Chapter 5
Selection Practices and Methods in Other | o=@
Fields

Abstract The research base for selection into teacher education programs and
teaching practice is only recently emerging (Klassen & Kim, 2019; Klassen et al.,
2017). In this light, reviewing selection practices and methods used in other fields—
especially those where the methods are well-developed and well-researched—
provides a lens through which to view and consider teacher selection. Various selec-
tion methods have been used to select individuals into educational (training) programs
and into employment. Though the methods used in other fields have some degree
of overlap with each other, each area also has its own distinct methods and research
base that characterize the field. As such, in this chapter, we will review the practices
and the evidence base for the methods that are used to select individuals into medical
schools, law schools, and into large organizations.

5.1 Selection Practices in Other Fields

Selection into medical schools. Much research has been dedicated to investigating
the validity of selection methods in order to identify candidates who are most likely to
be successful in medical training and progress to become competent clinicians. One
of the distinctive characteristics of medical school selection procedures is the quantity
and quality of the evidence used to make the selection decisions. Using evidence-
informed selection methods is important for medical school selection researchers
and practitioners, at least partly due to the high levels of competition for admission
and the evidence-based practice ethos prevalent in modern medicine.

Although selection approaches vary across medical schools and countries, a
typical selection procedure consists of the following stages (shown in Fig. 5.1). First,
prior academic records are used as a screening tool. Next, applicants’ documents and
test scores are reviewed, which often includes a review of their personal statements,
references, and psychometric test scores. Psychometric tests can include aptitude
tests to test academic attributes (cognitive attributes associated with academic skills
and abilities), sometimes including tests of numerical ability and verbal ability. Non-
cognitive attributes are often also assessed, which are attributes not associated with
academic skills and abilities; otherwise known as non-academic competencies, ‘soft’
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Fig. 5.1 A simplified model of a medical school selection process
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skills, or people skills. Situational judgment tests (SJTs; discussed in a later section
of the chapter) are increasingly being used at this stage of selection to assess non-
cognitive attributes. After first-stage or screening tests, eligible applicants are then
invited to the final stage of selection, which is usually an interview of some format
such as a multiple mini-interview (MMI), although assessment centers (with multiple
activities) are also sometimes used. Each medical school weights the scores from
the various stages differently. From this total score, a candidate pool is formed and
training places are offered.

Selection into law schools. In some countries, passing the law school selection
process is claimed to be the most difficult stage in entering the legal profession (Shultz
& Zedeck, 2012). Unlike research in medical school selection where the validity and
reliability of a variety of selection methods have been widely explored by multiple
researchers, such breadth of research seems to be missing in law school selection.
Existing research is largely focused on the academic predictors of first year GPA
during law school and not so much on the non-cognitive predictors. Moreover, there
is limited research that considers a range of outcomes beyond academic success in
law school, such as job performance and job satisfaction.

Unlike the multi-stage process in medical school selection, law school selection
often consists of one stage—the assessment of prior academic records and an apti-
tude test (see Fig. 5.2). Since the 1940s, two scores have largely determined law
school selection decisions in the US: undergraduate grade point average (UGPA, as
a measure of academic records) and the Law School Admission Test (LSAT, as a
measure of aptitudes; Shultz & Zedeck, 2012). Both of these measures are assess-
ments of applicants’ academic attributes. Like medical school selection, each law
school determines the weighting of each of the scores (i.e., UGPA and LSAT).

Fig. 5.2 A simplified model
of law school selection
process
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Psychometric Tests
(e.g., General Mental Ability Test, Assessment Center Interview References Offer
Personality Test, Integrity Test)

Fig. 5.3 A simplified model of personnel selection process

Personnel selection in large organizations. Selection programs in large orga-
nizations often include a wide variety of predictors and a great range of outcome
measures. Organizations often tailor their selection methods to their unique orga-
nizational factors, such as size, context, and the nature of the tasks required by the
various jobs. It is sometimes the case that employers choose their selection methods
based on idiosyncratic preferences or tradition rather than the reliability and validity
of the methods (Anderson & Witvliet, 2008).

Despite the absence of a commonly agreed set of selection methods, many organi-
zations follow similar stages of practice for selection (Fig. 5.3). After an initial screen
of resumés and job applications to assess applicants’ suitability for the job, appli-
cants may be invited to complete some psychometric tests, such as those assessing
general mental ability, personality, and/or integrity. Applicants may then be invited
to assessment centers, in which they demonstrate how they would handle various
work situation through a range of activities such as group tasks, group interviews,
and individual tasks. Individual interviews often form the last stage of selection, after
which applicants’ references are checked for cross-verification purposes.

5.2 Selection Methods and Their Evidence

Multiple review articles and meta-analyses have been published on the validity of
selection methods used in each field (e.g., Lievens et al., 2021; Patterson et al., 2016;
Shultz & Zedeck, 2012). A selection method can be used to select out individuals
(e.g., a screening of academic records to reduce the pool), select in individuals (e.g.,
conducting structured interviews to make selection decisions), or to verify applicant
details (e.g., reference checks). In the next section, we will summarize the evidence
behind a range of selection methods that are used frequently in each of the three
fields of interest: selection into training programs in medicine and law, and selection
into large organizations (personnel selection). A summary of the evidence can be
found in Table 5.1.

Academic records. Records of prior academic achievement are frequently consid-
ered as part of selection decision-making for educational programs and employment.
Forms of academic records used for selection include grades from secondary school,
if applying for undergraduate programs; and grades from both secondary school and
from undergraduate study, if applying for graduate school programs or jobs.

Academic records are generally used for selection in two ways. First, academic
records are used as an indicator of cognitive ability or used in conjunction with
other information (e.g., resumés) that highlight relevant experience. Here, a record
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Table 5.1 An interpretation of the wider literature on various selection methods

Selection method Summary of evidence

Academic records Most evidence is from educational program selection,
with moderate predictive validity. Issues of fairness for
minority ethnic groups

Aptitude tests Most evidence is from education program selection. Good
evidence of predictive validity and reliability. Issues of
fairness for minority ethnic groups

General Mental Ability (GMA) tests | Most evidence is from personnel selection. Good
evidence of predictive validity and reliability. Issues of
fairness for minority ethnic groups

Personality tests Most evidence is from personnel selection. Good
evidence of predictive validity, reliability, and fairness

Integrity tests Most evidence is from personnel selection. Good
evidence of predictive validity and reliability

Situational judgment tests Most evidence is from medical education and personnel
selection. Good evidence of predictive validity and
fairness. Low-to-moderate reliability given their
multidimensionality

Interviews (including MMIs) Structured interviews (particularly MMIs) have strong
evidence of predictive validity, reliability, and fairness

Assessment centers Most evidence is from personnel selection. High face
validity but little incremental validity. Some evidence of
reliability. Issues of fairness for minority ethnic groups

Reference checks Used mostly for face validity. Limited evidence of
predictive validity and fairness. Low reliability

of minimum level of academic achievement is used for screening. Second, academic
records are used to give priority to applicants with higher levels of academic
achievement and used as an indicator of the quality of the accepted applicants.

For medical school selection, most studies indicate that applicants’ academic
records are a good predictor of academic and clinical performance. For example,
studies found that applicants’ prior academic records reliably predicted various
measures of success during and after medical training, including medical school
academic grades (McManus et al., 2013), licensing examination scores (Julian,
2005), internship performance (Ferguson et al., 2002), and career progression
(McManus et al., 2003). Moreover, a meta-regression study found that secondary
school academic records in the UK (A-levels) were a stronger predictor of medical
students’ first year academic performance than aptitude test scores (McManus et al.,
2013). However, the strength of prediction declined throughout the undergraduate
and postgraduate years, though it was still statistically significant.

First year academic performance in law school is the criterion outcome that a
majority law school selection studies use to assess the validity of selection tools.
Studies have found that undergraduate academic performance was a relatively good
predictor of performance in first year of law school, with correlations ranging from
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0.26t0 0.29 (Law School Admission Council, 2019). Such empirical relationships are
unsurprising since it is established that an academic measure is moderately associated
with future measures of academic success (e.g., Geiser & Santelices, 2007). Unlike
research in medical school selection research, limited research has been conducted
on how law students’ UGPA predicts outcomes beyond law school. An exception
is a study by Lempert et al. (2000), which found that law students’ UGPA did not
predict post-law school measures of success (i.e., income, career satisfaction, and
service contributions).

Academic records are sometimes used for personnel selection. Although sparsely
researched, there is evidence indicating that academic records can add useful informa-
tion for selection. A meta-analytic study by Roth et al. (1996) found that academic
records were associated with job performance with a corrected correlation in the
mid 0.30. Moreover, the relationship was stronger the closer to the time job perfor-
mance was measured to the time of the GPA, which indicate that academic records
are reasonable proximal predictors (i.e., they are better at predicting outcomes the
closer they are to each other temporally). However, it has been noted that using
college academic performance for selection may create an adverse impact given
issues of ethnic group differences in GPA scores (Roth & Bobko, 2000; see Chap. 4
for discussion on adverse impact).

In sum, academic records seem to be most helpful for predicting outcomes that are
academic in nature, though care must be taken for selection use as it can disadvantage
certain minority groups. Furthermore, since the sizes of the associations tend to be
stronger the closer the timing is between the measurement of the academic record and
the criterion outcome, considering the time lag between two measurements should
be considered.

Psychometric tests. Using psychometric tests can be an efficient way to screen
applicants before more resource-intensive selection methods (e.g., interviews or
assessment centers) are used to further select individuals to the next stages of the
selection process. Psychometric tests can be relatively easy to administer and score,
especially when they are computer-administered. There are generally two types of
psychometric tests: tests that assess one’s academic attributes (e.g., aptitude tests,
general mental ability tests) and tests that assess one’s non-academic attributes (e.g.,
personality tests, integrity test, and situational judgment tests). The evidence behind
each of these methods will be outlined below.

Aptitude tests. Aptitude tests are assessments that examine qualities important for
a skill, job, and/or field. In personnel selection, aptitude tests that examine specific
aptitudes (e.g., verbal ability and numerical ability) as well as general aptitudes (i.e.,
general mental ability; discussed in a later section of the chapter) are used. In medical
and law school selection, aptitude tests tend to measure multiple aptitudes, including
subject-specific areas. In this section, we will focus on the aptitude tests used in
medical school and law school selection.

In medical school selection, the aptitude tests aim to assess the academic and
non-cognitive attributes associated with medical school academic and clinical perfor-
mance. The type of aptitude test that applicants must sit depends on the country in
which they wish to study medicine, and sometimes the level of entry. For example,
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applicants for British medical schools must sit either the University Clinical Apti-
tude Test (UCAT) or the Biomedical Admissions Test (BMAT), whereas applicants
for Australian medical schools must sit either the Undergraduate Medicine and
Health Sciences Admissions Test (UMAT) for undergraduate medical programs or
the Graduate Medical Schools Admissions Test (GAMSAT) for graduate medical
programs. In North America, the Medical College Admissions Test (MCAT) is most
commonly used for admissions. These tests share common ground in assessing a
range of similar aptitudes but also have varying emphases on different aptitudes. For
example, the UCAT includes subtests of verbal reasoning, decision making, quantita-
tive reasoning, abstract reasoning, and situational judgment, but no specific scientific
knowledge (UCAT, 2021). The MCAT includes questions that assess critical analysis
and reasoning skills, but also those that assess knowledge of concepts and principles
associated with medicine (e.g., biology, biochemistry, and psychobiology; AAMC,
2021).

Despite the wide usage of aptitude tests to select individuals into medical schools,
the evidence of their validity is mixed. Some studies report that aptitude tests do
predict academic and clinical performance (e.g., Puddey & Mercer, 2014) and do so
above and beyond prior academic records (e.g., McManus et al., 2013; Sartania
et al., 2014). On the other hand, some studies report that aptitude tests do not
predict academic and clinical performance (e.g., Yates & James, 2010). Discrepan-
cies in the predictive validity of medical school entrance exams indicate that closer
examinations of the content of aptitude test sections may be needed.

Research on students’ perceptions of the fairness and usefulness of medical school
selection aptitude tests seem to report mixed findings. Studies have reported that
students viewed aptitude tests as neither fair nor useful (Dhar et al., 2012), some
viewed them as generally useful and suitable for selection (Cleland et al., 2011), while
others viewed only particular sections of the aptitude tests (e.g., logical reasoning
and problem solving, or interpersonal understanding) as useful and well-designed
(Stevens et al., 2014). In a summary of evidence of medical school selection tools,
Patterson et al. (2016) reported that evidence on the fairness and usefulness of aptitude
tests seemed mixed. They advised that closer examination may be necessary for each
section of the aptitude tests as well as for specific types of aptitude tests (e.g., UCAT,
BMAT) rather than generalizing to all aptitude tests. Nevertheless, they concluded
that aptitude tests are good screeners for medical school selection.

For law school selection, the type of aptitude test used varies by country and
institution. In the US, Canada, and some universities in Australia, the Law School
Admission Test (LSAT) is a required component of the admissions process. In the
UK, the Law National Aptitude Test is used for admissions by some law schools. As
LSAT is the most researched type of law school aptitude test, the LSAT will be the
focus of this section.

The LSAT has been in use since 1948 (LaPiana, 2004) and consists of sections
testing analytical and logical reasoning skills, reading comprehension skills, and
writing skills (Law School Admissions Council, 2021). The LSAT was designed
to predict first year GPA (LaPiana, 2004), which is supported by findings that the
correlation between average LSAT and first year GPA ranges between (.34 and 0.41,
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compared to the correlation between UGPA and first year GPA that ranges between
0.26 and 0.29 (Law School Admissions Council, 2019). Although academic attributes
are known to predict job performance and job knowledge in general, there is limited
evidence that LSAT scores predict performance in law school beyond the first year
in the program.

The issue of fairness in using LSAT scores to make law school selection decisions
has been a source of debate (Holmquist et al., 2014), largely due the findings that
LSAT scores seem to differ between the ethnicities of the applicants. For example,
findings from the LSAT administered between 2007-2008 and 2013-2014 indicate
that Caucasian test-takers consistently had the highest mean scores, followed by
Asian/Pacific Islander test-takers, with Puerto Rican test-takers consistently had the
lowest (Dalessandro et al., 2014). Associated with this issue is the finding that LSAT
scores tend to overpredict first year GPA performance for minority test-takers, indi-
cating that LSAT scores may have differential powers in predicting academic perfor-
mance depending on the test-takers’ race/ethnicity (see Kidder, 2001 for review of
studies). As such, heavy emphasis on the LSAT for admissions has been identified
as a factor that is restricting the diversity of individuals in legal education and in
the legal profession. Including assessments of non-academic attributes as part of
the aptitude test suite has been identified as a way to reduce these adverse effects
(Holmquist et al., 2014).

General mental ability tests. Psychometric tests of general mental ability (GMA;
otherwise known as general cognitive ability or intelligence) aim to assess a
composite of multiple cognitive abilities. GM A has commonly been used in personnel
selection, although aspects of GMA are included in admissions tests for medical
schools and law schools. Multiple meta-analyses (e.g., Lang et al., 2010) indi-
cate that GMA predicts both overall job performance and specific job performance
dimensions (e.g., task performance, contextual performance, counterproductive work
behavior). However, GMA is not as predictive for less complex jobs (Gottfredson,
1997). Nevertheless, tests of GMA seem to be generalizable and valid predictors of
a range of outcomes, including academic performance, career potential, creativity,
and job performance (Kuncel et al., 2004). The reliability of GMA tests is one of the
highest of the selection methods, often in the 0.80 to 0.90 (Ones et al., 2012). Using
multiple cognitive ability tests (e.g., numerical ability, literacy skills) to capture GMA
is encouraged rather than a reliance on a single test (Lubinski, 2000). Overall, GMA
tests seem to be useful for inclusion in selection programs given that cognitive ability
is a good predictor of multiple outcomes.

Personality tests. Personality tests aim to examine the underlying non-cognitive
attributes influencing thoughts, feelings, and behaviors (John et al., 2008). In the
context of medical school selection, whether personality tests should be used for
selection has been a source of debate (Patterson et al., 2016). On the one side, the
‘explicit’ nature of many personality tests is concerning. As applicants can often know
what each of the items are measuring, issues such socially desirable response patterns
arise (e.g., Lievens & Sackett, 2017). However, there is evidence that medical school
students’ personality is associated with their outcomes during medical training and
beyond. For example, McLarnon et al. (2017) examined the utility of including
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personality in addition to the traditional predictors for medical school selection
(i.e., MCAT, GPA, and scores from a semi-structured panel interviews). They found
that personality predicted medical school academic performance and clinical perfor-
mance above and beyond these traditional predictors and the regression coefficients
were stronger. Furthermore, personality was the only significant predictor of clin-
ical performance, providing validity evidence for the use of personality for selec-
tion. Given the empirical relationship between personality and important outcomes
in medicine, more research into their potential use in medical school selection is
warranted.

Personality tests have rarely been included in research on law school admis-
sions. An exception is a study by Shultz and Zedeck (2011), who found that the
personality test subscale scores correlated with more lawyer effectiveness crite-
rion outcomes than the LSAT and UGPA scores, and the size of the correlations
was bigger. This finding suggests that personality tests could potentially play a role
in predicting important lawyer outcomes that are not adequately accounted for by
academic attributes alone, and hence worth considering as part of a suite of law
school selection tests (Holmquist et al., 2014).

In contrast to research in medical school and law school selection, personnel selec-
tion has a long history of using personality tests as part of the selection procedure.
Its use is supported by numerous meta-analytic findings that conscientiousness, a
domain of the Big Five personality framework, consistently predicts job performance
(e.g.,Judgeetal., 2013). Contrary to common belief though, the relationship between
personality and job performance may not be linear but curvilinear (Le et al., 2011).
This finding suggests that very high scores on personality tests are not necessarily
optimal for higher performance, which has implications for how personality scores
are used for selection. Another consideration is the potential for adverse impact.
Though there are only modest variations of personality across racial groups (Hough
et al., 2001), there can still be adverse impact depending on how personality scores
are used (Risavy & Hausdorf, 2011), which warrants further research.

Integrity tests. Integrity tests are used more often for personnel selection than for
selection into medical and law schools. Integrity tests measure applicants’ levels of
honesty, which can be considered a hybrid of personality factors including consci-
entiousness, agreeableness, and adjustment (Ones & Viswesvaran, 1998). There are
two types of integrity tests: overt tests and personality-based tests (Wanek et al.,
2003). Overt tests explicitly examine test-takers’ levels of honesty, their attitudes
about theft, and their past cases of theft. Personality-based tests are a less explicit
assessment of antecedent qualities associated with dishonest behaviors, assessing
qualities such as dependability, trouble with authority, and hostility. A meta-analysis
indicated that overt integrity tests are more closely associated with job performance
than personality-based integrity tests (Van Iddekinge et al., 2012). The focus of
research on integrity tests has primarily been on their relationship with counterpro-
ductive work behaviors (negative behaviors at work, such as theft and lying), with
results showing moderate correlations with job performance, training performance,
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and turnover. A review on integrity tests found that applicants seem to report reason-
ably positive reactions to the test (Berry et al., 2007). Thus, integrity tests seem to
be particularly useful for personnel selection.

Situational judgment tests. Situational judgment tests (SJTs) are a scenario-
based method used to measure a range of attributes, especially non-cognitive (non-
academic) attributes such as interpersonal skills, contextualized judgment, and other
work-related ‘soft skills’. SJTs present a series of context-related scenarios and ask
applicants for their responses to the scenarios (Motowidlo et al., 1990). There are a
range of design possibilities, including in the response instructions (e.g., asking what
the applicants would do or should do), and response format (e.g., multiple-choice
options or Likert-scale options; e.g., de Leng et al., 2018). Increasingly, digitalized
and gamified versions are becoming more available (Gkorezis et al., 2021) with the
increasing uptake of digital selection procedures (see Woods et al., 2020 for areview).

In medicine, SJTs are widely used for selection purposes with substantial evidence
to support their use (Webster et al., 2020). SJTs assessing the ability to regulate
emotions have been shown to predict academic performance in medical training,
above and beyond cognitive ability and conscientiousness (Libbrecht et al., 2014).
Similarly, an SJT assessing interpersonal skills was shown to predict academic and
clinical performance in medicine, above and beyond cognitive ability (Lievens,
2013). Both text-based and video-based SJT formats have been trialed in medicine
and video-based formats have demonstrated higher predictive validity (Lievens &
Sackett, 2006) and generally received more favorable evaluations (Kanning et al.,
2006).

Limited research has been dedicated to exploring how SJTs can be used for law
school selection. One study, however, found that an SJT measuring non-cognitive
qualities associated with lawyer effectiveness correlated with 23 of 26 lawyer effec-
tiveness criterion outcomes, with correlations ranging from 0.11 to 0.21 (Shultz &
Zedeck, 2011). Here, SJT scores were associated with more outcomes than LSAT
scores and the size of the correlations appeared to be bigger, suggesting that research
in this area may be worth conducting.

Large organizations have used SJTs for personnel selection for decades, using the
method to assess a wide range of constructs, including interpersonal skills, leadership,
personality, and heterogeneous composites of multiple constructs. A meta-analysis
reported that the associations between SJTs and job performance ranged from 0.19
(for job knowledge and skills) to as high as 0.43 (for personality composites; Christian
et al., 2010). In line with medical school selection research findings, video-based
SJTs demonstrated stronger criterion-related validity than text versions (Christian
et al., 2010). Given the multidimensional nature of SJTs, their internal consistency
is often low to moderate (Lievens et al., 2008). However, there are minimal group
differences (including gender and race) on SJT performance (Whetzel et al., 2008).
More information on SJTs, especially pertaining to teacher selection, can be found
in Chaps. 7 and 9.

Interviews. Interviews are face-to-face interactions between one or more inter-
viewers with one or more interviewees. There are two broad types of interview
formats: structured and unstructured. Structured interviews consist of pre-determined
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questions with set scoring keys that are consistent across applicants. Unstructured
interviews have no set format: the questions can differ between applicants and the
scoring of the applicants are often overall impressions with no set scoring key. Panel
interviews are an interview format with multiple interviewers and, although they
are often perceived to have higher reliability and validity than individual interviews,
evidence for this seems to be inconclusive (Dixon et al., 2002).

Interviews have been long used for medical school selection. The interviewers
for medical school selection may be faculty members of the medical school and/or
community members who are given interview training by medical school selection
staff. Despite the popular use of interviews, especially in the final stage of medical
school selection, past research shows that the reliability of structured interviews
used for medical school selection can be low to moderate (Kreiter et al., 2004). This
finding is surprising because interviews have high face validity and are widely used
across numerous medical schools globally.

Interviews are infrequently used in law school selection, but they are one of
the most frequently used methods for personnel selection (Anderson & Witvliet,
2008). Structured interviews show higher validity and reliability than unstructured
interviews (Posthuma et al., 2002). There are only small inter-group differences when
using structured interviews, with particularly low differences for interviews focusing
on behavior (Moscoso, 2000). Applicants perceive interviews as a fairer method of
selection than other methods (Hausknecht et al., 2004), with applicants typically
expecting that interviews will take place as part of the selection process (Lievens
et al., 2003). From the employers’ perspective, interviews are seen as a chance to
assess the applicants’ social and communication skills.

Multiple mini-interviews (MMIs). A specific type of interview, multiple mini-
interviews (MMIs; see Chap. 8 for discussion on applications in teacher selection),
are increasingly being adopted to replace traditional interviews for medical selec-
tion (Patterson et al., 2016). The underlying assumption of MMIs is that a greater
sampling of behaviors provides more information about the suitability of applicants
and increases the reliability of the interview process. In MMIs, applicants rotate
through 5 to 12 stations for brief interviews (typically 5-10 min) and to complete
various tasks (Gafni et al., 2012). These stations differ in the type of interview admin-
istered. For example, one station may require applicants to describe what they would
do in certain situations (situational judgment stations), another station might require
applicants to describe what they did in the past in a particular situation (behavioral
interview station), and another might ask the applicant to engage in a conversation
with an actor playing the role of a patient. Of these types, behavioral interview
stations seem to best differentiate among applicants (Eva & Macala, 2014).

Investigating MMI’s overall validity in medical school selection, Eva et al. (2012)
found that those who were rejected at an institution because of low MMI scores also
received lower scores on the Canadian national licensing examinations than those
who were not rejected given their MMI scores. Furthermore, the magnitude and
the direction of MMI’s concurrent validity with a national medical school aptitude
test seemed to differ depending on the content of the aptitude test. Specifically,
there was a small positive correlation with a section on reasoning in humanities and
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social sciences (0.26) and a small negative correlation with a section on reasoning
in biological and physical sciences (—0.15), suggesting a multi-faceted relationship
with different aptitudes (Roberts et al., 2008).

MMIs seem to be moderately to highly reliable (Rahim & Yusoff, 2016) and are
favorably perceived by both applicants and examiners (Eva et al., 2004). Neverthe-
less, sufficient interviewer training and consistent scoring scheme is necessary given
the inevitable subjective nature of interviews in general. All in all, MMIs appear to
be a promising interview format for medical school selection with the potential for
application in other fields, including teacher education.

Assessment centers. Assessment centers (ACs) are a suite of individual and group
exercises that aim to assess a variety of applicant attributes that relate both directly
and indirectly to a particular training or job opportunity. ACs can consist of group
exercises, written/in-tray tasks, oral presentations, and interactive exercises. The AC
format has not been widely explored for entrance into law school or medical educa-
tion; however, some similar formats have been used for selection into postgraduate
medical training (e.g., Randall, Davies et al., 2006; Randall, Stewart et al., 2006).
Further evidence is needed before the use of ACs could be widely endorsed for
medical school selection (Patterson et al., 2016).

Since their introduction over 50 years ago, ACs have been extensively used for
personnel selection given their high face validity (Sackett & Lievens, 2008). A
meta-analysis reported that ACs most commonly assess six dimensions of cognitive
and non-cognitive attributes: consideration of others, communication skills, motiva-
tion, persuasive power, organization and planning skills, and problem-solving skills
(Arthur et al., 2003). One of the barriers to using ACs is the high cost associated with
administering this type of selection method. Job analyses are typically conducted
to identify important dimensions of jobs, followed by training of multiple asses-
sors who would rate applicants’ performance in each of the identified dimensions
(International Taskforce on Assessment Center Guidelines, 2015). As with inter-
views, highly trained assessors are needed to ensure that the selection method is
useful in making predictions about future behaviors and outcomes. ACs tend to have
weak measurement properties, especially in relation to the reliability of the scoring
(Jackson et al., 2016). Moreover, in Schmidt and Hunter’s (1998) meta-analysis, AC
methods did not demonstrate significant incremental validity when combined with
GMA in predicting overall job performance (a gain of 0.02 points). Furthermore, a
meta-analysis reported that the standardized differences between ethnic subgroups
(d) can be large, with White applicants scoring higher than Black applicants (d =
0.52) and Hispanic applicants (d = 0.28; Dean et al., 2008). Thus, more research to
ensure the rigorousness and fairness of the method and its scoring may be necessary.

Reference checks. References provided by applicants typically include letters
(or contact details) from individuals who know the applicant from a personal or
professional context. These are used to verify the character (e.g., teamwork skills,
organization skill) and work history of the applicants.

Reference checks are widely used in medical school selection (Kuncel et al.,
2014). However, evidence of their predictive validity is mixed. Some researchers
have found evidence supporting their predictive validity (e.g., DeZee et al., 2014)
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but other researchers found inconsistent or no evidence in predicting medical school
performance (e.g., Poole et al., 2009). However, it difficult to differentiate applicants
using references. Most references provided are exclusively or mostly positive, with
any negative indicators given ‘in code’—a referee may have sent a ‘hidden message’
but is missed by the assessor, which raises questions as to the appropriateness of
including reference checks as part of medical school selection procedure (Stedman
et al., 2009).

There is scant research examining how law schools use references as part of
their selection system. We can, however, draw from the literature on how refer-
ences are used for college and graduate admission generally. A meta-analysis on the
relationship between references and undergraduate, graduate, and medical school
performance found that there are modest correlations and little incremental validity
over traditional academic predictors (Kuncel et al., 2014).

Reference checks add very little to predicting overall job performance when
combined with GMA (Schmidt & Hunter, 1998). Their low predictive validity may be
the result of uncertainty about what content should be assessed and how the content,
typically positive, can be used to differentiate between applicants. Furthermore, low
inter-rater reliability (around 0.40) means that there is a problem in the trustworthi-
ness of the data from reference letters (Kuncel et al., 2014). This issue is in addition
to limited research on adverse impact for particular groups and limited evidence
supporting the use of reference letters except for their face validity. Thus, if references
are used for selection, they may be useful for cross-checking or confirming applicant
details at the final stages of selection rather than as a criterion for progression to a
subsequent stage of selection.

5.3 What Can We Learn from Selection in Other Fields?

We have reviewed the common methods used in medical school selection, law school
selection, and personnel selection. What can we learn from these fields that we can
apply to teacher selection?

1. Use multiple selection methods. There is no magical selection method that
can do everything. That is, one selection method should not be used as the only
method to choose individuals into teacher training or employment. Rather, a carefully
designed selection procedure consisting of multiple methods is best. Using multiple
selection methods can: (a) allow assessments of multiple important constructs, (b)
allow certain selection methods to ‘select in” or ‘select out’ applicants at various
stage of the selection procedure, (c) reduce costs as certain selection methods can
be used to mass-screen a large pool of applicants so that a smaller pool of applicants
can be invited to undergo more intensive (and expensive) selection methods, and (d)
increase predictive validity by using multiple predictors rather than a single predictor.

2. Use evidence-informed selection methods. It is easy to include selection
methods that have been used in the field for a long time and that are easy to admin-
ister. However, as we have reviewed in this chapter, there is varying strength of
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evidence for each selection method. It is best to use selection methods that have
the strongest evidence behind them (see Chap. 4 for issues to consider in decision-
making). Examining the evidence that is available within and outside of the target
field helps develop a strong theoretical and empirical rationale for the use of particular
selection methods.

3. Distinguish between selection method and selection constructs. Before a
selection method is chosen, consideration should be given to decisions about which
constructs the selection process is targeting for assessment. After the constructs
of interest are identified, one should assess which methods can best assess these
constructs. For example, if communication skills are the target construct, one should
consider a variety of methods that can assess this construct, such as MMIs and SJTs,
and compare the evidence behind each of the methods. After choosing the selection
method(s), one should make sure that the construct is indeed featured as a criterion
in the procedure. For example, if communication skills are the construct of interest
and interviews were chosen as a method to assess this, communication skills need to
be explicitly featured in the structure of the interviews and the scoring criteria.

4. Include structure in interviews. Interviews are one of the most popular selec-
tion methods, with considerable evidence supporting the use of structured interviews
over unstructured interviews. Unfortunately, structured interviews are less often used
in practice for personnel selection (Lievens & De Paepe, 2004). Some of the explana-
tions given by human resources personnel chime with why unstructured interviews
are more frequently used in teacher selection; for example, interviewers’ desire to
establish an informal contact with the interviewees and to have greater discretion
over the interview questions. Furthermore, conducting highly structured interviews
can be quite costly both in time and money as they require additional processes,
such as a job-analysis to form the interview questions, formulation of scoring proce-
dures, and interviewer training to ensure standard scoring procedures. In contrast to
common concerns, there is considerable flexibility when creating structured inter-
views (Levashina et al., 2014). Although it may be easy for interviewers to feel
that unstructured interviews give a greater ‘feel’ for the applicants, the evidence is
clear: structured interviews have greater predictive validity evidence than unstruc-
tured interviews. In the future, MMIs may become a more common method of
implementing structured interviews in teacher selection (see Chap. 8).

5.4 Chapter Summary

To improve teacher selection methods, it is important to examine research from
multiple contexts, including from fields outside of education, where there are existing,
and often stronger, research foundations. This chapter reviewed the selection methods
used for entrance into medical schools, law schools, and for employment in organiza-
tions (personnel selection). We outlined that the research base for different selection
methods varies widely—from those with little evidence (e.g., reference checks) to
those with stronger evidence (e.g., SJTs and MMIs). The combination and weighting
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of the methods included in a selection program should be carefully considered and
scrutinized against the needs of the program or organization, and resources that are
available. In the next chapter, we will turn specifically to the selection of prospective
teachers and explore historical and current research and practices in this field.
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