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ARTICLE

A validity perspective on interviews as a selection mechanism 
for entry to initial teacher education programmes
Paula Lehane a, Zita Lysaghtb and Michael O’Learya

aCentre for Assessment Research, Policy and Practice in Education (CARPE), Dublin City University, Dublin, 
Ireland; bInstitute of Education, School of Policy and Practice, Dublin City University, Dublin, Ireland

ABSTRACT
Across the world, teacher quality has come to be recognised as one 
of the most important variables affecting student outcomes; con-
sequently, the regulation of entry into the profession is the subject 
of iterative review. The traditional ‘one-off’ interview, involving an 
interviewee and two or more interviewers, is a common, but not 
unproblematic, selection mechanism in the field. In particular, the 
modest positive correlation between performance at interviews 
and in clinical settings raises questions about using interviews as 
a selection mechanism for Initial Teacher Education (ITE) pro-
grammes. In this paper, we draw on validity theory and some key 
commentaries and studies in the research literature to offer 
a perspective on the extent to which the traditional interview 
provides data that can be used to make good decisions about 
applicants for ITE. The paper proposes a validity-based framework 
for use by practitioners to enhance the conceptualisation, design 
and evaluation of interviews in the process of teacher selection.
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Introduction

Educational research has consistently shown that teachers exert considerable effect on 
students’ academic progress as well as their social and emotional well-being (e.g. Slater, 
Davies, and Burgess 2009). Even when controls are put in place to account for factors such 
as student background and prior attainment, having a ‘good’ teacher is one of the most 
important predictors of student success (Slater, Davies, and Burgess 2009). Consequently, 
the process of selecting the most suitable candidates for Initial Teacher Education (ITE) 
programmes routinely features in educational discourse particularly in countries like 
Ireland, Finland and Scotland where the teaching profession carries high social prestige 
(European Commission 2013; O’Doherty and Harford 2018) and where demand for places 
on ITE programmes from high calibre applicants often exceeds supply.1

The role of selection methods in such contexts is to assess candidates’ background 
variables (e.g. relevant experience), as well as their cognitive and non-cognitive attributes, 
to determine their overall suitability for the ITE programme and the profession itself 
(Klassen et al. 2020). It is widely accepted that while cognitive attributes can be evaluated 
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in a reasonably straightforward manner using academic transcripts as proxies, identifying 
appropriate selection tools to evaluate non-cognitive attributes (e.g. motivation, confi-
dence and personality) is more challenging (Klassen et al. 2020). In the context of 
determining the eligibility of ITE candidates to both concurrent and consecutive2 ITE 
programmes, minimum academic entry requirements are often supplemented by other 
mechanisms that are assumed to evaluate candidates’ non-cognitive attributes (see 
Darmody and Smyth 2016). In Finland, for example, the Primary School Teacher 
Education programme involves a two-stage process that begins with an initial screening 
of applicants’ academic study skills followed by an aptitude test usually in the form of an 
interview in which teacher educators meet face-to-face with applicants (Mankki, Mäkinen, 
and Pekka 2020). Darmody and Smyth (2016, 124) note that such interviews, which are 
also employed in Ireland and Scotland, are highly valued as mechanisms in many 
jurisdictions to gain insight into candidates’ non-cognitive attributes such as personality 
and communication skills.

However, recent research on the efficacy of interviews as a selection measure for ITE 
programmes (e.g. Holden and Kitchen 2017; Klassen and Kim 2019) raises questions about 
the validity of inferences based on such measures. In response, we begin the next section 
of this paper by revisiting the interview as a measurement tool in order to highlight some 
of the challenges specific to ITE admission that the tool presents. In considering ways to 
improve such interviews, we consider, briefly, a number of developing research-based 
alternatives before proposing a design framework, informed by a construct validity 
perspective, to support practitioners in crafting, administering and interpreting interviews 
in the context of ITE.

Interviews as a selection mechanism

Goho and Blackman (2006, 336) describe the interview as a ‘form of measurement 
instrument’ designed to predict success, evaluate ‘non-cognitive skills’ (e.g. interpersonal 
skills, communication skills), clarify the contents of a written application and provide 
a ‘public relations’ service. A ‘traditional interview’, as described by the authors, involves at 
least one (but usually two or more) interviewers asking a series of questions of the 
interviewee. Within the employment field, these interviews range from loosely structured 
(minimal guidelines), to moderately structured (predetermined scoring and question 
outlines) to highly structured (predefined questions and sample answers, training for 
interviewers) (Macan 2009; Goho and Blackman 2006). The key feature of the interview 
process is that it involves interactions between people in a social context. This means that 
both applicant and interviewer characteristics, such as personality, gender, race, age, 
disability, physical appearance, anxiety levels and pregnancy status, influence the value 
of an interview as a selection tool (Derous et al. 2016; Macan 2009). These characteristics 
have been associated with ‘fast and frugal judgements . . . during the initial impression 
formation process’ (Derous et al. 2016, 105) and potential interview bias. As elaborated by 
Goho and Blackman (2006, 336):

. . . a number of interviewer tendencies could lead to bias, such as the halo effect, where the 
tendency is to generalize from one area to other areas, the impact of first impression being 
based primarily on appearance, the effect of the similarity or dissimilarity of interviewees to 

2 P. LEHANE ET AL.



interviewers, the tendency to place more weight on unfavourable information than favour-
able, and the rating bias of different interviewers with some exhibiting leniency, others 
severity and still others a central tendency bias. In addition, the interview process itself 
could have bias effects, including: the sequencing effect, that is, whether or not 
a candidate is preceded by several highly or lowly rated other candidates and the impact 
of the availability of varying pre-interview information on candidates.

While concern about bias features prominently in the field of organisational psychology 
(see Macan 2009, for example), researchers such as Goho and Blackman (2006, 336) have 
highlighted other relevant concerns when applying interviews to other areas, reminding 
us that ‘students are not employees’. Acknowledging the modest positive correlation 
between performance in interview and clinical settings, they stress the complex and 
diverse range of factors that can affect academic performance which, in turn, raises 
questions about interviews as selection mechanism for academic programmes such as 
consecutive programmes of ITE. Arguably, however, the most significant issue regarding 
the use of interviews to regulate entry to ITE relates to the lack of consensus within the 
field regarding what should be assessed or measured in interviews and why (Klassen et al. 
2020). This raises the fundamental issue of construct validity.

A validity perspective

According to the Standards for Educational and Psychological Testing (AERA, APA, NCME 
2014, 11) ‘validity refers to the degree to which evidence and theory support the inter-
pretations of test scores for the proposed uses of tests’. In this sense, a measurement 
instrument such as an interview cannot be considered valid or invalid. Rather, it is more 
appropriate to refer to the validity of a particular interpretation of data coming from 
a measurement instrument. Further, Newton (2017, 16) notes that the validity of an 
interpretation is dependent on the appropriateness of the procedures employed to 
generate the evidence used for interpretation. In essence, valid interpretations can only 
be drawn from appropriate evidence and, in respect to interviews, construct validity 
evidence is key.

Construct validity evidence is focused on the extent to which a tool, such as an 
interview, measures the ‘right’ psychological construct(s) (Messick 1989). As argued by 
Messick (1989), construct validity pertains to the extent to which a test is measuring the 
‘right’ psychological construct (conscientiousness, for example). The case that a test, tool 
or measure has high construct validity is often made using evidence that these instru-
ments use questions that relate to and represent some domain and that outcomes from 
them are systematically related to another measure (i.e. content-related and criterion- 
related validity evidence). In the specific case of interviews, this implies a need for clarity 
regarding the knowledge, skills or attributes that are being measured and the extent to 
which there is a correlation between performance at interview and some other measure 
or future performance. In light of a review by Hamdani, Valcea and Buckley (2014, 12), we 
also need to be mindful that ‘theoretical grounding is often times lacking in interview 
research’. As explained:

Previous validation efforts have generally relied on meta-analyses . . . .to clarify what con-
structs are measured by employment interviews. This approach runs the risk of confounding 
trait and method variances. Each method employed for testing a specific construct is a trait- 
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method unit. . . . Thus, different types of interview questions or interview methods in general 
will elicit responses that capture the intended constructs (e.g., proactive behaviors) as well as 
method-related constructs (e.g., impression management, in the case of certain types of 
interview questions). An interview score contaminated with method variance is less valid . . . .

Hamdani et al. (2014, 13) also make the important point that ‘meta-analyses cannot 
differentiate between intended construct-based variance and inherent method-based 
variance in the validity estimates’. The authors assert that differentiation between trait 
and method-based variance requires conceptual clarity at the design stage and an a priori 
knowledge of what is being measured. Bearing all this in mind, two questions arise now: 
What attributes of candidates are being measured at interviews and how well do inter-
views predict future performance (during the ITE programme, in the profession, or both)?

With regard to the first question, the use of interviews in ITE is based on the assump-
tion that they are a suitable vehicle for assessing a candidate’s personal characteristics, 
specifically the ‘non-cognitive attributes’ needed to complete the programme of study 
and become effective teachers in the future (Klassen et al. 2020). Yet the range of non- 
cognitive skills targeted by ITE programmes at the point of selection using interviews is 
very broad. A review of the literature suggests that these non-cognitive attributes include 
confidence, integrity, resilience, motivation, empathy, organisation, and adaptability 
(Davies et al. 2016; Klassen et al. 2020). Investigating the popularity of interviews to assess 
wide ranging non-cognitive attributes, Davies et al. (2016) consulted key personnel 
involved in university-led ITE programmes in four different UK jurisdictions. Interesting, 
this research did not yield any evidence-based insights from participants regarding their 
decisions to employ interviews to determine candidates’ relevant skills and dispositions 
or, indeed, how their interview schedules assessed what they were purported to measure.

Of relevance to the second question regarding the predictive validity of ITE interviews 
for future professional performance is Klassen and Kim’s (2020, 33) contention that the 
selection process for ITE addresses the fundamental question of whether or not ‘it is likely 
that an [sic] applicant will be (or will become) an effective teacher’. Based on this 
perspective, the success of any selection process is based on the degree to which scores 
from a selection measure (e.g. interview) are associated with ‘true’ differences in teacher 
effectiveness as measured by an appropriate outcome measure (e.g. grade on teaching 
practicum). However, there are distinct construct validity issues at play here. First, teachers 
improve as they become more experienced and progress though ITE (e.g. Atteberry, Loeb, 
and Wyckoff 2015); this confounds the process of gathering validity evidence. Second, 
teacher effectiveness measures – irrespective of which and how many we use – are an 
imperfect representation of teacher effectiveness; disagreement persists regarding how 
this construct should be defined and measured. Measures used to capture the construct 
of teacher effectiveness include, among others, performance on observations, value- 
added measures and end of ITE grade-point averages (e.g. Klassen and Kim 2019; 
Goldhaber, Grout, and Huntington-Klein 2014). The variety of measures employed, 
coupled with disagreements over operational definitions, means that it can be difficult 
to associate admission interviews with teacher effectiveness. For example, Malvern (1991) 
compared the interview ratings of 112 preservice second-level teachers with their per-
formance on teaching placement and coursework. While Malvern (1991) found a clear 
relationship between interview ratings and student teaching performance, no 
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relationship between interview rating and general course performance was found. This 
finding should be interpreted with caution as sample sizes for this study were relatively 
small. A larger Irish study (n > 330) by Greaney, Burke and MacCann (1999) found that 
ratings on pre-entry interviews were significantly correlated with school placements 
grades. However, the effect size for this finding was relatively modest (r = .18) and 
some concerns regarding the influence of extraneous variables (particularly the role of 
the ITE programme itself) within this study should be acknowledged.

From a validity perspective, then, it appears that there is a lack of clarity regarding both 
what a selection interview for ITE assesses and whether or not performance can be 
systematically related to the concept of teacher effectiveness. That said, it could be 
argued that this applies to all the selection tools in ITE, not just interviews. In a meta- 
analysis of ‘the relation between selection practices at the point of hiring and subsequent 
teaching effectiveness’ (n = 23) and the ‘the relation between selection into teacher 
education and teaching effectiveness during the ITE program’ (n = 9) conducted by 
Klassen and Kim (2019, 42), three categories of studies emerged based on the selection 
methods and tools employed: academic (e.g. undergraduate or secondary school grade- 
point average), non-academic (e.g. interview performance, personality measures) and 
both. Academic tools were assumed to assess cognitive skills and attributes while non- 
academic tools were assumed to assess a broad range of non-cognitive skills and attri-
butes like interpersonal skills, suitability to the profession attitudes, behaviours, resilience 
etc. Outcome measures represented attempts to capture the construct of teacher effec-
tiveness and included performance on professional and placement observations, student 
reading achievement, and end of ITE grade-point average.

Klassen and Kim’s (2019) research confirms that current selection methods assessing 
cognitive and non-cognitive skills and constructs are statistically associated with common 
proxies for teacher effectiveness measures. The associations with the outcomes were 
significant for both academic (r =  0.14) and non-academic selection tools (r =  0.10) 
although the effect sizes were quite small, particularly when compared with the effect 
sizes obtained in similar reviews in other disciplines such as medicine. Further, the effect 
size for non-academic predictors (r =  0.10) was significantly smaller than for academic 
predictors (r =  0.14), suggesting that the challenge of reliably and validly evaluating non- 
cognitive attributes in high-stakes settings is hard to achieve using currently available 
selection tools.

From a construct validity perspective, this work suggests that current cognitive and 
non-cognitive based selection methods, including interviews, have good potential to 
select candidates for ITE but that work is needed to improve construct validity.

Efforts to improve the construct validity evidence of interviews

A recurrent theme in the literature over the past two decades is the need for a more 
structured approach to interviews. More robust construct validity evidence for selection 
interviews is required and one way of achieving this is to clarify what is being assessed 
during the interview in a manner that minimises confounders such as interview bias. 
Three approaches of merit are considered here: the first focuses on recommendations for 
good practice, the second on structured interview schedules and the third on multiple 
mini interviews.
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In 1997, Campion and colleagues published a much cited article identifying what they 
termed ‘Good Practice Guidelines’ for structured job interviews. As shown in Table 1, they 
made recommendations regarding the content of questions and how answers might be 
scored (column 1) allied with practical steps to be taken to ensure procedural integrity 
(column 2).

When protocols of this kind have been applied to ITE, research suggests they represent 
an improvement on the traditional, less structured alternative. A meta-analysis (Metzger 
and Wu 2008), for example, exploring the validity of the highly-structured Teacher 
Perceiver Interview (TPI) to inform hiring decisions in the US, reported a statistically 
significant relationship between TPI scores and indicators of teaching effectiveness 
(range of −0.12 to 0.87) with a modest effect size (where N = 24). Use of the TPI as 
a selection mechanism for ITE was not included in this study nor were comparable studies 
found at the time of writing this paper.

Informed by research and good practice guidelines (such as those recommended by 
Campion, Palmer, and Campion 1997), the medical profession has developed Multiple 
Mini-interviews (MMIs); highly structured interview protocols that may applicable in an ITE 
setting. Designed to ‘dilute the impact of individual examiners and allow for a more 
generalizable aggregate performance rating’ (2004, 5), the MMI protocol consists of 
between six and 10 short interviews, each of seven to 10-minutes duration, conducted 
at different stations. Each station is staffed by at least one trained examiner who assesses 
a candidate’s skill level and overall suitability to the field of medicine using a 7-point 
Likert-type scale, ranging from ‘unsatisfactory’ to ‘outstanding’. Standardised questions or 
role-play scenarios are employed to tap into candidates’ non-cognitive skills such as 
conflict resolution and resilience. Subsequent evaluation research by Eva et al. (2004) 
and Jerant et al. (2012; 2018)) confirm the predictive value of the MMI over and above 
comparable alternatives such as the Objective Structured Clinical Examinations (OSCE), 
traditional interviews and grade point averages. Furthermore, a systematic literature of 41 
studies conducted by Rees et al. (2016) examining MMI use for selection to a range of 
health programmes reported ‘reasonable’ feasibility, acceptability, validity, and reliability. 
Although the authors did not find evidence of significant bias against candidates on the 
basis of age, gender or socio-economic status when MMIs were conducted, Henderson 
et al. (2018) raised concerns about this issue. Reflecting on these findings, it can be 
suggested that there may be some merit in considering the use of modified MMIs in 
the context of ITE. However, the transferability of MMIs from a medical to a social science 
context may present difficulties.

Table 1. Good practice guidelines for interviews.
Content-Based and Scoring Guidelines Procedural Guidelines

Questions should be based on a job analysis Extensive training for interviewers
Range of question types Detailed notes should be taken
Longer interviews Identical questions for all candidates
Limited number of follow up questions Multiple interviewers should be involved
Detailed anchored rating scales Same interviewers for all candidates
Each answer should be rated separately 

Statistical procedures should be used rather than 
interviewer judgements

Identical ancillary information on each candidate (e.g. 
pro-forma CV)

Questions from candidates should come at the end of 
the interview
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Applying a construct validity design framework for selection interviews for 
ITE

That valid screening procedures and selection tools need to be operationalised to 
manage entry of candidates into ITE is axiomatic. The literature reviewed in this paper 
has highlighted related difficulties with existing ITE interview selection mechanisms: an 
underlying lack of clarity about what is being assessed that undermines the validity of 
subsequent inferences and judgements. However, it has also identified some guidelines 
on how this issue might be progressed. From this, a design framework that foregrounds 
construct validity is now proposed to support practitioners in their use of interviews as 
a selection mechanism for ITE. As presented and discussed, the framework consists of 
a three step process relating to construct definition, instrument design and a validation 
strategy, respectively (Figure 1). At its heart is an assumption that the validity issues 
pertinent to the development of interviews for teacher selection outlined in this paper 
need to be addressed explicitly.

Step 1: Define Constructs

As acknowledged by Darmody and Smyth (2016), screening and selection tools for ITE can 
only be effective if there is a clear understanding of the qualities and dispositions required 
for the profession. Work by Hamdani, Valcea, and Buckley (2014) claims that this is best 
achieved by first conducting a job task analysis and then explicating the theoretical links; 
their advice, on the need to distinguish between trait and method variances is also worth 
bearing in mind. A job task analysis (JTA) clarifies the real-world content of a job, as well as 
the requirements necessary for those who perform the job (Wolfe et al. 1991). A JTA is 
commonly used to create job descriptions that detail the tasks, knowledge, and skills 
required to fulfil a role to a minimally competent standard. It is recommended that this is 
done by relevant subject matter experts. The extant literature should then be used to 

Figure 1. A construct validity approach to interview design.
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supplement or confirm the statements arising from the JTA (Hamdani, Valcea, and Buckley 
2014).

Given that selection measures aim to identify the underlying factors that could con-
tribute to an applicant’s development as an effective teacher in the future, clarity on the 
construct of ‘teacher effectiveness’ should be prioritised within the field. As noted by 
Klassen and Kim (2019, 34) ‘teacher effectiveness refers to a set of within-person attri-
butes – personality, motivation, beliefs, and dispositions – that interact with contextual 
factors (cultural, social, educational) to influence student outcomes’. Kunter et al.'s(2013) 
interactionist model attempts to clarify what attributes are needed to be acompetent 
teacher. The model acknowledges that teaching competence develops over time (e.g. 
during ITE) and that within-person factors (e.g. academic attributes, non-academic attri-
butes, background factors) can influence how an individual engages with the learning 
opportunities provided. Klassen et al. (2017) also advocate for a dynamic interactionist 
view to better understand the formation and development of effective teachers. In 
particular, research to identify the within-person factors that should be present at the 
point of entry to ITE to maximise future teaching effectiveness is ongoing. For example, 
work by Robertson-Kraft et al. (2014) found that a disposition to pursue challenging goals 
with sustained passion and perseverance is a personality factor that can significantly 
predict effectiveness (in terms of students’ academic gains over a one-year period) and 
retention among novice teachers in low-income districts (d = .42).

While methodological issues exist in research on teacher effectiveness (e.g. how 
teacher effectiveness should be defined), a clearer understanding of what personal 
attributes should be identified in interviews should enhance the validity of the evidence 
arising from this selection tool. For example, if interviews are to be used as a selection 
tool, the relevant authorities should explicitly state what this tool intends to screen 
candidates. This ‘construct map’ can then be used to design an effective interview 
schedule.

Step 2. Instrument Design

Given the limited evidence available on the overall reliability and validity of interviews as 
a selection tool within ITE, the efficacy of this approach to identify effective teachers is 
difficult to determine (e.g. Klassen and Kim 2019). Therefore, it could be argued that 
interviews should not be used as a selection tool for admission to ITE. However, there is no 
doubt that among academic personnel interviews remain a popular approach to selecting 
candidates for jobs such as teaching or for educational programmes such as master’s 
degrees (Davies et al. 2016). Indeed, there are many who claim that applicants not only 
expect interviews to be part of a successful job search, but view them as being fairer than 
other selection procedures such as psychometric tests (Macan 2009). As a result, the 
removal of interviews from the screening process may be met with some resistance. If 
relevant stakeholders decide to persist with this selection tool, efforts should be made to 
improve them by following certain guidelines like those previously outlined by Campion, 
Palmer, and Campion (1997). The use of structured interview schedules should also be 
adhered to ensuring that the interview process is standardised and that the questions 
asked are related to the constructs being assessed. Alternatively, interview approaches 
such as MMIs may need to be considered. MMIs would allow an examination of a range of 
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constructs in a reliable manner that minimises the interviewer bias. Research conducted 
as part of the Teacher Selection Project (TSP 2019) as well as the experiences of bodies such 
the Royal College of Surgeons in Ireland (RCSI; 2018) which has begun to use MMIs to 
determine medical students’ suitability to different specialities may prove to be particu-
larly useful given the relatively modest body of literature in the area currently.

If a construct map is available, this may allow ITE providers to decide which constructs 
to measure using interviews and which constructs to measure using alternative selection 
methods (Hamdani, Valcea, and Buckley 2014). For example, communication skills, if 
identified as a key construct for prospective teachers, may be best measured through 
a selection interview. However, other skills or attributes like conflict resolution skills may 
be more easily, and validly, measured through other selection tools. For example, there is 
a growing body of research (e.g. Klassen et al. 2020) to suggest that many of the non- 
cognitive skills and attributes that teaching institutions claim to measure using interviews 
may be better measured using situational judgment tests (SJTs). SJTs simulate realistic 
job-related situations where candidates are presented with task-based scenarios (in the 
form of text, images or videos) and asked to choose a response from a list of different 
options (McDaniel and Nguyen 2001). Faced with a complex scenario, a candidate’s 
selected response is assumed to reveal information about some implicit non-cognitive 
attribute of the candidate, for example their level of empathy or adaptability (TSP 2019). 
This contrasts with how such traits are assessed in interviews where candidates are asked 
to self-report on their non-cognitive attributes. SJTs have been applied as a selection tool 
in a range of other sectors and have been associated with high levels of predictive and 
incremental validity and fewer in-group differences (Patterson et al. 2016).

Taking into consideration the inter-disciplinary evidence regarding the predictive 
validity of SJTs as a measure of non-cognitive ability and their suitability for use within 
the teaching profession, the TSP (2019) has begun the process of developing SJTs 
specifically for use in selection decisions for ITE. Klassen and Rushby (2019) administered 
traditional individual interviews, group tasks, maths and literacy tests and situational 
judgement tests (SJTs) to candidates as part of an ITE providers’ selection process. 
A total of 132 applicants (Primary Teacher Candidates: 96; Second-Level Teacher 
Candidates: 36) participated. The results showed that the SJTs developed for primary 
and second-level ITE applicants were significantly predictive of preservice teachers’ 
grades for their final teaching placement (Primary: r = .30; Secondary: r = .35). The other 
selection methods used at interview showed no such evidence of predictive validity. 
These findings may be interpreted as suggesting that SJTs are a highly effective ITE 
selection tool. Interestingly, Klassen and Rushby (2019) found that SJT scores used for 
entry to ITE were more predictive of final, rather than initial, teaching placements. This 
suggests that the predictive validity of SJTs increases over time, which is consistent with 
findings from research in other disciplines like dentistry (Buyse and Lievens 2011) and 
supports Kunter et al.’s (2013) interactionist model to explain teacher effectiveness.

Step 3. Validation Strategy

If institutions wish to claim that a particular tool or instrument supports them in selecting 
appropriate candidates of ITE, the selection tool in question must be properly validated. If 
the interview is designed to identify specific attributes necessary for effective teaching 
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(e.g. motivation, as outlined in Step 1), sufficient construct validity evidence must be 
gathered. This would involve sampling future teaching performance to determine if the 
attributes measured in the interview were related to teaching efficacy. Research critically 
evaluating the effectiveness of different teacher selection tools, including interviews, is 
not common and what is available has been described as ‘ad hoc’ (Goldhaber, Grout, and 
Huntington-Klein 2014, 2) and ‘information poor’ (Liu and Johnson 2006, 324). Therefore, 
to help inform any decisions regarding the deployment of available teacher selection 
tools for entry to ITE, further evidence and information is essential.

Some work has been done to better understand the predictive validity of selection 
measures for teachers. However, the vast majority of this research, with the exception of 
Klassen and Kim’s (2019) recent meta-analysis, has been centred around teacher employ-
ment rather than entry to ITE. For example, Goldhaber, Grout, and Huntington-Klein 
(2014) examined selection practices for teaching jobs in one district in the US, where 
teachers’ applications contained background information (e.g. academic qualifications) 
and recommendation letters. The applications were evaluated using carefully constructed 
21-point (general) and 60-point screening (job-specific) rubrics. These second of these 
rubrics was carefully constructed to reflect key constructs that would advance student 
outcomes (e.g. classroom management, instructional skills, flexibility). After this screening 
process, interviews were conducted by schools to identify who would be offered a job. 
They found that teachers with higher rubric scores also had higher scores on school-based 
evaluations/observations and their students showed improvements after one year in their 
performance on standardised tests for mathematics (but not English). While the authors 
acknowledged that other variables which we not included in the rubrics can also con-
tribute to teacher effectiveness, their work remains a good example of construct validity 
evidence gathered to justify the use of a ‘double’ screening process in a particular district 
in the US. Interestingly, Goldhaber, Grout, and Huntington-Klein (2014) did not examine if 
the interview stage was helpful in the selection process as there were no set interview 
evaluation criteria and the principal had discretion over the content and structure of the 
interview.

While there is some evidence to justify the use of certain selection tools for teachers, 
limited evidence has been gathered to support the use of interviews. This should be 
rectified to ensure that institutions can be confident in their selection decisions about 
entry to ITE. This underscores the need for educational institutes that offer ITE pro-
grammes to ensure that their interviews are appropriately conceptualised (Step 1) and 
designed (Step 2). Assuming this requirement is met, attempts to determine the efficacy 
of interview performance by correlating candidates’ scores with some measure of teacher 
effectiveness is recommended. For ITE, performance on school placements could be used 
as a proxy measure for teaching effectiveness. However, the process of assigning grades 
on school placement would have to be carefully examined to ensure that it aligns with the 
constructs considered in Step 1.

One small-scale study by Ebmeier and Ng (2006) appears to have made some effort to 
engage in this three-step process to ensure the construct validity of interviews as 
a selection tool for hiring teachers. Ebmeier and Ng 2006) developed a computer- 
adaptive interview instrument that aimed to provide administrators in urban school 
districts in the US with an improved interview instruments for identifying effective 
teaching candidates for their particular setting. Key themes that were important for 
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success in the urban classroom in the US were identified from the extant literature and in 
consultation with subject matter experts. The interview schedule was designed with these 
key constructs in mind (e.g. knowledge of urban schools/communities, interactions with 
urban students). Rubrics were designed to assist in scoring interviewees’ responses. By 
comparing the phone-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 (28%) could be predicted from their scores on the interview instrument. Although 
there were some limitations with this study that jeopardise the reliability of its results (e.g. 
use of phone interviews, limited definition and measure of teacher effectiveness), it does 
demonstrate how a three-step approach to gathering construct validity evidence can 
increase confidence in the selection decisions made at interview.

Conclusion

This paper proposes a validity-based framework for use by education practitioners to 
enhance the manner in which they conceptualise, design and evaluate interviews in the 
process of teacher selection. The intention of this framework is to bolster confidence in 
the use of information from interviews when assessing the suitability of candidates for 
teaching as a career, in the immediate and long-term. In order to judge the value of the 
proposed framework, a programme of research will be needed. It is recommended that, as 
a starting point, this might involve colleagues across institutions nationally and/or inter-
nationally who currently use interviews as part of their screening mechanisms. 
Unfortunately, interest in conducting such research may be limited to those countries 
who already use interviews as a selection mechanism. Yet, it is hoped that the contents of 
this article can still contribute to the general theoretical discussion of teacher selection 
practices and how validity should be at the core of such debates.

For those countries that do use interviews as a selection tool and assuming the 
continued over-subscription of candidates to ITE in those jurisdictions (e.g. Ireland, 
Finland, Scotland), the validity and reliability of evidence used to inform candidate 
selection remains a priority. It is suggested that these ITE providers give consideration, 
in the immediate term, to the range of interview strategies discussed in this paper which 
may enhance the validity and reliability of the decisions they make. Developments in the 
admission protocols used in the medical sciences, and the use of MMI's in particular, merit 
review. Although, as acknowledged previously, the transferability of practices from 
a medical to an educations context cannot be assumed and, indeed, may prove financially 
prohibitive.

In line with the framework outlined in this paper, the first step – and the over-arching 
research priority within the field itself – must be to clarify the core construct(s) being assessed 
when selecting candidates for ITE. While some efforts have been made to achieve this (e.g. 
Kunter et al. 2013), consensus on what constructs underlie effective teaching has yet to be 
reached. Meta-studies analysing previous research into the relationship between teacher 
effectiveness measures and student outcomes can be a starting point in addressing this issue. 
Once the constructs underlying teacher effectiveness have been mapped, researchers and 
practitioners can then turn their attention to the design of selection tools for the field of ITE 
using findings from peer-reviewed research as a guide. While the interview may be the 
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obvious tool to ‘re-design’ given its long history of use, the potential of other approaches 
such as SJTs cannot be ignored in the short term. Of particular importance will be the need to 
conduct validation studies involving all new or modified approaches in different national and 
international contexts. The goal of such a research agenda must be to provide robust validity 
evidence to inform our understanding of the important task of selecting the best candidates 
for ITE programmes and, ultimately, the teaching profession itself.

Notes

1. For example, 252 eligible candidates were invited to interview for 60 places that were 
available on the Professional Masters in Education (primary) programme at one Irish provider 
of ITE in 2019 (ML, personal communication, December 2019).

2. Concurrent programmes of ITE combine an undergraduate and professional education 
degree into one extended programme whereas a consecutive programme is open for 
candidates who already hold an undergraduate degree (Darmody and Smyth 2016).
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