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ABSTRACT

This study used the Delphi Technique to investigate
weaknesses of Division "A" (primary) teacher select-

ion procedures in New Zcaland.

Some of the major criteria on which New Zealand Divi-
sion "A" (primary) teacher candidates are sclected

are:

a] Personal qualities overt (e.g.
sense of humour)

b] Personal qualities covert (c.q.
initiative)

c] Academic ability (including
communication skills)

d] Involvement (e.g. with children)

A review of the literature as it relates to these

criteria revealed:

1] The existence of apparent discrepancics
between candidates' academic ability
and intelligence and their success in
teaching.

2] The personality traits and character-
istics of teachers on entry to training
show no consistent rclationship with

success 1in  teaching.

3] The criterion of experience with child-
ren (involvement) 1is based more on common

sense than research cevidence.

The results of the three round Delphi confirm and extend
the findings of the review of the literature by indicat-
ing that there are eleven major and significant weaknesses

in Division "A" (primary) teacher selection procedures
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in New Zealand. 1In this light and in the context of
recent overseas innovations in teacher sclection, the
present study concludes by making eight recommendations

for change.
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INTRODUCTION

Currently there is world-wide concern to improve uiw
quality of the teaching force (Wilson, 1985). Onc
manifestation of this is renewed interest in the sel-
ection of applicants for entry to teacher training.
Selection has become salient because in most countrics
in Europe, and in parts of the USA and Canada, a quota
system has been imposed on admissions to primary and
some secondary teacher education programmes. In thesce
instances, an "open door" policy to teacher education
has been dispensed with and seclection f{rom the applic-
ant pool has been introduced. 1In this situation close
consideration has been given to the criteria on which
selection decisions should be based and the means by
which evidence might be collected on the extent to which

candidates meet these criteria.

In New Zealand, both the criteria on which Division "A"
(primary) teacher candidates are seclected and the means
by which evidence 1s collected have been established
for over thirty years. However, three recent trends
have cmerged which, when combined, have helightencd the
nced to review Division "A" (primary) teacher sclection
procedures in New Zecaland.  PFirst, Division "A"™ Laeachel
selection procedures have been subject to intense crit-
icism (Ramsay, 1979; Freyberg, 1980). Seccondly, and

in support of these criticisms, there is a body of res-
earch and much speculation:-to suggest that present teacher
selection procedures do not reliably predict success

in teaching (Purdie, 1977; Norman, 1978; and Whuolley,
1978). Thirdly, historically there has been a surplus
of candidates for teaching over places available in

training (see Appendix 2, page 114).

Despite these three trends, studies which have invest-
igated the specific weaknesses of Division "A" teacher
selection procedures in New Zcaland have not been forth-
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coming. [lccordingly, the purpose of the present study
was to investigate the weaknesses of the criteria on
which Division "A" selection decisions are based and
the weaknesses of the means by which evidence i1s coll-
ected on the extent to which candidates meet these
criteria. The rescarch tool used to achieve the aims of

this study was the Delphi Technique.

The study begins in the following chapter by reviewing
the literature as it relates to the procedures which
are used in New “Yealand to select Division "A" ‘orimary)
teacher candidates. FPFollowing this, a descri  of
the procedures which are us2d in New Zcaland to sclect
Division "A" teacher candidates is given in Chapter

Two. Characteristics and applications of Delphi are
outlined in Chapter Three, as also is the selection of

the sample.

Chapter Four gives dectails of the results from cach
rourd of Delphi, and discusses the findings in the
context of the research reviewed in Chapters One and
Three and concludes by making recommendations for

change.
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GLOSSARY

Tecachers

Unless otherwise stated, the "teachers" in this study
are primary teachers. In New Zealand, primary teachers
in training arec classified as Division "A". This is
distinct from other groups of teachers such as Second-
ary teachers (Divisicn "C") or kindergarten teachers

(Division "E").

Applicant

In this study, a person who has [illed in an applicat-
ion form f[or Teachers' College but who has nol becn
admilted to a course of teacher training is Lermed an

"applicant".
Traince
The term trainee applies to a persoan who is Lraining

at a Teachers' College.

Beginning Teacher

Yool Lo R R R

IFollowing graduation from a Teache rs
are placed 1in certificaling positions in scho 1s f[or
two yecars. ‘Teachers in certificating positio:r s are
called "Beginning taachers™. ! B | RS &)
Lwo years 1n a certilicating position, beginn ag teachers

may or may not be "certiflicated".

Certification

Each beginning teacher's performance is evalu.ted by

a New Zcaland Department of Education Inspector of

primary schools. The inspector then recommend: whether
a beginning teacher be certificated or not. Gnce cert-

ificated, the tcacher 1is decmed by the Dircctocr Gencral
of Education in New Zcaland to be eligible for appoint-
ment to permanant teaching positions in the primary ser-

vice.

Candidates
In some cases it is necessary to use a term to describe
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the pool of applicants, trainees, and beginning
teachers. In this casc, the term "candidate" is
applied. Candidate is used in the sense that app-
licants, trainees, and beginning tecachers have in
common the objective of being certificated and ol

"becoming" a teacher.

I'raining

"Iraining" refers to the period of time trainees spend
in a Tecachers' College as well as the period as a
beginning tecacher in a school up to the point of
certification. TFor primary applicants, training at
college is threc years, reduced to two years [or
applicants with university credits or similar qual-

ifications.

Selection and Withdrawal

Sclection 1is distinct fromwithdrawal. Withdrawal refers
to candidates who, of their own accord, decide not Lo
continuc with a career in teaching. With withdrawal,
the candidate makes the decision to leave. Selection
refers to the process of deciding which candidates are
suitable for teaching. Decisions to reject candidates
arc usually made by the staff of the Education Board,

the Department of Education or the Teachers' College.

Interview Committee
This term is used to describe the group of people

who interview candidates. Sometimes the group is
referred to as the selection committec or the select-

ion pancl.
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CHAERETER ONE

LITERATURE REVIEW

The reasons for this rescarch are expanded upon at

the beginning of this chapler. lfollowing this, a
review of the literature reveals that some ol Lhe
major criteria on which Division "A" (primary) tcacher
candidales in New Zcaland are sclected (viz.,"Academic
record and Intelligence", "experience wilh children",
and "personalily trPits and characlerislics"), cannol
be substanliated from rescarch. A report on the use
ol "work samples™ which arc currently assuming new
importance overseas as a significant and reliable
sclection criterion is presented. The chapter con-
cludes with a discussion ol the advantages and dis-
advantages of the formal interview as a procedure for
collecting evidence on candidates' suiltabilily for

Leaching.

Reasons for Lhis Rescarch

In Novoemboer 1977, the then Minister ol Liducation, the
Honourable L.W. CGandar acted upon a recommendation [rom
the Advisory Council on Educational Planning to reviow
teacher training. The ensuing Review [1] received
submissions f[rom almost 120 people representing a wide
range of bodies and institutions either directly or in-
directly involved in tecacher education in New Zealand.
The many arcas of concern identified by the Review

were grouped into seven broad categories, two of which
were Teacher Recruitment and Teacher Sclection. Under

these .wo headings were listed three issues which are

[1] Review of the Report of the steering committee associated
with the Ministerial Conference of November 1977. (Depart-
ment of Education, Wellington, 1979).
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of particular relevance to this stuadv:

]
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"There was continudng caditicdiam of
{inteaview procedures, of scfection
processes, and of the Level of
Auccess {n ensuring that the most
Auitable applicants entex tecaching”.
[Review of Teacher Training, 1979: 9]

"There has been a fadilute to tecrudt

an adequate mix of entrants to tecaching ...
{ibid.; P.9]

"There was a need for greaten reseaxch
into the arcas of tccaudtment, sclecection,
1nd (ntexviewing fon teaciteng”.
[ihid., P.20]

In response to these recommendations, [our chanrges

have been made to the sclection procadurns since

19717,

i)

These are:

’

In 1978, a minimum intake fiqgure [or "Maori
and Pacific Islanders; males, and mature
applicants" was establirhed. Tn 1979, "male"
and "mature" applicant groups were dropped
from the reserve quota so that the quota
remained exclusively for Maori and Pacific
Islard applicants. The Department of Educ-
ation made a further modification in 1982
when it advised Boards that it was preferable
[2] to increase the number of Maori and
Pacific Island applicants to levels equal to
or above the percantage of Maori and Pacific

Island applicants admitted the previous year.

[2] Department of Wlucation circular, paper b., 35b, 1982,
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iil Tn 1983, the academic criterion from the

applicant's selection profile was abolished.

iii] 1In 1985, recruitment officers were reintrod-

uced.

iv] In 1986, the minimum cntry qualification was
amended to one sixth form certificate subject
(any subject) for candidates under the age of
20. No formal qualifications are required

for applicants over the age ol 20 ycars.

It 15 teoco carly to adjudge what the impact of lower-
ing the minimum entry qualification will be, but
neither of the other two changes made between 1978
and 1983 can be considered to be major and it is
likely that neither has had any significant impact
on alleviating the concerns of the Review ol Teacher
Education (1979). PFor example, the deletion of the
terms “male” and "mature” fromn the wording of the
regulation regarding quotas was significant on Lwo

counts.

First, it was elecar that suflficient numbers ol these
applicants were now entering teaching. Sccondly, the
fact that the quota became cexclusive [or Maori and
Pacific Island candidates indicated that there wa
still a serious concern that these candidates were
under-represented in teaching. The reintroduction of
recruitment officers in 1985 was a [further move to am-
cliorate this problem. However, Department of Educ-
ation Statistics (sce Appendix 1 for details) show that
the number of Maori and Pacific Island students offcr-
ed a place in Teacher Training declined for three in-
take periods between 1979 and 1986. For the 1980/81,
1982/83, and 1985/86 intake periods, the perccntage

of Maori and Pacific Island applicants offcred a

place of training, as a percentagc of the total intake,
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declined by 10.8 percent, 28.1 percent, and 30.5 per-
cent respectively compared with previous intakes.
This illustrates well the point that Freyberg (1977)

made that

...t 8ankerndng' around with selection procedurcs
before tradning begins will, on the evidence of
considexable nesecarch {m Uocatgﬁaf guddance,
achdieve only marginal gains."

[Freyberg, 1977 :2]

In relation to the other two concerns of the Review
mentioned above, namely, that there were both orit-
icisms and a dearth of rescarch about tcacher select-
ion processoes and interview procedures, it does

scem that very little has been done to rectify thesce
concerns.  Indeed, even the New Zcaland rescarch that
has been completed secems to have [ocussed mainly on
pre-selection data, particularly interview ratings.
Norman (1978), for instance, completed a longitudinal
study of 572 Division "A" tcacher candidates with

the aim of determining relationships between high pre-
teacher sclection scores and college progress/tcaching
performance. Significant correlations were notable

by their absence. In fact,

"There was ne consistent rnelationship between
the {nterview scores and the dropout rate ...
[and] none 0§ the selection <nformalion was
consistently associated with teachding practice
ratings." [Norman, 1978 :28]

Concluding, Norman writes,

"...4{t does noi aseem possible Lo predict college
on teaching pexformance from any of the dafa

currently recorded at the time of selection.”
[Norman, 1978 :30]
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Other studies, such as Whalley (197¢,), report similar

{indings.

To summarisc: despite the criticisms of Teacher sclect-
ion procedures which were expressed by the Review of
Teacher Training in 1979, there have been no studies
which have sought to establish the precise weaknesses

of Divison "A" (primary) selection procedures. 'The
urgency to undertake such rescarch was reiterated at the
recent Annual General Mecting of the New Zcaland LEducat-
ional Institute (N.Z.E.I1.) where a number of recommend-

ations wecre passced, including:

Recommendation 7: "That the Department of Cducation

undendake resecarch (nte the effeciiveness ef beth the
selection process and recrudltment schemes for teachen
traineca”, [N.Z.B.I., 1986 :108]

In the light of the above, 1t therefore scems both Limuly
and appropriate that such a study be undertaken. As

a backdrop to the present lnvestigation, the remainder

ol this chapter reviews the relevant literature as it

relates Lo teacher selection procedures.

The Scope of this Review

Overseas, much attention has been paid to tecacher
selection. Wilson (1985a), for instance, provides an
extensive review of over 180 rescarch projects wnich
arc «cither directly or indirectly related to teacher
sclection. While it 1s inappropriate to review all
the rescarch examined by Wilson, considerable
attention has been given in this chapter to the
studies he reviewed and others which report on those
criteria used to select Divison "A" (primary) cand-
idates in New Zealand. (e.g. intelligence and
ability, personality traits and characteristics,
experience with children). [3]

[3] 'I'he criteria on which Division "A" primary teachers in New
Zealand are selected are elaborated on in the following chapter
and a copy of the interview rating sheet is given in Appendix IV.
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Also included in this l!iterature review is a discussion
of the "interview" as a sclection procedure and an
alternative criterion, namely "work samples", which

has begun to assume new importance (Thorton and Byam,
1982; Wilson and Mitchell, 1986 b).

To date, research on the criteria used to select
teachers has tended to be correlational in design

in that it has investigated the rclationship between
selection criteria and a specified dependent variable
such as teaching cffectiveness, programme completion

or attainment of a tecaching certifjcate.

The ability to predict success in the carcer stage of
teaching f[rom pre-training interview scores is of
conniderable importance to sclectors (Menges, 1975).
Accordingly, to narrow the focus of this review, only
studies involving "success in full-time cmployment”
(i.2. when teachers take up full-time teaching positions
in schools) aﬁfmeasuro ol teachiny efflccliveness have
been included. Unless otherwise stated, "success"

is delined by the ratings of teaching performance
given to first or sccond year teachers by the principal
ol the school where the beginning teacher is cmployed,

and/or the ratings given by school inspectors.

The following section of this literature review
reports on correclational rescarch which has investig-
ated:
al] 1Intelligence and ability as predictors of
Success in teaching.
b] Personality traits and characteristics as
predictors of success in teaching, including
overt and covert personality scores.

c] Work samples as predictors of success in teaching.

Unfortunately, much of the work on correlational re-
search was completed in the period between 1955 and
1980 and, as such, is becoming dated. However,
these studies remain relevant in two ways: they
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have not been super:.:ded and the results of these
studies remain the bLuasis on which many institutions,
such as those in New Zealand, select teachers for

training (Mitchell, 1985).
To date, the most widely assumed predictor of a succ-
essful teacher has been academic ability and

intelligence.

Studics of Academic Ability and Intelligence as

Predictors of Success in Teaching

Stenhouse (1975) defines a teacher as "a person of
learning, skilled in Leaching". "his definition
suggests that the tecacher is first of all a’lcarner
and that assessment ol suitability [or training as
a teacher is based on evidence obtained [rom past
performance on learning tasks. It assumes teachers

will be knowledgeable of the subject they are teaching

and that they will e able to help others become sim-
ilarly knowledgcabl: . Yet, despite the logic invol-
ved, measures of intclligence and academic ability
have not proved to bLe strong predictors of success

in tecaching. EBEarly work found small, positive
corrclations between measures of intellectual ability
and success in teaching. (Hellfritzch, 1945; Rostker,
1945). Of the 55 studies investigating the relation-
ship between intelloectual ability and success in
tecaching which are reviewed by Morsh and Wilder (1979),
16 reported correlation coefficients that approached

or exceeded +.30, but 15 reported negative correlations.
More recent studies focussing on academic ability and
achievement measures have shown essentially the

same results. In New Zealand, for instance, Norman
(1978) conducted a longitudinal study of 572 Division
"A" primary trainees over the period of pre-training
through to the first year teaching and reported:
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"academic ratings at selection tended to
cornelate morne highly than othex vardiables
with cotllege counse marks ... [but] ...
teachdng peaformance ratings wexre not
segnificantly nelated to sixth foxrm, scventh
foam cx undveasily qualifications".

[Norman, 1978 :28]

North American rescarch (Durcharme, 1970; Greavoes,
1972; Ferguson 1977) also confirms that academic
performance, as measurcd by university examination
grades, is not a reliable predictor of success in
teaching. Durcharme (1970) correclated university
entrance examination and tcacher examination scores
with ratings which werc given to first ycar Leachers
by school principals. He concluded that there was

no significant correlation between exam results and
ratings by principalson teaching success or belween
examination results and ratings of pupil achicvement.
Durcharme did find, however, that various combination:
of grade point averages obtained from university study
showed low but consistently, positive relationships
to both criteria. Greaves (1972) in a similar study
found that various combinations ol undergraduatce
university grade scores correlated positively with
associate teachers' ratings of performance in student
teaching, but not with the principals' ratings of
performance as first yecar teachers. Ferguson (1977)
reports three findings which support Greaves. These

are:;

i] Grades attained at university corrclate highly
and significantly with teaching performance in
a 2 to 5 day full responsibility teaching sit-
uation, correlations ranging from .43 to .27.

ii] Grades attained at university correlate posit-
ively but not significantly with performance
in student teaching, correlations ranging from
.43 to .27.
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iii] Grades attained at university corrclate ncgat-
ively with peformance in first year tcaching.
The negative correlations were not of a size
to be statistically significant but all correcl-

ations computed assumed a negative direction.

In summary, what studies to date scem to suggest is
that, although intelligence and ability as measurcd
by school examinations are likely predictors of acad-
emic success at a later Lime, there is no evidence
that the best academically qualified students arc

ipso f[acto the "best" teachers. [4)])

The lack of correclation between academic criteria
and success 1in teaching performance indicates that
other variables, reflecerting personal qualities and

s5kills, may be important.

Studies of Personality Traits and Characteristics

as Predictors of Succo s in ‘Teaching

In 1963, Getzels and J. kson, concluding their
extensive review of li rature on the relationship
between tcacher person. i1ty and teacher cffectiveness,
wrote:

"Good fteachexs are frniendly, cheenful, sympath-
etic and monally ttuocus rathen than cruel,
depressed, unsympo hetic and morally depraved.
But when this has cen sadd, not very much That 44
especially useful as been revealed. For what
concedivable human nteraction - and teachding
implied finst and oremost human interaction -
{8 not betten 4§ ¢ people involved are frdiend-
Ly, cheerful, sym) (hetic, and virtuous rathen
than the opposdte.’
[Getzels and Jackson,
1963:547]
[4] Wilson, 1985a :59
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Few studies have been completed which specifically
allude to the relationship between pre-teacher

training personality traits and success in tecaching.
Although this is a neglected arca of rescarch, Norman's
(1978) study provides several insights. Investigat-
ing New Zealand selection procedures, Norman correl-
ated scores (N=572) at the pre-entry interview on

two measures of personality with ratings given to

first year teachers by inspectors and the principal

of the school at which the teacher was first employed.
The two criteria of personality on which cach applicant

was scored at the interview werce:

i] Overt Personality: These characteristics
include such traits as self-confidence, vitality,
and sensc of humour.

ii] Covert Personality: ‘“These characteristics include

initiative and resourcefulness.

Commenting on an applicant's personality scores and
the correlations of these scores with performance

as first ycar Leachers, Norman writes:

"There was no conscstent patteans for eicthen
perscnal ity scorne accoarding Lo the teachen
nating given by the principal but high
natings by {nspectors seemed Zu ve
associated with high personality scores at
the {nterview ...[however]... none of the
selection {nformation was consistently
associaled with teaching practice ratings."
[Norman, 1978 :31]

Although these findings may be discouraging, personal-
ity factors continue to be used by tecacher seclcecctors
in New Zealand and overseas as a criterion to assess
teacher candidates. Similarly, experience with child-
ren has beenmaintainedin Division "A" selection proced-

ures as an important selection criterion.
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-
Studies of Experience With Children as Predictors

of Success in Teaching

There are several reasons why many teacher sclection
procedures have included this criterion as a consid-
eration for entry into teacher training. First, it
is commonly presumed that a candidate who has had

experience with children prior to entry into tcacher
training will be more successful in dealing with

children generally than a similar person who has not

had such expecricence.

The second reason why experience with children has
been maintained as a criterion for tcacher selection
is that such experience has often been interproted

as onc measure of a candidate's interest in children.
Interest in the lecarners has long been considered

an important condition of a positive lecarning

climate (Emmerling, 1961; Schmuck, 1966). lHowever,
there appecars. to be few studies which positively
correlate the experience with children that a cand-
idate brings to teaching and later success in
tecaching. Those few studies which have been completed
appear to be conflicting in their findings. lor
example, Durcharme (1970), investigating relationships
between the pre-service entry characteristics of
first and sccond ycar teachers (N=370) and success

as a beginning teacher, found that pre-scrvice cxp-
erience with children predicted principals' ratings
of teaching performance in first and sccond year
teachers almost as well as performance in student
teaching (a correlation of .41 versus correlations
ranging between .48 and .59) and was more cffective
as a predictor of learning gains by pupils of these
teachers (a correlation of .41 versus correlations
ranging between .25 and .30). Durcharme concludes
that pre-service experience with children and per-
formance in student tcaching are both better predict-
ors of principals' ratings and learning than scores
on high school examination results.



However, studies carried out at Oregqgon College of
Education (Gengler, 1977) contradict Durcharme's
findings. In three replications of a study correcl-
ating experience with children with success in teaching,
Gengler found no consistent relationship between work
experience with children prior to entering a tcacher
preparation programme and success in three to five
days of full responsibility tecaching and no relation-
ship between cexperience with children and success in
two to [ive weeks of full responsibility teaching.
Most of the correclations obtained were near zoro,

but on one term's population of student teachers all
correlations assumcd a negative direction. No explan-
ation for this result is offcred by Gengler. Morcover,
four other variables correlated negatively with
experience with children. These were instructional
functions, assessment of student lecarning, relating
inter-personally to students and colleaques, and the
performance of professional responsibilitics related
to teaching. 1In all cases the scores computed lor
cach variable were derived from a series of detailed
ratings relating to cach of Lthe tecaching functions

assessed.

Because of the important differences in both the
dependent and independent variables in the three
studies cited (Ryans, 1958; Durcharme, 1970; Gengler,
1977), it is difficult to interpret the variations

in these results. Taken as the available data basc,
it is doubtful whether the studies cited can adeguate-
ly justify the inclusion of "experiencc with children”

as a criterion in a selection process.

It would appear, then, that common scnse and not
research evidence is the primary justification f[or
the inclusion of the criterion of experience with

children in tecacher sélection procedures. Secondary
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to this is another source which may have had o
influence on the inclusion of experience with
children as a selection criterion, namely psycho-
therapy. Noted psychotherapist Barrett-Lennard
(1962) drew conclusions from his rescarch Lhat
authentic, accepting, cmpathetic personalitics in
teachers facilitated learning. 1In his study, he
correlated clicent (N=260) imprcvement with therapist
personality type, concluding that clients who showed
the most Lherapeutic change perceived their therapists
as belng more genuine, prizing, and cmpathetic.
Rogers (1969) remarked that this relationship has
been confirmed in replications of Barrctt-Lennard's
study. While there is no evidence that this rescarch
has directly influenced tecacher selection proceoedurcs,
Gage and Berliner (1979)) maintain that the results
of studies in psychotherapy had a major influcnce

on the development of "humanistic oducation" in the
1960's and 1970's and that this influcnce would most

certainly have permeated tecacher selection procedure:s.

Morc recently, several teacher sclection institutions
overscas have steered away f{rom scarchine [or single
variables (e.g. academic attainment, personality [act-
ors, and expecricnce with children) as indicators of
success in tcaching and instcad have begun to look

at the quality of teaching performance under simplif-
ied or real-life teaching conditions. 1In this respect,
the use of "work samples" as a predictor of success

in teaching is beginning to assume new importance

as a criterion in ‘teacher selection procedures.

Studics of Work Samples as Predictors of Success in

Teaching

In the industrial world and in the miiitary, the use
of work samples as predictors of job performance is
widely used (Bray, Campbell and Grant, 1974; Campbell
and Bray, 1967; Ghiselli, 1966).
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Work samples as predictors arc also used in tcacher
training in the form of stiadent teaching, though
student teaching is rarely thought ol in thesce

terms. Micro teaching and other forms of simulated
teaching experience could also be treated as work
samples but historically these experiences have

been used largely to develop skills rather than to
obtain samples of work performance to be used as
predictors of success in [irst ycar teaching. Studices
which have used performance in student tcaching as

a predictor of success in full-time employment hold
considerable promise. IFor example, Durchmme (1970)
found the relationship between T'raining College and
associate teacher ratings of student tcaching
performance and principals' ratings of [irst and sccond
year teaching performance range from .48 to .59, all
significant at or beyond the .01 level of confidcence.
Greaves (1972) and Crocker (1974) report similar
findings. Norman (1978), in Lher longitudinal study

of Division "A" tecacher candidates in New Zealand,

also concluded:

"Teacheng peaformance ralings wene significanlly
nefated to teaching practice assessmenis,”
[Norman, 1978 :22]

Schalock (1979) is more emphatic:

"A form of work sample (4 obtained «n essent-
{ally all teachexr preparation programs, and
when carcful assessment procedures are used
performance unden these condifions appears
to predict performance in the carly years
of teaching about as welf as any of the
measures of teaching pexformance that have
emerged from the past 20 years of reseaxch on
teaching effectiveness.”

[Schalock, 1979 :394]
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An analysis of Wilson's (1985a) extensive review of
the literature reveals that, since 1979, very little
evidence has come to hand to contradict this

conclusion.

In summary, work samples appear to offcr potential
promise as predictive measures of success in teaching,
both in Training College and as full-time teacher.
Yet, despite this, work samples have not been widely
used by teacher selectors. Rather, selectors in

New Zcaland and overseas (Wilson, 1985c) have

relied heavily on the formal interview as an
instrument to provide vital selection information

on applicants who apply for tecacher training.

Studies of the Formal Interview as a ''eacher Sclection

Procedure

The report of the New Zealand Review of 'l'cachor
Training (1979) noted that changes over the past

ten yecars had led to improvement in teacher training
but that there were a number of arcas of concern.

One of these arcas reclated to the formal interview as

a sclection procedure.

"There (s contdinuing cadldicism of <(nterview
procedures, of selection processes, and of
thein Level 0§ success «n ensuning that the
most sultable applicants enter teaching."
[Review of Teacher Training,
Department of Education, 1979 :9]

In order to understand these criticisms, the notion
of a formal interview needs clarification. The
selection interview, as used for the sclection of
teachers, is distinct from other varicties of inter-
view used in education such as "appraisal" and
"counselling" interviews (Riches, 1983). The selcct-

ion interview is sometimes called the employment
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igterview in the sense that applicants are sclected
for a position of employment. With the selceclion
interview, onc or more sclectors normally inter-

act with an applicant for a period of time between

15 minutes and one hour. This interaction is in

the naturc of a conversation which may be tightly or
loosely structured and which often proceeds {rom
gencral pleasantriecs to the main topic [or discussion,
normally sclected by the intcrvicwcr(u}; As the
interview necars its conclusion, the intcrviewer(s)
will often give the applicant an opportunity to raise
points [or clarification or discussion. AfLter all
applicants have been seen, the interviewcrs discuss
Lheir selection findings. Herriot (1981) describes
Lypes of sclection interviews in terms of "rules and
roles". TFor example, it is considerced appropriato

for Lhe interviewer to take charge.ol Lhe situaltion
and to ask gquestions ol the applicgntl. The applicant
is usually expectod to wait until jnvited before
asking questions and 1s cxpected L be conlident whene
thére 1s reason to Lbe (Tesztsler ;n1d HSuonchivlsky, 1978).
There 15 also an expectation 1J1n; the applicanb is keen,
but not sycophantic, arnd will defer to Lhe interviewer's
gquestioning although will ovccasionally volunLeer

additional information,

With this clarification in mind, Schmitt (1976) draws
attention to the great number of variables which have

to be taken into account in recscarch on the selection
interview. 'These include interviewer variables, inter-
action variables, and situational variables. Inter-
viewer variables include the number of intervicwers,
their age, race, sex, physical appecarance, educational
and cmployment background, psychological characteristics,
expectations, verbal and non-verbal behaviour, status,
and relationship with other members of the panel.

While analysis of the selection interview reveals its
complexity and while it still remains as the corner-

stone of many teacher selection procedurcs (Mitchell,
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1985), its wecaknesses are well documented.

The Weaknesses of the Selecltion Intervioew

Interviewers differ greatly in their capacity to

clicit accurate information from those they arc
questioning (Maguire and Rutter, i976). Some
interviewers may make more accurate judgements about
candidates than others (Cook, 197Y) and interviewers
differ greatly in what they remember about the content
of intervicews (schub, 1978). Keenan (1977) has

drawn sttention to how lack of preparation, pro-
judices, and lack of consistency in covering the

same Ltopile with diffeorent candidates (as reported

by candidates in scli-report questionnaires) affect

the reliability and validity of the decisions taken,
The genceral bias of deciding in favour of thosce whom
tho interviewers like or who are like Lhe interviewers,
is cvidenced in the rescarch on the sclection inlterview
by Rand and Wexley (1975). Geiss (1978) points to

the body of evidence which shows how our perceptionc

of persons arce colourcd by our pre-occupations,
previous life history, and 2motional state so that

we soce individuals "down periscope", and hence,

often, 1naccurately. lLinpressions formed about cand-

1

idates f{rom apnlication [+rms and referces' reports

may be further contaminati | factors.

In the light of the above contentions, Webster (1982)
draws attention to seven rescarch findings that
illustrate the complexity of the problem of the

sclection interview:

" 4] Jdnfavourable information almosil always

carnies morne wedight than favourable datla.
(4] The effect 0§ unfavourable {(nformation

aboul an applicant depends both on when (1
(A penceived and when the {interviewex
necords the impressions.

{44] Once an 4intexviewe: <4 committed to accept
an applicant, additional information
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tneacases confidence <n the decdision but does
not 4mprove (5 quality.

4v] The tradinding and experdience vf (nteavicwens
has mindmal effects on the quality of judge-
mend.

vl Taaining may xeduce (nterviewer erxon but
there 45 no evidence that reduclion of erron
(mproves judgement. .

vi] 1§ sevexral xeally promising ok vety wunpromdseng
applicants have been ecvaluated (n successdion,
one wio 5 "average” wdll be under- o oven-
rated.

vid]  Inleaviewers develop a stereolype of the good
applccant amd seek te match applicant {e¢
d(c@b(gpc."

[Webster, 1982 :14]

Further, Abelson (1976 reports that the effective-
ness of Lhe interview may depend on the extent to which
the interviewer can challenge the applicant's “"script".
The script of the applicant includes such things as
their view of themselves, their carcer and personal
values which they hold and which they give expression
to consistently. Cne example of a script for cand-
idates [or teacher training might be related (o the
decision to become a teacher. Intervicewees' "scripts”
arc challenged through questioning yet Kecnan's rescarch
(1980) points out that interviewers tend to use

lines of questioning which are unproductive. FPFor
example, interviewers tend to focus on speculative
matters that the interviewee cannot answer f{rom

past expericnce ec.qg. "What do you think that you will
most like about teaching?"; "Where do you sce yourself
in ten years time?"; "How do you think you will manage
looking after a class of thirty children?". Keenan

and Wedderburn (1980) conclude that, although these
gquestioning strategies may help selectors in coming to

a decision, they are also likely to alienate applicants.
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Hence, while many of the criticisms of the selection
interview seem to be influenced mainly by the role

of the interviewer, only three pieces of research
were found which report on candidate variables which
wecaken the selection interview as an assessment
procedure. Anstey (1977) and Goffman (1959) suggest
that there is a willingness on the part of applicants
to "play the intervicwers'game". That is, applicants
scck to present the face that is likely to be most
acceptable. Knowing what is acceptable and what is
mot 15 interpreted on the basis of cues picked up by
the applicant in the process of interaction with the
panel memibers. It is well known that the reliability
ol Lhe selection interview 15 weakened by the lact
that applicants often arrive at the intervicew with

varying degrees of interview expericnce (Wilson, 1985).

Despite these criticisms of the sclection interview,
and Lhose which have been discusscd carlier in this
scecbion, lew resecarchoers would advocale Lhe complete
cxclusion of the interview as a sclection procedure.
For example, anstey (1977) advocates the use of
interviews as a means to aid decision making il the
cemphasis is placed upon building up a descriptive
accournit of aspects ol the applicant which are

deemed relevant to the sclection decision, viz, physical
appearance, articulateness in relation to life history
and the major decisions taken to date, capacity to
state, defend and criticisc a point of view and so on.

Wilson (1985) also supports this vicw.

To summarise: 1In w~ighing up both the advantages and
disadvantages of the selection interview, most
tecacher cducation institutions overscas, including
those in New Zcaland, have chosen to maintain the

usc of this procedurc as an important means of
collecting information on candidates' suitability for
tecaching training. However, recent trends overseas
(Wilson, 1985) show that the extent of its importance
as the principle means of assessment is decrecasing
and many institutions are now using it as an aid to
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decision-making rather than the focal point.

Conclusion

The Review of Teacher Training (1979) questioned
whether Division "A" t“cacher selection procedures in
New Zecaland had been successful in ensuring that the
most suitable candidates entered tecaching. 1In
response to this concorn, and after reviewing the
literature on which the major Divison "A" teacher
sclrection criteria in New Zealand are based, the
following conclusions were forthcoming:

First, the best academically qualiliecd candidatoes

for teacher training will not necessarily make the
"best" teachers. Secondly, the personality traits
and characteristics that candidates bring to the
selection interview cannot be interpreted as reliable
indicators of success in tecaching. Thirdly, the
decision to include "experience with children" as a
major criterion in present Divison "A" selection
procedures is based more on common sense than rescarch
cevidence. The review of the literature concludes
with the discussion of two important trends which arc
cemerging overseas in relation to teacher selection
procedures. First, "work samples" are being used
increasingly as a reliable selection criterion and,
sccondly, the traditionally dominant role of the select-

ion interview in selection procedures is diminishing.

The review of the literature provides an appropriate
backdrop for the following chapter which will discuss
in more detail the procedures that arec used in New
Zealand to seclect Division "A" (primary) candidates

for teacher training.
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CHAPTER TWO

THE_PROCEDURES FOR_SELECTING DIVTISION
"A" PRIMARY TEACHERS IN NEW ZEALAND (1]

This chapter summariscs the criteria on which decisions
for selecting Division "A" candidates in New Zealand
are based. The chapter begins by looking at teacher
selection as a series of four stages and concludes

at stage one. Stage one is sclection prior to entry

into teacher training.

TNTRODUCTTON

Tecacher sclection as a_series of staqges

The sclection of Division "A" candidates in New Zecaland

can be secen to occur in four stages. These arce:

i] Selection prior to entry into teacher training
ii] Selection during teacher training
iii] Selecction during the period of internship

iv] Selection during a teacher's carcer

At cach of the four stages, formal procedures have
been established which allow sclectors to assess a
candidate's suitability to progress to the next stage.

These procedures are now briefly discussed.

Stage One: Selection prior to entry into teacher training

Selection procedures used during this stage include
the application form, the referee's report, the school
principal's report, and the formal interview. Having
demonstrated to the selectors that they possess the

[1] The source of the information in this chapter, unless
otherwise stated, is the Education Department Administration
Manual, part c, "Teachers”.
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potential to succeed as teachers, candidates are
admitted to the second stage of selection which

involves formal teacher training.

Stage Two: Selection during teacher training

Candidates in training at a Teachers' College ar
evaluated regularly by tests and assignments. e
some candidates, cvaluation may take the form of
university studies but all candidates are assesscd
on performance in teaching practice. After success-
fully completing two or thrce years of training,
candidates enter two ycars of probationary teaching

as "beginning teachers." [2]

Staqe Three and Four: Selection during and beyond the

period of certification

Teachers at this stage are formally assessed by a

New Zcaland inspector of Primary schools. The
inspector gathers information on ecach beginning
teacher from a variety of sources including the beg-
inning teachers' school principal. The inspector then
recommends whether or not the beginning teacher be
"certificated". At stage four, which encompasses the
selection of teachers for promotion during their
career, the sources of information for assessment

at stage three remain applicable.

[2] Some trainee teachers defer entry into "beginning teaching"
for one year in order to complete a university degree.
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These four stages constitute the selection process

which is shown diagrammatically in Figure One below.
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The possibility of rejection from the process is
greatest at stage one. This is due to the fact that
there has historically been an excess of applicants
over places available in training in Division "A"

(see Appendix Two).

DUring stages two and three, the threat of rejection

is only a remote possibility for most candidates.

By stage four, the selection process is largely complete
in the sense that teachers are¢ "selected" not for
rejection from the process but rather for promotion or

for movement across schools or positions.

This study is primarily concerned with stage one and,
in particular, with the weaknesses of sclection proced-

ures for those classified as Division "A" students.
Stage One

For the purposes of this study, stage one begins when
applicants fill out an application form and it cnds
when candidates have been formally notificed of their
acceptance into a course of teacher training. Sclect-
ion at stage one is the responsibility of selection
committees which are set up under the auspices of

Education Boards.

Fducation Boards

There are ten Education Boards in New Zcaland. REach
Board administers educational policy for a particular
geographic region. Included in each Board's responsib-
ility is the selecting of suitable candidates from the
pool of applicants who apply for teacher training. Each
year the New Zealand Government determines the number
of candidates who will be accepted for training as
teachers. This number is termed the "national quota".
In turn, the number of students who are to be

nccepted into teacher training by each training college
is issued to Education Boards and this is based on a
percentage of the national quota. For the purpose of
selecting applicants who apply for teacher training,
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each Education Board appoints a selection committee.

Selection Committees

The selection committce decides which candidates will
enter teacher training and which will not. The

scelection committee is represented by four organisations,
all of whom have a major interest in teacher cducation,

These are:

1] The Bducation Board.

2] The Department of Fducation.
3] The Teachers' College.

4] <The N.Z2.EBE.1.

Usually, selection committeces in each Board consist

of four members, one from cach of the four organisations.
Fach member is required to hold a particular post in
the organisation which they represent. In more detail,

the governing requlations indicate:

Both sexes should be neprcaented on the
committee., The arepresentative of the LCducation
Board may be an Fducation Board member, a
practising teacher seconded for the purpose,
orx a suitable retired penson ... There should
be a Maor{ or Pacific Trland nepresentative
on selection committees and {nterviecwing pancls
wherever practicable.

[Paragraph c9.14.1]

In addition to the members of thc selection committee,
each of the four organisations in cach Board area has
several members who are available to act as selectors

if called upon. This often happens in some of the
larger Boards such as Auckland and Wellington where
teams of selectors process a large number of applicants.
These teams are called "selection panels" and they have
the same structure and responsibility as selection comm-
ittees. 1In this study, the term "interview committee"
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is used to describe the group of people who
interview candidates, whether that group be a

selection committee or a selection panel.

Every applicant for teacher training is formally
interviewed by an interview committee. The formal
interview is one of several selection procedures
at stage one. The remainder of this chapter reports
on the four main selection procedures used at stage
one to select Division "A" (primary) applicnnis in
New Zecaland. These are:

i] Recruitment

ii] The application form
iii] The referees' reports and Secondary School

principal's report

iv] The formal interview

Recruitment

Recruitment has as its objective the need to promote
actively teaching as a worthwhile carecer. [3] FEach
year the Department of Education issues a circular
to every Board making suggestions for recruitment
procedures. There arec two approaches to recruitment
of applicants for tecacher training in New Zealand.

National level recruitment

Annually, the Education Department arranges for
advertising on a national level, generally through
television and newspapers with a national circulation.
The purpose of national level recruitment is to
complement the regional campaigns carried out by the

Education Boards.

Regional recruitment

In addition to national recruitment, over and above
the supply of posters, information booklets, and

[3]  Department of Education circular, 1986/ 69 :1
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leaflets, the Department of Education allocates funds
to the ten Education Boards. These funds are uscd
for advertising purposes only. Morecover, cach year
the Department of Education seconds a number of people
from each Board area to act as recruitment officers.
Although recruitment is ongoing, recruitment officers
are seconded for the recruitment "“season", visiting
schools, libraries, universities, and maraes during
the months of July and August. Recruitment officers
are supplied with a variety of teaching materials
including a 15 minute video. As part of the recruit-
ment drive, intending applicants are recquired to

complete an application form.

The Application Form

The Application Form requires applicants to give
personal details (date of birth, nationality, ethnic
identity, medical history and so on - see Appendix 3
for a copy) as well as a full account of their
academic and employment records. An applicant's
cthnic identity appecars to be one important factor

in selection and has recently assumed new importance.
The i-portance attached to the selection of Maori and
Pacific Island candidates is evident in the official

Department of Education policy, which states:

"Maori{ and Pacific 1sland targets

Annually reviewable selection targets are

Aet with the following objectives:

al to ensure that as many as possible,
pregerably all, suditable Maoai and
Pacif<ic Taland applicants are offered
places in teacher training courses.

[4] See, for example, "The Curriculum Review, 1986. A

[4]

Draft Report Prepared for the Comittec to Review the Curric-

ulum for schools". Department of Education, Wellington, 198
The report maintains that there is a shortage of Maori and
Pacific Island teachers and that every effort should be made

. . RR P

6.
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b] to achieve nationally, at fLeast, the
same Level of Maordi and Pacific Tsland
sefection as achdieved the pacviocus yeax
and, {§ possible, to {ncrecasc that fevct.

The procedure provides for offexs to be made to
Lower ranking Maori and Pacific Tsland applicants
in stages following refusals of (nitial offers
from highen ranking applicants so that the
achievement of the above aims can be related
to the ovexall quality of the field of applicants
paesenting themselves (n any one yeax.

[paragraph ¢9.14.8]

Generally, persons who have attained the age of 46
yecars are not normally considered for selection and
neither are those who do not have the required academic

qualifications.

Academic Qualifications

The qualifications required for entry to Division "A"
for those applicants who have not attained twenty yecars
of age prior to the commencement of the course of train-
ing is a Sixth Form Certificate in one or more subjects,
or University Entrance. No formal sccondary qualificat-
ions are required for applicants who will have attained

twenty years of age prior to admission.

It is expected that older applicants will bhe at

least 23 years of age and that they be:

"...necommended by selection committees as
mature, (ntelligent adults with many good
personal, intellectual, and cultural
qualifications.”

[paragraph c9.13.4]

In addition to listing their interests and hobbies,
applicants are given the opportunity to support
their applications by giving reasons for their desire
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to become teachers. All applicants agree to take up

a two year teaching position anywhere in New Zecaland

at the completion of their training. Also included

on the application form is a request to supply the
names and addresses of two referees. Referces®

reports apply only to "older" applicants. The two
people named by the applicant are subsequently contact-
ed by the Education Board. They are asked to answer

a series of questions relating to the applicant's

character.

Referces' Reports for older applicants

A referce's report requires the referec to answer a
rangye of questions about the applicant and includes:
* How long have you known the applicant?
* Would you allow your son or daughter to be taught
by the applicent?
* Do you consider that he/she has the academic abilily

to succeed in the course choscen?

The referee's report concludes by asking the refercce

to rate the applicant as fitting one of four descriptors.
At one extreme the referee recommends the applicant

for teaching without reservation while at the other

extreme the applicant is rated unsuitable for teaching.

I'or school Jeavers, the interview committee uses a
school Principal's report and no%t referces' reports
to aid their judgement of the applicant's suitability

for teaching.

School Principal's Confidential Pcport

The Principal's Report is written for applicants who
are either still at school or who have recently left
school. Secondary schools have the advantage of
seeing applicants over a number of years and during
important stages of their development. As such,
interview committees give careful attention to the
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information contained in the Principal's Report.

If an interview committee assesses the suitability of
an applicant in quite contrary terms to those of the
Principal, the Department of Education rccommends
that the school be contacted for further comment. [5]
The Principal's Report asks the Principal to rate
applicants as either above average, average, or bclow

averagce over {our arecas.
These arcas are:

i] Language
ii] Mathematics
iii] Personality

iv] General suitability for tcaching

As well, the school Principal will report on the
applicant's involvement with school and community
activities, their expericnci: of New Zealand and
other societies, their estimation of the applicant's
ability to carry out tertiary study, and their
assessment of the applicant's self confidence, scnse

of humour, and manncr.

The Principal is also asked Lo rate the applicant
between the extremes of being either very suitable [or
teaching or very ui .v.table. Information from the
Application Form, Referecs' and/or School Principals'
Reports are used by the interview committee to juide

their asscessment of applicants in the interview.

The IFormal Interview

&,
Each candidatec is formally intecrvicwed, f{or approximately

20-30 minutes, by the interview committce at a location

[5] Department of Education circular, 1983/59, paragraph 19.
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deemed suitable by the Education Board. The formal

interview has two functions:

1] To allow the selection committee to assess the
candidate's suitability for teaching and for

study at a Teachers' College.

2] To give the applicant the opportunity to ask the
interview committece questions about tcaching and

study in a Teachers' College.

No onec is accepted into teacher tiaining in Neow
tcaland without a formal interview. During the
formal interview, the interview conmittec asscsses

cach applicant according to sct criteria.

The Assessmenc Criteria

The assessment criteria used by the interview committcce
during the formal interview arc detailed and extensive.
(Sce Appendix 4 for a copy of the intervicw rating

sheel).

The four criteria are Overt Personal Qualitices which
cover the visible aspects of personalily such as scelf-
confidence, sclf-control, sensc of humour, commitment,
deportment, and dress; Covert Personal Qualities such

as initiative, resourcecfulness, open-mindedness,
integrity, and concern for people; Communication Skills,
an assessment of this criterion depending on the school
rating and, more important, the seclection committee's
judgement about powers of expression, fluency, clarity,
flexibility, and deneral quality of specech; Involvement,
which is assessed by the applicant's commitment to cult-
ural, sporting, social, and welfarc activities. While
no direct credit is given to academic attainment, the
completion of academic courses is taken as evidngce of
such qualities as commitment, industry, reliability, and
maturity.
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Ranking of Suitable Applicants

At the formal interview all suitable applicants are
ranked in order of merit on a scale of 1 - 36. Lach
member of the committee apportions cach applicant

a score of between one and ninc points for cach of
the four assessment categorices, namely, personal
qualities (overt), personal qualities (covert),
communication skills, and involvement. Tae [inal
ranking is achieved by totalling the four scorces.

In the case of unsuitable applicants, the interview

committee must reccord the reason for its judgement.

How the criteria arc used in deciding the order of

merit of applicants is for each sclection committee
to decide. Department of Education policy [or the

ranking of applicants [or Division "A" (primary)

training in New Zecaland 1s as [ollows:

"Before a final ranking (s deteamdined, Che
commitiee should agree on a ranking and lthe
basis for Lhis should be receaded. The
f(nal ranking onden {5 used Lo deleamine
the successgul apnlicants Lor admission
undeax quota by taling those from Che
highest ranking dowr until the quola (4
filLed. 1Tn the cvent that the jinal

few acceplances are to come from a group

on the same ranking, Lthe selecildion commettee
should agree on the orden of mendct of those

applicants on that ranking."
[paragraph c9.14.6]

The ranking of applicants is finaliscd by the
selection committee in each Board area. Notices to
applicants of acceptance into training are not
usually issued until quotas have been announced by
the Department of Education. However, in some cases,

Bcards will confirm a place of training to the
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most highly rated applicants soon after the interview.
As well, most Boards hold a groun of applicants

on a waiting list until the drop-out rate from
applicants who have been offered places but railed

to take them is known. (Seec Appendix 5 for a flow
diagram of the procedures from application to entering

a course >f Division "A" primary training.)

Conclusion

In summary, the procedures used in New Zealand to
select Division "A" (primary) applicants appecar to
reflect two views about the nature of teacher training.
The first is that successful teachers can be sclected
from a pool of applicants with very different and
wide-ranging social, intellectual, and cultural bhack-
grounds, and secondly, that any attempt to restrict
flexibility of entry into teacher training would
necessarily result in a corresponding drop in the

quality of applicant admitted.

However, the review of the literature in the previous
chapter indicated that there were weaknesses in

current Division "A" seclection procedures but that

no studies had been carried out to identify precisely
what these weaknesses were. Accordingly, the objective

of this study was:

"To ascertain the weaknesses of Division "A"

(primary) selection procedures.”

The following chapter will provide a description of
the method used in the present study to achieve this

objective.
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CXNAPT ER THREE

METIIOD

The research instrument used in this study of the
weaknesses of Division "A" (primary) tecacher selection
procedurces was the Delphi technique. The history

and development of the Delphi technique are described
as well as its advantages and disadvantages as a
rescarch tool. Details of how the sample (N=36)

in this study was chosen from the population (N=170)
of selectors of Division "A" candidates is discussed
along with how responses were scrutinised and

screcned.
The chapter concludes with an explanation ol how the
statements of weakness offered by the selectors were

ranked and how consensus of opinion was qgauqged.

General Description of the Delphi Technique

The Delphi Technique is a resecarch tool developed

for forecasting, policy-planning, and decision-making.
The technique works on the parallel principles of "pooled
opinions" (Dalkey, 1969, p415) and the fact that "two
heads are bhetter than one" (McGaw, ct.al., 1976, p.59).
It is a method of gathering opinions or judgements

on a particular issuc or problem. Opinions arec
clicited from experts, chosen because they are
considered to be in the best position to make

judgements about the issue or problem. The experts
remain anonymous to each other. The opinions of the
experts are combined and are subject to a process of
refinement. Refinement is achieved through the use

of a series of questionnaires and controlled opinion
feedbacks. The experts are given the opportunity to
revise their earlier views. Although termination

criteria for an investigation can vary, most Delphi
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studies are concluded when agreement or consensus of

opinion has been reached.

Pioneers of the Delphi, Dalkey and Helmer, claim that
the technique with its features of response anonymity
and controlled feedback of information has scveral
advantages over conventional means of collecting the
opinions of experts such as round-table discussion and

face-to-face meetings (Dalkey and Helmer, 1963).

The History and Development of Delphi

The Delphi technique was developed for forecasting and
predicting events. The first known Delphi experiment
was carried out by the RAND Corporation in California
in 1948 when it was used to improve the prediction of
horse-race outcomes. llowever, there were cdefects in
the experiment and the criticisms the Delphi received

overshadowed the promise it showed (Quade, 1967).

In the ecarly 1950's, the RAND Corporation explored the
ceffectiveness of using group information for short-
term prediction of technological events. They sct
the prediction time-span for less than one year so as
to enable them to check the resulting accuracy and
reliability. Moreover, predictions were limited to
very specific and narrow events. This experiment
resulted in some interesting conclusions, the more
important being that more accurate projection results
could be obtained from combining individual responses.
This quasi-Delphi experiment also demonstrated that
preventions (e.g. keeping respondents anonymous) could
be taken against dominant individuals influencing the

opinions of a group.

Since the 1950's the RAND Corporation has carried out
a number of research projects using the Delphi,
including the top secret defence project known as
"Project Delphi" (1953). "Project Delphi" was carried
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out in conjunction with the United States Air Force,
its aim being to forecast the internatic:al military
situation between the years 1966 - 2015. Having
refined the technique as a result of this experiment
the Corporation published a number of papers which

detailed its work (See Quade, 1967).

By the 1960's the technique had become a popular
rescarch tool. Its use was coxtended to various
scientific and technological ficlds as well as to

diverse social, economic, and political endeavours.

In its application, the procedures of Delrhi can vary.
However, the flowchart (Figure 2) shows *“he typical
Delphi process. This process begins with the assumpt-
ion that to gather information for forec:asting, policy-
planning, or decision-making, the issue or problem

must first he clearly defined. According to the require-
ments of the study, the expertise necessary Lo provide
a solution to the problem is then ascertained. The
experts are sclected and the sample size is determined.
Then a questionnaire is designed to elicit the opinions
or views of the panel of experts. The questionnaire

is then administered to the experts on an individual
basis. When this questionnaire is returned, responses
arc analysed and summarised. If a consensus has not
been reached, a furthe- questionnaire is prepared on
the basis of the previous responses, analysis, and
summary. The new questionnaire, together with the
analysis and summary, is then distributed to the
respondents. This part of the Delphi process is
repeated, as shown in Fiqure 2, until a final or
satisfactory consensus is reached.

Most applications of the Delphi are characterised by

three features:
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FIGURE 2:

A FLOWCHART OF THE TYPICAL
DELPIT PROCESS

Start

v
Problrm definition
|
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Determine expertise requirnd
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Prepare questionnaire
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Analyse questionnaire response
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YES Has consensus been reached?

W
Provide requested information
and tabulate responses

W
Prepare the next questionnaire

W
Compile final responses and

>disseminate results (final report)

Source: W.E. Riggs, "The Delphi Technique, An Experimental
Evaluation". Technological Forecasting & Social Change,
Vol. 23. p.90, 1983.
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i] Response anonymity.

ii] "Rounds" and controlled feedback.

iii] Statistical group response.

i]

vi. ]

Response Anonymity

The experts are asked to make independent judge-
ments in response to a particular issue under study.
In most studies the participants arec required to
keep their identitv anonymous. This provides a

way of reducing the effect of dominant individuals.

~"Rounds" and Controlled Feecdback

Until consensus had been reached, a scquence of
"rounds", cach focussing the central rescarch
question, is administered to the experts. Generally
three or four rounds are uafficient to arrive at
consensus.  However, further rounds can be added
according to the complexities of the issue under
investigation and the deqree of clarification
required. The general features of the different

rounds arc:

Round One

In this round a questionnaire is sent to each

expert. The questionnaire outlines the problem
of the study. The experts are asked to respond
to this problem. (See Appendix 6 for a copy of

a Round One questionnaire).

Round Two

The responses from the previous round are screened
and summarised. Here some editing of the responses
may be required. On the basis of the summary, a
second questionnaire is drawn up. The questionnaire
is sent to the experts, together with the summary
list and their Round One responses. (See Appendix
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7 for a copy of a Round Two questionnaire). In
light of this feedback, the experts are asked to
reconsider their previous opinions. Participants
whose opinions deviated from the majority judgement
may be asked to supply a brief rationale for their

previous answers and their new replies.

Round Three

As before, the respenses from Round Two are summar-
ised and fed back to the experts in a new question-
naire. Once again the experts are asked to
reconsider the content of the summary. A rating
scale may be ~2mployed in this round so that they
can indicate the relative importance of an issue

or Lthe desirability of the event if it occurs.

(See Appradix B for an example of a Round Three

questionnaire and the rating scale).

Round Four

This round or additional rounds may be administered
according to the complexities of the investigation
and the degree of clarification required. For

this round the procedures described above are applied.

iii] Statistical Group Responsc

A statistical analysis in the form of median and
standard deviation may be undertaken at the end

of the second and/or third rounds.

Advantages and Disadvantages of Delphi

Dalkey and Helmer, pioneers of the technique, claim

that the Delphi type of controlled interaction can

avoid many of the disadvantages common to more convent-
ional round-table discussions and other forms of meeting.
They argue that confrontation in these face-to-face
encounters often leads people to formulate preconceived



42]

notions hastily, to close minds to novel ideas, and

to be swayed by the persuasive opinions of others.
(Dalkey and Helmer, 1963).

In summary, the main advantages of the Delphi Technique

can be listed as follows:

i]

i)

iii]

iv]

v]

vi]

Its approach 1is non-technical and thus
appropriate for use with a population not

familiar with research techniques (Nash, 1978).

Although it 1s not always the aim of Delphi
studies to be predictive, Delphi has proved to

be a convenient vehicle for this type of resecarch.
(Nash, 1978).

It is comparatively inexpensive, quick, and involves
much less effort than a conference. A well-
designed, mailed questionnaire can elicit inform-
ation from a relatively large number of part-
icipants who may be unable to meet together in

one geographic place at the same time. (Helmer,
1966a; Pill, 1971; Rabicga, 1982; Riggs, 1983.)

Empirical evidence has shown that the group
consensus in Delphi has increased accuracy as
compared with other kinds of group opinion.
That is, results can be interpreted as being
authentic rather than specious. (Dalkey, 1968).
On issues that are uncertain and intangible,
Delphi has been able to generate a consensus

so that forecasting and planning can proceed.
(Pill, 1971.)

When managed properly, Delphi exercises can have
a highly motivating effect on respondents. They
also tend to produce a high degree of panel
commitment to the output. (Pill, 1971).
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Delphi features of responses, namely anonymity,
controlled information feedback, and statistical
group response allow an equal opportunity for
respondents to affect decision-making. This in
turn reduces any group pressure for conformity

or "band-wagon" effect and plays down the
influence of dominant, highly articulate or high-
status committee members. (Helmer, 1966b; Pill,
1971; Stenberg, 1979; Riggs, 1981).

Delphi exercises often accommodate novel and
interesting feedback to respondents, thus
minimising the possibility of overlooking

some divergent viewpoints. (Pill, 1971; Battersby,
1977; Riggs, 1983).

Modifications to Delphi have meant that "expert"
respondents are no longer limited to the "highly
cducated and experienced specialist" but rather
they can include people who may contribute to
the relevant information required. This creates
in Delphi a more socially representative tool.
(Cyphert and Gant, 1970).

The main disadvantages of Delphi are reported to be:

i]

ii]

Delphi exer~ises can be administratively complex
and often take wecks or ecven months to complete
(Preble, 1983).

The panel selection method can lead to a loss
of a sampling technique which is a reliability
requirement in any research work. This may
cause doubts concerning the efficacy and
representativeness of a group of "experts".
Moreover, in £ome cases it may be problematic
as some expert respondents may be known to
each other and, therefore, their responses may
not be strictly independent (Rabiega, 1982;
Preble, 1983).
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iii] If the questionnaires are poorly designed and
vague, communication misunderstanding may
occur and responses may be of little value for

analysis (Preble, 1983).
iv] Delphi has reasonable forecast accuracy but
the long-term accuracy of the technique is diff-

icult to determine (Preble, 1983).

Mpplication of Delphi in Education

Delphi studies in ecducation date from the mid-

1960's. One of the earlier studies was conducted

by Helmer (1966a) as part of the 1965 Kettering
Project. In this study, the Delphi was designed to
produce a list of goals or innovative futures for
education based on the consensus of various groups

of experts. A chart of proposed cducational innovat-
ions was produced as a f{inal product. Since llelmer's
investigation, a number of Delphi studies in education
have been completed. Table 1 shows an updated list

of these studies.
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It can be seen from this Table that, while in some
studies the exploratory Delphi has been used for
forecasting educational futures, virtually all Delphi
applications are normative [1] in nature. Moreover,
the applications of Delphi shown in Table 1 demonstrate
that the Delphi Technique is capable of satisfying a
wide range of educational rescarch neads. These
studies also show some of the different mecdifications
of the Delphi, such as, for example, in the sclection
of the panel where some studies have used only a

single group of expert respondents while others have
used either several groups or a range of interest groups
as their respondents. Generally, then, studies in
education which have used the Delphi technique can be

grouped in one of four ways.

i] For educational planning.

ii] For developing desired educational events.
311} For designing cducational evaluation.

iv]) For searching out educational and curricular

objectives.

Ir terms of the aim of the present research which is
to ascertain the weaknesses of Division "A" teacher
selection procedures, the application of the Delphi

technique is particularly appropriate.

Rationale for the Usc of Delphi in the Present Study

Since the develcpment of the Delphi Technique in 1948,
it has been used widely in many fields to elicit
expert consensus on certain issues so as to facilitate
forecasting, policy-planning, and decision-making.

As Table 1 shows, a number of successful studies have

[1] The term "normative" is used to describe research which has

) been undertaken to ascertain the normal or typical condition
of the subject in question. This study emplcyed a normative
research design to ir estigate the typical weaknesses of
Division "A" selection procedures in New Zealand.
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had similar research designs to the present study.
(Fox and Brookshire, 1971; Hudspeth, 1970; Deutsch

and Hamm, 1975; Battersby, 1977; Cochran, Crumley,

and Overby, 1970). Battersby (1977) is quick to point
out that wherever the Delphi Technique is used, a
number of methodological criticisms invariably arise.
However, ".ost of these relate to the usz of the
technique as a technological forecasting tool, (that
is, can it accurately predict the futurc), and not

as an instrument to generate consensus of opinion.
There were three main reasons why the Delphi Technique
was used in the present study. First, the aim oF this
study presented a typical Delphi problem in that it
sought to arrive at consensus of opinion about the
weaknesses of Division "A" teracher selection procedures.
Secondly, most exponents of Delphi agree that, as

a method for establishing group opinion, it may clim-
inate some of the disastrous elements of face-“-o-face
group activity such as "specious persuasion, the
unwillingness of people to abandon positions to which
they have publicly committed themseclves, and the coercion
towards the opinion of the majority" (McGaw ect.al.,
1976, p.60). In light of the sensitive nature of the
topic under investigation in the present study and in
view of the fact that with Delphi respondents remain
anonymous to each other, this characteristic seemed
particularly significant. And thirdly, low attrition
rates appear to be another favourable characteristic
of the Delphi technique (Battersby, 1977). Because

of the feature of controlled feedback, respondent
interest in the study is kept high, and this was
considered to be particularly important in the present
study. The Delphi Technique, then, was adjudged to

be appropriate for achieving the aims of this study.
The Delphi design chosen was classified as normative.
Weaver (1972) distinguishes between exploratory and
normative applications of the technique. He maintains
that exploratory Delphis seek to develop a pictqre of
the future as it is expected to be whereas normative
Delphi studies are designed to facilitate the formulation
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and to establish the shape of the future that is

required.

Such a design consists of three or four rounds of

questionnaires.

The aim of the questionnaires

was to arrive at a general consensus about the wt

nesses of Division"A" teacher selection procedur:

from a sample of experts.
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The study was divided into four phases, a summary of
each phase being given below:

Phase One:

In March and April 1986, the investigator formulated
the problem and reviewed the relevant literature.

Phase Two:
During the period May to July, the research design

was planned and the first letter and questionnaire
for the Delphi were drafted and prepared.

Phase Three:

August and September were spent administering the rounds
of questionnaires which included screening, cditing
and summarising the responses as well as preparing

new questionnaires.

Phase Four:

During the period October to December, the data were
analysed, results were drawn up, and the final report

was written.

Phase One

An important part cf phase one, formulating the research
problem and reviewing the relevant literature, also
involved seeking the permi~sion of the Department

of Education and the Education Boards to carry out

the study.

Permission

In March 1986, the Department of Education was

notified of the project and subsequently gave its
approval for the study to proceed. 1In May, a recquest
for permission to contact selection committee members
was posted to the Managers of the Education Boards.

(See Appendix 9 for a copy of this letter). Letters

of consent were received from nine out of the ten boards.
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The boards who accepted the invitation were:

1. Auckland
2. Hamilton
3. Hawkes Bay
4. Wanganui
5. Wellington
6. Nelson

7. Canterbury
8. Otago

9. Southland

The tenth board, Taranaki, declined to participate
because it was in the process of reorganising its
selection committee and suggested that, at this

point in time, it was not appropriate to be involved
in the study. Having received permission from the
Department of Education and from Education Boards,

the next task was to invite a sample of sclectors

from the available pool of selectors to participate

in the study (See Appendix 10 for a copy of the letter

of invitation sent to the selectors).

The Selection of the Sample

The size of the pool of selectors within cach Education
Board varies. Wellington, for example, has a pool

of selectors which numbers 45 while a small Board,

such as Nelson, has only four selectors. In choosing
the number of selectors for the sample from each Board,
several factors were taken into account. These were:

i] The objectives of this study. These dictated
the selection of a sample comprising persons
of experience with, and knowledge of, Division
"A" selection procedures in New Zealand. It
was important for the sample to be large enough
to represent the population of selectors accurately
(Sowell and Casey, 1982). This means that a
summary of the opinions of the sample selectors
would be a reasonably accurate assessment of the
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opinions of all the selectors of Division "A"
candidates in New Zealand. Gay (1982) maintains
that the validity of the sample (i.c. the degree
to which the views of the sample of selectors
represent those of all the sclectors cof Division
"A" teacher candidates in New Zealand) 1is influe-
nced by both the composition or balance of the
sample and its size. For survey/questionnaire
type research, a sample of ten percent of the
population is considered a minimum. In the
present study, the sample (N=36) was 21 porcent
of the total population (N=170) of Division “A"
teacher selectors in New Zealand. To onsure Chat
the sample was cvenly balanced, a stratificd random

sampling method was implemented. [ 2]

To give consideration to the fact that particular
lducation Boards may have had soloction weaknesnes
that were peculiar to their Boards. To avoid

the problem of the opinions of a large group ol

"skowing" (Downie and

selectors from one Board
Heath, 1970) the opinions of the whole sample
population, it was important to sclect an cqual
number of selectors from cach of the nine

Education PRoards.

Literature on Delphi reveals that although seclect-
ion of a large sample (usually hundreds of part-
icipants) has its advantages, it also has its
hazards. Some Delphi investigations have seolect-
ed panels up to 1000 respondents in order to

avoid what Judd (1972) refers to as the hazard

of creating "inbreeding", i.c. seclecting people
who would reflect a singular set of judgements

on a particular issue or problem. However, Cyphert

In this kind of sample, the population is5 divided into

classes. In the present study, therc were four classes of
selectors,each selector representing one of the following
organisations: a) The N.Z.E.I. b] 'The Teachers' Colleye
c] The Education Board and d] The Department of Education.
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Gant (1970) reported that associated with the
selection of a large number of participants for
a Delphi study is the attendant problem of att-
rition and, in turn, the remaining active part-
icipants not being broadly representative of

the larger sample that was sought.

iv] McGaw, et al. (1976) also point out the
problem of ecxcessive administrative work involved
with Delphi studies utilising extremely large

samples of respondents.

Keeping in mind the considerations outlinecd above,

the sample 1in the present study was sclected the
following way: Each of the nine Education Boards

who agreed to participate in the study sent in the
names of their selectors which were further sub-grouped
according to the organisation that each selector

represented, viz., the N.Z.E.I, the Teachers' College,
the Education Department, and the Education BRoard.
Selection of a stratified random sample of selectors
from ecach Board was achicved by selecting the lirst

name at the top of each sub-group of selectors.

In summary, this meant that a sample of four selectors
had been chosen from cach of the nine participating
Education Boards (N=36) and that cach of the four
teacher education organisations (the N.7Z2.F.T1., the
Teachers' College, the Department, and the Board)

were evenly recpresented in the sample. The sample

members wrre:

1] both male (n=28) and female (N=8)

ii] had an average of 5.8 years selecting Division
"A" primary teachers (range 1 - 18 years)

iii] held a wide variety of positions within the

organisations mentioned:
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Senior Teachers in primary schools (N=3)

School Principals (N=5)
District Senior inspector (N=1)
Primary School inspectors (N=8)
Teachers' College lecturers (N=6)

Teachers' College Vice-Principals (N=2)
Teachers' College Deans (N=2)
Education Board members (N=9)

(one of whom was an Education Board Chairperson).

The sample members were on average 52 years of age

(range 29 - 72) and included three seloction committeoe
chairpersons, two of whom were women [Sce Appendix
10 for details of how this information was ascertained).

Once the sample (N=36) of names was obtained, letters
of invitation were posted to cach selector (See
Appendix 11 for a copy of the letter of invitation).
This letter stressed that responses would be treated
as strictly confidential by the rescecacher and that
participants were not to discuss their views with

colleaques until the Delphi had been completed.

Of the 36 who were sent invitations all replicd by
indicating that they wished to participate. Having
finalised the sample, the next task in the study was

to design and implement the questionnaire rounds.

Questionnaire Rounds

In the Delphi process, it is commonly accepted that
three or four "rounds" of questionnaires are necessary
for the identification of an acceptable response
consensus. Cyphert and Gant (1970), in their exhaustive
analysis of the Delphi investigations, concluded that
99% of respondents' changes in opinions had taken

place by the third round of the Delphi procedure.

The findings of Weatherman and Swenson . (1974) also
confirm that, for most Delphis, three rounds are usually
adequate. Dajani, Sincoff and Talley (1979), in their

discussion of this issue, suggested that it is important
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for Delphi investigators to loock into the consistency
of responses between successive rounds and the stability
of an individual's responses to the given questions

before terminating a Delphi investigation.

In light of these assertions, it was decided that

a three round Delphi format would be employed and
that additional rounds would be added if a consensus
was not reached by the third round. The three rounds
of questionnaires used in this study are described

below:
Round One

The issue involving the character of Round One focusses
on whether to use closed-ended statements or an open-
ended approach in asking the panel to respond to the
problem under investigation. In the closed-ended
approach, participants usually choose their responscs
from a list of prepared statements or they complete
partly structured phrases. Uhl (1971) and Petcrson (1971)
found that the closed-ended approach has the advantage
of saving time since Round One responscs do not have

to be collated or edited., Nevertheless, a disadvantage
of the closed-ended approach is the likelihood of
omitting important statements and limiting the

participants' freedom in responding to the problem.

Accordingly, to avoid these wcaknesses, an open-ended

approach was used in Round One of this Delphi study

because it -

5 B provided participantc with the freedom to
respond to the problem and

2] avoided any bias towards a structured consensus.

On this basis, respondents were sent a letter which
thanked them for responding to the invitation and
welcomed them to the study (See Appendix 12 for a copy).
Attached to this letter was a response form detailing
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their name and address and the central research question

which was:

"Please list what you consider are the
weaknesses of Division "A"™ (primary)

selection procedures.”

Respondents were given three wecks to reply and cach
was supplied with a stamped, addressed cavelope for

the return of their replies.

N1l of the 36 participants replied to Round One. 1In
Round One a total of 203 statements of wecaknesses

were listed by the 36 participants. The number of
statements per participant ranged from 0-13 with most
listing five or six weaknesses. Through a process of
scrutinising and screening, the 203 :statements were
reduced to a summary of 41 weaknesses. This eliminat-

1on process was achieved in tnree stages.

Stage One : Categorising

When cach response was received, it was carcefully read
by the researcher. Generally, weaknesses listed by

the respondents focuss:2d on one particular aspect of
the selection procedures. NAccordingly, a clear pattern
for categorising responses soon emerqgoed.  Responses
were categorised using key words as headings. (Table 2
below). Beside each heading is a percentage which
indicates the proportion of the 203 statements which

were categorised under cach heading.

The category headings which emerged and which were
used to group the 203 responses in Round One were:

TABLE 2:

ROUND ONE Responses (By Cateqgory) as percentage of the
Total Number of Statements of Weakness (N=203).

A General 24.63

B The panel 22.66

c The Interview 17.24

D "Academic" as a Criterion 11.82
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Table 2 continued:

E Secondary School Principal's Report 6.89
Quotas ; 4,92
G "Involvement" as a Criterion 3.94
H Referees' Reports 3.94
7 "English" as a Criterion 1.97
J Recruitment 1,97

Responses were received from participants over a period
of four weeks. This enabled the rescarcher gradualiy
to build up a series of statement in each category
against which later responses could be compared. In
this way, duplications were quickly detected and
eliminated. Only exact duplications were climinated,
for example, the three statements below, cach concerned
the "academic" criterion as onec aspect of the selection

process and so were scrutinised as duplicates:

1] Abandoning the academic criterion has weakened

the selection procedures.

21 Removing the academic criterion has made the

sclection procedures less effective. |

3] Deleting the academic criterion has weakened

selection procedures.

Statements with similar, but not identical, meaning

were retained. For example:

The academic criterion as it now stands
fails to give selectors any idea about whether

a candidate is suitable for tertiary study.

The 203 statements in Table 2 were first screened

and scrutinised to eliminate duplications. Accordingly,

the original list of 203 statements of weakness was

reduced to 108 statements. Within the list of 108
statements were clusters of responses with similar, but

not identical, meanings. Grouping these statements

intn ~lnatera constituted stage two of the screening process.



Stage "wo: Clustering and Summarising

Statements with similar meanings or themes wore clustered
together. Subsequently, each group of related statements
was scrutinised and summarised into a single concise
statement. An example of how a group of six related
responses in Round One was rcduced to a concisco

statement is detailed below. 1In this instance, the

theme is selection procedures as a measure of teaching

effectiveness.

Statement One:

At interview time, many candidates have not had the
opportunity to demonstrate commitment to teaching or
their ability to relate to a group of children.
Accordingly, present selection decisions are made too

carly.

Statement Two:

Present selection procedures are not conducive to

the collection of sufficient information on candidates'
commitment to teaching or their ability to relate

to a group of children.

Statement Three:
There is no opportunity to observe interviewees in

a practical teaching situation.

Statement Four:

Selection decisions are made too early. Teachers'
College staff should be given the opportunity to sec
applicants working with a group of children.

Statement Five:

It is virtually impossible with current selection
procedures to select the best candidates. Each
candidate should be given the opportunity to demonstrate

their teaching ability.
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Statement Six:
Present selection procedures do not preo-ide sufficient
time to explore the range of skills req: red to teach

effectively.

These six statements were clustered and then summarised.

The summary statement was:

"Current selection procedures fail to provide
sufficient information on each candidate's

ébility to teach ceffeckively.™

Often, one or two sub-themes emerged within a cluster

of statements. 1In statements one and two above, for
example, where commitment to tecaching is considered

an issue, it was important to prescrve the original
meaning intended by the participants. In these cases,
the resecarcher ensured that the sub-theme (commitment)
was covered by a summary statement from another cluster.
The process of extracting sub-themes from clusters of
statements and of ensuring that they are "covered"hy

"

other summary statements is called "sub-theme extracting”.
The summary statement from the cluster of statements

on the theme of commitment rcoad:

“As a criterion, commitment is too difficult

to assess.”

Using this process of clustering by theme, sub-theme
extracting, and summarising, the rescarcher arrived
at a final list of 44 statements of weakness in the
current Division A selection procedures.

Figure four below illustrates how the original list
of 203 responses was reduced to 44 summary statements.

The final list of 44 items was mailed to the partic-
ipants as feedback information for Round Two.
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Round Two

Each of the 36 participants who replied to Round One
were sent a covering letter with instructions. Acc-
cmpanying the letter was a summary list of the 44
statements of weakness of Division "A" sclection
procedures collected from Round One and also the Round
Two questionnaire. (See Appendix 13 for a copy of

the Round Two instructions).

The second :juestionnaire outlined the problem statement

again. The participants were asked to:

al Consider their own Round One comments and the
comments of their colleagues, as summarised by
the 44 statements of weakness.

b] Compilec a short list of concise statements which
they considered that best expressced the weaknesses

of Division "A" selection procedurcs.

Although they were not sent a copy of their Round One
responses participants could respond to the Round One

summary of weaknessecs by:

1] retaining their original Round Ore responscs or

2] choosing summary statements and modifying them or

3] adding new s3tatements of weakness to the summary
list or

4] choosing stateoments from the summary list of

Round One responses without modifying them or

5] a combination of the above

All 36 participants replied to this round. The
completed questionnaires were examined and coded as
follows:

Responscs received from Round Two were chrcked against
the summary list of 44 statements of weakness compiled
in Round One. Where participants had chosen a statement
from the summary list without altering it, the code
"exact" was marked against the statement. This was
termed an "endorsement". In cases where participants
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nature of the change was noted. This was termed a

"modification".

Below is an example of the endorsements and modifications

which statement ten received from participants.

10] Referees' Reports are not a reliable source of
Information about applicants:
exact
exact
.. .are usually quite useless as a reliable ...
Some referces'
... applicants and as such do not warrant the
importance given to them.
In the main, referces ...
exact
exact

... particularly recliable.

Nine participants responded to statement ten. IFour
of the ten felt that the statement did not neced mod-
ification while the remaining five made minor alter-

ations to the statement.

Taking into account the endorsements and modifications
made to ecach statement, a new summary statement was
compiled. The new summary statement for weakness

ten was:

Generally, referces' reports arc not a

reliable source of information about applicants

This summary negates the inclusion of the modification
"...applicants and as such do not warrant the
importance given to them." in the sense that sclectors
would not accourd a referee's report importance if it
was not seen as a reliable source of information about

the applicant.
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Using this process of éndorsement, modification,

and summary, a list of 46 statements was prepared

for Round Three. Included in this list were 4 new
weaknesses [3] which had not been recorded in the

Round One summary but which participants thought should
be included as weaknesses of Division "A" sclection

procedures. The four new statements of wcakness werce:

i] "The criteria for selection are not
reviewed regularly".
ii] "Pre-interview tests (e.g. for testing mathematics
and English skills) are not held hefore interviews"
iii] "Quotas are imposed."
iv] "Applicants with extreme views on race and
religior can be rated highly on other grounds
and gain entry."
In addition, when all responsecs had been scrutinised,
it was found that three statoments from Round Onc
had not bheen mentioned in Round Two and so these were

subsecquently removed from Round Three. They were:

Statcment 22:

There is too much emphasis on attempting to judge the
applicant's commitment to tecaching.

Statement 24:

Being legally bound to teach anywhere in New Zecaland
at the completion of training may act as a deterrent
for some candidates.

Statement 41:

Applicants are not given a choice of which colleqge

to attend.

These three deleted statements (statements 22,24 and 41)
were replaced by "new" statements (i), (ii) and (iii)
respectively for the Round Three questionnaire. Tinally

as a result of the screening process, it was decided

to make two statements out of Round One Statement 12

[3] Four different respondents each contributed one now weakness.
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which was:

“The membership of some interview committeces change:s too
frequently while some long-scrving members lose metivation,

awareness, and acuity."”

The two new statements for Round Two which were derived

from statement 12 in Round One were:

Statement 12:

The membership of interview committees changes too
frequently.

Statement 13:

Some long-serving members of interview committees louse

motivation, awarcness, and acuity.

5m as not to disrupt the order of the Round Two
statements, the new statement 13 above was resaumbored

as statement 44 for the Round Three questionnaire.

When old items had been summarised, new 1tems included,
and unmentioned items deleted from Round Two responses,
the new list of 46 statements of weakness of Division
"A" selection procedures was compilod for the Round

Three questionnaire and the [cedback information,

Round Three

In this Round, each of the 36 participants was sent a
package including a covering letter, the new summary
list ot weaknesses, and the Round Three questionnaire
(See Appendix 14 for the Round Three covering letter).
The instructions directed the respondents first to
consider the panel's summary list of weaknesses. Then,
they were asked to express their opinions by indicating
with the help of a 5-point Likert-type scale [4] provided
{4] The Likert type scale was used because of its simplicity and
suitability for the Delphi investigation.  (See Cochran et al.,

1970; Fox and Brookshire, 1971; Judd, 197z; Deutsch and lamm,
1975).
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whether they counsidered each statement to be an
expression of a major or a minor weakness of current
Division "A" seliection procedures. The participants
were to record their opinion by circling a number on

the scale between the two extremes of "Major" and

"Minor" weakness which were marked as a 5 and a 1
respectively. The scores which were a“tributed to

each statement by the selectors were then collated

so that four measures of variability could bhe calculated.
The four measures of variability which were calculated

for Round Three results were:

i]  Maximum and Minimum scores. These indicated

the highest and lowest scores that were attributed
to each statement of wecakness by the selectors
[5].

ii] The Mean and_Standard Deviation. Calculation

of the Mean and Standard Deviation of cach
statement was carried out in order to establish
the relative importance of cach item and also

to assess the degree of consensus reached in this

Round.

Ranking of Statements and Assessment of Consensus

Using the mean values, the statement with the highest
mean was ranked the highest. When there was a tie

in the Mean values of two or morec items, the item

with the smallest Standard Deviation (i.e. the highest
consensus) would be ranked highest amongst the tied
items. Below is an extract taken from Table 7, page 84.
This extract provides an example maximum and minimum
scores as well as showing how statements in Round Three

were ranked according to Standard Deviatior and Mean.

[5]) It was interesting to note, for example, that in the final
, analysis one statement had been ranked in tne “top ten"

category of weaknesses yet had not been scored as a "5
by any of the selectors. (See Table 4 for further examples).
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Statement Mean ST.D Min
As a criterion, commitment 3.636 .962 2
is too difficult to assess

Selectors cannot be confid- 3.606 1.197 1
ent that the applicant's

gualities that they are

assessing can actually be

assessed within the time

available and with the

instruments now being used

for selection.

(9]
.

w
i
Sa
ik

Referees' Reports are not .228 1
always a reliable source

of information about

applicants.

The procedures fail to 3.485 1.503 1
provide sufficient inform-

ation on each candidate's

ability to teach effect-

ively.

The Government times its 3485 1.523 1
announcement of quotas

too late after the inter-

view,

Not enough emphasis is 3.455 1.481 1
given to teacher recruit-

ment, ecspecially recruit-

ment of males, adults and

Maori applicants.

Max

(®]

(@]

{ra

In this extract, the statement ranked 1 had the highest

Mean compared to all the other statements. The
Statement ranked 2 had the second highest Mecan and so

on.

the statement with the smallest Standard Deviation

(1.e.

the highest consensus) was ranked the highest

amongst them.

A complete list of the Round Three responses was

compiled using Rank, Mean, Standard Deviation, and

values Maximum and Minimum.

Because statements 4 and 5 had equal Mean values,



At this stage in the research, a further analysis
was carried out on the results of Round Three to as-
certain the degree of consensus on the weaknesses

of Division "A" (primary) selection procedures.

Cyphert and Gant (19700, as well as Weatherman and
Swenson (1974), have concluded that the opinions given
in three rounds of Delphi investigations are usually
adequate for general consensus. To confirm this,

the Coefficient of Variation (V) was used. The use ol
this procedure in Delphi investigations was developed
by English and Kernan(1976).

English and Kernan, in their Delphi study of the future
of air travel and aircraft technology, used the Co-
efficient of Variation in conjunction with a decision
rule as the stopping criterion. The Cocfficient of
Variation was calculated by dividing the Standard
eviation by the Mean of the responses. They selected
ranges for the Coefficient of Variation and associated
these ranges with decision rules that defined consensus
and ,hence, a strategy for continuing or terminating
elphi rounds. Table 3 below gives details of the
Cox
established by English and Kernan.

“ficient of Variation and stopping rules that were

Table 3:
Coefficient of Variation as a Stopping Criterion:

Coefficient of Decision Rule
Variation
0 <V < 0.5 Good degrece of consensus; no need

for an additional round.

0.5 <V <0.8 Less than a satisfactory degree of
consensus; possible need for an
additional round.

vV > 0.8 Poor degree of consensus; definite
need for an additional round.

Source: G.M. English and G.L. Kernan, "The Prediction of Air Travel

and Aircraft Technology to the year 2000 using the Delphi
Method.", Transport Research., Vol.10, pp.1-8, 1976.
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They recommended the use of the Coefficient of Variation
as a measure of stability of Delphi studies. This can
be achieved by checking for changes in the Coefficient
of Variation within each round and between successive
rounds and terminating the inquiry when such changes
assume a predetermined small value (Sec Appendix 15
for Round Three results and details of how consensus

was calculated).

As the ranges chosen by English and Kernan were baseod

on the decision rules that defined conscnsus and their
application had proved to be useful as a strategy for

termination of the Delphi rounds, it was decided to

use the same ranges in this study.

CONCI.USION

The research design adopted in the present study

has been outlined in this chapter. Along with its
history and development, the rationale for the use
of the Delphi Technique as a rescarch tool to determine
the weaknesses of Division "A" (primary) selection
procedures was outlined. Raised in the discussion
were a number of issues including the technique's
validity when used as a research tool for generating
consensus of opinion, its recent successful use in
studies with similar research designs, and its
suitability as a research tool for investigating

potentially sensitive issues.

It was also pointed out that the present study employed
a stratified random sample representing 21 percent of
the population of Division "A" selectors in New

Zealand. The chapter concluded with a detailed
discussion of how ecach round of responses was edited

and screened, including an explanation of how statements
were ranked and how consensus was determined. The
following chapter will discuss the results obtained for

the three Rounds of questionnaires.
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CHAPTER FOUR

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

In response to the three Round Delphi employed in
this study, a total of 46 weaknesses of Division "A"
teacher selection procedurcs was reported by the
sample. After statistical analysis, 11 of the 46
weaknesses were found to be major and significant.
On this basis questions are raised about the overall
effectiveness of teacher sclection procedures in

New Zcaland.

Round One Results

In response to the request to write down their opinions
of the weaknesses of Division "A" (primary) seclection
procedures (see Appendix 6 for a copy of the Round
One questionnaire), participant returnc contributed a
total of 203 responsec statements. An example of the
types of weakness stated by participants is shown

below and further examples are given in Appendix 13.

An example of a Round One response to the question
regarding the weaknesses of Division "A" selection

procedures was as follows:

1] They reflect white middle class values and, as
such, disadvantage minority groups.

2] All candidates are interviewed.

3] The academic criterion is too low.

4] They fail to accurately predict success in

teaching.

After editing the 203 statements to eliminate dup-
lications, a new list of 108 responses was compiled.
Through a process of further screening, clustering,
sub-theme extracting, and summarising which was
outlined in the previous chapter, a summary of 44
concise statements was compiled. (See Table 4).
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TABLE 4:

A Summary List of Respondents' Round One Responses

The weaknesses of Division "A" (primary) selection

procedures are:

1]

2]

3]

4]

51

6]

7]

8]

9]

10]

11}

12]

They fail to provide sufficient information on
each applicant's ability to teach cffectively.
Low ranking Maori and Pacific Island applicanis

"

receive preference to satisfy "target" require-
ments for Maori and Pacific Island applicants,

The minimum academic requirement is too narrow

a criterion for sclection.

They reflect white middle class values and, as
such, disadvantage minority groups.

The practice of some Louvo'nry Schools coaching
some applicants in interviewing skills questions
the validity of assessments made in the interview,
The Sccondary School Principal's Report cannot

be interprcted as a reliable source of information
about the applicant.

Abandoning the academic criteria has made it
difficult for selectors to assess an applicant's
suitability for teaching.

Selectors cannot be confident that the applicant's
qualities which they are assessing can actually

be assessed with the time available and with the
instruments now becing used in selection.

Not enough emphasis is given to recruitment,
especially recruitment of males, adults, and

Maori and Pacific Island applicants.

Referees' Reports are not a reliable source of
information about applicants.

There are too many assessment inconsistencies

of rating among committee members, between
committees, and between Education Boards.

The membership of some interview committees changes
too frequently, while some long-serving members

lLose motivation, awareness, and acuity.
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13] Interviewers lack training in interviewing
skills.

14] Members of each Educational group (the N.Z.E.TI.,
the Teachers' College, the Board and the
Department) are not always represented on the
interview committees.

15] Variations in the venue of the interviews
disadvantage some applicants.

16] Applicants who are divergent thinkers are
d@tnrréd from expressing their views before the
interview committee.

17] The effectiveness of sclection procedures.

18] Interview committee members do not know how
accurate their assessment of ecach applicant is.

19] The criterion of "involvement" disadvantages
some applicants and is difficult to interpret.

201 hs a gritericos, “commlbmernt” 1% too @iLF ienlt
to assess.

21] Applicants are not given feedback on their
intervicw before they leave the intervicow.

22] There is too much emphasis on attempting to
judge the applicant's commitment to teaching.

23] Some claims made by applicants during intervic
(e.qg. regarding hobbies, interests, and involve-
ment) are not able to be verificd in the time
available.

24] Being legally bound to teach anywhere in New
Zealand at the completion of training may act
as a deterrent for some candidates.,

25] Education Poard members on interview committees
are inadequately paid.

26] Ascertaining an applicant's attitude towards
multi-cultural issues is difficult to do without
of fending them.

27] The late timing of the announcement of Government
quotas and the length of time between interview
and offer of a position of training.

28] It is condescending to Maori and Pacific Island
applicants to select them for Tcachers' College
with rankings below the cut-off point.
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30]

31]

32]

33]
34]

36]

3]

38]

39]

40]

41]

42]

43]

44]

701

Graduates or those with more than half a degree
who apply to go to Teachers' College arc dis-
advantaged.

Interviewing all applicants.

Lack of funding hinders Teachers' Colleges and
the Department of Education replacing staff
involved with interviewing,.

Some applicants who do not meet the minimum
entry requirement are being interviowed.

There is no age limit for applicants.

The structure of the interview may be stressful
for applicants and may influence their ability

to give an accurate picture of suitability for
teaching.

The presence of a Maori intervicwer who is
perceived by the Maori applicant as a Kawaatua
may have an effect opposite to the one intended
by the inclusion of a Maori on the committecce.
Seclection is the responsibility of the Education
Board and not the Teachers' College.

The Secondary School Principal's Report is too
influential compared to other selection criteria.
There 1s insufficient time to gather Referces'
Reports and the Principal's Heport between August
20 and the beqginning of school examinations,
There is difficulty in ranking those applicants
immediately below the cut-off point.

It is difficult to scparate the large number of
"middling" candidates.

Applicants are not given a choice of which college
they wish to attend.

There is often wide disagrecement between committec
members as to what constitutes a good teacher.
Maori applicants are not given the opportunity of
being interviewed on a marae.

Current selection procedures may no longer bhe
appropriate in the light of changing conditions
in schools and the different demands which are
likely to be placed on the teachers of the future.
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Within this list of statements, ten general arcas

of weakness of Division "A" selection procedures
seemed to emerge. These arcas of weakness related
to recruitment, referees' recports, the interview,
the interview panel, "involvement" as a criterion,
"English" as a criterion, quotas, and a category

of "gencral weaknesses" which contained weaknesses
which did not readily identifly with any of the other

nine arecas.

As was indicated in the previous chapter, the three
arcas of weakness which were mentioned most frequently
by participants in Round One were those which related
to the "interview", the "interview panel”, and the

"general weaknesses" of selection procedures.

After the collation of responses from the first
Round, the resultant summary list provicded the basis
for the Round Two questionnaire and the f[eedback

information.

Round Two Results

In this Round the respondents were asked to roview
their previous opinions in the light of the views of
their collecaques as summarised by the 44 statements
of weakness. They were then requested to compile a
short list of concisec statements to express what
they considered were the weaknesses of Division "A"
selection procedures. In compiling this list, they
were told that they could re-instate their original
Round One responses, summarise their comments, or
choose key statements from the summary list which
they might wish to add to or modify. (Sce Appendix

7 for a copy of the Round Two questionnaire).

When Round Two responses were returned, screening
was done to remove any duplicate weaknesses and a
number of statements were further cdited (statement
numbers 1;2;6:75859:10;,12,16:17:23;27;,29,;30;31; and
42). Responses showed that three developments had
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taken place. Tirst, four participants had rejected
one of their original standpoints. Accordindly,
these four statements were removed from the list

of 44 weaknesses. Seccondly, four new statemeonts

of weakness (statements 22,24,41, and 4% in Table

5 below) were added to the list. Thirdly, it was
decided to split one of the 44 statements into
separate statements ready for Round Three. 'The
dcleted items, the [our new statements of weakness,
and details of how one of the statements was divided

into two were mentioned in chapter three, (Sece Page 62).

From the replies to Round Two, the fact that three
statements of weakness had been dropped from the
initial summary list indicated that members of the
pancl were probably nearing consensus on the weaknesses
of Division "A" selection procedures. The four

new itens added to the list showed that some part-
icipants expressed new standpoints as their perspect-
ives on the weaknesses of sclection procedures wore
widened, possibly by the feedback of information and,
most certainly, by their involvement in the study,
Furthermore, cven after only two Rounds of questionnaires,
the advantages of the usec of Delphi over the one-shol
approach was strengthened by the fact that many
respondents appeared to reconsider and refine their

responsces as a result of the feedback in Round One.

Referring to Table 5, the statements listed as the
weaknesses of Division "A" (primary) tecacher selection
procedures could be broadly divided into nine cate-
gories. These categories represented a further
refinemen. of the ten ca.egories derive:d during

the Round One analysis.
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TABLE 5

The Ninec Categories of Weaknesses of Division "A"

(Primary) Selection Procedures [rom Round Two Results:

Categories Statement Weaknesses
No.
GENERAL 8 Selectors cannot b confidont that

the applicant's gqualities which they
are assessing can actually e assessod
within the time available and with Lhe
instruments now boing usedd in

selection.

17 Selection precedures are not
effoctive,

21 Applicants are not qgiven feadback on

their interview before they leave the
interview.

£ 34 The structure of the interview may bo
stressful for applicants and my
influence their ability to gilve an
accurate picture of suitability for

teachinag.
41 Quotas are imposcd,
a4 Current. selection procodures may no

longrr be approp-iate in the light
of changing conditions in schools
and the different. demands which are
likely tn b placed on the Leachers
af the [uture.

15 Applicarts with extrome views on
race and religion can be ratod highly
on othor grounds and gain entry.

NCADIMIC 3 The minimum acadomic revmiroment 16
CRITEFRTION too narrow a criterion {or selection,
7 Mbandoning the academic criterion has

made it difficult [or selectors to
assess each applicant's suitability
for tertiary study.

24 Pre-interview tescs (e.qg. for testing
Mathematics skills) are not held before
intervicws.

30 Interviewing all applicants.

32 Same applicants are being interviewed
who do not moet the minimum entry
requirements.

MULTT-CULTUPAL 2 Low ranking Maori and Pacific Tsland
ISSUES ' applicants receive pieference to
satisfy "target" requirements.
4 They rcflect white middle class values

and, as such, disadvantage minority
groups. )



74)

9 Not enough emphasis is given to
recruitment (especially the recruitment
of males, adults, and Maori and
Pacific Island applicants.)

26 Ascertaining an applicant's attitude
towards multi-cultural issues is
difficult to do without offending thom.

28 Tt 1s condescending to Maori and
acific Island applicants to select:
them lor Teachers' Co'lege with
rankings below the cut-of[ point.

35 The presence of a Maori interviewer
who is perceived by the Miori applicant
as a Kaumitua may have an of fect. opp-
osite to the one intended by the
inclusion of a Maori on the committece.

43 Maori applicants are not given thoe
opportunity of being interviewed on
a marac.,
ADMINTSTRATTON 15 Variations in the venue of the interviows
AND disadvantage some applicants.
ORCANTSATION 25 FAducation Board meomixrs on intorviow
committoes are inadeqguately paid,
2L The GCovernment imes LEs announcement
of quotas too long after the interview.
29 Craduates or those with more than haly

a deqgrie who apply to go to Teachers!
College are disadvantaged boecanse
administrative and organisat ional
circumstances limit: the number of
this group ahle to b acceptexd.

3 There is a lack of funding and this
hinders Teachers' Colleges and the
Department of Fducation replacing
stalf 1nvolved with interviowing.,

36 Selection 15 the regponsibility of the
rlucation Poard and not the Teachers!
Col leqge.

38 There is insufficient time to gather the
Principal's Report between Auqust 20 and
the beginning of school examinations.

RANKING 5 The practice of some Secondary Schools
coaching some applicants in interviewing
s5kills questions the validity of
assessnents made in the intorviow,

11 There are too many assessment inconsist-
encies of rating among committoo moabers,
between camittees, and between [ducation
Poards.

18 Tnterview committoe mrmbors Jdo nnot know
how accurate their assessment of cach
applicant is.

39 There is difficulty in ranking thosec
applicants immediately below the cut-off

point.
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It is difficult to separate the large
number of "middling" applicants.

There is often disagrecment bhetween
comittee mambers as to what constitutes a
good teacher.

The procedures fail to provide sufficient
information on ecach applicant's ability to
teach effectively.

Same applicants are deterred from
expressing their views before the intervicw
committee.

The criterion of "involvemont" disadvant-
ages some applicants and is difficult to
interpret.

As a criterion, commitiment is too difficult
tc assoss.

The criteria for sclection are not reviewsd
regularly.

Some claims made by applicants during
interviews (e.g. rogarding hobbies and
interests) are not able to be verifiod

in the time available,

There is no age linit for applicants.

The mombership of some interview
comittecs changes too {roquently,
Interviewers lack training in
interviewing skills.

Mombors of cach Mdueational group (the
N.7.E.1., the Teachers' College, the
Board, and the Deopartment) arc not always
roprosented on interview comnitieoes,

Some long-serving mombers lose
motivation, awarcness, and acuity.

The Secondary Schonl Principnl's Repord
cannot. always be interpreted as a reliable
source of information about the applicant,
'The Secondary School Principal 's Report

is too influential comparod with other sel-
ection criteria.

Referces' Reports are not always a
reliable source of information about
applicants.,

The category of GENERAL wcaknesscs drew attention to
the most salient being the participants
expressing a lack of confidence in the selection

numerous issuecs,

procrdures.
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In particular, selectors were critical of the
validity of the instruments currently uscd in
selection and, in their view, this weakness was
being compounded by the structure of the sclection

interview and the changing conditions in schools.

The selectors raising the issue of the problem
created by the changing conditions in schools concurs
'

with criticisms made by Ramsay (1979):

"The selectdon of students for teaching

t4 an exceedsngly hazardous task. A
selection panel must sefect people fen

a job which (s changing s0 rapdly

that ¢t <5 becoming (nereasingly dafpicult
to predict (€3 future directicns. To
(Clustrate: New Zealand students whe
commenced Tradining (n 1979 were probably
unaware (as were thedn selecters) that by
the tdme they became cextifccated they
would have a 1 (n 5 chance off bedng placed
(n an open-plan situation, teachdng waoth

a syndicate off peeple on a {eam bascs
(Department of Education, 1977); (n othex
words, the characteristees of feachenrs
deemed descrabbe by a 1776 panct may welt
have been outmoded by the teme thein

selbected students entered teaching.”
[Ramsay, 1979 : 3-4]

There is every likelihood that, in the seven years
since Ramsay made his remarks, the rate of change

in schools has further increcased. Alarmingly, howover,
as has already been discussed, few changes have been

made to selection procedures since 1979, .

Weaknesses which related to the ACADEMIC CRITERION formed
the second category. The participants were generally
in favour of re-intioducing the academic criterion to the

applicant's selection profile but a nurher of selectors
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intimated that such a move would not ameliorate many
of the weaknesses tc selection procedures caused by
its absence. For this reason, some of the sclectors
advocated the introduction of pre-intervicw tests

in Mathematics and English. Such views are supported
by Tocco and Elligett (1980) who report on efforts to
test the reading comprehension and arithmetical
competency of teacher applicants. They argue that
minimal competency in the skills tested is essential
if other necessary competencies are to reach acceptability.
However, and as i1f wanting to exacerbatc the weakness,
the minimum qualification for entry into teacher training
was lowered this year to one sixth form certificate

subject.

Other participants held the view that apnlicants should
not be considered for selection without first having
attained the minimum academic criterion. In the opinion
of the selectors who shared this view, too much

valuable sclection time was spent on candidates who
could eventually be disqualified because of inadequate
examination resalts. By not interviewing candidates

who did not meet the minimum entry requirements, more
time would be available to assess qualified applicants
which, in turn, moy help to improve the quality of the

selection decision.

The third category of weaknesses was concerned with
MULTI-CULTURAL ISSUES. Here the views of the participants
were divided. On the one hand, some participants saw
current selection procedures as disadvantaging Maori

and Pacific Island applicants (Statements 4,9, and 43);
on the other, sclectors were concerned taat these ecthnic
groups were being given an unfair advantage over

other applicants (Statement 2). Other issues raiseA

for consideration in this catecgory related to the eflfects
of a Maori interviewer on the seleccion panel (Statement
35 and the difficulties involved in the interview of
asking applicants about multi-cultural issues (Statement
26) .
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ADMINISTRATION AND ORGANISATIONAL weaknesses formed
the fourth category and covered a wide range of issues
including recruitment, the venues of interviews, the
late timing of the announcement of quotas, the payment
of interviewers, and the lack of funding available to
help Teachers' Colleges and the Department eof
Education replace staff involved with interviewing.

In this category were items 15,25,27,29,31,36 and

38.

The weaknesses alluded to in the fifth category high-
lighted the difficulty for selectors of RANKING
candidates accurately. A number of influences contribute
to this weakness. Of note, and already mentioned in

the literature review (Anstey, 1977; Goffman, 1959), is
the issue of applicants feigning their interviews.
Ramsay's (1979) research provided ample evidence to
demonstrate that students lie successfully at their
interview. According to Ramsay, there is a well-establ-
ished communication network betwecen students in training
and applicants. Interviewees arc well hriefed before

the actual interview as to the type of questions asked.
In this respect Ramsay corroborates the opinions of the
selectors in the present study that some schools run

mock interviews to train candidates in "appropriate
behaviour". The prob_..mn of countering "impression
management"”" will likely remain as a serious concern for
selectors although one suggestion (Keenan, 1980; Roger,
1952) has been for selectors to use new lines of question-
ing when interviewing candidaces. Rather than leaving
answers to "Why do you want to be a teacher?” unchallenged
when responses such as "Well, I like children" are given,
some follow up (e.g. How do you know you like children?)
should be made. At least one Board area has adopted
procedures similar to these and now requires evidence of

successful interactions with children.

Another weakness mentioned in this category concerned the

inconsistencies of ranking of applicants betwecen comnittee
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members, between panels, and between Education Boards
(Statement 11). Unfortunately, the interview panel

is not composed of the same people for every interview.
As Ramsay points out, in one Educaticn Board some
selection panelists can attend as few as three interview

sessions and as many as four deputies are uscd.

Seven statements (1,16,19,20,22,23, and 33) centred

on weaknesses of the SELECTION CRITERIA. Here various
issues such as age limits, the instruments used for
assessment of candidates, and specific criteria such

as "involvement" are noted. Broadly speaking, the
weaknesses in this category lend support to those
alrecady mentioned as being GENERAL to the selection
procedures. For instance, that current procecdurcs
provide insufficient information of a candidate's
Ability to teach cffectively and that other key criteria
such as "involvement", "commitment”, and "hobbies and
interests" are not always able to be assessed accurately
reiterates the overall concern of the participants in
the present study that the validity of the instruments

now used in selection is unacceptable,.

Statements 12,13,14, and 46 concerning MEMRBERSIHIP OF THE
INTERVIEW COMMITTEE were categorised accordingly.

While the question of the membership of the intervicw
changing too frequently has already been discussed,
another significant item in this category was

the participant's desire to see panel members trained

in interviewing skills. A similar concern was noted in

the Review of Teacher Training (1979:

"There is a need for careful selection and
thainding of the interview membcrs of

intenrviewing committees or panels.”
[ibid., p.17]

A review of Department of Education policy and other
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literature revealed that this recommendation of the
Review has not been realised. The reason for this is
unclear. One possible explanation is that research on
the effects of interviewer training is not encouraging.
The findings of Webster (1982) indicates:

"Training and experience have minimal chfects
on the quality of judgement made by intervicwers
...land]... training may neduce interviewex
ernon but thexe (s no evidence that neduction of
ciion improves judgement."

[Webster, 1982 :14]

SECONDARY SCHOOL PRINCIPAL'S REPORT (Statement 6 and 37)
and REFEREES' REPGRTS (Statement 10) formed the last two
categories. In support of the general trend of opinion
of the sample in the present study which was that

teacher selectors in New Zecaland are not confident of

the validity of *“he instruments now used in Division "A"
selection, referees' and principals' reports were viowoed
by many selectors as exacerbating the problem.
Unfortunately, surprisingly little evidence was found

in the literature on the validity of these documents.

In summary, the selectors'opinions of the weaknesses of
Division "A" (primary) teacher selection preccdures

in Round Two were clustcred into nine categories. The
nine categories of weaknesses derived from the Round Two
analysis related to : The Academic Criterion, Multi-
Cultural Issues, Administration and Organisation, the
Ranking of Applicants, Selection Criteria, Membership of
the Interview Committee, the Secondary School Principal's
Report, the Referees' Reports, General Wecaknesses.

Four of the nine categories ,namely, General, Multi-cultural
Issues, Administration and Organisation, and Selection
Criteria were dominant, each with seven statements of
weakness. Weaknesses relating to the Academic Criteria

and Ranking represented the next two largest categories
with 5 and 6 statements of weakness, respectively.
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Considering that no single category of weakness

was significantly large or small probably indicates

that the selectors in the present study consider

that the weaknesses of Division "A" selection procedures
are widespread, affectiny every arca of the selection
process. To rectify such a situation, a comprehensive

overhaul of selection procedures scems desirable.

As well as categorising the items in the way described
above, a frequency count was taken of the number

of respondents who mentioned .cach item in Round Two.
The ten most frequently mentioned statements of

weakness are shown in Table 6.

TABLE 6
The Frequency of Mention for Round Two Results:

Statement  Frequency  Percentage Weakness Rank
No.

8 15 ] Selectors canne he conf idont ]
that the appli Y gqualition
which they are o sssing can
actually bo asser | with the
time available an ith the
iLnstruments now b usexd
for scloction.

27 14 6.7 The late timing of the announce- 2
ment of Governient. quatac and

the length of time betwen
interview and offer of
position of training.

9 12 > Not cnough cmphasis 1s given 3
to recruitment, especially
recruitment of males, adults, and
Maori and Pacific Islanders.

7 11 52 Abandoning the academic criteria 4
has made it difficult for
selectors to assess an applicant's
suitability for teaching and
tertiary study.

19 10 1.8 The criterion of "involvement"
disadvantages some applicants
and is difficult to interpret.

1 9 4.3 They fail to provide sufficient 6=
information on each applicant's
ability to teach effectively.

10 9 4.3 Refereces' Reports are not a 6=
reliable source of information
about applicants.

5 9 4.3 There are too many assessment o=
inconsistencies of rating among
Committee members, between Committees
and between Fducation Boards.

1Oy |
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Statement  Frequency  Percentage Weakness Rank
13 9 4.3 Interviewers lack training 6=

in interviewing skills.
2 8 3.8 Low ranking Maori arnd Pacific 10=

Island applicants receive
preference to satisfy "target"
requirements for Maori and
Pacific Island applicants.
20 8 3.8 As a criterion, "conmitment" 10=
13 teo difficult to assess.
It is interesting to note that, in the case of the [irst
five items, ten or more selectors mentioned cach item in
their Round Two replies. A further breakdown of the
results shown in Table 6 indicated that the first ten
statements (i.e. the ten weaknesses most frequently
mentioned by the sample of selectors) were cach drawn
from one of the nine categories of wcakness outlined in

Table 5 while two statements were from "Multi-cultural

Issues".

Overall, then, the analysis of Round Two results indicatod
that:

il In the opinion of the participants, the most

promincnt weakness of Division "A" selection
procedures was that sclectors could not be
confident that the applicant's qualities which
they were assessing could actually be assessced
with the time available and with the instruments
now being used in selection (15 selectors mentioned
this weaknpess).
ii] The late timing of the announcement of Government
quotas and the length of time between the interview
and the offer of a position of training (mentioned
py 14 selectors) attracted the second highest
number of responses from participants.
When the first 22 most frequently mentioned

[ 5
e
[
—t

statements were analysed by category, statements
relating to Multi-Cultural Issues (five statements),
Selection Committee, and Ranking (four statements

each) received the highest number of responses.
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iv] No single weakness or category of weaknesses

dominated Round Two responses.

Round Three Results

Iq this Round, the new summary list of the respondents'
Round Two comments with a total of 46 items were fed

back to the sample. The respondents were asked to
consider the new summary list and then to reconsider and
express their opinions about the weaknesses of Division
"A" (primary) teacher selection procedures. Respondents
were to indicate the relative importance of ecach

statement of weakness by scoring it on a S5-point Likert-
type scale between the two extremes of major weakness

(a score of 5) and minor weakness (a scorc of 1) provided.
(See Appendix 8 for a copy of the Round Three questionnaire
and rating scale.)

Following the return of the responses, the Mean and
Standard Deviation [1] were computed. When this was
completed, the statements were ranked by Mean from

the highest to the lowest Mecan, and, if items had the
same Mean, the one with the lowest Standard Deviation
(i.e. the highest conscnsus) was ranked the hiqghost

(See Chapter three, page 63 , for details of how cach
statement was ranked). Table 7 shows the ranking of

the Round Three results according to computation of their
Means, Standard Deviations, Maximum and Minimum Values,

and Coefficient of Variance.

[1] These were computed using "SPSSX" condescriptive
procedure.



TABLE 7

Summary List of Round Three Responses

o
Statement No. Category  Rank Statement Mean SD MIN MAX VAR
20 S.C. 1 As a criterion, "commitment" is too 3.636 .962 2 5 0.264
difficult to assess. /}
8 GEN 2 Selectors cannot be confident that 3.606 1.197 1 5 0.331
the applicant's qualities which they
are assessing can actually be assessed
within the time available and with
the instruments now being used for
selection.
10 RR's 3 Referees' Reports are not always a 3.515 1.228 1 5 0.349
reliable source of information about
applicants.
1 5.C. 4= The procedures fail to provide 3.485 1.503 1 5 0.431
sufficient information on each
candidate's ability to teach
effectively.
27 AD. &0 4= The Government times its announcement 3.485 1523 1 S 0.437
of quotas too long after the interview.
9 M.C.I. 6 Not encugh emphasis is given to teachsar 3.455 1.481 ] 5 0.428

recruitment (especially recruitment of
males, adults and Maori and Pacific
Island acplicants).

19 s.C. 7= The criterion of "involvament" disadvant- 3.303 1.334 1 5 0.403
ages some applicants and is difficult
to interpret. :

7 5.C 7= Abandoning the acadsmic criteria has mads 3.303 1.380 1 5 0.417
it difficult for sslectors to assess
an applicant's suitability for tertiary

study.

[v8
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It is difficult to separate the large
number of "middling" applicants.

The Secondary School Principal's Report
cannct be interpreted as a reliable source
of infornmation about the applicant.

Low ranking Maori and Pacific Island
applicants receive preference to satisfy
"target" requirements.

The minimum academic requirement is too
narrow a criterion for selection.

It is condescending to Maori and
Pacific Island applicants to select
them for Teachers' College with
rankings below the cut-off point.
Applicants with extreme views on race
and religion can berated highly on
other grounds and gain entry.

Interview cammittee members do not

know how accurate thelr assessments

of each applicant are.

The criteria for selection are not
reviewed regularly.

There are too many assessment
inconsistencies of rating applicants
among camittse members, betwssn
camittees, and between Education
Boards.

The membership of sare interview
camittees changss too freguently. -
They reflect white middle class valuas

and, as such, disadvantage minority groups.

Current selection procedures may no
longsr be aporcpriate in the light of
changing conditions in schools and
the different dsmands which are likely

- 3 3 1 k Tl = 1 R L
to be placed on the teachars of the future.
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21

22=

22=
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26
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29=

Scme claims made by applicants
during the riew, (e.g. regarding
hobbies. anu ':*c-ests) are not able
to be verified in the time available.
The structure of the interview iray
be stressful for applicants and nay
influence their ability to give an
accurate picture of suitabili-y for
teaching.

Interviewers lack t-if 'ng in
interviewing skills

Graduates or those with more than
half a degree who apply to go to
Teachers' College are disadvantaged
because administrative and organisat-
ional circumstances limit the numbers
of this group able to b2 accepted.
There is a lack of funding to help
Teachers' Colleges and the Department
of Education replace staff involved
with interviewing.

There is difficulty in ranking those
applicants immediately below the
cut-off point.

The presence of a Maori interviewer
who is perceived by a Maori applicant
as a Kaumatua may have an effect
opposite to the one intended by the

inclusion of a Maori on the camittee.

Interviewing all applicants.

Quotas are imposed.

Pre-interview tests (e.g. for testing
Mathematics and English skills) are
not held before interviews.
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There is often disagreement between

camittee members as to what constitutes

a gooad teacher.
Ascertaining an applicant's attitudes
towards multi-cultural issues is

difficult to do without offending them.

Sare long-serving mewders of interview
committees lose motivation, awareness,
and acuity.

Selection is the responsibility of

the Education Board and not the
Teachers' College.

Education Board mambers oa interview
cammittees are inadequately paid.

The Secondary School Priincipal's Report

is too iniluentia’ campared with other
selection criteria.

Selection procedur.: are not efiective.

Soma2 applicants are being interviewsd
who do not meet the minimum academic
requirement.

The practice of same Secondary Schools
coaching same applicants in
interviswing skills guestions the
validity of assessments mads about the
applicant.
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There is insufficient time to gather
Principal's Report hetween August 20
and the beginning of the school
examinations.

Members of each Educational group

(the N.Z.E.I., the Teachers'

College, the Board, and the Department)
are not always represented on interview
cammittees.

Maori applicants are rot given the

the opportunity of being interviewed on
a marae.

Variations in the venue of the
interviews disadwvantage same
applicants.
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The first step in the analysis of Round Three results

- was to determine the degree of consensus that had been
réached for each of the 46 statements of weakness.

By applying the Coefficient of Variation as a stopping
criterion (as outlined in Chapter 3 , page65) analysis

of the results in Table 7 revealed that consensus

had not been reached on all the statements of wecakness.
The statements on which the selectors had reached agrece-
ment were statements 1 - 10=, 17= (statement 11) [2],
19= (statement 4), 21, 22, 28, 33= (statement 46).

Two further statistical tests were used to analysc
Round Three vesults, The First statistical test estab=
lished confidlence intervals for the means of the 46

statements of weakness.

Confidence Intervals for the Mcans [3]

The confidence intervals for the means of the
statements in Table 7 were computed to ascertain

the extent to which each of the 46 wecaknesscs could
be interpreted as being a reliable assessment of the
corresponding population mear (A 95% confidence
interval for the true iter wroan wio computed).
Accordingly, each line of the supplementary table in
Appendix 16 gives a ronge within which it can be
inferred, with 95% confidence, that the true mean
lies. In general, these findings show that the

mean values given to the statements in Table 7
represent reliable estimates of the 'true' attitude
values of the selectors of Division "A" primary teacher
candidates in New Zealand (Agresti and Agresti, 1979).

[2] Consensus had been reached on statements with a Coefficient
of variation of >.500. This explains why two statements
of equal rank could be rated differently ontheir consensus
rating (See Table 3 in Chapter 3 of the present study
for further details).

[3] See Appendix 17 for details of how the confidence intervals
for the means were computed.
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The =zecond test of statistical analysis establis)

el
vyl

category boundaries for the 46 statements of wea!
in Table 7.

Category Boundaries [4]

By applying the same technique outlined above to he
grand mean and standard deviations, confidence 1limits

were used as "category boundaries", providing cut -off
points bhetween statements of differing strenqgths
(Agresti and Agresti, 1979). From the calculati.  of
category boundaries, the extent to which each of
the statements ol weakness could be classified a

ma‘jor weaknesses, moderate weaknesses, or minor weak-

nesses was as~erbta’. ‘he grand mean of the means
of the items wags i s be J.567, with a standard
deviat! »n between LG mRans wi 0.553. ‘Then

cach item mean was tested for significant departire

from the grand mean. This was done by computing the

95% confidence interval for an item mean at the ~rand
mean, viz., (2.406, 2.728) [Sec Appendix 17]). m
means that fell below this range (i.e. mean 2.40%4)
were then judged to be weaknesses of little impe -tance
to Rivision "A" primary teacher selection proc: lures;

items that were within this range (i.e. 2.728 < ~ecan

> 2.406) were considered by the selectors to be

moderate weaknesses; item means above this rang« (i.e.
statements with means > 2.728) were considered | ; the
selectors to be weaknesses of significant impor nce for
selection procedures. It is worth noting that o

range of significant weaknesses extends beyond ' e mid-
point of the 5-point scale (in statistical term:, the
mid-point of the 5-point scale is 3). Thus, no!' all
significant weaknesses, in the judgement of thi=

sample, are "major" weaknesses as measured by the scale.

[4] See Appendix 17 for details of how these Category Boundaries
were computed.
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To summarise, it can be inferred from the three
statistical tests (viz., Co-efficient of Variation,
confidence Intervals and Category Boundaries) which

were applied to the Round Three results that:

i] The means of the statements in Table 7 which
reflect the opiniong of the sample (N=36) can be
assumed to be reliable estimates of the means
of the population of selectors(N=146) of
Division "A" primary teacher candidates in

New Zealand.

ii] There are 14 significant wecaknesses of Division
"A" primary teacher selection procecdures in
New Zealand which are considered to be of
major importance to the selectors in the sample.
These are, in rank order, statements 20, 8, 10,
Ve 274 9% 189% 7, 40, 6; 2, 3, 28,; and 45,

iii] In the opinion of the sample of selectors in
this study, there are 16 statements which can be
classified as moderate weaknesses of Division
"A" primary teacher selection procedures. 1In
Tahle 7, these are numbered in rank order as
statements 18; 22, 11, 12, 4, 44, 23, 34, 13, 29,
315 39; 30 ¥54 471, and 24.

iv] There are 16 significant minor weraknesses of
Division "A" primary tecacher selection
procedures in New Zealand (Statements 42, 26,

46, 36; 255 37 V¥, 32: S 33 21 Moy 8, 14,43,
and 15). -

However, of the 14 statements categorised as significant,
major weaknesses in Table 7, consensus had only been
reached on statements ranked from 1-10=. These

statements are set out in Table 8 below [5]

[5] Refer to Table 3, page 65,for details of how consensus was
measured.
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TABLE 8

The 14 Major and Signilicant Statcements of Weakness

from Round Three Result:s on which the selectors had

Reached Agr.ement

Statement No. Rank  Statoment of Weakness
' 20 1 As a criterion, "commitment" is too difficult
to .'ssess.

8 2 Selivtors cannot be confident that: the
appli-ant's qualities which they arc
assessing can actually be assessed within
the time available and with the instruments
now boinag used in selection.

10 3 Referees' Reports are not always a reliable
sour~e of information about applicants.

1 4= The procedures fail to provide suflficient
informaticn on each cradidate's ability
to teach cffectively.

w 4=  Ther Covernment times itbs announcement
of quotas too long after the interviow.

-, 6 Not enough emphasis is given to teacher
recruitment, especially recruitment of
males, adults, and Mhori and Pacific
Island applicants).

19 7= The criterion of "involvement" disadvantages
some applicants and is difficult to
interpret.,

' 7= Abandoning the academic criteria has made
it difficult for seclectors tn assecss

an applicant's suitability for tertiary

study.

40 9 It is difficult to separate the large
nurber of "middling" applicants.

6 10= The Secondary School Principal's Report

cannot be interpreted as a reliable source
of information about the applicant.

2 10= Low ranking Maori and Pacific Island
applicants receive preference to satisfy

"target" requirements.
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Accordingly, the remainder of this chapter will

focus on a discussion of these 11 weaknesses.

Major and Significant Weaknesses of Division "A"™ (Primary)

Teacher Selection Procedures

Discussion

Taken as a whole, it is obvious from these statements
that there 1s very serious concern about the nature,
form,and quality of tecacher selection pracadures in

New Zealand.

Commitment

The greatest concern for sclectors was that the

criterion of "commitment" was too difficult to assess.
The mean (3.636), S.D. {.962), and Coefficiont of
Variance (0.264) indicate that the seclectors were in very

tight agreement on this weakness.

Attrition from teaching is a well-known phenomenon (Wilson,
1985a) and a quick solution to the difficulty of assessing
levels of commitment at initial selection seems unlikely.
Key research by Ramsay (1978b) confirms that, on entry

to teacher training, students have a wide range of
commitment to teaching as a carcer. As such, his

findings discredit three particular myths about the
vocational commitment of student teachers: first,

that the majority of students entering college are
committed to a career in teaching; secondly, that those
who complete the training programme become more committed
as the result of this experience; and, thirdly, that

those who fail to complete the course do so because of
lack of commitment. 1In this respect, ten percent of the
sample of Ramsay's 523 students stated that they had

not formed a definite desire to teach as yet and a

further sixty percent commentaed that they had decided

on teaching as a career relatively recently (that

is, during the last twelve months of secondary schooling.)
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In addition, only forty percent of the sample planned

to teach for more than five yecars. Eleven percent claimed
to be deliberately using teaching as a stepping-stone

to another career such as missionary work or air hostess-
ing and five percent commented that they would remain at
‘ollege only until another job opportunity arose. Yet
another smallish number (1.5 percent) commented with

;ome frankness *hat they wanted to remain students -

a finding consonant with the propositions of Rolls and
Goble (1971) and Eisner (1961). As Ramsay puts it:

"[1¢t would seem frem these results that]...
most candidates for teacher trawnding are stilf
exploring the potentiality and Liking fon the
career at the veay time when selection panel.s
are seeking to commct them [for a
four on {dive year peadiod, three yecars of fradining
and one -or fwo years as a beginning teachen.]
1t secems fainr to conclude, therefore, that (t 44
extremely riasky to recaudlt from an aac group who
are AtilE formulating ideas about the possibifity
of teaching as a carcen."

[Ramsay, 1979: 7]

That current Division "A" selection procecdures are
inadequate for assessing the commitment lecvels of
candidates on entry is further complicated by the problem
of applicants feigning their interviews (Ramsay, 19797
and "playing the interviewers' game". (Anstey, 1977;
Goffman, 1959).

Yet in Scotland, rather than asking candidates certain
questions in the interview in the hope of being able to
ascertain how committed they are, education authorities
have recently been highly successful with a different

approach to judging the level of commitment of
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candidates (Wilson and Mitchell, 1985) [6]. DBased

on the rationale that uncommitted candidates will

"Self select out" when presented with vigorous celect-

ion procedures, the researchers piloted a number of inn-
ovative strategies. First, candidates had to return a
completed application form including a passport
photograph, three topics for discussien in group or
interview, a detailed account of one interest, and

a listing of all their forms of contact with children

of primary school age during the last foew years.

Secondly, candicates were informed that, if their initial
application was accepted, they would be required to attend
a full day of intensive selection proceiures. Information
regarding what would be required of thcm was given,
including details of their participation in a lcaderless
discussion, their involvement in a simulated teaching
task, and the requirement to take part in a number of
activities designed to test their written language skills.
These procedures were intended to eliminate the

casual inquirer since they demanded sufficient

motivation on the part of each candidat~ to spend a full

day in selection activities.

Interestingly, these procedures are consistent with
recommendations of the Review of Teaching Training
£ 1979 )¢

"Asy much background information as possdible
concerning applicants should be obtained and
processed before the interview on othex
Aselection procedures".

Department of Education, 1979 :18]

[6] Called C.A.T.S. (The Criteria of Teacher Selection), the project
was funded by the Scottish Education Department to review by
observation, interview, and survey how candidates for pre-scrvice
training in Scotland's seven Colleges of Education were
selected and to suggest alternative procedures. In the present
study, these procedures are termed "developed" in the sense
that they were developed by a team of researchers fran Moray
House College of Education who were secondcd for the project.
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The lack of evidence of changes to Division "A"
selection procedures in this respect would indicate
that Scotland, rather than New Zealand, had adopted
the recommendation.

,However, until more comprehensive longitudinal rescarch
is undertaken to follow up the commitment of teachers
who were selected using the developed procedures, any
conclusions regarding the validity of the Scottish

studies will remain tentative.

In addition to pin-pointing the period when most students
drop out, Ramsay has evidence that some hiqghly

committed students, predominantly from lower socio-
economic and/or Maori backgrounds, are forced out by their
poor first-yoeoar performancns and/or thotrs Failure s adjoat
to an unfamiliar large formal organisation. [7]
Considering this, Freyberg (1980) suggested that there
should be a greater flexibility in the lengths of time
students arec allowed to complecte thgir training and, to
counter the high drop-out rate in the first year, a
relatively open access to the first yecar of training.

The latter would not only relieve the selectors of the
virtually impossible task of having to assess

commitment at entry but, having a large first year pool,
would improve the chance of selecting, on the basis of
performance, those who will do well both in their

training programme and as classroom teachers. [8]

[7] In Norman's study (1978), thirty one percent of students
failed to complete the three year coursc in the
minimum time. Of this number, twenty percent dropped out.
The high drop-out rate among Division "A" traineces is,
presumably, one of the major reasons why the selectors
rated "the difficulty of assessing commitment” as the most
serious weakness.

(8] “Freyberg, 1980 :1 .
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In summary, Division "A" teacher selectors are extremely
concerned that they cannot assess a candidate's level of
commitment. The high drop-out [9] rate gives ground for
their concern. Research shows that only a proportion of
the candidates entering teaching are committed. While
many lie about their commitment, an even larger proport-
ion are genuinely undezided. Although not fully research-
ed for the validity, the developed seclection procedures
piloted in Scotland scem to be able to differentiate the

commitment levels of candidates.
Other alternatives suggested include copen entry inte the
first year of training and greater f(lexibility in the

length of time available to complete training.

Validity of Selection Proccdures

The second most serious concern of selectors in the

current study was their expressed lack of confidence in
current Division "A" selection instruments (Statement
8). Incidentally,this item was also the most [reguently
mentioned statement of weakness in Round Two. 'There are
two parts to this concern. First, the seleoctors
questioned the validity of procedurcs,that is, theoy were

not confident that the instruments currently usced in
sclection could accurately measure what they were supposcod
to measure. As an example, "commitment" has already
been discussed. Secondly, there was insufflicient time
to assess accurately each applicant. The question

then arises: Would the validity of the instruments

now usced improve if the selectors had more time in which
to make their assessment? It is doubtful. 1In both
respects,the opinions of the selectoars in the present
study are generally in agreement with the findings of
the review of the literature in Chapter One which showed

(9] Latest statistics show that for any Division "A" teacher
intake, there is a loss of about twenty-five percent over
the three-year training period. Cited in "Report on
protection and promotion of professional standards." New
Zealand Educational Institute publication, 1986, p.5.
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how ineffective the present criteria ar - for predicting

success in first year teaching.

Given that one of the recommendations of the Review of

Teacher Training (1979) was that

"initial selection should be for teaching,
the aim beding to secle~t for training thoase
having the most potential to become competent

teachers ..."
[Department of Education, 1979: 16]
it is surprising that nothing has been done over the
last few yea:: to improve this essential elcment of

Division "A" selection procedures. This is especially
surprising considering the large body of research
which suggests that the best way to predict applicants'
success in teaching is to place them in a teaching
situation (Durcharme, 1970; Greaves, 1972; Crocker,
1974; Norman, 1978). 1In rating the failure of Division
"A" selection procedures to provide sufficient inform-
ation on a candidate's ability to tecach effectively as
the fourth equal major significant weakness, it is very

likely that +the selectors were awarce of thia.

In this respect, and in light of the literature revioew
in the present study, it was pointed out that "work
samples" were beginning to assume new importance overseas
as a selection criterion. In accordance with these
findings, all applicants who took part in the developed
selection procedures piloted in Scotland were evaluated
on their performance on a practical teaching task

(See Appendix 18 for a resume of this task). 1In a
review of the effectiveness of the task [10], most
assessors felt that the task indicated important
evidence of potential for teaching.

110] Following the selection days, and under the auspices of the
Psychology Department, University of Glasgow, the 51 assessors
who took part in the exercise were asked by questionnaire
and interview to evaluate critically the "CATS" project.
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For instance, Wilson ,1985d) states:

"The gencral feeling was that the practical
teaching task proved «fLLuminating and provided
plenty of evdidence which would otncrwise have
been missed."”

[Wilson, 1985d: 8]

The majority of selectors agreed that successful
teaching of the practicai task is probably a significant

indicator of some kind of "natural teaching ability"

and that it was an essential elemenc of the selcction
procedures. However, it was also noted that unsuccessful
teaching of the practical task was not necessarily a
significant indic. _or of limited potential tecaching

ability.

To summarise: the selectors in the present study are
not contide-c¢ ! at the applicant's qualities which they
are assessing can actually be assessed within the

time available and with the instruments now being uscd
for selectinan. The review of the literature in the
present study showed that many of the criteria currently
used for Division "A" seclection appecar ineffective as
pr~ 1.t s - f success in teaching. Whatever candidate
qualities selectors might be ascessing, teaching
ability is paramount. Research has shown that the best
predictor of success in teeching is teaching ability.
As part of the selection process, a number of uvcacher
training institutions overseas have successfully used

a practical teaching task to assess a candidate's
potential in this area. If New Zcaland is to improve
its teacher selection procedures it will have to follow

suit.

The Reports of Referces and School Principals

The issue of the reliability of referees' and school
principals' reports was rated respectively as the third
and tenth equal most significant major weakness of
current Division "A" teacher selection procedures. As
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.5+ mentiored in the discussion of Round Two results,
t:here is surprisingly little research on the relienility
of these reports. Norman's (1978) studv provides

some insight into the principal's report:

"The Aschool paincipal's rating on suitab{lity
for Leachdirg showed a strong rclationship
with <he drop-out rate - 13 peacent of those
rated as outstanding, 21 percent of those
rated very sudtable and 29 percent of those
nated suditable failed to complete the three-
year coutrse in the mindimum Zime."
[Norman, 1978 :12]

In Round Ore, a number of enlightening commeunrts whic™
help to explain the poor rel.ability of the principal's
report were forthcoming but, because of the editing

and screcening process, they were not recorded in the

results These were:

e The Principal's report has to be written at a
very busy time in the school year and as such is
either often rushed and flatterina or, more occasionally,
rushed and vnder-estimating. Either way the report

is inaccurate.

» Some secondary schools (especially boys' schools)
"deliberately dissuade students from applying for
teaching. This is sometimes detectablce in the report.

A similar case may rest with referees' reports. For
instance even though referees' reports arc confidential,
the fact that referees are aware that applicants have
chosen them carefully (that is, because they are likely
to give a favourable report) may pu£ pressure on referees
to respond accordingly. .

Another reason why the selectors in the sample are
concerned that these reports are not a rrnliable source
of information about candidates may have to do with the
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general lack of deoth in current selection procedures

in New Ze&zland. For example, in Scotland, information
about applicants is collected from a numb2. of sources
including the application form, group discussions, a
practical teaching task, written lanqguage tests, the
reports of refereces and school principals, and the

formal interview. Moreover, pairs of selectors "cross-
matched" their assessments of candidates over ecach

of the selection activities. The combined result of
such comprehensive procedures is that sclectors are able
to make judgements about candidates from a solid body of
evidence. The variety and quality of the teacher
selection procedures used in Scotland meant that the
assessments made using cach instrument could he checked
against others for verification or comparision. By
contrast, selectors in New Zcaland are limited to

three sources of information about candidates: the
application form, the interview, and the report of
refereces or the school principal. This places selectors
in a potentially preccarious position. Presumably,
sclectors question the relianility of the opinion of

the referees or principal when there is a marked mismagch
between the character of the applicant that is reported
and the character of the applicant being intervicwed.

In such instances, they must trust wholly in the combined
judgement of the panel in the 20 to 3V minute interview
and icnore the report as being inaccurate - or vice versa.
Considering this, as well as the uncertainties created

by "impression management” and the vocational instability
of candidates, it is little wonder that the parti~ipants
in the presént study expressed. a serivus lack of confidence

in Division "A" “eacher selection procedures.

In summary: the participants in the present study did
not consider the reports of referees and secondary
school princpals to be reliable sources of informatioun
about candidates. Possible recasons for this include the
timing of the writing of the report and the vocational
persuasions of the staff in schools, particularly boys'

schools. 1In relaticon to refereces' reports, no research
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evidence was found to substantiate these claims but

it is contended that other influences, such as friend-
ship and loyalty between candidate and referee, may
be contaminating factors. Finally, lack cf depth in
Division "A" teacher selection procedures may have
influenced the participants in the present study to
rate the unreliability of referees' and principals'

reports as major weaknesses.
Quotas

The late timing of the announcement of Government quotas,

long after the interview, was another major weakness

of Division "A" selection procedures. Ramsay (1978h)

presents solid evidence which corroborates the views

of the sample in the present study. lle argues that

while the vocational commitment of applicants is

unstable, many candidates apply four scveral jobs in

addition t»> teaching. _Thus, applicants are often |
faced with the dilemma of either having to turn down |
other job offers on the expectation of being successful |
in their application for teacher training or are less
daring and opt for the safety of accepting the first

job offered to them. It is with the latter group

that the selectors are seriously concerncod. Tn 1986, at
least one Education Board was countering this

weakness by notifying high scoring candidates of their
success within one or two days of the interview. In
setting a precedent, other Boards are likely tn follow
suit. There is no reason [11] why each Board could not
have its quota confirmed before interviewing begins

so that most applicants can be notified immediately of

their success.

Alternatively, as has already been discussed in the
section on "commitment", Freyberg (1980) suggested the
removal of quotas on entry to Teachers' Collegers (which
in effect would mean open entry) and instead institute
a selection at the end of year two if necessary.

[11] Each year, the Ministers of Fducation and Finance determine
the number of applicants to be admitted to each division of teacher
training. In reaching this decision, the Ministers are quided by
infarmation.on teacher supplv & demand as provided by the Dept. of
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The reason:

"The fLarger the f(inst year pool, the
betten the chances of ascleeting on the
basis of their performance those student.s
who, as my study shcwed, wilel do wekkl
both in their ftraining programme and as
classroom teachers."
[Freyberqg, 1980 :1]

Recruitment Procedures

In recent months Teachers' Associations have drawn
attention to the weakness rated as the sixth most
significant and major by the participants in the

present study : recruitment procedurcs arc inadequatce,
particularly regarding the recruitment of males, adults,
and Maori and Pacific Island applicants (Statement 9).
This weakness was recognised at the recent Annual
General Mceting of the New Zecaland Educational Institute

where a recommendation was passeced urging:

"the Goveanment to approve the appointment
of full-time Recauitment Officers, and that
the poaitions be advertised annualfly in the
Education Gazette".

[N.Z.E.T., 1986: 108]

Support for this view is found in The Curriculum

Review : A Draft Report Prcpared by the Committee

to Review the Curriculum for Schools, 1986).

In the Review, ana under the heading "Recruitment and
Selection of Teachers", the Committee proposed that:

", ., Maorni teachenrs be used to recruit Maonrc
adults to teacher training, as welf as schoolf
students ... positive steps be taken to recrudll
Pacific Tsland students and adults into teachen
training courses ... [and] ... posritive steps
be taken to recauit Maori and Pacific T1sfand
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women {nto aff fevels of the Teaching Aexrvice
where at present thedir numbers are few ... more
men be encouraged to work (n pre-aschoof and
in primary schoofs".

[Department of Education, 1986: 134)

Furthermore, in a report entitled "The Protection and
Promotion of Professional Standards", the New Zealand

Educational Institute recommended that:

"...anterview panefs (nclude, at teast (n
an advisory capacdity, a person who can fully
appreccate the cultural backgrcound and
fanguage abifities of Macri{ and Paccfic
Island applicants."”
[N.Z.E.I., 1986 :6]

These recommendations reiterate the findings of th
Review of Teacher Training (1979) (See the literature
review in the present study, page 4) and, despite
policy changes made by the Department of Education [12]
demonstrate that little has been achicved since the
Review to alleviate its concerns. Interestingly, while
the selectors were concernced that not enough emphasis
was ygiven to the recruitment of Maorir and Pacific lsland
applicants, they also considered that it was a scrious
weakness of Division "A" teacher selection procedures
that Maori and Pacific Island candidates were given
preference over other candidates (Statement 2 in

Table 8). (See Chapterthree, page 30,for details of

this policy).

[12] Refer to Chapter One in the present study, page5,for a
summary of changes which have been made by the Department
of Education for the recruitment of male, Mzori ana
Pacific Island applicants and to Chapter three, page 30,
for fuller details of official Government policy.
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On recruitment of adults, one of the major points

to emerge from research discussed in the present study
(Norman, 1978; Whalley, 1978; Freyberg, 1977; Crocker,
1974) was that older, more mature students had scveral
advantages over the younger students, not the lcast

of which was a more realistic notion of career patterns
and what their future cntailed. TFreyberg (1977) also
found that older students were more successful in
curriculum studies, educational theory, seclected studies,
and teaching practice [13], while Norman's study (1978)
ascertained that those aged 25 and over tended to

receive the highest ratings as ycar onc teachers [14].

In summary: the findings of the present study regarding
recruitment endorse the. recommendations of the Curriculum
Review (1986) and the New Zealand Educational Institute.
However, while the selectors in this study considered

it a serious weakness that not enough ecmphasis was

given to the recruitment of males, adullks, and Maori

and Pacific Island applicants, the participants f{elt
strongly that it was unfair to give Maori and Paciflic
Island applicants preference at the expense nf other
candidates. The rescarch shows that adult candidates,
on entry to training, arc more likely to perform highly
both in college and first year teaching.

Academic Criterion

It is questionable that, when the academic criterion

was abandoned in 1983, [15] the ability of the sclectors
to assess an applicant's suitability for tertiary study
was severely undermined (see Statement 7, rated as
seventh equal significant major weakness by the sample.)
Given that the research reviewed in the present study

[13] Freyberg, 1977: 6-7.

(14) Norman, 1978: 26.

(15] Up until 1983 the minimum entry qualification for admission into
Division "A" teacher training was either sixth form certificate
or University Entrance. For sixth form certificate,the sum of
the grades in four subjects must have been cqual to or less than
20, with English being a five or better. Only one grade was
permitted to be as low as a six or seven, and a seven or
eight in any subject was unacceptable. TFor University
Fntrance, a candidate needed to pass four subjects, including

“Pnglish.
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showed that there is not a positive and significant
correlation between academic qualifications at entry

and later success at tertiary study, this concern of

the selectors does not seem well founded. Tor example,

although Norman (1978) pointed out that academic ratings

at selection tended to correlate more highly than other

variables with college academic course marks, her final

arnalysis revealed that correlations were too weak or

inconsistent to be of use to selectors. In [Ac0E:

"We cannot expect to be able to find a means
of predicting Teacheas' College progress (both

academ{c couxrses and teaching practice] nationafly

from the data cuarrently collected at the time of

selection.”
[Norman, 1978: 25]

It would seem then, from these conclusions at least,
that in relating the academic qualifications requir:
at entry prior to 1983 to success at tertiary study,
Division "A" selectors have been misinformed. Howev
in this respect, and as has already been mentioned
the discussion, the results of a number of studies,
on one count at least,; (Crocker, 1974: Purdie, 1977
Whalley, 1978) conflict Norman's findings. Fach of
the resecarchers found that alder, more mature candi
performed better at college than their younger coll
This reinforces Freyberg's conclusions that older
students: . were more successful in curriculum studis

educational theory, and selected studies.

In summary: the research findings reviewed in this
study show that secondary school examination result
are not sound predictors of success at tertiary stu
A number of other researchers have found that the a
and maturity of the applicant rather than their

qualifications improves the strength of the predict

Mo

VIR
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Ranking

The difficulty of separatirng the large number of
"middling" applicants was seen by the sample in the
present study as another major and significant weakness
of Division "A" teacher selection procedures (Statcement
40 in Table 8). Solutions to this weakness are not
obvious. However, even though most of the selectors
who took part in the teacher selection procedures
piloted in Scotland were confident that the most
deserving and the least deserving candidates had

been identified, they also expressed concern regarding
the borders of groups (for example, between "bottom"

of "accepts" and the "holds", and between "holds"

and "rejects"). Of note and of significance to the
results of this study, most of the selectors stated
that they had been able to identify the most deserving
candidates not because of their own ability but because
of the quality and sophistication of the procedurcs [16].
In contrast to Scotland, howevor, it would secem that
the procedures used in New Zealand to sclect Division
"A" teacher candidates only exacerbate the difficulty

of separating the large number of "middling" candidates.

Involvement

Statement 19, that the criterion of "involvement"
disadvantages some applicants and is difficult to
interpret constituted the seventh equal aajor weakness
of Division "A" primary teacher selection procedures.
The fact that the wording of the Department of
Education's policy regarding "involvement" is vague
and inexplicit may heln to explain why the sample in

this study found the criterion difficult to interpret:

[16] Wilson, et.al., 1985 :9
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"[involvemenl i8] ... an assessment of the
{nvolvement in and the extent to which the
applicant (s committed to cultural, {ncluding
Maor< and Pacific Tsland culture, sporting,
so0cial and welfare activities. Both depth

and breadth of experdience (n these activities
shoulfd be carefully considered. 1t should be
borne in mind that dedication to a single
interest may be of morne value than supeaficial
commetment Lo a numbexr, but could also
(ndicate a narrowness of outlook inconsistent
with the requirements for effective teaching.
Similarly an applicant cempfeting academic study
or who has been Living (n a sparscly populated
district may weltl be restricted in the time
given to ox the opporntunity to engage (n this
kind of activity."

[Paragraph c9.14.44d]

While the overall criterion is well explained here, it
i1s virtually impossible for sclectors not be inconsistent
when assigning numerical values to, and differentiating
between, the "involvement"” activities of candidates.

The issue of rating "involvement" becomes extremely
complex when one considers the range of variables with
which selectors are likely to be presented (for ecxample,
the type of activity, the range of "involvements" of

the candidate, the level of attainment, the length of
the involvement, the opportunities available, and the
level of commitment). The issuc of the interpretation
of the "involvement" is further complicated by the

fact that interviewers' perceptions of candidates are
often coloured by their pre-occupations, life history,
and emotional state (Wexley et.al., 1973; Geiss, 1978).
What these points seem to lead to is & further argument
for the introduction of a more explicit and, thus, a
fairer system for analysing the "involvement" of

Division "A" teacher candidates.
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Conclusion

In this chapter, the results from each of the three
rounds of this Delphi study have been outlined and
discussed. The eleven major and significant weaknesscs
of Division. "A" (primary) teacher selection procedures
as well as their implications, have been the focus

of attention. Overall, weaknesses relating to the

poor validity of the selection criteria were dominant
although other issues relating to quotas and the

unfairness of the selection procedures were also raised.

The final chapter of this thesis is devoted to conclusions

and recommendations.
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CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

By means of the Delphi technique, this study has
sought to ascertain the weaknesses of I'ivision "“A"
(primary) teacher selection procedures in New Zealand.
The review of the literature in Chapter One sought to
establish the foundations from rescarch on which these
procedures were based. The findings o! this review,
combined with the results of the three Round Delphi,
confirm that present Division "A" teacher selection
procedures in New Zealand may well be ineffective,

outdated, and counterproductive.

Briefly, the criticisms derived (rom the rovicw
reflected the following points: TFirst, the procedures
do not attempt to collect evidence on the skills
actually employed in a teaching situation, viz.,
organising skills, explaining, questioning, relating

to a learner. Secondly, a great deal of the time of
hi¢hly paid academic staff is expended on procedures
which are confusing and whose validity is questionable.
In this respect, the continued use of some of the major
criteria used in these procedures, viz., intclligence
and academic ability, experience with children, person-
ality traits and characteristics, cannot be justified
from research. Thirdly, candidates are not quarantood
fair and equal treatment in the way their applications
are handled. 1In this context, the present study

concludes by making eight recommendations for change.

Recommendations

What, in summary, are the implications of the foregoing
assessment of Division "A" teacher selection procedures?
It appears that a radical recassessment of current pro-

cedures is in order and may include:

1] The appointment of full-time recruitment officers.

2] Recruitment from an older age group, preferably
after work experience other than teaching. This
could be achieved by raising the minimum age of

entry, perhaps to 18.



3113

3] The introduction of "developed" selection,
particularly the inclusion of modified
application procedures, a practical teaching
task, a group discussion, tests to ascertain
Mathematics and written English skills, and
a formal interview to "pull" the selection
information together.

4] Greater emphasis should be given to seclecting
males and Maori and Pacific Island candidates,
but not at the expense of being unfair to other
applicants.

5] Interview panels should include, at least in an
advisory capacity, a person who can fully
appreciate the cultural abilities and language
background of Maori and Pacific Island applicants.

6] Education Boards would be notified of their intake
quota well in advance of the commencement of
selection, or, alternatively, the abolition of
quotas which would mean open entry into the
first year of teacher training.

6] The criterion of "involvement" ig to be retained
but a set of explicit guidelines must be developed
so that selectors can make fairer assessments
of each candidate in this area.

7] To counter the unreliability of the reports of
referees and secondary school principals is a
difficult task. Part of the problem is that, in
New Zecaland, selectors are reliant on these
reports. An obvious solution would be to increasc
the range and quality of seclection instruments
as has been done in Scotland.

8] The introduction of a more flexible programme
of study with greater provision for repeats

if neccessary.

These recommendations are not all new. Some have alrecady
been mentioned by various Teachers' Associations, chief

among them being the N.Z.E.I. as well as a number of
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leading educationalists in New Zealand. The present ,
study has shown that support for change i5 now very
strong even among the selectors themselves. 1In light
of this, the concerns and recommendations expresscd
by the Review of Teacher Training (1979) are now too
cautious and, even if fully implomcnth, would not be
sufficient to amcliorate what appears to be serious
weaknesses in New Zealand's Division "A" teacher

selection procedures.
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APPENDIX T

OFFERS OF A PLACE OF TRAINING.
MAORI AND PACIFIC ISLAND APPLICANTS
AS A % OF THE TOTAL NUMBER OF APPLICANTS

Intake . Male Male Fewle TFomale Total Grand Total
Period Maori Pacific Maori Pacific Mdrori Total of
Island Island & P.I. Maori &
P.I. as
? of
Grand
Total
1979/80 27 15 96 a4 182 2054 8.86
1980/41 50 15 186 a3 334 4223 7.90
1981/82 24 8 49 19 100 917 10.90
1982/83 16 2 45 14 77 983 7.83
1983/84 11 9 61 32 113 853 13.24
1984/85 36 12 93 36 177 978 18.09
1985/86 36 16 92 39 183 1458 12.55
Source:

Division A summary recruitment returns, Department of Education,
Head Office, Wellington. (1986).
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DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

Please print clearly and complete all sections. Complele a saparate form for each course you apply lor

E2/140

11988 FOHMAT)

APPLICATION FOR KINDERGARTEN/PRIMARY TEACHER TRAINING (NON GRADUATE)

1. (a) Reler to recruilment booklet and tick course you are applying lor

Primary (Division A) shortencd 1o 2 yea
G more than hall of a degree

(b) Which laachers college do you wish (o allend (you may apply lor only one lor each course)

Kinderparten (Division E) 2 yenr course

Primary (Division A) 3 year course Istand Tramed Teacners

g
Surname.

2. (a) Mr/Mrs
Miss/Ms

Fist Hames i

s lor applicants wilh

Primary (Division A) 2 years supplementary course lor Pacilic

U
]

{b) Namn by which proviously known ‘it applicabln)

(e} Usual Address: Haliday Address (it dilterent) G

Telephone Number

!

ET] / :-_ulr; -(I;-f_ll;!;l

Telephona Mumber Irom /

{¢J) Data of Birth:

Exchnnge
(0} Age

! /
() Maeital Status

(h) Huraber of depeodent cinldeonrelalives with ages

{]) Are you a New Zealand Citizen? . 14 1" y-_;;:“;;(.e nm .1 Hliw Zoatane

[(Jyes [Jmo

(Evidonun of citirenship or residential status may he required)

B
|
|

|

1 paninic
== NLANDS

(k) Which is your ethnic group?
Tick box o1 bhoxes 1o describe it

3. (n) State namn ol secondary school(s) altended and dales

Fr

From

(b) Total secandary education aa al the end of this year yoars months

(¢} Education qualilications compleied Give subjects, marks/arares, yrar(3) pansed and achool atten
SCHOOL CEATIFICATE SIXTH FORMCERTIFICATE  UMIVENSITY ENTRANCE

Yeer and School.

11} Cove datn ol arrival in How Jealand

ve pppropriatle dalos

Frchanne

I Citizen

/

]‘_Yf“l | ] Nn

RETT

nm 1M In ¥

19 1o /

il

_ OTHET FXAMINATIONNG

(1) Are you enlitled 1o reside permanently in Niw Zealand?

[

inn

19

Lt}

{d) Sinle examinations or cartificates with subjects for which you are currently studying Specily subjecia



4. Interests and hohbies (eg. music, drama, ar, sport, youth clubs, community activities elc.). Give delails and any qualificalions/awards
and experience in coaching, leaching or leadership. Continue on separate A4 sheel if necessary,

-

5. (n) Do you speak n language other than English? IYESY, state which Mm]“m._]_;,...
(] ves [Jw~o
(b) Do yo. have nninterest in or knowledge of a culture other HOYEST, state which cullure - i
than English?
(] ves [CJwo
6 (a) Have you ever held any universily {h) Have you ever enlered inlo a bond with IR \_’IF'T_-Tl;r_ detaids and dales
grant or bursary? the Government?
(] ves [Jno (] ves [} wo
() Have you previously apphied for a If s0, state course and date o Caucation Haard or ﬁ;-:_;u‘-;::l‘ﬁﬁ:;n- ;;;;m
coutse ol loacher raiming? applied to
(] ves ] w~o
(1) Have you praviously If 50, atate |;n~_wr_‘rs||y#1n.rr_lu»-5 -ﬁ"t_l;". o Heason far :Vlflulflihﬁ.ll-;\l(‘] -

enrolled in any course of | colleqe
teacher training?

Cves  [Jno

{n) Have you applied lor any other leacher leaimig ceurse 11,9
ynar?

(] ves [Juo

I so, state conrne(s)

7. Namesand addresses of twa reputable persons (NOT animmaediate Linnly mambaer o your poncipal or class leachen) 1o whamelerenen
na to your characier can be mara

r
8 Pravious and present emplayment record (include casual, vacation or shorl lerm employment il relevant to teaching)

T TEMPLOYER T 1YPE OF WORK _ LOCATION DATLS FMPLOYED

9. Are you prepared and ahle to 1ake the oath of allegince or make the atfirmation of alleganen?

(] ves (] no

10. Have you been convicted of any offence against the law, apart from traflic infringemant ollences?
D YES D NO Date of ollence Please supply details in a sealed anvelopas

NOTE: Il you are convicted of a criminal offence after submitting thiz apphicalion you nte tequited 1o nolily the office 1o which you
sant this application.




11. Other Information in support of this application; give reasons lor wishing lo enter teaching Conlinue on separate Ad sheel il necessary

12, Documnnts to accompany this apnhcation fongmat docoarmaents vl teeeetgeme . phvetoepeap! wall b cetanmeed)

Rirth cerntificate

(7] Secondary school qualitications

D Other qualitications

[:] Official university transcript

[ ] fmall reeent passport-type phintograph

[ l Other relovant papery Inlease specily)

MEDICAL HISTONY

13 ta) Do you or have you sultered trom any of the following (Please hick either “YES 7 ar "HO " oy )

YES NO

Eye or visual delect
Chronic ear problems or dealness

Chraonic nose or throat problems
hay'aver, catarrh, tonsihilis)

Chesl trouble
Tubearculosis in any form

Heart trouble (incl. palpitation, chest pain and
shoriness ol breath)

Anaemia or other blood disorders

Indigestion, gastric or duodenal ulcers or
howanl disorders

Back roubie, sciatica or arthrilis
Allergy or sensitivity

Liver or gall bladder disease or jaundice/
hepatitis

Kidney or bladder trouble

(inct

YES

28]

g ey

Fpulepsy

Fits o lunting attar ks

Prnods ol depressinn

Nervous nr mental il-health
Recureent headaches (incl migraine)
Mheumatie laver or theamatism
Dinhietea

Skin dhinensn

Asthma

Operationa or injuries, siale
Tropieal dhapases alate

Any illness not mentioned, stale

{b) I your answer o any of the above i3 “yes” please indicate the lrequency of atfacks and the date of the last onn

NC'JT'E‘ 'You fnny ba asked o provide a medical certificate stating that yore are now Lee Lrom or are undeer treatment tor the condilion
and that the condition or 13 presance will nol inlerlere with teaiming o Giness 1o be a teacties Any medical examination will be al youe
own expanse,
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(c) Do you wear glasses or conlact lenses? D YES D NO
{d) Have lhere been any recent marked changes in your weight? Stiate approximale amount
(] ves O no (] woss (] camn
{0) Are you on any permanent medicaiion? Il yes, state illness/condition
(] ves [Jwo

(1) Have you been absent from work, schoo! of wrversity on account of 1ness or iy tenng e past two years?
D YES [j MO 11 50, state reasons and penod of absence

- T 1 g e T i Bt TR - i it

() Have you ever been rejected from emplovment or tmilitary service on medical grounds, been dechined hlvinsorance or aceepted only
| ploy ¥ (

on special terms because of medical grounds?

(] ves (] ~no
{h) Have you any physical condition or disability which might alfect your training or leaching service in any way?
D YES D NO It 30, give details

(I} Family history. Has any near relalive sulfered from tuberculos:s, li;;i;‘ﬂ:_-;!_[_\nh'nsy, nervors or mental iness ?
v > i 1ate WS 7 " »
D YES D NO It 50, grve relationshop and stateal g i is alive pnd well

14. DECLARATION

|

snlemnly aned sincerely

s
(Full nama of applicant)

declare thatto the best of my knowledge and belief the information given in this applicalion is entirely true
and correct,

Signature of applicant:

Date: i 4

| solemnly declare that to the best of my knowledge the information given by
the applicant is entirely true and correcl.

Signature of witness:

{The wilness should he a parent or legal guardian or persan who knows appheant well)

15. NOTICE FOR APPLICANTS

Trainees who successfully complete a course of primary leacher lraining will be appointed to
positions, called certificating positions, for two years. Where teachers in certificating positions
meet the requirements for certification after two years in a certificating posilion, the
appointment is confirmed and becomes permanent. Wherever possible teachers will be
posted to a school in the education board district of their choice.

Trainees who successiully complete a kindergarten leacher training course are responsible
for obtaining a teaching position on completion of their training. Experience has shown that to
obtain a posilion, leachers will need to apply widely throuqghout New ealand lor all vacancies
for which their qualifications and training make them a suitable applicant.

| have read the conditions outlinnd in this section.

Signature of applicant: ... ..

Please check the compleled application and documenlts and forward by 20 Augus! lo the Educatlion Board which admits
Iralnees 1o the leachers college you wish lo allend.

AAJ4TF W0 0NN AR - YO0
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APPENDIX IV:

SELECTION COMMITTEE'S REPORT ON
SUITABILITY FOR ADMISSION TO TEACHERS' COLLEGE

District H.DB. [i] 'a [:] Wa [j] Div A Irl Pro—-school Irl

(T'ick boxcs)

Name ‘ 7 ____Age 1st March 1985 yrs. mths

Home address

Secondary schools

1

Use of Fnglish

Fluency in expression, command of words, voice, speech, ot

Personal (Overt Qualities)

2 Confidence, vitality, dress, deportment, senso of hwouar,
presence, L.

Personal (Covert Qualities)

Industry, self discipline, initiative, concern for people,
sensitivity, tolerance,otc.

Involvement in School and Cammunity

Range and depth, degree of commitment, balance of interests,cte

Selection Profile

Low High
—y — -- Selection Rank ill}'_

1 2 3 4 9 fH 7 8 9

l. English .. .. .. ; [

2. Personal (0)

Suitable
- — Marginal
Unsuitable

3. Personal (C) -

4, Involvement .

Specific comments related to given ranking
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PROCEDURES* FROM APPLICATION TO ENROLMENT

There are four possible outcomes to the lodging of an
application for a place in Division "A" primary training:
"Enter course", "Withdraw-Self sclect", "Reject" and
"Re-apply next year". Both the selectors and upplicants
can influence final categorisation. Each of these

is defined below.

Enter Course After going through Lhe selection procedures

1-6, applicants may "arrive" at the place of officially

being offered a position (9) by one of four routes:

al] ~An applicant may reach (6) and move through to
(10) without taking an alternative route. This
route is distinguished by the symbols [ 4 and
are numbered 1 through 10. Such an applicant will
likely have scored highly at the interview (6)
on rating, will have bheen ranked accordingly, and

will not have self selected.

b] The recommendations of the selection committee (6)
reqgarding "older applicants" (7a) are required
to be assessed hy the Department (7bh), the outcome

of which is actioned by Education Boards (7).

c] A third group of candidates (7c), having reached
(7), being decemed as suitable, but not having a
sufficiently high ranking to gquarantec an immediate
of fer of a place,are placed on a waiting list. A
place may later be offered to them:

i] in the event of high priority candidates sclf
selecting (self select H or L) or
ii] where Government quota (X) announcements allow

more candidates to be admitted or

* "procedures” and "process" are not used interchangeably but
are related terms. The selection procedures are the component parts
of the selection process. Put another way, the procedures are the

.« crnmmamn {a A whAals
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iii] where, between selection procedures (8) and

(9), some applicants self select (J) and

equivalent number offers are made (8c)

iv] or where applicants fail examinations (8b).

d] The fourth route concerns applicants who have been
offered a place on the condition that they are
successful with examinations, (8b), in most cases
University Entrance.

Self Select ¢ (A) through (L). Self selection i:n

defined as "a voluntary withdrawal". Applicants may

self select for a number of reasons including:

i] realising, through the interview or contact
with other teacher personnel, that they may

not be suited to teaching.

ii] opting to take up an alternative cmployment

offer which emerged after they entered the

teacher selection process.

) .
Reject | "Reject" may be defined as a "Govenment

initiated involuntary withdrawal" from the sclection

process. There are two steps in the process where

rejection is possible.

a]

At (4) where an officer [rom the Education board
sorts applications as either eligible or ineligible
An applicant may be ineligible for a number of

reasons including:

i] a 16 or 17 year old with no formal qualifications

ii] a person over the age of 45 with qualifications
which would deem them as suitable

ii] an applicant who fails to provide evidence of

New Zealand citizenship
iv]. an applicant whose "equivalent qualifications

are unsuitable".

In the case of non New-Zealand residents and applicants

seiah "amnivalent documents”" (4a), the Department of



123]

Education uses its discretion in assessing individual
cases. If they are deemed "eligible", they then go

on to a formal interview (6).

‘b] at (7), reject (c), where the Education DBoards

are actioning

i] recommendations made by the selection
committee regarding the suitability
of candidates or

ii] decisions made by the Department of
Education concerning applicants in

component (7a).

It should be noted that rejections could be categorised
in two ways, namcly rejections decided and rejection
actioned. For example, at (7) a number of applicants
will be rejected on the bhasis of decisions made at (6),
although these decisions are officially actionedat (7).

The same distinction should ke made between (7bh) and (7).

Apply Next Year Where applicants have been placed

on the waiting list (9a) and have not been offered a
place (8c), there are two options open to them. The
first is to re-apply the “ollowing year (z) and the
second is to seek an alternative career (zi). The
difference between (z) and a "self select" is that

in the former, applicants have delayed sclf selecting
while there was still an opportunity to enter the

course (10).

Summary This is a simplified flow chart. It is an
attempt to represent only key procedures in the
selection process. The total picture would be

extremely complex.

In terms of the goal of the research, which was to
evaluate Division "A" (primary) teacher selection

procedures, there are important considerations:
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There appears to be considerable flexibility
within the process for discretion among those
making decisions about candidate suitability.
For example, a selection committee with
Departmental approval could admit, if it saw
fit, candidates with onc or all of the
following characteristics:

» those with a criminal record.

*» who are over age 45.

* who have no formal qualifications.

* who are non-New Zealand residents.

Departmental policy, it would seem, reflects the notion
that successful teachers can be selected from a pool

of applicants with very different and wide ranging
social, intellectual and cultural backgrounds and

that any attempt to restrict flexibility of entry into
teaching training would necessarily result in a

corresponding drop in the quality of applicant admitted.
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APPENDIX VI:

ROUND_ONE

Please list what you consider are the wcaknesses of
current teacher selection procedurgs for Division A

(Primary).

Please return by 18 August. Thank you.



126]

APPENDIX VII

ROUND TWO

THE PROBLEM

In Round One, you werc asked to list what you considered
were the weaknesses of Division A (Primary) sclection
procedures. Your responscs and those of your colleaques
have been scrutinised to eliminate duplication and a

summary list has been compiled. (attached)

Keeping in mind your own views of the weaknesses of
present selection procedures and the views of your
colleagues, as summarised, please compile a short list

of concise statements which best express what you consider
to be the weaknesses of Division A selection procedures.
You may wish to choosec key statements from the summary
list. If you do choose statements from this list which

do not accurately reflect your own views, you may

modify them.

Please return by September 19. Thank you.



r
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APPENDIX VIII

'ROUND THREE

In round two of this study you were asked to reconsider your round
one responses in the light of those of your colleaques. You were
then asked to compile a short list of concise statements of what
you regarded were the weaknesses of Division A Teacher Selection
Procedures. Below is a strmary list of participants' round two

responses.

In this round you are asked to consider this list of statements and
to express vour opinion by indicating whether vou consider each
statement to be an expression of a major or minor weakness of

current Division A (primary) seclection proccdures.

Please express your opinion of each of these statements by circling

a number on the scale providecd

Please return by October 18. Thank you.



1]

2]

3]

4]

5]

6]

7]

8]

9]

10]

11]

ROUND TTIREE QUESTTIONNATRE

Major Weakness

The procedures fail to provide
sufficient information on each
applicant's ability to teach
effectively.

Low ranking Maori and Pacific
Island applicancs receive preference
to satisfy "target" requirements

The minimum academic requircement is
too narrow a criterion for
selection.

They reflect white middle class
values and, as such, disadvantage
minority groups.

The practice of some sccondary
schools coaching some applicarts in
interviowing skills questions the
validity of assessment made about
the applicant.

The secondary school principal's
report cannot always be interpreted
as a reliable source of information
about the applicant.

Abandoning the academic criteria
has made it difficult for seleclors
to assess an applicant's
suitability for tertiary study.

Sclectors cannot be confident that the
applicant's qualities which they are
assessing can actually be assessed
within the time available and with
the instruments now being used for
selection.

Not enough emphasis is given to
teacher recruitment. (Especially
recruitoent of males, adults, and
Maori and Pa-ific JIsland applicants.)

Referees' reports are not always a
reliable source of information
about applicants

There are too many assessment incons-
istencies of rating applicants among
comittee members, between comittees
and between Education Poards.

w

()

w

(9]

5]

(93]

w

(%]

128]

Minor Weakness

3 2 1
3 2 1
B 2 1
3 2 1
3 2 |
3 2 1
3 2 1
)
L

2 2 1
3 2 I
3 2 1
3 2 1
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13]

14)

16]

17]

18]

19]

20])

21)

23]

25]

26]

27]

20 ]

Major
wrakness

The membership of some interview
committees changes tco frequently.

Interviewers lack training in
interviewing skills.

Members of each educational: group
(the NZEI, and Teachers' College,
the Board, and the Department) are
not always represented on intervicw
commi.ttees.

Variations in the venue of the
incerviews disadvantage some
applicants.

Some applicants are deterred from
expressing their views before the
interview committee,

Selection procedures are not
effective.

Interview committee members do not
know how accurate their assessments
of ecach applicant are.

The criterion of "involvement"
ulsadvantages sane applicants
and 1s difficult to interpret.

As a criterion, comitment is
artficult to assess.

Applicants are not giv.n feedback on
their interview beforc thcy lcave the
interview.

Some claims made by applicants during
the interview (e.qg. regarding hobbies
and interests) are not able to be
verified in the time available.

Education Board members on intervieow
comittees are inadequately paid.

Ascertaining an applicant's attitudes
towards multicultural issuves is
difficult to do without offending them.

The Government tines its announcement
of quotas too late after the interview.

It is condescending to Maori and
Pacific Island applicants to select
them for Teachers' College with
rankings below the cut-off point.

;]

w

[57]

(61}

(9]

[$4

154}

(9]

157 ]

149

)

Minor
weakness



29]

30]
31]

32]

33]

34]

36)

37]

38]

39]

10]

42]

Major
weakness

Graduates of those with more than
holf a degree who apply togo to
Teachers' College are disadvantaged
because administrative and
organisational circumstances limit
the numbers of this group able

to be accepted.

(S}

W

Interviewing all applicants.

There is a lack of furrding to

help Teachers' College and the
Department of Education replace
staff involved with interviewing.
Some applicants are being interviowed
who do not meet the minimum entry
roquirements. :

(87 ]

ul

There are no age limits for
applicants.

(]

The structure of the interview may be
stressful for applicants and may
influence their ability to give an
accurate picture of suitability for
teaching.

[ ¥}

The presence of a Maori inteorviower

who is perceived by a Maori applicant as
a Kaumatua may have an offect cpposite
to the one intendod by the inclusion

of a Maori on the committee,

LY

Selection is the responsibility of
the Education Doard and not the
Teachers' Colleqge.

(87

The secondary school principal's
report is too influential compared
with other selection criteria.

{8 ]

There is insufficient time to gather
principals' reports between Auqust
20 and the begirning of school
examinations.

(94 ]

There is difficulty in ranking those
applicants immediately below the
cut-of f point.

vy

It is difficult to separate the
large number of "middling" applicants.

(81}

There is often disagreement between
comittee members as to what
constitutes a good teacher. 5

130]

w

Minor
weakness

(oS

S }

S}
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) APPENDIX IX
=% Massey University
4 :
. PALMERSTON NORTH, NEW ZEALAND TELEPHONES: 69:079, 69-089, 69.099
L DATEX: NZ 30974, Mas Uni

In reply please quote;

15 July, 1986

Dear

Re: Your participation in rescarch on Teacher Sclection
Proccdures.

I am a masterate student working under the supervision
of Dr. David Battersby. The purposec of this letter

is to seek your participation in a study which 1 am
carrying out on Teacher Selection. Indeed, as a recent
member of a selection committee, your participation in
the project would be most valued.

The research will employ the Delphi Technique* to ascertain
the weaknesses of the current Teacher Selection Procedures
for Division "A" Primary.

One of the advantages of the Delphi Technique is its
‘'simplicity. In the first round you will be simply asked
to list, as you perceive them, the weaknesses of the
Teacher Selection Procedures. In subsequent rounds you
will he asked to respond to a summary of all participants'
responses. Respondents will remain anonymous to cach
other throughout the study. You will be given approximately
ten days to reply to ecach round. This mecans that rounds
one and two will be completed by the August school
holidays. Rounds three and four will be posted in the
first wecks of the third term.

A random sample (M=36) of sclection committece members
from nine out of the ten Education Boards have been
approached. This includes a representative sample of
Education Board, Education Department, Teachers' College,
and N.Z.FE.I. members. Naturally, all those who
participate in the study will be issued with a report at
its conclusion.

This research has the support of the Department of
Education and your own Education Board. ,

T look forward to hearing from you soon.

Julian Batchelcr

—————— i ————————————————— T ———— ————— i — .

Yes, I would like to participate NAME

Sorry, I cannot participate ADDRESS

(Please delete one)

- ——— . —— -

On the selection committee, I represent

———— i ——

N1 7 T . +#+ha Nant+ +ha DAasA ~~
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THE DELPHI TECHNIQUE

A brief description

The Delphi Technique is a rescarch tool which has been
developed for forecasting, policy-planning, and decision-
making. In essence, it is a method of eliciting opinions
or judgements on a particular issue or problem from a
group of individual experts who remain anonymous to cach
other. 1In this study, the experts arec personnel directly
involved in the selection of Division A primary teachers
and the problem is the teacher sclection proccdures.

The assumption underlying the use of the Delphi Technique
is that those personnel directly involved in selection
arc in a sound position to judge its weaknesses. Once
the experts are sclected and a sample size determined

the central research question is administered.

"As you perceive them, what are the weaknesscs of
current teacher selection procedures?" (Division A
primary). This question is administered to the sample
on an individual basis. Responses are analyscd for
summary. If a consensus has not been reached a further
questionnaire is prepared on the basis of previous
responses and summary. The new questionnaire, together
with an analysis and summary, is then distributed to
respondents. This part of the Delphi process is

repeated until consensus is reached.

At the completion of this Delphi, all participants
Will be informed of the outcome and given the opportunity

for comment.
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APPENDIX X

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

[1] Experience with Scleclion:

I have been selecting teachers for

Division "A" (Primary) training
£Or .4 s W #e g A ¢
(Discount any yecars when you did HyRas )

not participate as a Tecacher
Selector).

[2] Date of Birth

[3] Present Position:

At the moment I am

(Please specify the position you hold
in your current employment e.q.

Senior Lecturer in Education, S.T.J.C.,
School Inspector).

Please rcturn immediately if it is at all possible.
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F‘}\; Massey University RPvRSEL B

: P.7  PALMERSTON NORTH, NEW ZEALAND TELEPHONES: 69:079, 69-089, 69-09Y
Wt

DATEXN: N7 10974, Mas Umi

In reply please quote

Dear Sir,

Re: Resecarch concerning teacher sclection, Division A Primary.

Dr. David Battersby and I are conducting a rescarch project which
is investigating procedures relating to the selec! ion of Division
A Primary teacher candidates.

In order to proceed, the assistance of personnel directly involved
on the selection panels is necessary. It is hoped that you would
like to participate in this study by granting us permission to
solicit the opinions of members of selection pancls who have most
recently been involved in selection, and, if you feel the desire,
to make comments yourself on any aspect of the study.

The project will employ the Delphi Technique* to elicit opinions
concerning the central resecarch question: '

"What are the weaknesses of the current
teacher selection procedures?”

Should you require any further information on any aspect of the
project, please fecl [ree to ask.

Anticipating your reply,

Julian Batchelor.

*Please refer to the attached sheet for further explanation.
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THE DELPHI TECINIQUE

A _brief description

The Delphi Technique is a rescarch tool which has been
developed for forecasting, policy-planning, and decision-
making. In essence, it is a method of eliciting opinions
of judgements on a particular issuc or problem from a
group of individual experts who remain anonymous to ecach
nther. In this study, the experts are personnel directly
involved in the selection of Division A primarv teachers
and the problem is the tcacher sclection procedures.

The assumption underlying the use of the Delpli Technique
is that those personnel directly involved in selection
are in a sound position to judge its weaknesses. Once
the experts are selected and a sample size determined

the central research question is administered.

"As you perceive them, what are the weaknesses of
current teacher selection procedures?" (Division A
primary). This question is administered to the sample
on an individual basis. Responses are analysed for
summary. If a consensus has not been reached a further
questionnaire is prepared on the basis pf previous
responses and summary. The new questionnaire, together
with an analysis and summary, is then distributed to
respondents. This part of the Delphi process is

repeated until consensus is reached.

At the completion of this Delphi, all participants
will be informed of the outcome and given the

opportunity for comment.
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APPENDIX XTI

PALMERSTON NORTH, NEW ZEALAND TELEPHONES: 69-079, 69-089, 69-099

DATEX: NZ 10974, Mas Um

C/o Education Department.

In reply please quote:

30 July, 1986

Dear

Welcome to the Teacher Selection Study and thank
you for responding so quickly to my invitation.

Please find Round one cnclosced and a stamped, addressed
envelope.

The return date of the 18 August allows approximately
three weeks to reply. 1T hope this takes some of the
pressure off you at this busy time of year.

Thanking you in advance.

Yours sincerely,

Julian Batchelor.



-
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APPENDIX XTIT

v

PALMERSTON NORTH, NEW ZEALAND TELEPHONES: 69-079, 69-089, 69-099

DATEX: N7 30974, Mas Umni
Fducation Department.

In reply please quate:

5 September, 1986

Dear

Re: Study of Teacher Selection Procedures, Division A (Primary).

Thank you for the time yvou spent on round one and for returning
your responses so proamtly. Your views on the weaknesses of
selection procedures were very interesting and much appreciated.

Enclosed is round two of this study, including a stampad, addressed
envelope. I would be grateful if you could return your response
to round two by the 19th of September. This means that you

have approximately two wocks to reply.

You are reminded again that your responses are treated as

strictly confidential. As well, the success of Delphi depends

on participants remaining anonymous to cach other.

Do feel free to contact me if there are any queries. Thank you
again for your co-operation and participation in this study.

Yours sincerely,

Julian Batchelor.

Enclosed: Round two questionnaire and Round one summary list.



-
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» Massey University APPEADIX XTV

PALMERSTON NORTH, NEW ZEALAND TELEPHONES: 69-079, 69-089, 69-099

Fducation mmmm‘t DATEX: NZ 30974, Mas Um

In reply please quote:

October 1, 1986

Dear

Re: Study of Teucher Selection Procedures

Thank you for returning Round two of the study so promptly.
IFnclosed is the final Round, together with a stamped, addressed
envelope. I would be grateful if you would return your responses
to this Round by October 18.

When the results of Round three have been collated and analysed,
a copy of the findings of the study will be forwarded to you

for your information.

Once again, if you have any queries about this Round, pleasc
fenl free to contact me here at Massey 69-099, ext. 8480.

Thanking you in advance.

Yours sincerely,

Julian PBatchelor.
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APPENDIX XV

Some Examples of the Original 203 Responses [rom Round

One Returns:

Example One:

The weaknesses are:

1] Stability of personnel on interview panel, duce
to Teachers' College not being able to appoint
a reliever to replace the representative of the
Teachers' College during the five or six wecks

interview selection period. The Teachers' Colleqge
representative on the panel is the lecturer who
has no lecture on a certain day or can organise

his/her own "fill=in".

2] A developing departmental policy demanding a spec-
ific target of Maori entrants to colleqge, irrespect-
ive of candidates' ability to meet criteria. 1In
many cascs such applicants prevent the seclection

of more suitable and capablec Europecan appiicants.

3] The additional privilege extended to Maori applicants
by being interviewed in a situation of case on a
marae. PEuropean applicants, however, may be

interviewed in a varicty of odd offices or classrooms.

4] The Principal's report sometimes lacks credibility
due to the report bheing prepared by a carecers teacher
or scnior teacher, with the Principal having no
knowledge of the candidate's suitability for teaching,

and having no input other than signing the report.

5] The lateness of notification of quotas, resulting
in many suitable applicants taking up other

employment.

6] The lack of time for sececonded recruitment officers
to visit secondary schools, especially in the
rural areas where they can meet with students and
give them up-to-date, accurate information

concerning conditions of service, finance, and



college courses. Recruitment officers must

present a good role model.

Example Two:

The weaknesses are:

1]

2]

3]

4]

Essentially amatcur interview pancls. While some
attempt 15 made to indicate to panelists how (and
how not) to conduct an interview and assess
ctaracteristics, the bulk of panelists have little

real expecrience of interviewing.

Too brief contact time with candidate. 1In
Wellington, panelists arc expected to complete 8
times 40 minute interviews per day. The 40 minutes
being 10 minutes' assessment of written material,
20 minutes' interview, 10 minutes' summarising and
recording.  The high and low rankers are easy bul
doing justice to the bulk in the middle can be
difficult. I would prefer some further written
material prepared by candidates under controlled
conditions to augment information as well as the
opportunity to lengthen the contact period, ifl

required.

No rcal feedback. Having marked candidates on

A point seale for 4 atrribiabesn, poaned isba aeves (oo
very rarely) hear how successful the applicant's
performance is at College or 5 years later in the
classroom. I know of no rescarch ever undertaken
to assess whether ranking at interview bears any
relation to ultimate quality as a teacher. Are

we selecting on the right criteria? or does the
impact of 3 years at Teachers' College mask or so

modify that selection is a farce?

Because of 1 & 3 above, what is the variability
between panels? 1s justice really becing done? and
how many potentially good teachers do we lose?
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Example Three:

The weaknesses are:

1] Interviewing people before they ﬂave met the

minimum entry qualification.

2] The length of interview. The time, in my opinion,
is too short to probe in a range of important and

related arecas.

3] The too heavy reliance on Prircipals' reports
for school leavers. There scems to bhe a great
variance in the reliability of the reports. One
almost has to know the Principal's school to
determine how much reliance can be¢ placed on
the objectivity of the content.

H )".

system that scems to half-stranqgle
itself by the prohibitions placed on the usec of

4] A rrnking

certain data, c¢.q. academic performance.

5] A system Lthat pruports Lo be a national system
(i.c. a particular individuval should have the
same chance of selection whether he/she is inter-
viewed in Southland or North Auckland) but
obviously it varies in action considerably from

Board to Board.

Example Four:

The weaknesses arce:

1] The racial element which allov's people who
nominate affiliations with Maori to reccive
acceptance ahead of better qualified and/or
more suitable non-Maoris.

Lt

2] The minimum qualifications this year - one sixth
form certificate of an unspecified grade - is

much too low especially when the aim is for a
dearee profession.
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1]

5]
6]

)
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Some non-Macri candidates are made to feel wanting
because they have not studied Maori at sccondary

schools is a complaint that has been put to me.

Interview times need extending to half an hour

for all applicants.

Late applications should not be accepted.

Quotas need to be known before interviews begin.

Applicants' files need tc be with panel members

at lecast a week before interviews beain.
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APPENDIX XVTI

The 95% Confidence Intervals for the Means of the
46 Statements of Weakness of Division "A" (primary)
teacher selection procedures as summarised in Table
4 were computed as forlows:

11 The means MT to M46 for cach statement were
computed.

2] The standard deviations, SD, to SD;G' for cach
statement, about the corresponding mean, were
computed.

3] A 95% confidence interval was computed for cach
statement, using the formula:

+ 1 5 ¥ SE-
M1 = 0! rx (where SR§ = SDA)

APPENDIX XVI Supplementary Table

95% Confidence Tnterval for the NMeans of the SLatements
of Weakness in Round Three results: *

Statament No.  Rank Upper Limit  Mean  Iower Limit  Range

20 1 4.0 3.6 3.3 0.6
8 2 4.0 3.6 3.2 0.4
10 3 4.0 3.5 1. 0.
1 4= 4.0 3.4 3.0 1.0
27 4= 4.0 3.4 3.0 1.0
9 6 3.0 3.4 3.0 1.0
19 = 3.8 5.2 39 0.9
7 = 3.8 3.1 2.9 1.0
40 9 3.6 3.0 2.7 0.9
6 10= 3.3 3.0 2.6 0.7
2 10= 3.5 2.8 2.5 1.0
3 12 3.3 2.7 2.3 1.0
28 13 3.3, 2.7 23 1.0
45 14 3.2 ' 49 2.3 0.9
18 15= 3.2 2.7 0.2 1.0
22 15= 3.1 2.6 2.2 0.9
11 17= 3.0 2.6 2.3 0.7
12 17 3.1 2.6 2.2 0.9
4 19= 3.0 2.6 2o 0.8
A4 19= 3.1 2.6 | 1.0
23 21 3.0 2.5 2.2 0.8
34 22= 3.0 2.5 2.2 0.8
13 22= 3.0 2.5 2.1 0.9
29 20= 3.9 3.5 2.1 0.9
31 20= 3.0 2.5 2.0 1.0
3 26 3.0 2.4 2.0 1.0
30 27 3.0 2.4 2.0 1.0
35 28 3.0 2.4 2.0 1.0 |
4 29= 3.0 2.4 2.0 1.0
24 29= 3.0 2.3 2.0 1.0
42 3 2.8 21 1.9 0.9
26 32 2.5 2.1 1.7 0.8
46 33= 2.5 2.1 1.7 0.8
36 33= 2.6 2.1 1.6 1.0
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Statement No. Rank Upper Limit Mean ILower Limit Range

25 33= 2.7 2.1 1.5 Vo2
37 36= 25 2.1 | 0.8
17 36= 2.5 2.1 s 7 0.1
32 38 2.5 2.0 1.5 140
5 39 2.4 2.0 1.6 0.3
33 40 2.4 1.9 15 0.9
21 41 243 1.9 125 0.8
16 42 2.1 1.8 155 0.6
38 43 2.7 [ 1.5 0.6
14 44 2.1 Tucil 1.3 0.8
43 45 2.1 17 13 0.8
15 16 1.9 1.6 1=3 0.6

* Each of the four computations (i.e. the mean, upper and lower
limits,and the range) have been rounded to 2 significant figurc: .
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APPENDIX XVII

The 95% Confidence Interval for a Mecan at the Grand
Mean over all statements, for Division "A" (primary)
teacher selection procedures as summariscd in Table 4

was computed as follows:

1] The means M, to M, for cach statement were
computed.

2] The grand mean GM of M1 to M46 was compuled,
giving 2.567.

3] The standard deviation, S5SD(M), of M.1 to Mdﬁ
about the GM was computced, giving 0.553.

4] The 95% confidence interval for a statement

mean at the GM was computed as:

GM + 1.96 x [S.D W)/ sqrt (46)]

2.567 + 1.96 x [0.553/sqrt (46)]

giving [2.406, 2.728].

(6]
[e—

Thus the three categories of weakness were

defined to be:

Major Weakness : mean greater than 2.728
Moderate Weakness: mean greater than 2.406 and less than 2.728

Minor Weakness T mean 'ess than 2.406
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APPENDIX XVITII

The Practical Teaching Task

The most novel feature of the CATS project was the
practical teaching task. This was included to provide
evidence of the candidate's potential as a teacher in
terms of ability to organizc materials, to explain
what was to be learned, and to relate teo a learner

(a fellow candidate]).

The task was developed from practice in Lothian
Region's Adult Basic REducation Unit where voluntecer
tutors were put in the position of an illiterate

in that they were taught a number of words in a
code which was based on unfamiliar shapes. lalf
the candidates were asked to learn such a code
(christened RBobo) and to tecach i1t to a fellow
candidate. A parallel code of similar level of
difficulty (Mido) was also developed so that
evidence of the teaching potential of both sets

of candidates could be obtained.

The task was introduced to six candidates by means
‘of a set of written” instructions which all studied
for five minutes. One candidate was then asked to
explain to the rest of the group what they had to

do. Once the task was clear, candidates werc divided
into two groups of three under the surveillance of

a selector. Each candidate in the group was given

a sheet with a list of the ecight code words (Bobo

or Mido) and their English equivalents, a set of
flash cards in the code, and pencils and paper. Each
knew they had to develop ideas about teaching the
code to a candidate in the other sub-group. Each also
knew that they could confer with their fellow
candidates if they wished. After tan minutes the

selector intervened by asking the candidates what
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Appendix XVIII continued:

plan they wished to develop. Candidates were then
left for a further few minutes to make final pre-
parations before being paired to tecach their fellow
candidate. The six candidates were grouped in three
pairs, each being assessed by the selector who would
have the main responsibility for interviewing them
and reporting on their performance over the day.
Selectors noted the role candidates played in dis-
cussions, how far they scemed able to devise a
strategy for teaching, what degree of assistance they
required, how they managed the teaching (for ecxample -
how they handled the teaching materials, the order

in which they presented the words, the rapport they
established with the learner, and so on), and how
they followed up their student's performance after

the test.
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