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The Teacher Columbine: Exploring a Method of Predicting Pre-service Teacher Performance

Introduction/Need for Research
	There is no perfect way to determine if a pre-service teacher is prepared to start his or her profession. However, discovering another way to assess them before entering their individual careers is something that can not only help the potential school’s hiring process, but can also help improve the program that the prospective educator is graduating from. Grade point average, recommendations, observations and college entrance assessments have all been documented as tools for evaluating the performance and predicting the outcome of a pre-service, however, each provide reliability and bias issues (Smith, 1973).
	One possible method of evaluating teacher performance and outcome is to further investigate pre-service teacher’s ability to make accurate decisions quickly. Cano (1995) used the Developing Cognitive Abilities Test (DCAT) to assess the cognitive abilities of students on three cognition levels (basic cognitive abilities, application abilities, and critical thinking abilities) using items on three content areas (verbal, quantitative, and spatial). The three cognition levels (basic, application, and critical thinking) are consistent with the first five cognitive levels of Bloom's taxonomy -- knowledge, comprehension, application, analysis, and synthesis. Cano found that in regard to student performance on the various levels of cognition, students of agriculture tended to score at higher percentages than students of other subjects such as science (Billeh, 1974), English (Purves, 1971), and social sciences (Hunkins, 1969). However, no study has measured the pre-service’s ability to make quick decisions.
Evaluating an individual’s performance and outcome in order to predict their level of performance is a topic of discussion and examination beyond the realm of education. The National Football League (NFL) assesses all incoming rookies as a predictor of their decision-making and professional performance (Hatch, 2008). The assessement has fell into question with research supporting a lack of correlation between on-field performance and assessment scores (Mirabile, 2005). However, business models believe that the assessment of cognition is valuable in the professional performance in corporate employees (Chesbrough, 2010).

Conceptual/Theoretical Framework
The Item Response Theory (IRT), a model-based approach to psychological measurement, guided this study. The IRT provides a model-based link between responses and characteristics assessed (Drasgow & Hulin, 1990). IRT represents a general framework for understanding the relationship between an individual standing on an underlying factor (e.g., a particular skill, ability, or trait) and their responses to assessment items designed to measure that underlying factor. Given a set of items with known characteristics and a set of responses to those items, IRT permits the calculation of a score that estimates the individual’s comprehension of the assessment (Wells, 2012).

Methodology
Formerly known as the Wonderlic Personnel test, subjects take a 12-minute, 50-question exam and are assessed a grade based on their abilities. The test itself consists of a series of English, reading, math, and logic problems that increase in difficulty as the test progresses (Wells, 2012). In fact, the first set of questions is generally considered quite easy for testers with average intelligence. The final ten questions or so are considered to be the most difficult, although not too difficult for college-educated test takers. There are no penalties for right or wrong answers. The more questions the individual scores correctly, the higher the score they receive (McKelvie, 1989). 
A score of 20 is considered average for the test (Wells, 2012). For this project, students, both freshmen and seniors, in the University of [STATE]’s Agricultural Education Program will be asked to participate in the Wonderlic Cognitive Ability Test to assess their cognitive intelligence, determining which students were at or above this mark. 

Results/Findings
The results show that the majority of the pre-service teachers at the University of [STATE]’s Agricultural Education program, both seniors and freshmen, are above the average intelligence threshold (m = 21) of the Wonderlic Cognitive Ability Test. The overall group mean was 26.19, with the senior class (m = 26.67) scoring higher than the current freshmen class’ (m = 25.70). Although, the student scores were higher than the set average threshold, the range of student scores reflect the diversity of cognition among the students (See Figure 1.0).

Figure 1.0. Pre-service Teacher Performance on Cognitive Ability Assessment



Conclusion/Implications/Recommendations
The findings indicate that all students were above the threshold of what the Wonderlic Company identifies as average intelligence. The IRT assist in predicating the outcome of an individual’s work performance once established. Since the study was the beginning instillation of examination, further research is necessary before prediction outcomes of future pre-service teachers can be made. The researchers should further monitor the progress of the senior pre-service teachers during their student teaching experience as well as their first five years of teaching. Currently, the teacher educators at the University of [STATE] need to examine their course syllabi and develop alternate methods of developing the skill set among the pre-service teachers or limitations will exist in the learning (Cano & Martinez, 1991). 
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