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ABSTRACT

The aim of this study was to investigate the reliability of raters' ratings using the same rating guide in two different interviews
(Interview 1 and Interview 2) for university admission of prospective teachers. A total of fifty-eight prospective teachers and
10 raters participated in the study. The raters gave their ratings according to five dimensions, namely general culture (GC),
language (L), self-image (SI), hobbies (H), and attitude towards the teaching profession (ATTP) in two interviews. The data
were analyzed using the Mann-Whitney U-test and Generalizability Theory. The results of the study show that there is no
significant difference between the raters' ratings in each interview. The G coefficients were unacceptable for the GC and SI
dimensions in Interview 1. In addition, the G coefficients were relatively low for the L, H, and ATTP dimensions in Interview
1 and all dimensions in Interview 2.
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KUZEY KIBRIS'TA OGRETMEN EGIiTiMi PROGRAMLARINA
KABULDE KULLANILAN MULAKATLARIN GUVENILIRLIiGi:
GENELLENEBILIRLIK KURAMI

OZET

Bu calismanin amaci, aday 6gretmenlerin {iniversiteye kabulii i¢in yapilan iki farkli miilakatta (Miilakat 1 ve Miilakat 2) ayn1
derecelendirme kilavuzunu kullanan puanlayicilarin puanlamalarinin giivenilirligini arastirmaktir. Calismaya toplam elli sekiz
dgretmen aday1 ve 10 puanlayici katilmistir. Puanlayicilar iki miilakatta genel kiiltiir (GK), dil (D), 6z-imaj (Of), hobiler (H)
ve dgretmenlik meslegine yonelik tutum (OMT) olmak iizere bes boyuta gore puanlama yapmislardir. Veriler Mann-Whitney
U-testi ve Genellenebilirlik Teorisi kullanilarak analiz edilmistir. Caligmanin sonuglari, her bir miilakatta puanlayicilarin
puanlamalar1 arasinda anlamli bir fark olmadigini gostermektedir. Miilakat 1'de GK ve OI boyutlar: icin G katsayilar1 kabul
edilemez diizeydedir. Ayrica, Miilakat 1'de L, H ve OMT boyutlar1 ve Miilakat 2'de tiim boyutlar i¢in G katsayilar1 nispeten
diisiiktiir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Ogretmen egitimi programlarma kabul, miilakat, giivenilirlik, genellenebilirlik kurami

1. INTRODUCTION

There are several studies aimed at examining the ideal/effective teacher. The results of these studies
indicate that affective characteristics that facilitate teaching and learning are one of the key
competencies of an ideal/effective teacher (Taneri, 2017). One of the most comprehensive
specifications of affective qualities of ideal or effective teachers was developed by Stronge (2007). In
his study, he emphasised the importance of caring teachers who can be defined as kind, gentle, and
encouraging and make students feel capable and important. Arnon and Reichel (2007) also defined the
qualities of ideal/effective teachers mainly based on affective qualities as having a sense of humour,
being kind-hearted, fair, optimistic, emphatic, flexible, confident, caring and polite.

Teachers' attitude toward the teaching profession plays an important role in teacher
effectiveness (Stronge, 2007). According to Schulte, Slate, and Onwuegbuzie (2008), an ideal/effective
teacher is willing to collaborate with other teachers and share ideas and strategies. In addition, an
ideal/effective teacher is committed to the profession and professional development. For this purpose,
an effective teacher spends time learning new teaching strategies, new content and teacher-related tasks.

Some other studies in the literature show that one of the most important characteristics of
ideal/effective teachers is personality traits (i.e. Lupascu, Panisoara, & Panisoara, 2014; Leger, 2014).
On the other hand, many teacher education programs accept prospective teachers based only on
academic criteria such as cognitive tests or examinations/standardized test scores (Haberman & Post,
1998). Research has shown that the assessment of prospective teachers on academic criteria alone does
not affect teacher effectiveness (Bardach & Klassen, 2020) or has a mainly poor effect on the prediction
of success in the classroom (Corcoran & O'Flaherty, 2018). The important characteristics that affect
teachers' performance in the classroom include affective characteristics such as verbal expressiveness
(Andrew, Cobb, & Giampietro, 2005), personality traits (Kim, Jorg, & Klassen, 2019) and leadership
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skills (Byrnes et al., 2003). In other words, prospective teachers' inclinations, skills and attitudes
influence what they will do in their classrooms in future (Taneri, 2017).

The decision to admit to a teacher education program is critical because the retention and
graduation rates of teacher candidates in these programs are high, and thus they serve as unofficial
gatekeepers to the profession (Thomson et al., 2011). Currently, some teacher education programs use
a variety of admission variables to determine which applicants are admitted to the program. The most
common variables include GPA, written responses, letters of reference, and work experience. In some
countries, interviews are successfully used for the admission of prospective teachers to teacher training
institutions. In the United States, some of the teacher education programs utilize individual and group
interviews to determine which applicants are admitted into a program together with the other variables.
Prospective teachers are also interviewed for admission to faculties of education in the United Kingdom
(UK), where it is determined whether prospective teachers are physically and mentally suited to the
teaching profession.

Individual interviews focus on the dimensions of qualities, for example, knowledge, personal

qualifications, and verbal communication. Individual interviews can be a) loosely structured (a
minimum of guidelines), b) moderately structured (panel interviews, predetermined scoring and
guestionnaires), ¢) highly structured (predefined questions and sample answers, panel interviews,
training of interviewers and constant evaluation of the process) (Goho & Blackman, 2006).
Among these interview techniques, Pursell, Campion, and Gaylord (1980) recommended the use of the
structured interview. According to them, structured interviews increase reliability and reduce
subjectivity. Furthermore, a highly structured interview format has been suggested to function as a
remedy for interviewer bias (Ebmeier & Ng, 2005). Structured interviews are more amenable to analysis
than unstructured interviews, but the assessment that an interview uses should be developed through
careful analysis of the research findings (Pellicer, 1981). Unstructured interviews are criticized for their
low reliability (Petrarca & LeSage, 2014; Smith & Pratt, 1996) and invalid predictors of job
performance and success (Mathis & Jackson, 2011).

Group interviews can also be used to facilitate the comparison of applicants for the same/similar
positions and are a good tool to assess the common skills of applicants (Tran & Blackman, 2006). In
educational research, group interviews have been used to select prospective teachers for teacher training
programmes, showing that group interviews can be reliable and predictive of performance (Byrnes et
al. 2003; Faulk, 2008; Shechtman, 1992). In their study, Byrnes et al. (2003) found that the results of
group assessment interviews measuring psychomotor and affective behaviours of prospective teachers
predicted classroom performance better than academic criteria. Faulk (2008) also conducted a study to
investigate the ability of a group assessment procedure used as admission criteria into a teacher
education program to predict future teaching success. Group interviews appear to be a useful tool for
identifying prospective teachers who are more likely to succeed in the teaching profession. On the other

hand, the available research is concerned with the validity of group interviews like individual interviews
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discussed in the previous paragraphs (Huffcutt & Woehr, 1999; McDaniel, Whetzel, Schmidt, &
Maurer, 1994).

As can be seen from the previous sections, one of the biggest problems in admitting prospective
teachers to a teacher education programme is the reliability of interviews (Casey & Childs, 2007). In
other words, the use of interviews for admission decisions is controversial, as there is no evidence of
validity and reliability for most teacher education programmes. Researchers have suggested that
reliability issues can be strengthened through rater training (Donnon & Paolucci, 2008; Jonsson &
Svingby, 2007) and by increasing the number of raters per application (Byrnes et al., 2000; Caskey et
al., 2001; Smith & Pratt, 1996). There are some methods and theories to assess the reliability of
interviews through raters' scores (i.e. Fleiss' Kappa, Inter-rater Reliability, Rasch Model).
Generalizability theory (G theory) is also used for this purpose (Wing & Chiu, 2001).

1.1 Theoretical Framework and Literature Review

G theory is a statistical theory for evaluating the reliability of behavioural measurements (Webb &
Shavelson, 2018). G theory is an approach to estimating measurement accuracy in situations where
measurements are subject to multiple sources of error (Cardinet, Johnson, & Pini, 2011). It is an
approach that not only provides a means of estimating the reliability of measurements that have already
been made but also allows information about error contributions to be used to improve measurement
procedures in future applications. Substantially, it can be said that G theory estimates multiple sources
of measurement error and allows decision-makers to design a measurement procedure that minimizes
error.

In Classical Test Theory (CTT), observed score variance is simply the sum of true score
variance and error variances. Reliability coefficient can be defined as the ratio of true score variance to
observed score variance (Crocker & Algina, 1986). G theory liberalises CTT and ANOVA and extends
traditional notions of reliability (Brennan, 2001).

G theory is a flexible and powerful psychometric perspective in at least two important ways.
First, it expands the conceptualization of reliability to account for the possibility that multiple facets
can systematically affect the quality of a measurement strategy. Second, it provides statistical tools for
evaluating the effects of each facet of a measurement design and for planning measurement designs that
maximize quality and efficiency (Furr, 2011: 123-124).

Cronbach et al. (1963) explained the concept of G theory as follows:

A researcher asks about the accuracy or reliability of a measurement because he/she wants to

generalize from the observations at hand to a class of observations to which it belongs...For

example, when asking about the reliability of an essay grade, one wants to know how
representative that grade is of the grades given to the same paper by other raters, or of the grades
given to other papers by the same subject.

The term facet in the previous paragraph was originally introduced by Guttman and adopted by

Cronbach and his collaborators in the early presentation of the developing G theory. Regardless of the
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difference in terminology, direct parallels can be drawn between facets in G theory and factors in
experimental design models (Briesch, Swaminathan, Welsh, M., & Chafouleas, 2014). A facet in G
theory is equivalent to a factor in ANOVA (Atilgan & Tezbasaran, 2005; Cardinet, et al., 2011).

The most important aspect and distinctive feature of generalizability theory is its conceptual
framework (Brennan, 2001). Two types of studies are conducted in the application of G theory:
Generalizability (G) studies and Decision (D) studies (Li et al., 2015). The goal of a G study is to
broadly define the population of admissible observations and thus estimate as many sources of variance
as are potentially relevant to identify the main sources of measurement error. Specifically, a G study
focuses on estimating the magnitude of measurement error attributable to different sources of variance.
The information obtained from a G-study is then used as the basis for subsequent D studies, where the
goal is to develop a measurement that minimizes error for a specific purpose (Briesch et al., 2014).

When planning a G theory, the first thing a researcher must do is identify the facets that play a
role in the measurement process and the relationships between them. Facets can either be fully crossed
or nested within other facets. Two facets are crossed when each level of one of the facets is combined
with each level of the other facet in a data set.

A reliability coefficient (G) summarizes the results of a G study. It indicates the extent to which
the measurement instrument or procedure used can reliably differentiate between the persons/objects
involved. In other words, it tells whether the results obtained are satisfactorily reliable, regardless of
the specific components that define the particular instrument or procedure. G coefficients take values
between 0 (completely unreliable measurement) and 1 (perfectly reliable measurement) (Cardinet, et
al., 2011).

The last phase, namely D study, aims to improve the procedure based on an analysis of its
characteristics. For this purpose, an optimization design is defined. In this last step, the results of the G
study are used, especially the estimated variance components for the main contributors to the
measurement error (Briesch, et. al, 2014).

From the previous sections, it can be concluded that G theory provides a comprehensive
conceptual framework and methodology for the simultaneous analysis of more than one facet of
measurement in the study of assessment error and outcome reliability (Brennan, 2001). In other words,
a major contribution of G theory is that it allows a decision-maker to identify the sources of
measurement error and change the appropriate number of observations accordingly to obtain a certain
level of generalizability (Marcoulides, 1993). Because of its advantages, G theory has been most widely
applied in the fields of educational research and measurement theory (Cardinet, et al., 2011).

As discussed in previous paragraphs, G theory provides a natural framework for analyzing
multiple sources of variation from complex measurement procedures. Admission interviews are one of
these complex measurement procedures (Brennan, 1983). Therefore, G theory constituted the

theoretical framework for this study.

71



1.2 Problem Statement

The teacher training institution where the study was carried out is one of the state higher
education institutions that trains classroom and pre-school teachers in the TRNC and offers a four-year
training period. There is only one department in the institution (Department of Teacher Education) and
it includes classroom teacher education (CTEP) and pre-school teacher education (PTEP) programmes
with courses developed in consultation with the Council of Higher Education (YOK) in Turkey.

To study at the teacher training institution is based on a written examination and interviews.
The written examination consists of sub-tests in mathematics, Turkish, natural sciences, social sciences
and English. In the assessment of the exam, one mistake leads to a deduction of 0.25 points. At the same
time, a prospective teacher must give at least five correct answers in each sub-test to pass the exam and
be ranked. Prospective teachers who pass the written test are invited to an interview and their attitude
and behaviour towards teaching are assessed according to certain criteria. The governing board of the
college appoints an interview committee consisting of five persons chaired by the president of the
college. The members of the interview committee (raters) are recommended by the governing board to
be impartial and experienced educators. The score for each prospective teacher is calculated by
averaging all of the raters' scores, which are ranked from one to five on the scoring guide. There are
five dimensions in the scoring guide: a) general culture (GC), b) language (L), c) self-image (SI), d)
hobbies (H), and e) attitude toward the teaching profession (ATTP). Although there are dimensions in
the interviews, spontaneous questions are also asked to the prospective teachers under each dimension
according to the flow of the conversation.

A critical assessment of the reliability of these scores is important for future improvement of
the interviews. In addition, the admission of prospective teachers is important for academic outcomes
and student well-being. It contributes to the social and economic well-being of a nation because a
teacher makes an economic contribution to a nation. The purpose of this study was to investigate the
reliability of raters' ratings using the same rating guide in two different interviews (Interview 1 and
Interview 2) for the admission of prospective teachers to the college. As explained above paragraphs,
the teacher training institution conducts interviews for two different departments after the written exam.
These two interviews were conducted according to the same evaluation guide and dimensions. The
study aimed to determine the reliability of these two interviews. G theory provides a natural framework
for analyzing multiple sources of variation from complex measurement procedures (Brennan, 2001).
Using G theory, this study assessed the reliability of the interviews in the admission of prospective
teachers for the two programmes (CTEP and PTEP) in college and determined the most appropriate
tasks for assessment. In other words, G theory was conducted for both interviews and the results were
analysed. In addition, G theory was used to determine the most reliable number of raters to use in the

measurement.
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2. METHODOLOGY

The reliability of the scores obtained from the interviews was determined in this study. All
prospective teachers who wanted to study at this teacher training institution had to take the written test.
Based on a fixed quota, those who passed the Written Test in the academic year 2022-2023 were invited
for an interview, which was scored by five raters on five dimensions (general culture (GC), language
(L), self-image (SI), hobbies (H), and attitude toward teaching profession (ATTP)). Prospective teachers
who completed the interview are eligible to enrol for the college. In the current study, 28 prospective
teachers who passed the written examination participated in Interview 1 to enrol for CTEP, and 31
prospective teachers participated in Interview 2 to enrol for PTEP. Five raters participated in each
interview which was conducted at the same time. Different raters scored the prospective teachers on
five dimensions by following the same evaluation guide in the interviews. The schematic view of the

research is presented in Figure 1.

Interview 1
For Admission to CTEP

28 prospective teachers were scored by 5 raters with a scoring
guide for 5 dimensions (GC, L, SI, H, ATTP).

Design-1: s xr
Design-2: sxd xr

ATTA

ATTA Written

L J
T [ e, \ )
o Examination Interview 2

For Admission to PTEP

31 prospective teachers were scored by 5 raters with a scoring
guide for 5 dimensions (GC, L, SI, H, ATTP).

Design-1: sxr

Design-2: sxd xr
. J

Figure 1. Schematic view of the research

Design-1:sxr

In a single facet pattern, there are three variability sources: (a) the measurement object, (b) the
variability source (facet), and (c) the measurement object, the variability source, and residual or
unidentified variance. In this design, the measuring object is the source of variability for prospective
teachers (s) and raters (r), and there are three sources of variability: s, r and s x r, e. (Brennan, 2001;
Shavelson & Webb, 1991).
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Table 1. Single-facet crossed s x r design

Raters (r)
1 2 3 4 5

Prospective teacher-1

(s)

Prospective teacher -2

(s)

Prospective teacher -3

(s)

As can be seen from Table 1, the single-facet crossed s x r design, which was arranged as
Design-1, was carried out for the scores given by all 5 raters for each component of the prospective
teachers in both Interview 1 and Interview 2. This study was conducted separately for the 5 dimensions
in both Interview 1 and Interview 2.

In the Venn diagram shown in Figure 2, the three areas marked by the two circles represent the
contribution of three "effects" to the variance of the total score: the prospective teacher effect, the rater
effect and the prospective teacher-rater interaction effect. The prospective teacher-rater interaction
effect is conflated with all unidentified sources of systematic variance plus the variance resulting from

random fluctuations (e).

Figure 2. Variance partition diagram for the simplest model sr, where s and r represent prospective
teachers and raters, respectively
Design-2: sxdxr
In this design dimensions (d) are crossed with raters (r) in the universe of admissible
observations. Estimated variance components for this fully crossed design can be used to estimate

results for any possible two-facet design (Brennan, 2001).
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Table 2. Two-facet crossed s x d x r design

Attitude  toward
General Culture

n Language (d) Self-image (d) Hobbies (d) Teaching
Profession (d)
Rater (r) Rater (r) Rater (r) Rater (r) Rater (r)

112|3(4|5(1|2|3|4|5|1 2|3 |4|5|1 2|3 (4|51 |2 |3 |4 |5

As can be seen from Table 2, the scores of each prospective teacher for each dimension were

included in the G study. There are 7 variability sources variance in this design represented in Figure 3.

aSZ>

Figure 3. Variance partition diagram for the model s x d x r, where s, d, and r represent prospective
teachers, dimensions and raters, respectively

In the Venn diagrams in Figure 3, each main effect is represented by a circle. The interaction
effects are represented by the intersections of the circles. The total number of effects (seven) is the
number of different areas in the Venn diagram. In each of these designs, other sources of residual error
(e) are completely mixed with the effect containing all three indices.

Prospective teachers who passed the Written Entrance Examination and participated in an
interview became participants in the study. For those who had opted for the Classroom Teacher
Education Programme (CTEP) or the Pre-school Teacher Education Programme (PTEP), two separate
interviews were conducted, referred to by the researchers as Interview 1 and Interview 2. A total of 59
prospective teachers and 10 raters were included in the study. The number of prospective teachers and
raters in Interview 1 and Interview 2 has been listed below:

Interview 1 : 28 prospective teachers who passed the Written Entrance Examination and 5 raters.

Interview 2: 31 prospective teachers who passed the Written Entrance Examination and 5 raters.
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The governing board of the college makes the final determination of the raters among the
experienced faculty members.
The sample of the interview questions according to five dimensions is presented in Table 3.

Table 3. Sample of the interview questions

Dimensions Sample of Interview Questions
General Culture (GC) The prospective teachers were asked questions
about

- the Turkish Republic of Northern Cyprus
(social, cultural, geographical, political and
economic issues)

- the current news in the media

Language (L) The prospective teachers were asked to read a
text of 200 words.
Self-image (SI) The prospective teachers were asked to

introduce themselves (Where do you live? What
do your parents do? Do you have a brother or
sister? Which high school did you graduate
from? etc.)

Hobbies (H) The prospective teachers were asked to talk
about the activities they participate in, such as
sports, culture, and music.

Specify the social events they would like to
attend in ATTA.

Attitude toward Teaching Profession (ATTP) The prospective teachers were asked to explain
why they wanted to become teachers.

The data for the study was collected through the raters' scores based on the evaluation guide for
both interviews. The scoring guide presented in Table 4 was used for the study. The raters for the two
interviews rated each prospective teacher on five dimensions. The raters completed the evaluation form
based on questions they asked prospective teachers. Each rater rated independently and did not know
the other raters' scores. The evaluation form is a 5-point Likert-type rubric for the 5 dimensions. After
each prospective teacher was interviewed, the total scores of the five raters were added to determine the
total score. The highest and lowest scores for a prospective teacher ranged from 25 to 125. For each
dimension, the highest and lowest scores were 25 and 5, respectively. Both interviews were conducted
during the same period, so the raters in both interviews were different. Although the raters used the
same evaluation guide, the prospective teachers were asked different questions spontaneously, so
different questions may have been asked in each interview. In addition, raters were not trained on how
to ask questions or how to score prospective teachers' responses. There was a guideline, but the fact that

the questions of the dimensions were not analytically defined allowed for a rough assessment.
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Table 4. The scoring guide used by raters in the interviews

Dimensions General Language Self-image Hobbies Attitude
Culture toward
Teaching
Profession
112(3(4|5(1|2(3|4|5|1|2|3|4|5|1(2|3[|4|5]1(2|3|4]|5
Prospectiv
teachers
Prospective
teachers-1
Prospective
teachers-2
Prospective
teachers-3

Significance tests were conducted to determine if there was a difference between the
prospective teachers' scores in Interview 1 and Interview 2. After the normality test, it was found that
the prospective teachers' scores in terms of all bouts and sum did not have a normal distribution. For
this reason, the non-parametric test, namely Mann-Whitney U, was used to compare the results.

The data were analysed within the framework of G theory. EJuG was used to analyse the data.
EduG is a generalizability software package which is conceived specifically to exploit the symmetry
property of G theory. It offers flexibility in the choice of the object of study and identification of
instrumentation facets (Cardinet et al., 2011).

The analysis was conducted with variance components based on the G theory (Brennan, 2001;
Giiler, Uyanik, & Teker, 2012). Two different designs were used for the study. The reliability of the
scores given by the 5 raters for each dimension of the prospective teachers was calculated separately.
For this design, a factorial crossed design of prospective teachers (s) x raters (p) was used (Table 5).

Table 5. Average squares formula estimated for single-facet crossed s x r design

Source of variability Variance component Estimated Average of Squares
Prospective teacher (s) s? s’ +n +s?
S g.e r S
Rater (r 2 2 2
() sr ss:,e+ns+sr
SXTr 2 2
ssr,e Ssr,e

The reliability of the scores given by the raters to the prospective teachers in five dimensions
was used in a two-facet crossed s x d x r design: prospective teacher (s) x dimension (d) x rater (p)
(Table 6).
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Table 6. Formulas of mean squares estimated for two-facet crossed s x d x r design

Source of variability Variance component Estimated Average of Squares

Prospective teachers (s) 5;‘ stdr,e + nrsszd +n ds:r +n, nrss2
Dimension (d) s? s?, . *ns: +ns?+nns?
Rater (r) s? s%, . tns2 +ns?+nns?

sxd 5; stdr,e+ nsZ

SXr s? szsdr,e+ ndsjp

dxr Sjr szsdr,e+nssc21p

sxdxr s, . Si.
3. FINDINGS

Table 7 summarises the significant test results of the scores of the prospective teachers in Interview
1 and Interview 2 for five dimensions, GC (p = .638), L (p = .832), Sl (p =.191), H (p =.183), ATTP
(p = .371) and total (p = .527). There was no significant difference between Interview 1 and Interview
2 raters' scores.
Table 7. Significance tests of the scores of the prospective teachers in Interview 1 and Interview 2 for

five dimensions

Dimension Interview 1 Interview 2 df Mean

X SD X SD Difference U P
GC 20.5 2.39 20.4 1.90 44 0.1 239 .638
L 21.6 3.40 21.9 2.21 44 0.3 250 .832
Sl 22.3 2.53 23.2 1.85 44 0.9 210 .191
H 21.9 1.76 21.1 2.14 44 0.8 201 .183
ATTP 22.7 1.76 22.2 2.14 44 0.5 220 .371
Total 109.1 11.11 108.8 7.82 44 0.3 231 527

Table 8 presents the variance variables and G-values of the dimensions of Interview 1 and
Interview 2. As explained in the introduction part of the study, the G-coefficient of measurement
indicates how well a measurement procedure differentiated between the objects of study, i.e. how well
the procedure ranked the objects on a measurement scale (Cardinet, et al., 2010). The G coefficients
were 0 for the GC dimension, 0.69 for the L dimension, 0.06 for the SI dimension, 0.50 for the H
dimension, and 0.68 for the ATTP dimension in Interview 1. The G coefficients were not acceptable
for the GC and SI dimensions. On the other hand, the G-coefficients for the dimensions L, Hand ATTP
in Interview 1 were relatively low. The G-coefficients were 0.47 for the dimension GC, 0.46 for the
dimension L, 0.56 for the dimension S, 0.47 for the dimension H and 0.51 for the dimension ATTP in

Interview 2. It can be said that the G-coefficients for all dimensions in Interview 2 were relatively low.
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Table 8. Variance variables and G values of the dimensions of Interview 1 and Interview 2

Interview 1 Interview 2

Dimensions SD df MS % G SD df MS % G
S 1.73 27 0.06 0.0 6.21 30 0.20 138

GC r 22.82 4 570 636 0.0 2.12 4 0.53 9.6 0.47
SXr 12.37 108 0.11 364 13.07 120 0.10 76.6
S 18.14 27 0.67 20.7 11.39 30 037 7.2

L r 16.81 4 420 320 0.69 3086 4 7.71 50.1 0.46
sxr 2274 108 0.21 473 2473 120 0.20 427
S 2.74 27 010 05 554 30 0.18 16.2

Sl r 18.47 4 461 625 0.06 1.03 4 0.25 47 0.56
SXr 10.32 108 0.09 37.0 1096 120 0.09 79.1
S 6.40 27 023 83 6.21 30 0.20 138

H r 16.38 4 409 50.0 050 212 4 0.53 9.6 0.47
SXr 1281 108 0.11 41.7 13.07 120 0.10 76.6
S 1280 27 047 11.3 554 30 0.18 16.2

ATTP r 40.52 4 10.13 62.3 0.68 1.03 4 025 47 051
SXr 16.60 108 0.15 26.3 1096 120 0.09 79.1

Table 8 showed that the main effect of rater (r) explained 63.6% of the total variance for the
GC dimension in Interview 1. The estimated variance component for prospective teachers was 0.06
which accounts for 0% of the total variance in this dimension. The estimated variance component for
prospective teachers by raters (sxr) was 0.11 which accounts for 36.4% of the total variance component
in Interview 1 . On the other hand, the highest contribution to measurement error in this dimension was
the s x r (0.10) accounting for 76.6% of the total variance in Interview 2. This showed that a proportion
of the variance was due to the interaction of prospective teachers by raters and another systematic or
unsystematic source of variance that was not measured in the study. The second largest source of
variation to measurement error was due to differences among prospective teachers with a variance
component of 0.20 accounting for 13.8% of the total variance in Interview 2. This indicates that the
assessment process more or less determines the differences among prospective teachers. Similar
interpretations can be made for other dimensions of Interview 1 and Interview 2.

Table 8 also showed that the highest contributions to measurement error were in the GC, SI, H,
and ATTP dimensions, i.e., s X r, in interview 2. Thus, it can be concluded that some of the variance
was due to the interaction of the prospective teachers by the raters and other systematic/unsystematic
sources of variance that were not measured in the study for Interview 2. On the other hand, the main
effect of rater (r) explained most of the total variance for all dimensions except L in Interview 1. This
result can be interpreted to mean that the raters unanimously revealed the differences in four dimensions
(GC, SI, H, and ATTP) for prospective teachers.

Table 9 shows the variance components identified by the G-study for the full factorial design
for prospective teachers, 5 dimensions and 5 raters. The symbol "'s" stands for the prospective teachers,
the symbol "d" stands for the dimension and the symbol "r" stands for the sources of variability of the

raters in the table.
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Table 9. Variance components and the percentages of explanation of the total variance
estimated as a result of the s x d x r design

Interview 1 Interview 2
SD df MS % SD df MS %
S 11.14 27 0.41 1.2 28.14 30 0.93 10.5
d 17.56 4 4.39 6.5 9.10 4 2.27 3.1
r 105.30 4 26.32 46.0 21.29 4 5.32 11.3
sxd 30.67 108 0.28 7.4 13.21 120 0.11 2.9
SXr 15.73 108 0.14 0.5 38.22 120 0.31 215
dxr 9.72 16 0.60 4.2 18.57 16 1.16 15.6
sxdxr 58.84 432 0.13 34.1 37.50 480 0.07 35.0

Interview 1 G=0.29, Interview 2 G= 0.63

Table 9 also showed that raters account for the largest proportion (46% and 11.3%) of variance
among the main effects in Interview 1. This result was evident in the measurements as the differences
between raters were revealed. The joint effect of s x d explained 7.4% of the total variance. It can be
interpreted that the interaction between prospective teachers and dimension (s x d) was an indicator of
change in prospective teachers' performance on each dimension. Since the interaction effect s x r
explained 0.5% of the total variance, it was assumed that raters did not rate prospective teachers
differently. In other words, it can be said that the raters' ratings did not differ among the prospective
teachers. The interaction effect d x r explained 4.2% of the total variance, i.e., it can be said that the
raters did not rate the dimensions differently and gave similar scores to the prospective teachers. The s
x d x r together explain 34.1% of the total variance. These results indicated that prospective teacher (s)
x dimension (d) x rater (r) effect and/or random errors can be large. It can be said that the Interview 1
may contain different variance sources including the prospective teachers, dimensions, raters and
random errors that were not measured in this study. This value of variance is desired to be as small as
possible (Giiler et al., 2012).

Table 9 showed that the variance components of the prospective teachers in interview 2 were
low (10.5%), the differences between the prospective teachers cannot be sufficiently revealed and the
observed values are not sufficient to represent the actual values. The interaction effect s x r explains
21.5% of the total variance. This result can be interpreted to mean that the raters rate the prospective
teachers differently, in other words, the raters' ratings differ from one prospective teacher to another.
Moreover, it can be said that some raters rate some prospective teachers more strictly or more
generously than other raters. The joint effect of s x d explains 2.9% of the total variance. This result
shows us that the performance of prospective teachers varies slightly from dimension to dimension.
Since the interaction effect d x r explains 15.6% of the total variance, it can be assumed that the raters
did not rate the dimensions differently. The largest variance value was determined for the interaction
effect sxdxr (35%), as shown in Table 9. So, like Interview 1 , Interview 2 can also contain different
sources of variance. This means that Interview 2 may contain random errors that were not measured in

the study along with the prospective teachers, dimensions and raters.
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The reliability coefficients of the five dimensions were 0.29 for Interview 1 and 0.63 for
Interview 2. According to Crocker and Algina (1986), reliability coefficients vary between 0 and 1, and
coefficients of 0.70 and above are acceptable. It can be concluded that both reliability coefficients
obtained with the s x d x r design were unacceptable for both Interview 1 and Interview 2.

4. DISCUSSION

The purpose of this study was to investigate the reliability of the raters' scores using the same
evaluation guide in two different interviews (Interview 1 and Interview 2) for the admission of
prospective teachers to a teacher training institution. For this purpose, G theory was used and two
designs were formed, namely, sxr and s x d x r. These two designs were discussed in terms of variance
values and the reliability of the test for main and joint effects. Due to the G theory’s power and
usefulness, it was preferred to CTT in examining measurement error and reliability for two interviews.

At the beginning of the data analysis, it was investigated whether there was a significant
difference between the two interview results. The result showed that there was no significant difference
between the interview results. These results can be interpreted to mean that the raters gave similar scores
to the prospective teachers in both Interview 1 and Interview 2.

In the s x r design created for the Interview 1 scores, the highest G coefficient was found in the
L dimension (0.69), while the lowest G coefficient was in the GC dimension (0.0). In Interview 2, the
G coefficient of the score in the SI dimension was the highest (0.56), whereas the G coefficient in the
L dimension was the lowest. Furthermore, for Interview 2, the highest variance component was below
the interaction effect s x r in all dimensions except L. This can be interpreted that the random errors
might be large in these dimensions. As mentioned in the introduction, structured interviews increase
reliability and reduce subjectivity (Pursell et al., 1980). On the other hand, unstructured interviews are
criticised for their low reliability (Petrarca & LeSage, 2014; Smith & Pratt, 1996). The results of this
study could be influenced by spontaneous conversations during the interviews and the raters could
influence each other. Therefore, it can be said that the interview environment influences the questions
asked by the raters and their ratings. It is strongly recommended that the interviews be conducted
structurally, i.e. the interview questions should be prepared in advance and asked the prospective
teachers in the same order. In addition, the evaluation guide used by the raters could be changed into an
analytical evaluation guide. This helps to increase the consistency of the assessments. Raters could be
trained in advance on how to use the analytical assessment guide.

For both interviews, the estimated variance component “prospective teachers” had a small
effect (%1.2 for Interview 1 and %10.5 for Interview 2) explaining the total variance. According to the
literature, the measurement item (prospective teachers) should have a significant effect in explaining
the total variance (Tasdelen-Teker et al., 2016). Therefore, the prospective teachers did not differ
significantly in their performance on the individual dimensions. This result of the study contradicts

some studies in the literature (e.g. Giirlen, Boztung-Oztiirk, & Eminoglu, 2019).
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The results showed that the estimated variance component for the main effect "dimension™
explained 6.5% for Interview 1 and 3.1% for Interview 2 of the total variance. The main effect of
dimension had the smallest contribution to the total variance in Interview 2, suggesting that the
dimension effect did not have a strong influence on the total variance. In short, the scoring of the
prospective teachers did not too much differ according to the dimension.

It was found that the variance component of the main effect "rater”" was higher in the sxdxr
design in Interview 1. The proportion of the definition of the estimated variance for prospective teachers
and the rater main effect in the total variance showed that the group of prospective students was not
homogeneous in terms of their performance in Interview 1 . Therefore, there was an effect due to the
difference between raters. Some studies in the literature (e.g., Yilmaz & Tavsancil, 2014; Yilmaz &
Bagbasa, 2015) reported that the main effect of rater variability in explaining the overall variance was
relatively small and concluded that raters were consistent in rating students. In this regard, the results
of this study were consistent with the literature regarding the results of Interview 2, while they
contradicted those of Interview 1. In addition, the results of the study showed that the percentage of the
residual component in the variance for Interview 1 was 34.1%. Thus, it can be said that 34.1% of the
total variance was due to unexplained systematic or unsystematic errors. On the other hand, the results
of the analyses conducted for Interview 2 showed that the variance proportion of the residual component
with the largest variance was 35%. For Interview 2, 35% of the total variance was due to unexplained
systematic or unsystematic errors.

The results of the study show that the estimated variance component for the joint effect of
prospective teacher-rater (sxr) explains 0.5% of the total variance in Interview 1 and %21.5 in Interview
2. While the variance component for the joint effect of prospective teacher-rater (sxr) was highest in
Interview 2, it was lowest in Interview 1 . Therefore, prospective teachers' ratings by different raters
differed in Interview 2. The prospective teacher dimension explained 7.4% of the total variance of the
estimated variance component for the joint effect in Interview 1 and 2.9% of the total variance of the
estimated variance for the joint effect in Interview 2. These results showed that prospective teachers did
not differ by dimensions. Looking at the results of the estimated variance for the dimension rater (dxr)
joint effect, it explains 4.2% of the total variance in Interview 1 and %15.6 for Interview 2. According
to these results, it can be said that the scores obtained by the rater differed slightly according to the
dimensions. In many of the research studies, expressions like criterion, task and item were used instead
of dimensions which are consistent with the purpose of the study. The results of some of these studies
are consistent with the present study, which showed that the scores awarded by raters according to the
criteria/tasks/items differed slightly (Giirlen et al., 2019). On the other hand, some of the studies (i.e.
Uzun, Aktas, Asiret & Yorulmaz, 2018; Yilmaz & Gelbal, 2011) found that the variance of the task
component was too large, which contradicts the results of this study.

The unexplained variance was too large in the sxdxr designs for both Interview 1 and Interview

2 (%34.1 and %35, respectively). This result of the study showed that the different sources of variability
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(e.g. gender and reading skills of the prospective teachers) should be taken into account in the designs.
G theory analysis revealed a low G-coefficient and reliability index for Interview 1 and Interview 2
(0.29 and 0.63 respectively). The reason for this could be the unexplained sources of variance.

Several suggestions are made for future research regarding the findings and limitations of this
study:

a) This study can be replicated with other raters and sources of variance. In other words, G theory can
be conducted to evaluate other sources of error and their interactions and to conduct a
comprehensive reliability analysis.

b) Comparative studies of the interview scores of prospective teachers using G theory can be carried
out to gain a clear understanding of the reliability of the interviews.

c) Finally, it should be emphasised that there are some important theoretical and statistical issues that
clearly need to be addressed in more detail in G Gtheory. As a result, there are potential areas of

application in which G theory has not yet been fully exploited to date.

83



REFERENCES

Andrew, M. D., Cobb, C. D., & Giampietro, P. J. (2005). Verbal ability and teacher effectiveness.
Journal of teacher education, 56(4), 343-354. https://doi.org/10.1177/0022487105279928

Arnon, S. and Reichel, N. (2007). Who is the ideal teacher? Am 1? Similarity and differences in

perception of students of education regarding the qualities of a good teacher and their qualities
as teachers. Teachers and Teaching: Theory and Practice, 13 (5), 441-446.
https://doi.org/10.1080/13540600701561653

Atilgan, H. (2008). Using generalizability theory to assess the score reliability of the special ability

selection examinations for music education programmes in higher education. International
Journal of Research & Method in Education, 31(2), 63-76.
https://doi.org/10.1080/17437270801919925

Atilgan, H. & Tezbasaran, A. A. (2005). An Investigation on consistency of g and phi coefficients

obtained by generalizability theory alternative decisions study for scenarios and actual cases.
Eurasian Journal of Educational Research, 18, 28-40.

Bardach, L. & Klassen, R. M. (2020). Smart teachers, successful students? A systematic review of the
literature on teachers’ cognitive abilities and teacher effectiveness. Educational Research
Review, 30, 100312. Advance Online Publication.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.edurev.2020.100312

Brennan, R. (1983). Elements of generalizability theory. lowa City, IA: American College Testing.

Brennan, R. L. (2001) Generalizability theory. New York: Springer-Verlag.

Briesch, A. M., Swaminathan, H., Welsh, M., & Chafouleas, S. M. (2014). Generalizability theory: A
practical guide to study design, implementation, and interpretation. Journal of School
Psychology, 52(1), 13-35._https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jsp.2013.11.008

Byrnes, D., Kiger, G., & Shechtman, Z. (2003). Evaluating the use of group interviews to select

students for teacher-education programs. Journal of Teacher Education, 54(2), 163-172.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0022487102250310
Cardinet, J., Johnson, S. & Pini, G. (2011). Applying generalizability theory using EduG, New York:

Taylor and Francis.

Casey, C., & Childs, R. (2007). Teacher education program admission criteria and what beginning
teachers need to know to be successful teachers. Canadian Journal of Educational
Administration and Policy, (67).

Caskey, M. M., Peterson, K. D., & Temple, J. B. (2001). Complex admission selection procedures for
a graduate preservice teacher education program. Teacher Education Quarterly, 28(4), 7-21.

Corcoran, R. P., & O’Flaherty, J. (2018). Factors that predict pre-service teachers’ teaching
performance. Journal of Education for  Teaching, 44(2), 175-193.
https://doi.org/10.1080/02607476.2018.1433463

84



Crocker, L. M., & Algina, L. (1986). Introduction to classical and modern test theory. New York:
Holt, Rinehart and Winston.

Cronbach, L.J., Rajarathnam, N. & Gleser, G.C. (1963). Theory of generalizability: a liberalization of
reliability theory. British Journal of Statistical Psychology, 16(2), 137-163.

Donnon, T., & Paolucci, E. O. (2008). A generalizability study of the medical judgment vignettes
interview to assess students' noncognitive attributes for medical school. BMC Medical
Education, 8(1), 1-7. https://doi.org/10.1186/1472-6920-8-58

Ebmeier, H., & Ng, J. (2005). Development and field test of an employment selection instrument for

teachers in urban school districts. Journal of Personnel Evaluation in Education, 18(3),
201e218. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11092-006-9021-4

Faulk, L. G. (2008). Predicting on-the-job teacher success based on a group assessment procedure

used for admission to teacher education (Doctoral dissertation). Available from ProQuest
Dissertations and Thesis database (UMI No. 3297518).

Furr, M. (2011). Scale construction and psychometrics for social and personality psychology, London:
Sage.

Goho, J. & Blackman, A. (2006). The effectiveness of academic admission interviews: an exploratory
meta-analysis. Medical Teacher, 28(4), 335-340.
https://doi.org/10.1080/01421590600603418

Giiler, N., Uyanik, G. K. & Teker, G. T. (2012). Generalizability theory. Ankara: Pegem Academic

Publishing.

Giirlen, E., Boztung-Oztiirk, N., & Eminoglu, E. (2019). Investigation of the reliability of teachers,
self and peer assessments at the primary school level with generalizability theory. Journal of
Measurement and Evaluation in Education and Psychology, 10(4), 406-421.
https://doi.org/10.21031/epod.583891

Haberman, M. & Post, L. (1998).Teachers for multicultural schools: the power of selection. Theory
into Practice, 37(2), 96-104. https://doi.org/10.1080/00405849809543792

Huffcutt, A., & Woehr, D. (1999). Further analysis of employment interview validity: A quantitative

evaluation of interviewer-related structuring methods. Journal of Organizational Behavior,
20, 549-560.

Jonsson, A., & Svingby, G. (2007). The use of scoring rubrics: Reliability, validity and educational
consequences. Educational Research Review, 2(2), 130-144.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.edurev.2007.05.002

Kim, L. E., Jorg, V., & Klassen, R. M. (2019). A meta-analysis of the effects of teacher personality

on teacher effectiveness and burnout. Educational psychology review, 31, 163-195.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10648-018-9458-2

85



Leger, K. E. (2014). Defining teaching excellence: A phenomenological study of 2013 highly effective
louisiana value-added model teachers with perfect evaluation scores. (Unpublished doctoral
dissertation). Faculty of the College of Graduate Studies, Lamar University.

Lupascu, A. R., Panisoara, G., & Panisoara, I-O. (2014). Characteristics of effective teacher. Procedia.
Social and Behavioral Sciences, 127, 534-538. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.sbspro.2014.03.305

Marcoulides, G. A. (1993). Maximizing Power in Generalizability Studies under Budget Constraints,
Journal of Educational Statistics, 18(2), 197-206.

Mathis, R. L., Jackson, J. H., Valentine, S. R., & Meglich, P. (2016). Human resource management.

Cengage Learning.

McDaniel, M. A., Whetzel, D. J., Schmidt, F. T., & Maurer, S. D. (1994). The validity of employment
interviews: A comprehensive review and meta-analysis. Journal of Applied Psychology, 79,
599-616. https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.79.4.599

Petrarca, D., & LeSage, A. (2014). Should it stay or should it go? Re-considering the Pre-service
Teacher Education Admissions Interview. ICET 2014, 252.

Pellicer, L. O. (1981). Improved teacher selection with the structured interview. Educational
Leadership, 38(6), 492-94.

Pursell, E. D., Campion, M. A., & Gaylord, S. R. (1980). Structured interviewing: Avoiding selection

problems. Personnel Journal, 59, 907-912.

Schulte, D. P., Slate, J. R., & Onwuegbuzie, A. J. (2008). Effective high school teachers: A mixed
investigation. International Journal of Educational Research, 47(1), 351-361.
https://10.1016/j.ijer.2008.12.001

Shavelson, R. J. & Webb, N. M. (1991). Generalizability theory: A primer. Newbury Park, CA: Sage

Shechtman, Z. (1992). Interrater reliability of a single group assessment procedure administered in
several educational settings. Journal of Personnel Evaluation in Education, 6(1), 31-39.

Smith, H. A., & Pratt, D. (1996). The use of biodata in admissions to teacher education. Journal of
Teacher Education, 47(1), 43-52. https://doi.org/10.1177/0022487196047001008

Stronge, J. H. (2007). Qualities of effective teachers. Alexandria, VA: Association for Supervision and

Curriculum Development.

Taneri, P. O. (2017). The viewpoints of instructors about the effects of teacher education programs on
prospective teachers’ affective characteristics. Eurasian Journal of Educational Research, 17
(70), 105-120. http://dx.doi.org/10.14689/ejer.2017.70.6

Tasdelen Teker, G., Sahin, M. G., & Baytemir, K. (2016). Using generalizability theory to investigate

the reliability of peer assessment applications. Journal of Human Sciences, 13(3), 5574-5586.
http://dx.doi.org/10.14687/jhs.v13i3.4155
Thomson, D., Cummings, E., Ferguson., A. K., Miyuki Moizumi, E., Sher, Y., Wang, X., & Childs,

R. A. (2011). A role for research in initial teacher education admissions: A case study from

86



one Canadian university. Canadian Journal of Educational Administration and Policy, 121,
1-23.

Tran, T., & Blackman, M. C. (2006). The dynamics and validity of the group selection interview. The
Journal of Social Psychology, 146, 183-201. https://10.3200/SOCP.146.2.183-201

Webb, N. M., & Shavelson, R. J. (2005). Generalizability theory: overview. Wiley StatsRef: Statistics

Reference Online.

Wing Tat-Chiu, C. (2001). Scoring performance assessments based on judgements generalizability
theory. Springer Science+Business Media, LLC

Yilmaz, N.F. & Bagbasa, N.B. (2015). Assessment of sewing and picking skills station reliability with
generability theory. Journal of Measurement and Evaluation in Education and Psychology,
6(1): 107-116.

Yilmaz, N.F. & Gelbal, S. (2011). Comparison of different patterns with generality theory in the case
of communication skills station. Hacettepe University Journal of Education Faculty, 41: 509-
518.

Yilmaz, N. F. & Tavsancil, E. (2014). Comparison of balanced and unbalanced patterns in
generalizable theory with intramuscular injection station data. Education and Science,
39(175): 285-295.

Uzun, N. B., Aktas, M., Asiret, S., & Yorulmaz, S. (2018). Using generalizability theory to assess the
score reliability of communication skills of dentistry students. Asian Journal of Education and
Training, 4(2), 85-90. https://doi.org/10.20448/journal.522.2018.42.85.90

87


https://doi.org/10.20448/journal.522.2018.42.85.90

GENISLETILMIS TURKCE OZET

KUZEY KIBRIS'TA OGRETMEN EGIiTiMi PROGRAMLARINA
KABULDE KULLANILAN MULAKATLARIN GUVENILIRLIGI:
GENELLENEBILIRLIK KURAMI

GIRiS

Literatiirdeki baz1 calismalar ideal/etkili 6gretmenlerin en Onemli ozelliklerinden birinin kisilik
ozellikleri oldugunu gostermektedir (6rn. Lupascu, Panisoara ve Panisoara, 2014; Leger, 2014). Ote
yandan, bir¢ok Ogretmen egitimi programi, Ogretmen adaylarimi yalnizca bilissel testler veya
sinavlar/standartlagtirilmis test puanlari gibi akademik kriterlere gore kabul etmektedir (Haberman ve
Post, 1998). Arastirmalar, 6gretmen adaylarinin yalnizca akademik kriterlere gore degerlendirilmesinin
ogretmen etkililigini yordamadigin1 (Bardach ve Klassen, 2020) ya da zayif bir sekilde yordadigini
gostermektedir (Corcoran ve O'Flaherty, 2018).

Ogretmen egitimi programlarina hangi adaylarin kabul edilecegini belirlemek igin farkl
tilkelerde ¢esitli degiskenler kullanilmaktadir. En yaygin degiskenler arasinda not ortalamasi, yazilt
sinavlar, referans mektuplar1 ve is deneyimi yer almaktadir. Ingiltere gibi bazi iilkelerde ise dgretmen
adaylarinin 6gretmen yetistiren kurumlara kabuliinde miilakatlar kullanilmaktadir.

Bireysel miilakatlar, bilgi, kisisel nitelikler ve sozIi iletisim gibi nitelik boyutlarina odaklanir.
Bireysel miilakatlar a) yapilandiriimamis (asgari yonergeler), b) orta diizeyde yapilandirimis (panel
miilakatleri, dnceden belirlenmis puanlama ve anketler), c) yiiksek diizeyde yapilandirilmis (6nceden
tamimlanmig sorular ve 6rnek cevaplar, panel miilakatleri, miilakatcilerin egitimi ve siirecin siirekli
degerlendirilmesi) seklinde olabilir (Goho ve Blackman, 2006). Bu teknikler arasindan, Pursell,
Campion ve Gaylord (1980) giivenilirligi artirmasi ve 6znelligi azaltmasi1 bakimindan yapilandirilmis
miilakatlarin kullanilmasini tavsiye etmektedir. Ayrica, yapilandirilmig bir miilakat formatinin
miilakatci yanliligina karst bir ¢are olarak islev gordiigli one siiriilmiistiir (Ebmeier ve Ng, 2005).
Yapilandirilmamis miilakatlar diisiik giivenilirlikleri (Petrarca & LeSage, 2014; Smith & Pratt, 1996)
ve is performansi/bagarisinin gecersiz yordayicilari olmalar1 nedeniyle elestirilmektedir (Mathis &
Jackson, 2011).

Ogretmen adaylarinin bir 6gretmen egitimi programina kabul edilmesindeki en biiyiik
sorunlardan biri miilakatlarin glivenilirligidir (Casey & Childs, 2007). Cogu 6gretmen egitimi programi
icin gecerlilik ve giivenilirlik kaniti bulunmadigindan, kabul kararlarinda miilakatlarm kullanim
tartigmalidir. Arastirmacilar, giivenilirlik sorunlarinin puanlayict egitimi (Donnon & Paolucci, 2008;
Jonsson & Svingby, 2007) ve basvuru basina puanlayici sayisinin artirilmastyla (Byrnes et al., 2000;
Caskey et al., 2001;Smith & Pratt, 1996) giiclendirilebilecegini 6ne stirmiistiir. Miilakatlarin

giivenilirligini puanlayicilarin puanlart tizerinden degerlendirmek ic¢in bazi yontem ve teoriler
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bulunmaktadir (6rn. Fleiss' Kappa, Puanlayicilar Aras1 Giivenilirlik, Rasch Modeli). Genellenebilirlik
Kurami (G Kurami) da bu amagla kullanilmaktadir (Wing & Chiu, 2001).

G Kurami, davranigsal dl¢timlerin glivenilirligini degerlendirmek igin kullanilan istatistiksel bir
kuramdir (Webb & Shavelson, 2018). G Kurami, dlglimlerin birden fazla hata kaynagina tabi oldugu
durumlarda 6l¢iim dogrulugunu tahmin etmeye yonelik bir yaklagimdir (Cardinet, Johnson ve Pini,
2011). Sadece halihazirda yapilmis olan Ol¢limlerin giivenilirligini tahmin etmek igin bir arag
saglamakla kalmayan, ayn1 zamanda hata katkilar1 hakkindaki bilgilerin gelecekteki uygulamalarda
Olciim prosediirlerini iyilestirmek i¢in kullanilmasina izin veren bir yaklasimdir.

Bu ¢alismada aragtirmanin gergeklestirildigi kurum, KKTC'de sinif ve okul 6ncesi 6gretmeni
yetistiren 4 yillik bir yiiksekogretim kurumudur. Kurumda tek bir béliim (Ogretmen Egitimi Boliimii)
bulunmakta ve Tiirkiye'deki Yiiksekogretim Kurulu (YOK) ile istisare halinde gelistirilen derslerle
Smif Ogretmenligi (SOEP) ve Okul Oncesi Ogretmenligi (OOEP) programlarmi icermektedir.
Kurumda egitim almak i¢in yazili sinav ve miilakatlar yapilmaktadir. Yazili sinav matematik, Tiirkge,
fen bilimleri, sosyal bilimler ve Ingilizce alt testlerinden olusmaktadir. Smavin degerlendirilmesinde
bir hata 0.25 puanlik bir kesintiye yol agmaktadir. Yazili sinavi gegen 6gretmen adaylart miilakata davet
edilerek ogretmenlige yonelik tutum ve davraniglart belirli kriterlere gore degerlendirilmektedir.
Yonetim kurulu, okul miidiiriiniin bagkanliginda bes kisiden olusan bir miilakat komitesi atamaktadir.
Miilakat komitesinin tyeleri (degerlendiriciler) yonetim kurulu tarafindan tarafsiz ve deneyimli
egitimcilerden segilir. Her bir 6gretmen adayinin puani, puanlama rehberinde birden bese kadar
siralanan tiim puanlayicilarin puanlariin ortalamasi alinarak hesaplanir. Puanlama kilavuzunda bes
boyut bulunmaktadir: a) genel kiiltiir (GK), b) dil (D), ¢) 6z imaj (OI), d) hobiler (H) ve e) 6gretmenlik
meslegine yonelik tutum (OMT). Miilakatlarda boyutlar bulunmakla birlikte, konusmanin akisina gore
her bir boyut altinda aday 6gretmenlere spontane sorular da sorulmaktadir.

Problem Durumu

Bu calismanin amaci, aday 6gretmenlerin iiniversiteye kabulii i¢in yapilan iki farkli miilakatta
(Miilakat 1 ve Miilakat 2) ayn1 derecelendirme kilavuzunu kullanan puanlayicilarin puanlamalarinin
giivenilirligini aragtirmaktir. Yukaridaki paragraflarda aciklandigr gibi, 6gretmen yetistiren okul yazilt
simavdan sonra iki farkli boliim i¢in miilakat yapmaktadir. Bu iki miilakat ayn1 degerlendirme rehberi
ve boyutlarina gore gerceklestirilmektedir. Bu ¢aligmada, G Kuramini kullanilarak, iki program (CTEP
ve PTEP) i¢in 6gretmen adaylarimin kabuliinde miilakatlarin giivenilirligini degerlendirmis ve sonuglar
analiz edilmistir. Ayrica, 6l¢limde kullanilacak en giivenilir puanlayict sayisini belirlemek i¢in de G
Kurami kullanilmistir.

YONTEM

Bu galigmanin katilimeilarimi, Yazili Girig Sinavini gegen ve miilakata katilmaya hak kazanan 6gretmen
adaylar1 olusturmaktadir. Simif Ogretmenligi Egitim Program1 (SOEP) veya Okul Oncesi Ogretmenligi
Egitim Programi'm1 (OOEP) tercih edenler 6gretmen adaylar icin Miilakat 1 ve Miilakat 2 olarak
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adlandirilan iki ayr1 miilakat gergeklestirilmistir. Calismaya toplam 59 6gretmen adayi1 ve 10 puanlayici
dahil edilmistir.

Calismanin verileri, her iki miilakat i¢in degerlendirme rehberine dayali olarak puanlayicilarin
puanlari aracilifiyla toplanmistir. Iki gériisme icin puanlayicilar her bir 6gretmen adaymi bes boyut
tizerinden puanlamistir. Puanlayicilar degerlendirme formunu dgretmen adaylarina sorduklar1 sorulara
dayanarak doldurmuslardir. Her bir puanlayici bagimsiz olarak puanlama yapmis ve diger
puanlayicilarin puanlarii bilmemistir. Degerlendirme formu, 5 boyut igin 5'li Likert tipi bir dereceli
puanlama anahtaridir. Her bir aday 6gretmenle goriisiildiikten sonra, bes puanlayicinin toplam puanlari
toplanarak toplam puan belirlenmistir. Bir aday 6gretmen i¢in en yiiksek ve en diigiik puanlar 25 ile 125
arasinda degismektedir. Her bir boyut i¢in en yliksek ve en diisiik puanlar sirasiyla 25 ve 5'tir. Her iki
miilakat de ayn1 donemde gerceklestirilmistir, dolayisiyla her iki miilakattaki puanlayicilar farklidir.
Puanlayicilar ayn1 degerlendirme rehberini kullanmis olsalar da aday 6gretmenlere spontane olarak
farkli sorular sorulmustur, bu nedenle her miilakatde farkli sorular sorulmus olabilir. Buna ek olarak,
puanlayicilar nasil soru soracaklari ya da aday Ogretmenlerin yanitlarini nasil puanlayacaklari
konusunda egitilmemistir.

Ogretmen adaylarmin Miilakat 1 ve Miilakat 2'den aldiklar1 puanlar arasinda fark olup
olmadigim belirlemek icin anlamlilik testleri yapilmistir. Normallik testinin ardindan, &gretmen
adaylarinin alt ve toplam puanlarinin normal dagilima sahip olmadigi goriilmistiir. Bu nedenle
sonuglari kargilagtirmak i¢in non-parametrik test olan Mann-Whitney U kullanilmustir. Veriler G kurami
gerg¢evesinde analiz edilmis ve EduG programi kullanilmgtir.

BULGULAR

Ogretmen adaylarinin Miilakat 1 ve Miilakat 2'de bes boyut icin aldiklar1 puanlarin anlamli test
sonuglari su sekildedir: GK (p =.638), D (p =.832), OI (p =.191), H (p =.183), OMT (p = .371) ve toplam
(p=.527). Miilakat 1 ve Miilakat 2 puanlayicilarinin puanlari arasinda anlamli bir fark bulunmamustir.

Miilakat 1 'de G katsayilar1 GK boyutu igin 0, D boyutu i¢in 0.69, O boyutu i¢in 0.06, H boyutu
icin 0.50 ve OMT boyutu igin 0.68'dir. G katsayilar1 GK ve Ol boyutlari igin kabul edilebilir degildir.
Ote yandan, Miilakat 1 'de D, H ve OMT boyutlar igin G katsayilari nispeten diisiiktiir. Miilakat 2 'de
G katsayilar1 GK boyutu i¢in 0.47, D boyutu i¢in 0.46, Ol boyutu i¢in 0.56, H boyutu icin 0.47 ve OMT
boyutu i¢in 0.51'dir. Miilakat 2'deki tiim boyutlar i¢in G katsayilarinin nispeten diisiik oldugu
sOylenebilir.

Puanlayict ana etkisi (r) Miilakat 1'deki Ki boyutuna iliskin toplam varyansm %63.6'sin1
agiklamaktadir. Ogretmen adaylari igin tahmin edilen varyans bileseni 0.06'dir ve bu boyuttaki toplam
varyansin %0'ma karsilik gelmektedir. Aday dgretmenler i¢in puanlayicilar tarafindan tahmin edilen
varyans bileseni (sxr) 0.11 olup Miilakat 1 'deki toplam varyans bileseninin %36.4'tine karsilik
gelmektedir. Ote yandan, bu boyutta dlgme hatasina en yiiksek katki, Miilakat 2 'deki toplam varyansin
%76.6'sin1 olusturan s x r (0.10) olmustur. Bu durum, varyansin bir kisminin aday 6gretmenlerin

puanlayicilarla etkilesiminden ve ¢alismada 6l¢iilmeyen baska bir sistematik ya da sistematik olmayan
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varyans kaynagindan kaynaklandigimi gostermektedir. Olciim hatasma yol agan ikinci en biiyiik
varyasyon kaynagi, Miilakat 2 'deki toplam varyansin %13.8"ini olusturan 0.20'lik varyans bileseniyle
aday Ogretmenler arasindaki farkliliklardan kaynaklanmaktadir. Bu durum, degerlendirme siirecinin
ogretmen adaylan arasindaki farkliliklar1 az ya da ¢ok belirledigini gostermektedir. Miilakat 1 ve
Miilakat 2 'nin diger boyutlar1 i¢in de benzer yorumlar yapilabilir.

Miilakat 2 'de 6lgme hatasina en yiiksek katkinin GK, OI, H ve OMT boyutlarinda oldugu
goriilmektedir. Varyansin bir kisminin aday 6gretmenlerin puanlayicilarla etkilesiminden ve Miilakat 2
icin ¢alismada 6l¢iilmeyen diger sistematik/sistematik olmayan varyans kaynaklarindan kaynaklandigi
sonucuna varilabilir. Ote yandan, puanlayici ana etkisi (r) Miilakat 1'de D harig tiim boyutlar icin toplam
varyansin ¢ogunu agiklamistir. Bu sonug, puanlayicilarin aday 6gretmenler icin dort boyuttaki (GK, OI,
H ve OMT) farkliliklar1 ortaya cikardig1 seklinde yorumlanabilir.

Bes boyutun giivenilirlik katsayilar1 Miilakat 1 i¢in 0.29 ve Miilakat 2 i¢in 0.63'tiir. Crocker ve
Algina'ya (1986) gore giivenilirlik katsayilar1 0.70 ve iizeri katsayilar kabul edilebilirdir.
TARTISMA, SONUC ve ONERILER
Bu calismanin sonuglar1 miilakatlar sirasindaki spontane konugmalardan puanlayicilar birbirlerini
etkileyebildigini gostermektedir. Giris boliimiinde de belirtildigi {izere, yapilandirilmig miilakatlar
giivenilirligi artirmakta ve 6znelligi azaltmaktadir (Pursell vd., 1980). Ote yandan, yapilandirilmamus
miilakatlar diistik giivenilirlikleri nedeniyle elestirilmektedir (Petrarca & LeSage, 2014; Smith & Pratt,
1996). Dolayisiyla, miilakat ortaminin puanlayicilarin sorduklari sorulart ve yaptiklar1 puanlamalar
etkiledigi s6ylenebilir. Miilakatlarin yapisal olarak gergeklestirilmesi, yani miilakat sorularinin 6nceden
hazirlanmasi ve aday 6gretmenlere ayni sirayla sorulmasi tavsiye edilmektedir. Buna ek olarak, analitik
degerlendirme rehberinin nasil kullanilacagi konusunda 6nceden egitilebilir.

Her iki miilakat i¢in de "Ggretmen adaylar1’" tahmini varyans bileseni toplam varyansi
aciklamada kiiciik bir etkiye sahiptir. Literatiire gore, 6l¢iim maddesinin (6gretmen adaylar1) toplam
varyansi agiklamada onemli bir etkiye sahip olmasi gerekmektedir (Tasdelen-Teker vd., 2016).
Dolayisiyla, oOgretmen adaylarinin bireysel boyutlardaki performanslart anlamli bir sekilde
farklilasmamistir. Aragtirmanin bu sonucu literatiirdeki bazi ¢caligmalarla ¢elismektedir (6rn. Giirlen,
Boztung-Oztiirk ve Eminoglu, 2019).

Arastirma sonuglari, farkli degiskenlik kaynaklarinin (6rnegin, 6gretmen adaylarinin cinsiyeti)
dikkate alinmasi1 gerektigini gostermistir. G Kurami analizi, Miilakat 1 ve Miilakat 2 i¢in diisiik bir G
katsayis1 ve giivenilirlik endeksi ortaya koymustur. Bunun nedeni aciklanamayan varyans kaynaklari
olabilir.

Bu calisma diger puanlayicilar ve varyans kaynaklari ile tekrarlanabilir. Baska bir deyisle, diger
hata kaynaklari1 ve bunlarin etkilesimlerini degerlendirmek ve kapsamli bir giivenilirlik analizi

yapmak i¢in G Kurami uygulanabilir.
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