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Abstract Employment interviews are widely used in the selection of quality teachers, and
indeed research confirms administrators’ belief in the validity of the procedure. However,
many key recommendations for improving the general reliability of interviews including
selecting questions that are job-related and research grounded, including well designed
scoring rubrics, and incorporating adaptive variable-length interview designs are generally
not well implemented in currently available instruments. Furthermore, emerging research
suggests the need for specially tailored interviews that assess attitudes and pre-dispositions
deemed essential to teachers’ effectiveness in certain high attrition environments like urban
schools. This study describes the development and initial field-test results of a computer
based, adaptive interview with an additional domain included for teachers in urban areas.
The instrument is based on careful analysis of the suggestions from the extant literature
base about effective employment interview techniques, effective general teaching practices,
and sound teaching strategies in urban schools. By comparing the interview scores of 30
teachers with varying effectiveness ratings provided by administrators in one urban district,
significant correlations were found. Regression analysis indicated a significant amount of
variance in teachers’ effectiveness ratings could be predicted from their scores on the
interview instrument.
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Introduction

The selection of staff members is one of the most important tasks in which school
administrators engage (Applegate, 1987; Caldwell, 1993). Indeed, no other single activity is
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as critical to operating an efficient and effective school. Errors made in the selection process
have direct and far reaching consequences for students, administrators, other teachers, and
the functioning of the school as a whole. Studies by Engel & Erion (1984), for example,
found that school administrators believed hiring high quality staff members was central to
the academic success of their schools, and recent evidence from the teacher effects literature
supports principals’ contentions (Odden et al., 2004; Rowan et al., 2002).

Historically, the mainstay of the staff selection process has been the interview (Cohen &
Gump, 1984). For example, more than 85% of educational administrators regard the
employment interview process as a vital factor in the selection of teachers (Vornberg &
Liles, 1983). It has been the primary part of the hiring process (Eder, 1999) and is the most
commonly used method to gather data about prospective employees. Because of the heavy
reliance on the selection interview, many researchers have investigated the components of
the interview process. There have been nine notable published reviews of the general
literature and many more modest efforts in the past five decades (Arvey & Campion, 1982;
Eder & Buckley, 1988; Hakel, 1989; Harris, 1989; Mayfield, 1964; Schmitt, 1976; Ulrich &
Trumbo, 1965; Webster, 1982; Wagner, 1949). Later studies utilizing meta-analysis have
taken into account both published and unpublished validation research and concluded that
the interview process is a valid selection tool for identifying quality candidates (Conway
et al., 1995; Cronshaw & Wiesner, 1989; McDaniel et al., 1994).

However, research conducted over the past 20 years does not paint an entirely favorable
picture of either the accuracy or the reliability of the typical employment interview (see
Harris, 1989 and Dipboye, 1994 for narrative reviews and Marchese & Muchinsky, 1993
and Wiesner & Cronshaw, 1988 for meta-analytic studies). In particular, reviews of
commercial selection interview instruments frequently used in education have also been
relatively negative citing the lack of internal reliability and failure to established both
content and predictive validity (Metzger & Wu, 2003; Young & Delli, 2002; Baskin et al.,
1996).1 Common criticisms of selection instruments in general are often reported in terms
of biases in information-gathering, judgment, and decision-making caused by drawing
inferences from limited data obtained in artificial situations by untrained interviewers.
Information-gathering biases are often related to the interviewer’s entering beliefs and
interview format. For example, research on occupational stereotypes has shown that people
hold strong beliefs about the attributes of individuals in various occupations, including
teaching, that tend to be diffuse and undifferentiated (Hakel & Schuh, 1971; Shaw, 1972).
This lack of precise job definitions often leads to a search for individuals with generalized
personality characteristics and beliefs not directly associated with the requirements of the
positions (Dipboye, 1994). In addition, many interviewers fail to control the context of the
interview session by talking too much during the interview, failing to follow up revealing
leads, asking questions that are not meaningful, often going beyond the limits of proper
interrogation, and failing to respond concisely and fully. Similarly, interviewers’ opinions
often “leak” into their verbal or non-verbal behavior conveying to the candidate “expected”
responses. Consequently, what the interviewer observes may be a product of the interview
format and the interviewer’s own personality rather than the applicant’s traits and
qualifications (Dipboye & Gaugler, 1993).

1 To compound matters, publishers of most commercial employment interviews in education are reluctant to
publicly release studies and internal data that would allow school districts to make rational selection
decisions based on known measurement statistics. When these statistics are publicly reported (primarily in
dissertations), about 80% of the studies indicate that such commercial instruments have little or no predictive
validity.
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Selection decisions also can be influenced by personal characteristics of the teacher such
as presentation style, chronological age, physical appearance, similarity to the interviewer,
and gender (Young & Heneman, 1986; Pingitore et al., 1994). Interviews also seem to be
affected by nonverbal behaviors of both the prospective employee and employer. For
example, Gifford (1985) found applicants who smiled more, gestured at a higher rate, and
talked more were perceived by the interviewers to be more motivated to work. Nonverbal
skills such as the use of gestures, eye contact, and smiling also have been found to affect
positively interviewers’ judgments. The very nature of the typical employment interview
and the data it generates affect the consistency and usefulness of the decisions interviewers
make based on the interview. Consequently, the employment decision is often unlikely to be
based on a rational model but rather on a subjective determination of organizational “fit”
(see Dipboye, 1994 for an extended discussion, p. 88). Candidates skilled at mirroring and
matching the accepted job traits and those who have learned to “say the right things” are
frequently afforded unwarranted advantages (Baker & Spier, 1990, p. 86; Jenks & Zevnik,
1989; Einhorn et al., 1982). These candidates are articulate and exude confidence, but they
may not be the best applicants.

For all its aforementioned strengths and limitations, the use of interviews within the
employment process remains one of the most reasonable and widely used ways to gather
data about prospective teachers. Rather than question whether the typical employment
interview should be utilized, it is arguably more important to explore the possibility of
improving the procedure itself by examining alternative interview formats. Two improve-
ments have routinely been suggested in the literature and used in practice. One is to better
standardize the interview process by including defined questions, formats, scoring rubrics,
and interview sequences. The rationale behind this suggestion is that a tightly structured
interview employed consistently across all interviewees would reduce bias, increase
reliability, and help control some of the problems previously described.

A second recommendation is to use a variable length or adaptive interview format. This
procedure, which has commonly been used in computer adaptive testing (for example, one
version of the Scholastic Aptitude Test is available in this format), entails asking the
prospective employee different questions based on patterns established in prior responses.
While all interviewees might initially be asked the same questions from the same question
bank, at some point during the interview the each candidate would receive a varied set of
questions or extended version of questions based on their responses to earlier queries.
Advocates argue this process is more efficient and probative because it does not require all
candidates to answer the same questions—some of which might hold little relevance for the
individual interview. For example, Einhorn et al. (1982) analyzed types of question
sequences most commonly used in selection interviews and reported that branching
questions allowed the interviewer to “discover information that you could not possibly have
uncovered by beginning with specific questions” (cited in Tengler & Jablin, 1983, p. 247).
A branching or variable length interview allows more in-depth probing and does so with
greater efficiency.

In addition to modifying the general interview format, educational researchers have also
suggested improving the teacher selection process by paying particular attention to whether
or not candidates hold attitudes and dispositions deemed necessary for effectiveness in
certain school contexts. This is especially the case in urban areas where the need for
qualified teachers is great but disproportionately high attrition rates amongst beginning
teachers contribute to perpetual staffing shortages (Hussar, 1999; Ingersoll, 1997, 2001;
Wayne, 2000). For example, teacher turnover in low-income, racial minority schools occurs
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at rates 50% higher than more affluent, suburban schools (Darling-Hammon & Sykes,
2003). This phenomenon has been attributed, in part, to poor initial teacher screening.
Although lacking clear statistical significance or consensus as a whole, existing studies
have explored the relationship between alternatively certified special education teachers’
personality types and their instructional effectiveness (Meisgeier & Richardson, 1996); the
varied attributes of urban teachers with respect to sociocultural awareness, contextual
interpersonal skills, self-understanding, risk taking, and perceived efficacy and their effects
upon teaching success (Sachs, 2004); and, the predispositions of “star” teachers in areas
such as self-knowledge, self-acceptance, relationship skills, community knowledge,
empathy, cultural human development, cultural conflicts, relevant curriculum, generating
sustained effort, coping with violence, self-analysis, and functioning in chaos to predicting
their long-term compatibility and commitment for working in urban schools and
communities (Haberman & Post, 1998).

Given recommendations for improving the interview process in general as well as
growing interest in screening mechanisms uniquely suited to teaching in urban schools, the
purposes of this study were twofold. First, we followed the suggestions in the literature by
developing an adaptive type interview format and testing its efficacy. In this case, the
adaptive part of the instrument was operationalized by asking additional questions if the
candidate’s prior answers displayed a high level of variance. In addition, questions included
in the interview instrument were specifically selected to reflect job responsibilities (not
personality variables) and grounded in the last 30 years of teacher effectiveness process-
product research.

A second purpose of this study was to test this instrument in an urban school setting.
Because a prototype adaptive instrument (Interactive Computer Interview System—ICIS)
had already been developed through the American Association of School Personnel
Administrators (AASPA) and field tested in suburban districts with good success (Ebmeier,
2005), we explored how this instrument might function in distinguishing between
exemplary and average teachers in urban school districts as rated by school administrators.
The extent to which different interview questions were necessary to distinguish between
effective and ineffective teachers in other school settings was also of interest. Therefore, an
additional set of questions specific to urban teaching was added to the basic ICIS
instrument. Comparisons of teachers’ responses to these new questions and the existing
standard questions were conducted to see if, indeed, urban teacher selection instruments
need to be substantially different.

Materials and Methods

Interview Instrument Development

To obtain a broad view of the knowledge base and skills needed by classroom teachers,
documents describing qualities of effective teachers generated by the major national
professional organizations over the last 20 years were examined.2 These documents along

2 National Board for Professional Teaching Standards, National Council of Accreditation of Teacher
Education, National Commission of Teaching and America’s Future, Interstate New Teachers Assessment
and Support Systems Consortium, Association of Teacher Educators, National Association of State Boards of
Education, American Federation of Teachers, National Education Association, Homes Group, American
Association of Supervision and Curriculum Development, Florida State Department of Education,
Educational Testing Service, and the American Association of School Personnel Administrators.
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with input from two recent publications described below served as the basis of question
selection and construction for the interview system (Interactive Computer Interview
System—ICIS). The first publication, which served as a primary backbone of the ICIS
interview instrument, titled American Association of School Personnel Administrators
(AASPA) (1997), was derived from the work of a national commission of school personnel
officers representing large and small districts: urban, suburban, and rural districts; and
ethnically and culturally diverse districts. Individuals serving on this commission were
members of the American Association of School Personnel Administrators (AASPA), an
organization whose members are responsible for the selection and recommendation for
employment of more than 80% of the nation’s teachers. After an extensive 2-year review of
the existing literature and practitioner advice, the commission identified nine areas of
knowledge and 11 areas of skills needed by all teachers.

The second major document that served as the foundation for selection and construction
of interview questions was the Praxis III: Classroom Performance Assessments (Dwyer,
1998). This set of instruments and procedures was developed for use with beginning
teachers for a variety of evaluation purposes, including licensure and professional
development. It builds on a base of knowledge of general principles, particular students
and their backgrounds, content and its organization, and other specific knowledge and skills
necessary for effective teaching. The Praxis III is a extension of the Praxis I and Praxis II,
which have served as the basis for licensure in most states and are widely regarded for their
technical sophistication and soundness. The research and development activities that led to
the creation of these assessments were carried out by Educational Testing Service in
collaboration with a group of practicing teachers over a 10-year period and under the
direction of a National Advisory Committee. Since one important aspect of the
development of the Praxis Series was the need for the assessments to meet the highest
standards of technical and legal defensibility for high-stakes decision-making, the technical
quality, procedures, and the documentation process that accompanied the development of
all three instruments were carefully specified. In addition, adherence to the development
protocols was carefully followed. Extensive reports have been written about the technical
qualities of these documents (Dwyer, 1994; Dwyer & Stufflebeam, 1996; Hood & Parker,
1991; Dwyer, 1998; and Jones, 1992). Nineteen assessment criteria, organized into four
interrelated domains, form the content core of Praxis III. Useful evidence for each criterion
is evidenced across a wide range of teaching contexts, and many iterations of field-testing
were carried out to ensure that this was in fact the case.

Importantly, to ensure content validity, questions constructed for use in the ICIS
instrument were required to measure constructs important to both the Praxis III and Teacher
of the Future documents. Representation in both documents assured that two national
commissions had identified each concept measured by the interview instrument as critical
to teaching excellence. After all the questions had been constructed, they were grouped into
four clusters (Working with Others, Knowledge of Teaching, Knowledge of the Content
Field, and Knowledge of Students) with each question being assigned uniquely to one
cluster.3

Although the original development work on the ICIS interview instrument described
above took place in 2003, because the focus of this study was the selection of teachers for
urban school districts, an additional scale was added to the basic ICIS instrument. This fifth
scale was termed Aptitude/Suitability for Working in Urban Districts. To identify questions

3 The cluster representing Knowledge of Teaching was composed of questions from five domains: planning,
delivering instruction, assessment, student interactions, and climate development.
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predictive of successful teaching in urban settings, the extant literature was first examined
(Ilmer et al., 1997; Haberman, 1995; Pasch et al., 1993; Haberman & Post, 1998; Bradley
& Loadman, 2005; Stanford, 2001). This body of knowledge suggested five themes that
were important for success in the urban classroom.

1. Knowledge of Urban Communities—the teacher’s knowledge base about the
complexities of the urban environment, what causes these complexities, how it affects
children and families, and an understanding of what a teacher’s life might be like in an
urban school.

2. Knowledge of Urban Schools—the teacher’s knowledge of often inequitable procedural
and distributive processes of urban schools.

3. Efficacy Beliefs About Working in Urban Schools—the teachers beliefs that he or she
possesses the skills needed to be successful in an urban environment and that the
environmental obstacles (poverty, lack of resources, poor home support, etc.) can be
overcome. These concepts are often referenced as internal and external efficacy.

4. Personal Impact of Urban Teaching—the teacher’s projection of how his or her
personal life would be impacted by teaching in an urban environment demonstrating an
understanding of the occupational demands of the position.

5. Interactions with Urban Students—the teacher’s ability to develop meaningful
relationships across differences and student interests.

To ensure content reliability of the additional sub-scale (Adaptability/Suitability for
Work in urban Schools), teachers, administrators, and subject area specialists from three
large urban districts examined the 56 pilot questions. Only questions that were ranked
highly in terms of potential predictive power by at least two of the three districts were
considered for inclusion on the aptitude/suitability scale.

To assist with reliability, scoring rubrics for each question were then devised. Before the
actual writing proceeded, however, an overall framework for effectiveness/ineffectiveness
in each of the five cluster areas was constructed. Descriptions of effective/ineffective
practice were primarily based on the process-product research conducted over the last
30 years (Brophy, 1987; Brophy & Good, 1986; Rosenshine & Stevens, 1986; Brophy
et al., 1981; Brophy & Good, 1984; Dunkin & Biddle, 1974; Porter & Brophy, 1988;
Dwyer, 1991; Good & Brophy, 1995; Biddle et al., 1997; McCaslin & Good, 2000; Good
& Brophy, 2002). The scoring rubrics for each question were based on these generalized
ideas of desired/undesired responses for each of the instrument’s theme areas. The actual
rubrics were primarily derived from three sources. First, both the Teachers of the Future
and Praxis III documents suggest scoring guidelines for each of the domains they identify.
The Teacher of the Future document provides these scoring guidelines in the form of
suggested responses to “look for” while the Praxis III provided a five point scoring rubric
for each domain.

Second, scoring rubrics for similar questions to those in the ICIS instrument from an
ASCD publication titled Enhancing Professional Practice: A Framework for Teaching were
consulted (Danielson, 1997). This document is widely used for teacher induction and staff
development programs and was constructed based on extensions of the competencies
identified in the Praxis III projects. In this document, author Charlotte Danielson provides
descriptions of teacher behavior for each of the Praxis III domains under four headings:
unsatisfactory, basic, proficient, and distinguished. Comparing these suggested rubrics to
those developed for the ICIS interview instrument helped ground the scoring in a second
document. Third, the construction of the scoring rubrics was aided immensely from
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consulting the process-product research as summarized in the Florida Performance
Measurement System (1991), and Effective Schooling Practices: A Research Synthesis
1995 Update (Cotton, 1995). Scoring rubrics were constructed for each question as
illustrated below.

What are the main ingredients for creating positive classroom relationships between
teachers and students?

Level 3 Applicant stresses a genuine concern of care and respect for individual students.
Includes several methods for developing mutual respect and rapport among the
teacher, student, and peers.

Level 2 Applicant mentions that care and respect between the teacher and student are
important but is less certain about how to achieve these ends.

Level 1 Applicant states that relationships between the teacher and students are less
important than control and order.

Upon completion of the construction of the questions and the scoring rubrics, a
computer program was written using Authorware software from Macromedia to randomly
select the questions from a pool and record the evaluations of the responses. One unique
feature of the computer program is its ability to remember how the candidate answered
previous questions and to use that information to select new questions from the bank of
questions available for that sub-scale (see Table 1 for the number of available questions for
each scale and the actual number used).4 For example, if the candidate provided very strong
answers to four questions in a row on the Knowledge of Subject Area scale, it is very likely
additional questioning in this area would only yield additional strong answers. Rather than
gathering redundant information, the computer program (based on an analysis of the
standard deviation) will move to questions from a different theme area. If, however, the

4 After each response the computer calculates the standard deviation for the series of questions on a particular
scale. After a fixed number of responses, depending of the version selected, and the standard deviation is less
than 0.575, the program branches to the next theme area.

Table 1 Coefficient alpha reliabilities of the various sub-scales

Sub-scale Number of
questions in the
bank

Minimum
number
answered

Average
number
answered

Alpha
reliability

Standard error of
measurement

Working with others 12 3 4.17 0.90 0.08
Knowledge of
content

12 3 3.93 0.97 0.06

Knowledge of
teachinga

48 6 6.53 0.93 0.09

Knowledge of
students

12 3 3.70 0.90 0.11

Aptitude/suitability
for urban teaching

24 6 6.67 0.89 0.12

a Estimated from preliminary data and subject to revision. The reliability estimates are derived from the
complete scale (all questions). In the actual version of the instrument employed in this study, the reliabilities
for all the scales are all around 0.70 based on estimates obtained through the Spearman–Brown prophecy
formula.
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candidate’s responses are varied with some strong answers, some average answers, and
some weak answers, the computer program will continue to randomly select questions from
a bank in that theme area until stability is obtained or a fixed number of questions has been
reached. In a sense, the computer program does the question selection and reliability
calculations in the background, while the interviewer asks the questions of the candidate
and evaluates the quality of the responses on a three point scale.

Interview Instrument Validity

Two different sets of studies were undertaken to assess the validity of the ICIS. The first set
of studies employed questions and presentation formats similar to that use in the original
ICIS interview instrument. Cowan (1999) identified ten “effective” and ten “less effective”
teachers. Each teacher was interviewed using an instrument composed of 12 job-related
questions (similar and in some cases identical to those found on the ICIS instrument).
Twenty-seven principals using scoring rubrics, similar to those found in the ICIS
instrument, rated the 20 teachers’ responses from the transcripts. Examination of the
resultant data revealed an 86% correct classification rate of the “effective” and 83% correct
classification rating for the “less effective” teachers. Emly & Ebmeier (1997) employed a
branching interview format with structured questions and scoring rubrics similar to those
employed in the basic ICIS instrument. They compared the scores obtained from this
instrument with principal evaluations of the teachers. Results indicated the interview
instrument was able to distinguish between strong and weak teachers with over 95%
accuracy. Finally, Shirk (1997) used a computer interview program consisting of 56
questions to see if he could separate effective from ineffective teachers (N = 48). Again, the
results supported the feasibility of using a computer with defined questions and scoring
rubrics to identify effective teachers. Shirk was able to correctly classify 100% of the
teachers in the study (effective or ineffective) using the results from the computer-based
interview. The best predictors in the Shirk study were the teacher’s academic ability, general
knowledge of pedagogy, relationships with students, students’ need to be challenged, and
the importance of enthusiasm for effective teaching. All five of these variables are included
to a prominent degree in the ICIS instrument. In combination, these studies lend support to
the questions, format, and procedure employed by the ICIS system.

The second set of studies examined directly one or more of the sub-scales found on the
ICIS instrument. Allshouse (2003) compared scores from the Knowledge of Content sub-
scale between experienced teachers with great and little knowledge of the content field. He
defined teachers with great content knowledge as those individuals who had majors in the
teaching field. In contrast teachers in his study defined as possessing little knowledge were
individuals who had very few hours of college credit in the field. Comparison of the
average scores on the Knowledge of Content sub-scale revealed significant differences
( p < 0.01). Teachers who majored in their teaching field had vastly superior scores. Indeed
of the 41 teachers interviewed, the instrument was able to correctly predict group mem-
bership (high or low content knowledge) 100% of the time.

Evans (2003) blindly interviewed a total of 40 elementary, middle, and high school
teachers using the ICIS. Their principals had previously identified these teachers as low or
high in terms of their ability to work with others using a provided rubric upon which to
classify these teachers. Comparison of the average scores on the Working With Others sub-
scale revealed significant differences ( p < 0.01). Teachers identified by their principal as
having skills working with their peers and community members scored much higher. The
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correct classification rate was 80% in this study. Lastly, Longenecker (2005) identified
through district records (previous interview records, conversations with the HR director,
and employment statistics) a small sample of teachers (N = 11) who were not very
knowledgeable of students and another group who were considered by principals in the
district to be very aware of student concerns and abilities. After interviewing both samples
using the ICIS instrument, significant ( p < 0.01) differences were present. Collectively,
these studies lend support for the validity of the ICIS instrument in typical school district
where all of these studies were completed.

Interview Instrument Reliability

Although there are a number of procedures for estimating the internal reliability of a given
instrument, one of the most common is the use of Coefficient Alpha. Reliabilities greater
than 0.70 are considered acceptable for use in basic research with scores above 0.90
considered excellent (Kaplan & Saccuzzo, 1989). Table 1 below indicates the reliability of
the five scales in the ICIS instrument along with the estimated Standard Error of
Measurement.

Because the ICIS instrument asks questions from a bank of items in a random fashion
with the overall number employed in each sub-scale determined by the standard deviation
of the questions asked, there is always a concern the results might be dependent on the
questions asked. To address this issue, Longenecker (2005) conducted a series of Monte
Carlo simulations to assess the impact of random question selection. Through three separate
trials, he compared the mean score on three of the scales in the ICIS instrument if all
questions on that scale had been asked to 1,000 simulations where three, four, and five total
questions had been randomly selected. Results indicated very little change in the mean
scores for the three sub-scales (<0.02) regardless of the individual questions asked. Thus,
because of the high inter-correlations of the questions on each of the scales, the inclusion of
particular questions did not seem to matter in terms of the overall mean score. Sampling of
the questions and selecting the questions in a random order did not impact the overall
results of the interview or results for any of the scales.

Description of the Sample

Thirty classroom teachers were interviewed over the phone for this study. They were
selected by the central office staff of a large urban school district (ADA = 35,000; 63.7%
receiving free and reduced lunches; 48.4% of the community identified as white; 19.4% of
the population living below the poverty level; and, 37.1% female-headed households). The
sample was purposefully selected to represent teachers deemed both excellent and average
by the district. Table 2 presents the background characteristics of the sample of teachers
interviewed.

Procedure

After the school district identified potential teachers to interview, two graduate students
were recruited to conduct the actual interviews using the ICIS-Urban instrument. Both of
the graduate students were practicing administrators and had extensive experience
interviewing teachers. Before the interviews were initiated, both graduate students
completed an extensive training program viewing 140 video clips of teachers responding
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to the various questions on the ICIS-Urban instrument. After 90% agreement between the
two graduate student interviewers was obtained, the interviews were initiated and
completed within a 3-month period. Neither the interviewers nor the primary authors of
this study had knowledge of the relative effectiveness of the 30 teachers until the interviews
were completed. After the termination of the interviews, the participating school district
supplied the ratings of the teachers (1–5 scale) in terms of their teaching effectiveness.
These ratings were derived through a consensus evaluation by both the teacher’s building
principal and the teacher’s central office subject area supervisor. No special training or
scoring rubric was used by these individuals to complete the task.

Table 2 Description of the teachers

Variable Average Range (years)

Total teaching experience 9.8 1–30
Age of the teacher 41.1 23–58

Number Percent (%)
Gender
Male 5 16.7
Female 25 83.3

Current teaching assignment
Lower elementary 8 26.7
Upper elementary 2 6.7
All elementary grades 5 16.7
Middle school 8 26.7
High school 7 23.3

Level of education
BA only 5 16.7
Some graduate work 4 13.3
Master’s degree 9 30.0
Master’s degree plus 12 40.0

Race of teacher
White 15 50.0
Black 14 46.7
Pacific Islander 1 3.3

Route to certification
Traditional 19 63.3
Alternative 10 33.3
Not fully certified 1 3.3

Place teacher was raised
Similar to current teaching assignment 13 43.3
Not similar to current assignment 17 56.7

Current residence of teacher
Reside in school district 10 33.3
Reside outside of district 20 66.7

Teaching preference of teacher
Want to work in urban environment 25 83.3
Do not want urban environment 5 16.7
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Results

Table 3 presents the correlations between the teacher effectiveness ratings obtained from the
school district and the various scales on the ICIS-Urban instrument. As can be observed
from examining Table 3, the correlations between the teacher effectiveness ratings and the
total scores of both the basic ICIS and ICIS-Urban (the basic ICIS instrument with the
added scale for urban teaching) were relatively high and statistically significant.
Correlations with each of the five sub-scales indicated the Knowledge of Teaching,
Knowledge of Students and the Aptitude/Suitability for Urban Teaching scales were also
significantly predictive of the teacher effectiveness rating. The scale scores on the Working
with Others and Knowledge sub-scales were correlated positively with the teacher
effectiveness ratings but did not reach generally accepted statistical significance levels.

To assess the predictive power of the ICIS-Urban score along with other potentially
influential variables, a regression equation was formed from the existing data. Results are
presented in Table 4. From examination of the results in the table, it is clear that the ICIS-
Urban was the best predictor of teaching effectiveness surpassing experience, education,
gender, race, route to certification, and to a lesser degree teacher age.5 Overall the model
accounted for 43% of the variance (adjusted R square). Including just the ICIS-Urban total
score in the regression equation results in 28% of the variance explained. Clearly, the ICIS-
Urban total score is the best single predictor of teacher effectiveness of the variables
examined.

Discussion

The purpose of the ICIS-Urban instrument was to provide administrators in urban school
districts with an improved interview instrument for identifying effective teaching
candidates. To that end, the ICIS-Urban instrument seems very suited. The validity
correlations were very high for selection instruments. Indeed, the correlations for both the
regular ICIS and ICIS-Urban were higher than common standardized tests used for
admission into colleges and various post-graduate professional schools (Kuncel et al., 2005;
Julian, 2005; Kuncel et al., 2001; Stilwell et al., 2005). These findings are supported by
prior work of Shirk (1997), Evans (2003), Allshouse (2003), Longenecker (2005), Cowan
(1999), and Emly & Ebmeier (1997) who all used various segments of the ICIS system.

Table 3 Correlations between teacher ratings and various ICIS scales

Scale Working
with
others

Knowledge
of content

Knowledge
of teaching

Knowledge
of students

Aptitude/
suitability for
urban teaching

Regular
ICIS total
score

ICIS-
Urban total
score

Teacher
ratings

0.335 0.345 0.645 0.443 0.494 0.544 0.551
p = 0.071 p = 0.061 p < 0.001 p = 0.014 p = 0.006 p = 0.002 p = 0.002
N = 30 N = 30 N = 30 N = 30 N = 30 N = 30 N = 30

5 However, the addition of the Urban scale to the basic ICIS instrument increases the R square value only
0.01. Obviously, the Urban scale captures little variation not represented by the basic ICIS instrument.
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Collectively, these studies combined with the present study support the notion that selection
instruments based upon job related criteria, containing clear scoring rubrics, and using
computer assisted decision making can be very useful.

Not all scales and questions on the ICIS-Urban instrument were, however, equally
effective. The Knowledge of Teaching scale was clearly the best predictor followed by the
Aptitude/Suitability for Urban Teaching and Knowledge of Students scales. From
examination of the questions on these scales (see Table 5 for example questions), it is
relatively clear the questions that focused on teaching skills and techniques were better
discriminators. Questions asking about skills in working with other teachers and students or
those that probed the teacher’s depth of content knowledge were less predictive. Given the
criteria used by the district for rating these teachers this finding is not surprising. Since the
teachers were primarily evaluated according to their teaching ability and to a lesser degree
their sociability or contributions to others, it is only reasonable that the Knowledge of
Teaching scale was the best predictor. If other measures of effectiveness were selected, it
would be reasonable to believe that the order of scale predictability might change. For
example, when Evans (2003) tested the ICIS system using the ability to work with others as
the definition of effectiveness, the Working with Others scale was highly predictive of
supervisors’ ratings. Clearly the definition of teacher effectiveness plays an important role
in determining which set of questions are the best predictors.

The Aptitude/Suitability for Urban Teaching scale seemed to add value to the basic ICIS
instrument primarily by increasing the number of teaching related questions. Even though
the questions selected for this scale were designed to tap domains unique to urban districts
by urban educators and a review of the literature, they were also closely aligned to basic
teaching skills. Within the five general theme areas used to develop the questions for the
urban scale (Knowledge of Urban Communities, Knowledge of Urban Schools, Efficacy
Beliefs, Personal Impact, and Interactions With Students) the most useful questions in terms
of correlating with the district’s ratings were questions associated with external efficacy
(You are assigned the “lowest” achieving level of students. How does that affect your
lesson planning?) followed by questions about personal impact of urban teaching,
knowledge of the urban setting, and internal efficacy in that order. Not all questions,

Table 4 Regression of various factors on teacher ratings

Model Unstandardized coefficients Standardized coefficients t Significance

B Std. error Beta

Constant 2.644 1.626 1.626 0.118
ICIS-Urban total score 1.336 0.420 0.468 3.180 0.004
Gender of teacher −0.174 0.478 −0.064 −0.364 0.720
Experience of teacher −0.001 0.024 −0.008 −0.046 0.964
Education of teacher −0.044 0.179 −0.048 −0.246 0.808
Age of teacher −0.039 0.014 −0.442 −2.711 0.013
Race of teacher −0.178 0.210 −0.142 −0.848 0.405
Route to certification 0.172 0.307 0.095 0.562 0.580

Dependent variable: teacher rating.

R square = 0.567, adjusted R square 0.429.

Model significance p = 0.005.
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however, within each of these five domains on the urban scale were equally effective. In
some cases no variation was found in the responses of the teachers and in other instances
the correlations with the district’s ratings were low. When examining these two sets of
questions several commonalities were observed. First, many of these low predictor
questions were very general in nature (What skills and knowledge do you possess that will
help you effectively teach urban learners?) and ones which could be competently answered
by most adults (Why are you interested in teaching in an urban school?). Questions that
were very task/job related were superior as others have reported in the general literature.
For example Peterson (2002) recommends that approximately 70% of the interviewer’s
questions should be competency-based and should focus on tangible instructional skills,
professional knowledge, classroom behavior, and interpersonal skills.

Second, questions that could be considered leading or suggested a preferred answer did
not correlate very well with the district’s rating of the teachers. For example, when teachers
were asked if urban students could be successfully taught or if appropriate strategies could
be devised to help all learners, they almost uniformly responded in the affirmative. In
contrast, questions that asked the teacher how they would handle urban students or students
with diverse backgrounds or what strategies might work in a specific situation were better
predictors of the district’s effectiveness rating. The general literature on employment

Table 5 Sample questions from the ICIS-Urban

Working with others
To what extent have you been involved in school improvement activities? Give some examples.
If you believe a given school policy is not in the best interest of some students in your class, what would
you do?

How do you resolve student peer conflicts?
Knowledge of content
How do you provide your students with opportunities to use life experiences in the classroom?
How have you used outside and community resources to help students learn?
Describe how you expose students to the most current materials and information? Give some examples..

Knowledge of teaching
What kind of assessment feedback do you provide to students?
How do you decide how to structure the lessons for your students?
How will you react if a student asks a question that you cannot answer?
What are the most important things that you can do to help students succeed?
What steps can you take as a teacher to build student interest in your academic field?
When a student responds in an unusual way that may illustrate a related point, how do you respond?

Knowledge of students
Describe how you adjust your lessons or activities to respond to the composition of students in your
classroom.

Describe how you have incorporated students’ current knowledge into the design of the lesson.
What kinds of skills would you expect typical students in your class to possess?

Aptitude/suitability for teaching in urban schools
What are some examples of principles of learning that guide your instruction?
What would you do with a student who works hard, turns in all the assignments, but is not passing your
tests?

Explain how philosophies or general beliefs about teaching or learning guide your lessons.
Based on your previous work experiences, how do you feel when you’re in a situation in which you don’t
have total control over how things are done?
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interview supports this finding. Behaviorally anchored questions generally are reported as
being superior to those that attempt to gather information about candidate predispositions,
personally dimensions, or entering belief systems.

As part of a secondary analysis of the data set collected for this study Cox (2006)
eliminated questions from the Urban Scale that were deemed deficient because they were
too general, could be effectively answered by a non-teacher, were suggestive of the
appropriate answer, and did not call for behavioral responses. He found that the predictive
validity of the Urban Scale of the instrument could be increased about 20% by deletion of
these questions. This finding underscores the need for careful question and rubric
preparation. Although every effort was made to construct discriminating and realistic
questions for this instrument and each question was carefully reviewed by several panels of
urban educators, field testing seems to be very essential.

Although good results were obtained from this study, the correlations and regression
estimates probably underestimate the true concurrent validity of the ICIS-Urban instrument
for two reasons. First, there was unavoidably some error variance introduced by the lack of
precise definitions of teaching effectiveness employed by the school district when rating the
teachers. Adding to this error was lack of training provided to the district’s administrative
raters, which could have served to increased inter-rater reliability. Second, there was an
unavoidable sampling ceiling effect when the teachers were selected. Teachers who failed
the initial employment process or were released for poor performance were not included in
the sample. These situations either introduced undesirable error variance or limited
variability, which likely dampened the correlations. Similar problems haunt statisticians
working with the LSAT, GRE and, GMAT.

From these results, questions for future research emerge.6 For example, if the best
predictor of teaching effectiveness was generated from The Knowledge of Teaching scale,
then the impact of hiring teachers certified through accelerated, alternative routes should be
more closely examined. Many of these programs recruit prospective teachers on the basis of
their content knowledge or their familiarity with urban communities rather than knowledge
of instructional skills and techniques. Does the ICIS-Urban show any differentiation for
teacher effectiveness on the basis of certification route or recruitment and selection criteria
of various alternative certification programs? This is a question of educational quality and
equality as urban districts rely more and more on alternatively certified teachers to staff
their classrooms. Recent reports indicate that 46 states and the District of Columbia use
alternative certification in preparing over 200,000 teachers for hard-to-staff schools, and
evidence suggests this trend will continue (Feistritzer et al., 2005).

Lastly, certain limitations should be considered when interpreting results from the ICIS-
Urban instrument. A prior study involving 50 suburban teachers of all ages showed the
instrument may have an age bias (Stevenson, 2005). Thus, care needs to be taken when
assessing interview scores from older candidates. Also, it is important to be cognizant that
the ICIS-Urban instrument was designed to identify teachers considered effective by
principals. It was not constructed to predict other possible definitions of teacher
effectiveness such as residual gain on standardized tests, parent satisfaction, student
satisfaction, or career longevity. To be sure, achieving these measures requires the
coordination of school and district-wide supports in addition to the efforts of individually
effective teachers.

6 For suggestion about additional research or documentation of prior research using the ICIS interview
system, please e-mail (howard@ku.edu).
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