same is
true for the TSWE and grade point average (.39).

The remaining correlations that are statistically reliable can
be understood from the vie;»that if one has a higher educational
level, he or she is likely to have more respomsibility (.36) and

those with more credits are likely te—be older and have more-

experiencé (.23).
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Intercorrelations Among Criterion Variables

Table 5 reports the intercorrelations, i&ans, and standard
deviations for four criterion variables. There were very high

intercorrelations among the principles and practice variables within

S PP R

ratets,'pgrticularly for school associates (p< .01).

The school and\%jculfy associates had a clearer agreement on
the practice variable (r = ,60) than on the principles variable
(r = .39). Theré are’fOur intercortelationsrbetveen therpractice

variables and the principles variations. The first intercorrelation

PP

is between the faculty associate gxg%Licg variable and principles o

S PSSR | Y

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

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

third is between faculty associate practice variable and school

T

associate principles variable (r = .59). The final intercorrelation

is between school associate practice and principles variables

el ke e Bl b o

(r = .87).

There - are four intercorrelatiaons between practice and
7princip1es variables, two between and two within f::ulty and school
associates. These correlations are called discriminant validity
coeffi;ients. If the two groups of raters were able to discriminate -
principles from practice, then these should be lower than the

convergent validity coefficients. The latter refer to two

correlations. The first between faculty associate practice and
e B bt
[ B
school associate practice. The second between the faculty associate

principles and school associate'ptinciplea. The results indicate

that the convergent validity coefficient for practice was higher than
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the two discriminant validiﬁy coefficients. According to Allen ana
Yen (1979), when thisrhappens, method bias is ;resent. ‘Ideally, the
validities of within-trait (i.e. practice and practice variableé)
should be higher than across—tréit variables (practice and
principles). However, this is not true of the coﬁvergent validity
coefficient f;r principies. The results inaicate 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 prédictor and criterion variables
are shoén in Table 6. As can be observea, only sex was reliably
correlated with each of the two school associate rafings. Age,
grade point avérage, and length of work experience were reliably
related to the faculty éssociate*principles va;iabie. Sex, age,
grade level desired, grade point average, and length of work
e;perience‘all had statistically reliable correlations with faculty
associate ratings of practice. ’

Table 7 shows results of four stepwise multiple regression
_analyses using‘the ten variables listed in Table 6 as prédictors of
the fou;.respective criterion variabies as listed in Table 5. Major
work classifica®ion was not igéiuded in this analxsis because it was
a nominal variable. That is, there is no underlying dimension to
the categories of work that would allow one t; 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 prle 7.
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Intercorrelations among Predictor and Criterion Variables

Predictor FA FA . SA SA
Principles  Practice Principles Practice

1. Sex -.14 = 34%% =4 3%k = .30%*

2. Age , - .36%% =.33%* .00 -.09

3. Grade -.17 -.26% .02 .09
Level
Desired

4, Highest -.20 -.08 .10 .03
Degree

S. Number of -.19 . . -.15 -.02 -.12
Credits o

6. Grade : 27% . 25% .11 .17
Point ’
Average

7. Experience: -.03 -.24% -.06 -.05
Responsibility

8. Experience: -.27* - 24% -.02 -.06
Length '

9. Experience: .05 .10 -.04 -.08
Children/
Adults

10. TSWE .00 .0? .14 .13

* p¢ .05, two tailed test

fald p({Ol, two taile:( test
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~"Table 7

Regression Results

Criterion Predictor . B ﬂ F R Increase Total
Variable . ‘ in R? R2 -~
FA Principles Age -.03 -.34 9.60%* ,359 129
(n=68)
Grade Point .33 .25 4.88%% 436 - .061
Average
(Constant:v=t 3.47) l ‘ .190
FA Practice Sex -.35 -.29 6.95%% _336 .113
(n=75) : ,
Age -.03 . -.30 8.10%*% 452 .091
Grade Point .26 .18 3.04%  ,487 .033
Average )
(Constant = 3.33) | .237
SA Principles  Sex ~.48 =43 14.42%% 426 .182
(n=67)
(Constant = 3.64) : .182
SA Practice Sex -.37 -.30 .6.25*% ,296 .088
(n=67) A
(Constant = 3.41) :; o . : . ..088
N
* p¢.05 ‘ L
** p .01 , .

Note: B is the raw regression coefficient;# is the standardized
regression coefficient; F is the statistical test for the
regression coefficient; R is the multiple correlation between the
predictor and the criterion; Increase in R% is the percentage of
variance shared between individual predictors and the criterion; .
Total RZ is the percentage of variance in the criterion
associated with all predictors in the equation.



A R

61

The results of these regression ;palysesrare not always very
encouragiggrwith respect to using this set of prediéfor variablésvin
the screening process for the SFU Professional Develdpment Program.
In only two of thé four equations, only oﬁe predictorv(gfade point
average) provides a usable variable for screening purposes. On the
faculty associate principles criterion, age (R2 = .1%9) and CPA

2 L | . i
(R™ = .061) account for 192 of the total variance. For the
faculty associate practice variable, GPA only contributes 3.3%2 to
2=

the total variance (Total R

.237). e
Fou} one-way analyses of variance were used to investigate 3he

association between major work classification and the four cri;eriop
variables. In each-case, major work classification was the
independent variable with six levels (corresponding to the
categories listed %ﬁ Table 4). The four criterion variables sérved

- as dependent variaé%es. In each analysis, the F ratio was less fhan
one, thus indicating that there were no reliable relationships
between type of prior work experience, as measured by majdr work
'experience, and suiE;fs in the first semester of the teacher

education program, as measured by school and faculty associate

ratings.

52
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Chapter V

Discussion

This section discusses the results of the study in relatiom to
other findings in the literature. It highlights some of the
conceptual and methodological difficulties encountered in the study
and makes recommendations for future research.

Summary and Discussion of Major Findings

0f the eleven predictor variables considered in this study,
only three -- sex, age, and grade polnt average — were reliably
related to any of the four criterion variables. Of the three, only
grade point average could be used in the future to screen
applicants. To employ age or sex as predictors may lead to many
legal disputes over discrimination, and many institutions may not be
prepared to deal with the subsequent chrtroom battles which may be
long drawn and expensive.

This leaves grade point average as the only usable variable for
screening. However, the results indicate that it only accounts for
3 - 6 percent of the variance on faculty ratings. Even this figure
tends to be exaggerated due to problems of shrinkage assoclated with
multiple regression procedures. To estimate the p;ecise extent of
shrinkage will necessitate a cross validation study to be
performed. The finding that_a modest, but reliable, relationship
exists between GPA and teaching success is in accord.with the

results from those in the literature (e.g., Cormett, 1969; James and

Dumas, 1976; Twa and Greene, 1980).
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Although only three of the predictbfs have been shown to be
reliably related to some of the four measures of teaching success,
it would be useful to‘further analyze the intercorrelations between
predictors. Some of the statistically reliable correlations in ?
Table 4 simply reflect the fact that these indices measure logically‘vﬁ
related variables (e.g., highest deg;ee earned and number of

<i;’/’\\\\ post—-gecondary credit hours).
\\ The absence of a statistically reliable relatiomship between
’/,\tfre\TSHE and teaching success supports the findings by Cortis

(19£8). Several reasons can be hypothesized. It should be noted
that the sample employed in this study had already been scréened.
This may limit the range of variation among students. Another
consideration needs to be taken into account. The measure§ of
teacher s;;;;ss (criterion variables) employed in this study were
more performancé and less knowledge oriented. Since the TSWE
measured written English which is a more knowledge oriented domain
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 (r=.39). This means that a portion of what
the TSWE measures is also measured by GPA. This finding supports
the earlier comment that the criterion measures failed to tap mofe
academic domains, but were more concerned with classroom
performance. Perhaps, correlations would have been higher if the
criterion variables measured student teacher written communication

also (i.e., lesson plans, etc.).



It was mentioned earlier that students in the sample ﬁadr 7
already been'screenid priof to adliésion. T;is n;; acébuntiféfrfﬂé
reliable correlations between grade level desired with highest
degree earned and number of undergraduate credits. It accountsvfor
the program policy that secoﬁdary school student teachers should
have their degree before entering PDP or complgte it in their year‘
in PDP. ;

The lack of a reliable relationship,bétween experience with
children/adults and teachinglguccess in this study 15 similar to
results in Ducharme’'s study (1970). Onme tends té éxpect some
reliable relationship between these two variables. Perhaps, the
lack of such calls for a finér distinction betweeg the meré preaencé
or absence of such experience and the quality of fﬁat experience-

The remaining correlations that are atatisticglly reliable
reflect the trend that older students tend to have had more life
experiences (e.g., relationships between age and job_reaponaiﬁility,
age and length of work experience). ’

The failure to find reliable relationships betweeﬁ highest
degree earned, number of credits, and teaching success as measured
by the four ratings is further indication that it may ﬁot be the
number of credits earned but the quality of work that counts. This
may explain why previous studies in the literature have not used
these two predictors in research. | ’

Conceptual and Methodological Problems

Having examined and compared the results of this study with
others in the literature, the ensuing discussion highlights some of

the conceptual and methodological difficulties encountered in the
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study. This discussion is organized as follows: sample; criterion =

measures and their correlations; and procedures. 7
EEEBLE' The study reported here involved a'group of 84
sﬁuégnts already admitted to Simon Fraser quversity's Prdfessioﬁal
Dévelopment Program (PDP) from 237 applicants. ’Thus, before the'
prediction equatiohs were calculated, screening procedhrgg_had
already been applied to select these students into tﬁg program. In
general, academic background and grade point average were the majof
criteria used in the seleétion. Letters of reference and evidence

of previous work experience was also considered.

Further screening may have occurred through the process of self

selection when five student withdrew voluntarily froam the program.
These sampling problems may be one reason why attempts to identify
useful predictors im this study have been frustrated. From the
review of literature on linear approaches in admissions
decision-making, Cascio (1978) noted that in order to identify valid
predictors, all applicants ideally should be admitted. Such a
procedure would ensure a hetfrogenous sample. The fact that the
study was unable to 1dent1fy*lbre rel?able preddctors of teaching
success is undoubtedly related to the restrict1;5 in range of the'-
saaple group. In relating this observation to other research
findings, it does highlight an important methodological flaw. Like
the present study, most other studies reviewed only use aubjecfs‘vho
have already been admitted to teacher programs (e.g., Belcastro,

1975; Elliott, 1971) and, in some cases, subjects who have already

graduated from teacher education programs (e.g., Toukmanian, 1978).
Since such pre-selection on previous criteria restricts the sample

range, it viclates an important principle in selection research.

This practice may have influenced the outcome of previous research.
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It may explain some. of'the dismal findings in the literature. Yet -

to admit all,applicants, whichmismideaqu1nn£Ld_posegseriouS—probiemsggf I

, for administrators. It is obvioua that not all can be admitted
because it would st:éin the resource available in teacher training
programs. Althodgh solutions to this problem are not at hand,
future researchers would do well to address it.

Criterion measures and their intercorrelations. The results

indicate that raters were no:erconsistént when rating the practice
variable, but tended to confuse principles with bractice ratings.
Such a confusion may stem from three sources. First, the two
variables may not measure different domains. The high correlations
uacross-variables tend to support this vie;. Because of this,
discrimination between variables becomes difficult and suffers from
method bias (Allen and Yen, 1979). If the principlgkand practice
constructs are not distinct, raters would be confused. This appears
to have been the case. :7 7 7 ‘
Secondly, the raters' confusion may also have stemmed froa

their unfamiliarity with the instrument. To overcome such'prob;e;s,
Burnett (1975) recommends that éé?ﬁfs recei#e some prior training to
eliminate some of the confusion and make raters more familiar with
the instrument. For this study, however, it was not possible to
assemble together all persommnel involved for training seasions,
particularly %1nce school asqociatesvwere scattered in schools all
over Vancouver. N

' The third source of confusion may be motivatiomal im nature.
Not all personnel involved in the ratings were convinced of the 45

value of the study. As such, not all were co-operative. For
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exanple,“bne school associate abpolutely'fefuagd to complete the
rating scale.' There véte others yho d‘?,’?ﬂ“l?fff???!:' 2?57
literature oﬁ testing and measurement clearly states that the
motivational Aspect is an‘inportant one in any measurement
(Cronbach, 1970). This motivational problem was reflected in the
loss of some criterion data. Feedback from raters indicated that
they iere not comfortable with the use of ratiﬁg sgaien since then
current PDP evélu&tions consisted of anecdotal'cﬁi-ents on teaching
practice. Furthergore, some school associates refuseduto co-piete
the rating aéales as a matter of principI:u:ince they did not
believe in student-teacher evaluation or in the efficacy of rating
scales. Some reasons offered were that these scales failed to
respect the student as an individual, which is basically a question
of values. There were others who were uncooperative in reactiom to
dissatisfaction with the program. All of these reasons may help
explain the delaxgﬂ returns of evaluation forms and the loss of some
data. It may also raise doubts over their vniidity. Clearly, this
18 a problem of implementation, one that plagues all evaluation
research. In this study, it may have helped had all personnel been
involved in the de?elop’sét of the criterion. Perhaps then, there
would have been 1u; resistance. | »~

Ideally, a job'or task analysis involving all personnel
responsible for the administration and execution of the PDP,:as
suggented in the literature review by Strauss (1980), would bhe

useful. It would help establish some consensus about teaching tasks,

program goals, and corresponding criterion measures. In other
words, if there is agreement over what teachers should do, it will

-3

make the task of identifying good teaching more feasible.

Unfortunately, such consensus is not forthcoming.
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Two further limitations of the dependent variables must be

acknowledged im this discussion. First, séhool and faculty

atsoéiates were asked to rate students' teaching performance only
after the firat semester (tuelve weeks) after their admission to
their program. This brief period doe t allow school and faculty
assoclates much opportunity to be bettex acquainted with the studeqt
or his/her performance. Second, additional and more long-range
information about students would have been valuable, such as grades
in theory and practice courses taken during their second semester in
the program, or ratings by principals or supervisors during the
first year sifseachiag'

Procedures. In retrospect, severél procedures could have been
improved in the present study. PFirst, coding was performed by a
single research assistant. There was no reliability check for
coding érrors. Due to the manpower problems, it was not posaible to
recheck all coding. ideally, it would have been proper to do.
However, only a small sample (p=3+) was rechecked forﬁteliabilrty in
coding and ‘no errors were found. |

Second, although the evaluation forms were distributed to all
raters, not all were returned within the stipulated two weeks. This
time period was enforced to discourage raters from discussing the
ratings among themselves which would contaminate the datsa. Because
of the delay in returms, it is likely that some may have discussed
thelir assessment with colleagues. Consequently, some of the .
criterion data may have been contaminated. Ideally, all ratings
should be done independently to ensure that one rater's. assessmsent
does not {nfluence another's. In the present study, it is possible

that the data are contaminated, although its extent cannot be

ascertained. ~A.
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Conclusion

This study sought to determine if some biographical data, found,
mostly on application foris can be uggd reliably to pfedict teaching
_ success. The results of the stﬁdy have not been promising. Only-
three predictors —— GPA, age, and sex — have been found fo be
reliably correlated with some of the criterion measures in this
sample. Furthermore, the only variable that carries policy
ilpligations, namely GPA, accounts for 6% of the variance.

Despite the generally unpromising results, the search for
valid, reliable predictors for screening applicants for teacher
aducanonprog:aumt continue. [Ehuiami-paxmz task for
researchers, as one would not wan;ffo commit the education of our

young to incompetent teachers who have not been properly selected by

teacher education institutions.
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APPENDIX A

SIMON FRASER UNIVERSITY FACULTY OF EDUCATION

Professional Development Program

PROGRAM DESIGN: .

The Professional Development (P.D.P.) at Simon Fraser University is a twelve month (three semester) teacher
education program. Students obtain practical experience for six months in school classrooms and spend six months
studying through university courses and seminars. Upon successful completion of the program, students are
recommended to the Ministry of Education for a British Columbia Teaching Certificate.

During the three semesters, students complete the following four-stage program:
Education 401: Introduction to Classroom Teaching

Ahalf-semester of classroomexperience during which ateam of student teachers works with a School Associate
and a faculty Associate.” Student teachers observe, teach and participate in school routines and programs.

Education 402: Studies of Educationalt Theory and Practice

A half-semester of campus study during which a student teacher examines and integrates knowledge gained
from the classrcom experience. This phase of the first semester includes seminars, curriculum workshops and study

‘groups

Education 405: Teaching Semester

A semester of classroom experience during which a student teacher is assigned to a classroom that reflects
his. her choice of grade level and special interest areas. The School Associate and Faculty Assocnate support and
sunervise the student through this extended classroom experience.*

Ediucation 404: Samester on Campus

A semester of academic courses during which students select courses offered by the Faculty of Education and
other departments of the university to build on strengths and eliminate deficiencies in their preparation for teaching.
Course programming in this semesteris designed to ensure that professional, academic and certificationrequirements
are satisfied.

The structure of many teacher education programs frequently separates rather than blends the theoretical and
practica! elements of teaching. The Faculty of Education has addressed this problem by operating a differentiated
staffing medel®, by engaging the students in a practical classroom experience at the beginning of their program
{Educencn 401) and by including an exiended cizssroom experience (Education 405).

! Beginning the program with @ pericd of classroom experience (Education 401) has advantages:

1. Students experience the roie of teacher imniediately and, perhaps, decide not to teach before investing more
ttme and money.

2. The likelihood is increasecd thal theoretical discussions will be relaied to classroom practice.

The extended classroom experience {Education 405) has advantages:

1. Many things that a student teachier needs to learn are best learned in schools.

2. Suggestions for teaching ¢an be tested and evaluated immediately.
3. Faculty members can share responsibility for instruction with classroom teachers (School Associates) and

Faculty Associates. -

*The Faculty of Education operates on & differentiated slalfmg model. In sddition to faculty members (professors), experienced leachsrs (Fecully
Associaies and School Associates) assume verious roles in the program. Fecully Associates are classroom teachers who are seconded to Simon
Fraser University for & ning nionth appointment. School Assoc:sres are the sponsor teachers in vhose classrooms student-teachers undertoke

Education 401 and 405.

CAMPUS AND INTERIOR PROGRAMS:
There are two main options op'ern 1o students, the Campus Program and the Interior Programs.
1. Campus Program

The campus-based pregram has two intakes of students to P.D.P.'each year; a September {Fall} and January
(Spring}intake. The sequence of professional studies and activities is arranged as follows:
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Fali Semester Spring Semester . Summer Semesler Fall Semesier
Sept. - Dec. Jan. - April May - August : Sept. - Dec.

Fa 401 | 402 405 404 R

Entry [
401

Spring . 404 . 405

Entry . .
402

Aliernative programs may be available for some students applying for the campus-based érogram. These
alternatives generally are offeredinthe Spring semester and they integrate Education 401 and 402 (as is the case with
the interior programs - see following section). Information about the current Lower Mamland Alternative Programs is

available separately.
2. Interior Programs

* SimonFraser University has developed @ number of off-campus programs to serve communmes in the mtepor of
the province generally in districts in which a regional college is located. Students spend the first two semesters (8
months)off campus a2t one of the smallinterior sites and then return for the third semester on campus (Education 404).

The program offered at interior sites is academically and professionally equivaient to the campus program while it differs

{2} in the sequencing of Education 401 and 402, (b) in the close liaison with the commumty‘ and (c) m that there is
normaliy only g Fall intake of students. VRN

Summer Semester

¥alt Semester Spring Semester ' T T
Sept - Dec Jan  Apri May - August ’ -l C
Fai 401 i
TNy . 405 404
Onty . §
402

Information about the current P.D P.interior sites is available separately.
ACALSEMIC PREPARATION F’RIOH TO APPLYING TO P.D.P.:
Elernentary Grades ) . ) R ' e

Students who wish to teach pupils in elermentary grades are eligible for admission to P.D.'P. ai‘tér they have
attained 60 semester hours (two years) of academic credit. Appropriate academic preparation includes subject areas

such as English(Compaesiticn and Reading!, Social Studies (Geography and History), Mathematics and General Science.
Since elementary teachers in B.C. are expected to perfcrm as generalists, a broad academic preparation is advisable.

Saecondary Grades . -

Students who wish to teach pupils in secondary grades should apply on the basis of a compisted appropriate
Bachelor's degree or be in an acadermic position that willensure completion of a degree program withinthe P.D.P. itseif
{1 € during Education 404). It would be advisable to have fultilled the requirements of either a teachable ‘major subject’
{a subject taught in the current secondary school curriculum) or two teachable minors.

APFPLICATION TO THE PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM:

1. Application to the P.D.P. must be made well in advence of the date on which the student plans to commence
the program. The responsibility for submitting required transcripts and references rests with the applicant. An
application is not considered until it is supported by all necessary documents. -

2. Allstudents whowishto applyto P.D.P. must be admissible to Simon Fraserniversity before their application-

tor admission to P.D.P. will be considered. Students enroiled at S.F.U. meke separate application to the P.D.P. A
declaration of a Bachelor of Education degree as a student’s goal will not automatically ensure acceptance ic P.D.P.

3. Because the number of applicants normally exceeds the number of spaces in the program, studems are
selected by the Admissions Committee of the Faculty of Education.

B
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S.F.U. Student
No_(ifknown)

] Surname

| N S
Former Name:
Mailing Address:

Number-Street

i L1 1. i-1_1_1_1_|_Applyingfor:

Semester You Are Fall

Spring 19

Given Names

]Ti‘tie o

A T TR Y R SN (Y Y S NN ONNNY U NS N WU GO NN B |

Postal Code

City-Province

.}‘W o o S B;SriﬂeSS_k S ARepon address changestoPD P
: . Faculty of Education S F U
Telephone: Home 22,2“.5220 A:;aRZ;:snar o Ottice-
. or Message (in writing or phone 281-3274%,
Check Grade Level You Wish to Teach: If Grades 8-10
- . - Indicate Teachable . \
PRIMARY 1-3 _ INTERMEDIATE 4-7° .  SECONDARY 8-101} Subject: e LI e — -

Special ' '(e,g_ Art. Music. P.E))

\
(i
'k' Teaching

Interests:

PLEASE CHECK EOX A E. ORC BELOW TO INDICATE YOUR FIRST CHOICE OF PROGRAM LOCATION FOR EDUCATION
1017 & 402 PLEASE INDICATE YOUR SECOND CHOICE UNDER D BELOW.

A Main Campus Program [

if you checked main campus, indicate 1st,

2nd and 3rd seleclicns of school placement during Education 401.

Abbctstord Burnaby Coquitiam | | Delta | ! - Langley I'! Vancouer
VWest Van - Maple Ridge | New West. ] North Van. { '] Richmond " Stirre:y
B. Lower Mainland Alternative Program {}
Please specily centre —
C. interior B.C. Program
Please specily site
1st Choice of site: 2nd Choice of site: —— .
D. we are unable to accommodate your first choice for Education 401,/402, do you have a second choice?
Yes — i yes. please specify choice: _
No :
T T -
/~ Cornment on any other factors ) .
which would assist us to pro- Aut?rrg)cl)b;le
_ vide you with a satisfactory f (a_jv?at ° ?r Yes  No. !
\school'placement_ i i aily lrave _TES. oL
! , CPni 2 ? .
( Date of “Mo. ! Day; Yr. ' Pnmary Language? Other Languages spoken? Arrival Date
Birth: 3 S in Canada

- RO - . ) IR
Do you have any physical
imitations? (Describe)

|
| Are you in good health?

|
§
|

Are you willing to-
take a medical
examination?

Y

INSTITUTION

ACADEMIC WORK SINCE LEAVING HIGH SCHOOL {INCL. SFU) PLEASE OUTLINE BELOW:

LOCATION

ENTERED | LEFT  |LEVEL

Top copy POD.P. Admissions

Second copy: Placements, Faculty of Education

Third copy. Registrar's O*




" List any special skills (e g., Music, Photography, Sports) and include copies of special certificates:

PAGE 2 OF APPLICATION FOR ADMISSION -

PROVIDE DETAILS OF WORK EXPERIENCE BELOW. T
{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)
— Human/Social Services (e.g., Social Worker, Counselior, Nurse)

- — Recreation (e.g., Program Director, Coach, Camp Counsellor)

— Administration/Management (e.q., Staff Training, Personnel)
Work experience must be verified by not more than three Reference Forms submitted by your referee(s).

SUMMARY OF WORK EXPERIENCE

No. of .
. Fullor No. of - ’ Employer
Date of Service ~ Part-time l Hours/ Position .

Months Week

Lﬁ_,.__ﬂ,___*_ﬁjr.‘, b ‘ i — {

Organization

Brief job description {duties and responsibilities)

"Date of Servic Fullor No. of | No. of i Employer
ale ofwervice -Part-time i Months Week ! Organization
: 4 . h . “

Hours ~ i Position ;
|

‘ |
2 | i x

Brief job description (duties and responsibilities)

: No. of L
. : Fullor No. of -l - ; Employer
. H ! , o
_Date of Service. . Part-time Months | velé?k/ Position ] Organization

'Brief job description (duties'and responsibilities) : '

Attach extra sheets in the same format if necessary.

I hereby certify that all statements on this application are true and complete. .

SIGNATURE ' DATE



APPENDIX C-1

Concersion Table for Perceﬁtages to S.F.U. Grades

Percentage ' S.F.U. G.P.A.

86-100% 4.0
83.75% \ 3.9
82.50% | 3.8
81.25% | 3.7
80.00% D 3.6
78.75% 3.5
-y
77.50% 3.4
76.25% ’ 3.3
75.00% 3.2
73.75% 3.1
72.50% ' 3.0
71.25% 2.9
70.00% ‘ 2.8
68.75% 2.7
67.50% ‘ 2.6
66.25% .- , 2.5
Y e
65.00% ' 2.4
63.75% ' 2.3
62.50% 2 » 2.2
61.25% , , 2.1
60.00% ' 2.0
55.00% | T s
50.00% 1.0

less than S50% - F or 0.0



APPENDIX C-2

Conversion Table for Grades to SFU Percentages

Grade ‘ _SFU Percentage

a , | 86 - 100
B | L 73 - 85
< )y 60 - '72
D o 50 - 59
F , | 49 and below



76

I

19

16

1%

it
%3
1€

(7
¢z
€2
12
apoy

0ado

*1/.61 ‘epvurn uoljrwaoOju]l “maauuo

*(1_*10A) suo13ednddQ jJo AIBUOII>IQ pus®

UCGTIBOT1JTE8EBT) UBRIPRUB) :EBPRUF) UOTIIRIBIWW] pus iamodupy
IWOLg

guoriednido Lipueqeny-{BWIUE PUB ‘a2in3j[ndI3ioy ‘Burmiwy
. Sutmaey -9

V suoT38dndd0 IOTALSG
ad1A19g  °¢

guorjednddo sajeg
sares %

N su01318dnd20 paje[al pur [EOTIAT)H
[eoraa1d ¢

uorjeaidaa pur Jiods ut suorjednodg
suo13iednd20 pajeyai pur ‘s3iw Burmiojiad ‘Aom1ajr] ‘o13srlay
Y31®3ay pue 3uldIipam Ul suoriwdnadg

uo131ea31331 pur sjiods ‘s3jav ‘yjjesy °7

suot1ledndoo paie(al puw Furydwaj
. uo131131 ut suoriednadg
SPI91) Ppa3JBI21 pur 3dUaIds [BIDOS ul suoriednadg
8o13Bwayjew pur Bulidadurdua ‘s3OULIDS [pANJBU UT suorjwdnddQ
3utyoeal pur uoiBr(ax ‘BuiissurBus ‘adulIdg ]

§3PO) UOTIIBDTJISER[) Niom 10(BY

a XIAINdddv



77

. @atqes1idde jou -

Butmataiajur puw
‘8uture1l 3j3yEIS 8B YONB

teuuosaad yitm yiom -

13uuosiad

JO uotr3BIIBTUTHPE
jusmadguwm 309171

NOIIVIISINIWAVY

¥ INFWIOVNVH °%

HI10M
7 12A31 19yjo Lue 10
8utyowod yjzim iadyay -

JU3d0p ‘aaNaom
100yo8-£3TUNUEONOD

‘yored ‘i1oyiasuod dmed -

8318 JO I0JBUTPIO-O0D -}

{ooyds AjTunmwwod
‘pavoq snaed
dupd> ® Jo 10309a11p -

NOIIVINOTY ¢

~ andea
1o1unp ‘siayjoag 3tg
‘193ua)y sI811) 8E®

yons HioM 133JUNTOA -

. 1901330 210aed
f1ajrom yinod 10 piatj3

topte Buisanu pauileiy -

uotleBaiduod v jo
9%1ey> utr 1938TUIE -
10320211p
weifoad orajzeTydLsd -
usmadstiod
‘3s1draayyl ‘asanu
‘19xi0m 1EIDO08 ‘13jiom
31BOPITYD PITJTIIID -

IVIDOS % NVRWOH °C

Jjuels186R LIBIQI] -
jue3stsse Buiuieay -

(8ut3i3itsdqeq usyjy

13Yyl0) 21edARp PWOY -

[9a@1 £31812ATun

- juelsisse Buiyoraj -

BERLER
21w04¥p 10 WOCIBBR]D

B Ul apIP 13ydB3al -

13Yyoea)
2182ABp P3TJTI130 -
13Yyoeaj ajnitisqns -
;%ﬂmmﬂahwa jo
umuuwﬁisumm 1o0y2s
juapuadaput 10
331PUI3]f® JO 13YOB3a] -

/m,

,/.iv
ey

ONTHOVAL ‘1

£3111q18UO0dsay
- MOT -~ JUB]IBISBY

IIT THARAT

muﬂﬁﬂaﬂmnoamwm
y31H -, Juels1S8Y
11 13A3T

»uﬂaﬂnﬂm:oamww 30211(Q
I TIAF]

SHITYO0OALYD

£3111q15u0dsay Jo s{3aa]

4 XTOGN3ddV




APPENDIX F
78

-~ -

SIMON FRASER UNIVERSITY
MEMORANDUM

15 . . School Associates . ... SRR from.. Stan Shapson

uipedt. Supplementary Student Evaluations ~] Date. April 8th, 1981

1 an enclosing copies of the supplementary Evaluation forms for your completioﬁ.
You are asked to complete one for each student umder your supervision during
the weeks of April 10 - 24,

These evaluations are solely for our PDP Admissions Research and your responses
will be kept confidential. Similar evaluations have also been completed by the
~tudents and faculty assoclates, If you find 1t helpful, you may choose to use
the evaluation form as a focal point for feedback and discussion between res-
pective students and faculty associates. However, all evaluations are only for
our rescarch and will not be placed on the student's permanent record.

Fach evaluation will take approximately 30 minutes to complete. Please complete
thoa independently before discussing it with the student and faculty associlate.

Please be reminded that you need only complete the column LEVEL OF IMPORTANCE
for all items for the first student you evaluate. It is assumed that your
response to similar items on the next form will not differ for this columm.

When you have completed all evaluations, place them in the enclosed envelope.

Tne ¢nvelop will be picked up by Timothy Ang the following week after the
24th of April.

Thanl. you for your ass{istance,




Wg\.
' K

/ .
g

FACULTY OF EDUCATION PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM

4017402 SUPPLEMENTARY EVALUATION (’)

Student's Name:

...................................................

Your *Name:

P I T T T T O T T R L T R S I N S S AR S

throughout the past semester, the student has been involved it s
variety of activities 1n Education 401/402 introducing him/her to
the ideas, principles and practice of the teaching profession, 1n
order to prepare him’her for an extended classroom teaghing
experience. This guestionnaire asks you to rate his/her LEVEL OF
PREPARATION for the 405 practicum.

Below you will find a list of statements about a teacher's responsi-
.bilities. tach statement describes some aspect of a teacher's role.
Please rate each 1item 1n three ways:

LEVEL OF IMPORTANCE -- How important you think the ares 1s 1in
relation to a teacher's overall pro-
fessional responsibilities.

LEVEL Of PREPARATIGN-~IDS&P OR PRINCIPLES: How well the student
: derstands the ideas or principles
involved. By these we mean information
about educational foundations, principles,
theory, issues, techniques, or psycholo-
gical theory.

LEVEL OF PREPARATION--PRACTICE: How competent the student is to
practice 1n the classroom. Please base
this on the student's present level of
performance.

Please use the following scale for-each area:

very high level; 4 = high level; 3 = moderate level;
low level; 1 = very low level.

5
2

Rate each statement three times, by placing a number rating in each
of the three boxes to the right of the statement.
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EXAMPLE

LEVEL OF LEVEL OF LEVEL OF

IMPORTANCE PREPARATION PREPARATION

g ~~IDEAS OR ~-PRACTICE
PRINCIPLES

an impor~ understand competent
tant area the ideas  im the

1n teach~ or princi- classroom
ing ples

Organize extra-curricular activities.

.
Explanation: This rater thought that extra-curricular activities

have a {low level of importance. He felt the student understood the
ideas apd principles 1n this area at a moderate level, and demonstra-
ted.a floderate level of competence 1n practice.



SCALE: 5 = ver

Rate each statement three times,
by placing a number in each of the
three boxes to the right of the
statement. '

1.

10.

11.

Contribute to positive school
climate.

Use pupil ideas in classroom
activities and discussions.

Establish clear expectations
for classroom behavior.

Use a variety of resources
and materials.

Develop rapport with class and
individual pupils.

Help pupils become self-.
directed and independent.

Understand legal and pro-
fessional responsibilities.

Use a variety of informal and
formal methods to evaluate
pupil progress.

Demonstrate resourcefulness
and flexibility in solving
classroom problems.

Use pupil feedback to modify
instruction.

Define instructional goals in
terms of pupil learning
outcomes.

igh; 4 = high; 3 = moderate; 2 = low; 1 =

LEVEL OF LEVEL OF

IMPORTANCE PREPARATION
-- IDEAS OR
PRINCIPLES

81

Very'lOw

LEVEL OF
PREPARATION
-~ PRACTICE




Rate each statement three times, LEVEL OF LEVEL OF  LEVEL OF
by placing a musber in esch of the IMPORTANCE PREPARATION PREPARATION
three boxes to the right of the -~ JOEAS OR -- PRACTICE

statement . : PRINCIPLES

12. Initiate activities to meet
personal and professional

-goals.

e g i s e o

13. Select learning experiences
appropriate to pupils' needs,
" abilities, and interest.

methods to assess needs.

15. Use appropriate questioning -
techniques.

‘16. Be familiar with curriculum
goals and objectives.

17. Develop strategies to deal
with individual differences
in in the classroom.

18. Establish éndrnaintain high
levels of task orientation
in the classroom.

19. Evaluate classroom programs
to plan for improvement.

14. Use a variety of diagnostic ~N

20. Develop and implement class-

room activities which link or .
involve several curriculum
areas. : .

21. Maintain fairness in dealing
with pupil behavior.




g

SCALE: 5 = vety high; .= high; 3= noderate, 2 = lou"i = very lou

Rate each statement three times,  LEVEL OF LEVEL OF  LEVEL OF

by placing a number in each of the IMPORTANCE PREPARATION PREPARATION
three boxes to the right of the . - == IDEAS OR —-VPRACTICE
statement. 7 , . PRINCIPLES =

22. Design teaching units to
achieve specific curriculum : e E
goals. T e TR

23. Foster gfoup cooperation and i ,
support in the classroom. _ N D

25. Identify individual differences f

26. Use constructive criticism

24.  Set goals for personal and
professional growth.

in pupils' abiljties, needs,
and learning styles.

~ from others to improve
teaching performance.

27. Assess pupil progress in terms
- of learning objectives and .
.individual development.

28. Assist pupils in developing
positive self-concepts.

29. bésign lessons or activities to

achieve sgpecific learning

',obJectlves.

30. Plan for plpil participation
in leaﬁnin experiences.

31. Work cooperatively with others =
in school and community.




SCALE: 5 = very tngh, 4 = high; 3 = mm, 2 = low;.1 = very low

Rate each statement three tmea, LEVEL EF LEVEL or ) i.Ew:L ur _

by placing a number in each of. the IHPORTANCE PREPARATION PREPARATION

three boxes to the nght of the - - -- IDEAS OR —— PRACTICE
. statement. . , T _ PRIPEIPLES o

¥

»

32. Monitors own teaching perfor- )
mance to plan for improyvement. ]. &

7 7 ‘433.» Recognize and adspt programs .
’ to differing community and .
cultural needs. k

Rl

P

34. Use a variety of instructional -
strategies appropriate to - =1 . v
curriculum areas at a specific x
level of instruction.

35. Plean activities and experiences
logically and sequentially.

13

. 36. Give pupils approprlate feed-
- back on performance.

%
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