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Introduction

A qualified teacher is one of the most significant determinants of quality and efficiency in
education. Teachers are an important factor in attaining school objectives. At the same time they are the
rightful owners of the educational product and the key to the student achievement (Oktay & Unutkan,
2008, p. 8). For the elements of the educational program and the teacher, student, school administration,
and families to function together as a whole, qualified teachers are a requirement (Oktar & Yazcayir,
2008). Thus, the teacher and teacher’s quality becomes prominent among the components of education
(Bikmaz & Giiler, 2002; Adigtizel, 2005; Saglam & Kiiriim, 2005; Cakmak, 2009). Initial prerequisite for
a qualified teacher is a quality teacher training. Sustaining the desired quality in teacher training is
dependent on the quality of the instructors, physical equipment, administration, educational programs
of teacher training institutions and on the quality of the pre-service teachers admitted in these
institutions (Eristi, 2004, p. 28). Qualified teacher training could be expressed as the activities performed
by qualified teachers and qualified students. Thus, the components of the qualified teacher training are
conceived as “successful teacher,” “qualified student,” “quality education” and “a serious and
disciplined educational environment” (Adigiizel, 2008, p. 2).
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For qualified teacher training, qualified pre-service teachers are required. Thus, the candidates,
who chose the teaching occupation, must have certain traits to be qualified students. Because, in studies
scrutinizing the traits that a good teacher must have, personal traits of teachers were determined to be
the most significant (Sherman & Blaackman, 1975; Das, El-Sabban, & Bener, 1996, Wilson & Cameron,
1996; Tezer, 1998; Pozo-Munoz, Rebolloso, & Fernandez-Ramirez, 2000; Cetin, 2001; Senemoglu, 2001;
Kiziltepe, 2002; Yoncalik, 2002; Aydogdu, 2003; Sarpkaya, 2005; Arnon & Reichel, 2007; Geng, 2007;
Oktar & Yazgayir, 2008; Telli, Brok, & Cakiroglu, 2008). Thus, the personal traits of the teachers
cardinally affect the achievements of the students and these personal traits of the teachers also directly
affect the student behavior (Unal & Ada, 2000, p. 78; Acikgoz, 2004, p. 12). This fact makes itself evident
significantly in every stage of formal education. However, the quality of teachers, their efficiency and
their proficiency in the occupation is not always a natural result of a quality educational system and
their quality training. There is also a need for the harmony between the personality traits and the
occupational traits of the teachers (Hotaman, 2011, p. 128). In other words, the efficiency of teachers is
not only related to the improvement of the programs implemented in teacher training institutions (Uras
& Kunt, 2005). Values, attitudes, personality traits and experiences that teachers have altogether affect
the student behavior directly (Bilen, 1996, p. 16). At this point, it is of essence to consider the personal
traits of the individuals to select qualified students for the teacher training institutions.

Literature review revealed that there is no standard used for student selection for teacher
training institutions in Turkey, and the only study on the issue was conducted by Ok (1991). In countries
such as the USA, the UK and Sweden, admittance standard studies are conducted by regional or
statewide relevant institutions, and teacher-training institutions admit students based on these
standards (George & Kathryne, 1996; Giinay & Giir, 2009, p. 6; Jacobowitz, Delorenzo, & Adirim, 2000).
Standards for teacher training institutions provide a realistic view on the definition of teaching. As a
result of these standards, a framework that includes suitable criteria was formed in the selection,
training and monitoring the developments of pre-service teachers in the pre-service dimension of
teacher training (TQELT, 2001 as cited in Saglam & Adigiizel, 2009, p. 303). Therefore, standards in
teacher training reflect the specifications that should be accomplished to train qualified teachers in
teacher training institutions.

Faculties of education that are teacher training institutions in Turkey accept students based on
scores obtained in central tests conducted by OSYM and the students” middle education GPAs. Teacher
training programs in Turkey accept students based on scores in tests that only measure cognitive
behavior (YOK, 2007). However, conducted studies reported that this situation is quite problematic and
established that academic knowledge of pre-service teachers had a low impact on predicting their
teaching achievements (Beswick, 1990; Baskin, Ross, & Smith, 1996; Mikitovics & Crehan, 2002; Olstad,
Beal, & Marrett, 1987; Ozsoy & Unal, 2010; Riggs & Riggs, 1990; Salzman, 1991; Vaughn, Everhart,
Sharpe, & Schimmel2000; Guyton & Farokhi, 1987; Haberman, 1987; Sheehtman & Godfried, 1993).
Furthermore, Ercoskun and Nalcac1 (2009) stressed that there was a negative correlation between
university entrance test performances and academic success of pre-service classroom teachers. Different
negative situations arise when the reasons of pre-service teachers to prefer teaching profession are
scrutinized. Studies on this subject demonstrated that most pre-service teachers chose the profession
because their scores were only sufficient for teaching departments and again most pre-service teachers
had teaching profession as their 11t or lower preference (Sara & Kocabasg, 2012, pp. 11-12). Certain other
studies showed that pre-service teachers preferred the teaching profession due to selfish and external
factors (Kaya, 1984; Eskicumali, 2002; Giirbiiz & Siiliin, 2004; Ubuz & Sari, 2008; Ustiiner, Demirtas, &
Comert, 2009; Cermik, Dogan, & Sahin, 2010; Erdemir, 2010; Ozsoy, Ozsoy, Ozkara, & Memis, 2010;
Cetin, 2012). Furthermore, negligence of the interests and abilities of the students in the field was also
stressed as another problem (Kaya, 1984; Haberman, 1987; Russel, Persing, Dunn, & Rankin, 1990). As
a result, it could be argued that the criteria determined by teacher training institutions for pre-service
teachers in Turkey are inadequate. Thus, it is necessary for teacher training institutions to consider
affective characteristics while selecting students and they should vary their acceptance criteria to
measure affective traits as well and abovementioned studies clearly demonstrate the significance of the
sitation.
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Studies demonstrated that the determination of the standards in educational process and
teacher efficiencies was quite significant to accomplish qualified teacher training. Another significant
factor is the criteria that would be used when students were admitted to teacher training institutions.
In this context, this study is quite significant in determination of admittance standards on the teacher
training institution student candidates’ personal traits, interests, health, field knowledge, intellectual
levels, attitudes, skills, technological predispositions and technology use. Furthermore, this study
stresses an important deficiency in the teacher training system and presents suggestions to complement
this deficiency.

Within the framework of this significance, the study aims to determine the admittance standard
fields and performance indicators for teacher training institutions using the Delphi technique. Based on
the above-mentioned aim, the research question was expressed as the following: “What should be the
admittance standard areas and performance indicators expected in pre-service teacher candidates for
teacher training institutions?”.

Method

The present study is a qualitative research and criterion sampling method, which is one of the
purposeful sampling methods, was utilized. Furthermore, in the study, admittance standards for
candidates that aim to become teachers for teacher training institutions were attempted to be
determined using Delphi technique. The technique is an effort to obtain a rational consensus from a
selected group of experts, in a way, an effort to reach a consensus (Quinn, 1986; Sackman, 1975; Demirel,
2006, p. 86). The implementation of the technique entails the completion of survey forms by the experts
successively. After each application the results are shared with the experts and this operation continues
until a consensus is reached. The researcher planned the process of the determination of admittance
standards for teacher training institutions in three rounds and at the end of the third round the
standards that received maximum consensus were accepted as admittance standards. The
implementation of the method is presented in detail in Figure 1.
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Figure 1. Stages of the Application of the Study Method
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1. Determination of the Expert Group

During the formation of the expert group for the study conducted to determine admittance
standards for teacher training institutions using the Delphi technique, certain criteria were sought in
the experts to obtain efficient and reliable results.

The following criteria were considered in the selection process for the experts:

- To participate in the study on a volunteer basis,

- To have a doctorate in the field of education,

- To work at a teacher training institution, and

- To be published in a peer-reviewed journal in the field of teacher training.

It was considered that the criteria identified based on the aim and content of the study would
increase the validity of the data obtained in relation to the objective of the study. An expert pool was
created using the information on the web sites of universities that incorporated a faculty of education
based on the criteria mentioned above. The expert pool consisted of 145 experts and an invitation letter
explaining the aim of the study, the details of the methodology and requesting whether he or she would
be able to participate in the study was sent. The letter was sent to the designated experts using e-mail
and 34 experts replied stating that they would participate on a voluntary basis. Others stated that they
would not be able to participate due to various reasons.

2. Determination of the Standards
In this stage, admittance standards for teacher training institutions were determined using the
Delphi technique. The technique was planned in three rounds and finalized after the third round.

2.1. Delphil

Designing the Survey Form

Initially studies conducted in Turkey and abroad on the subject matter were researched for the
Delphi I application. In the research, the traits required for the candidates of teacher training institutions
were studied and listed. Data classification process was conducted based on the classifications denoted
by Ok (1991) in his study and draft standard fields were created. Opinion of 3 experts from Mustafa
Kemal University (MKU) Faculty of Education, Educational Sciences, Primary Education Science
Department was obtained on the draft standard fields. At the end of the study conducted in the light of
the opinion obtained, it was determined that the standard fields would be limited with the following
and their content would be determined: Personality traits, interest, health, knowledge, attitude, skill,
technology and others. Thus, Delphi I survey form was finalized. The application expert group was then
asked to itemize the traits required from teacher candidates based on the determined standard fields.

Delivery of the Survey Form to the Experts and Their Feedback

The survey designed was delivered to 34 experts via e-mail. The response period for Delphi I
survey form was determined as one month. At the end of the deadline 24 experts provided feedback,
the others did not reply although they were warned via e-mail. The feedback rate of the survey was
71%.

Analysis of the Data and Design of Delphi I Survey Form

24 survey forms were sorted based on data quality. 21 survey forms were accepted in the
analysis based on data quality and 3 were discarded due to non-conformity with the objectives of the
survey. Remaining 21 survey forms were analyzed using descriptive analysis method. Initially the
responses in standard fields were organized based on predetermined themes and divided into specific
codes. These codes were expressed as performance indicators and in addition to these items; certain
traits studied in the literature were accepted as performance indicators and were included in the survey
form that was sent to the experts in the second round. Validity studies were conducted on the Delphi II
survey designed by the authors with 6 experts from the departments of Educational Sciences, Science
Education, Turkish Education and Classroom Teaching prior to its delivery to the experts. Required
alterations were implemented in the light of the expert views and then the survey was presented to an
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expert from Turkish Education Department for Turkish language validity study. After the necessary
corrections executed as a result of this study, the Delphi II survey form that would be sent to the panel
members was finalized.

There were changes implemented in the standard fields of the survey. In parallel to the views
of the panel members and the experts who contributed to the validity study, “knowledge” standard
field was renamed as “intellectual level” and it was decided that the traits originally considered in the
standard field of “others” would be placed in other standard fields. Consequently, the survey consisted
of 7 standard fields (Personal Traits, Interest, Health, Intellectual Level, Attitude, Skill, and Technology)
and 112 performance indicators. In the survey 5-item Likert-type scale was used between “I completely
agree” (5) and “I completely disagree” (1). The survey form designed was sent to the same expert group.
The experts had the opportunity to write comments and notes for any item in addition to expressing
their opinion on the 5-item scale.

2.2. Delphi II

Delivery of the Survey Form to the Experts and Their Feedback

Delphi II survey form was sent to 21 experts and a deadline was set within 10 days. 19 survey
forms were returned by the deadline with a return rate of 90.48%.

Analysis of Data

19 Delphi II survey forms returned by the experts were all evaluated. Data was loaded into the
SPSS software package and First Quarter (Q1), Median (Md), Third Quarter (QQ3) and Amplitude (R)
values obtained were analyzed. These values were utilized to determine whether a consensus was
reached on each item in the survey. The low difference in amplitude value meant the experts has
reached a consensus on that item and a high difference meant the experts were not able to reach a
consensus on the item. According to Zeliff and Heldenbrand (1993), it could be accepted that in items
with the amplitude between the quarters was less than 1.2 there was a consensus, and in items with a
value of 1.2 and over there was no consensus (Cited by Sahin, 2001). Since there was no consensus
between the experts on some items, the study proceeded to the Delphi III application.

Design of the Delphi IlI Survey Form

The responses given by the experts to the survey in Delphi III application were analyzed and
Q1, Md, Q3 and R values were determined. The items in Delphi II survey were conserved without any
changes and the responses of the experts and statistical analyses were added next to these responses.
Furthermore, the explanations and comments of the experts on the items they disagreed were also sent
to the panel as an addendum.

The experts were asked to write their responses in a new column in case their views changed
after they examined the responses given to the Delphi Il survey, statistical analyses and explanation and
comments. In this stage the aim is to allow the experts to review their responses to the Delphi II survey
and to let them change their opinion if necessary.

2.3. Delphi III

Delivery of the Survey Form to the Experts and Their Feedback

Delphi III survey including the statistical analyses, the responses of the experts to the previous
survey and the explanations and comments of the experts on the items of the survey was resent to the
19 experts.

Analysis of the Data

18 experts replied to the Delphi III survey sent to 19 experts. 6 experts changed their responses
while 12 insisted on their replies. The data collected via the new responses of 6 experts and the old
responses of the remaining 12 experts was analyzed in SPSS software package. In the analysis of the
data, Q1, Md, Q3 and R values were utilized. 11 items with an amplitude value of 1.2 or over were
considered as no consensus items and dismissed from the survey. Furthermore the explanations and
comments of the experts were evaluated and 28 more items were dismissed from the survey. It was

119



Education and Science 2016, Vol 41, No 187, 115-136 R. Kahramanoglu & E. Bay

stated about these 28 dismissed items that certain items could not be measured or could be measured
with extreme difficulty; therefore they could not be expressed as performance indicators. On 17 items,
it was stated that these performance indicators could only be gained by pre-service and in-service
training by the pre-service teachers and it was not possible that the candidates could have these traits.
In addition experts argued that certain items included certain others and one of these should be
preferred or the statement should be expressed in a more comprehensive way. As a result of these
criticisms and suggestions, 8 standard fields and 56 performance indicators were established for the
survey, and the survey form was finalized.

Findings

Findings of the study are presented in this section. Admittance standards for teacher training
institutions are determined using the Delphi technique. The technique was implemented in three
rounds and the findings are presented in accordance.

Delphi I Application Findings
This section presents the responses by 24 participating experts on the 8 standard fields in the
Delphi I survey.

The experts participating in the Delphi I application specified 56 different personal traits for
teacher candidates (Appendix 1). Total frequency of these traits was 151. The traits stressed the most by
the experts were patience (f=12), self-confidence (f=10), tolerance (f=7), fairness (f=6), philanthropy (f=6),
inquisitiveness (f=6), honesty (f=5) and being open-minded (f=5). In addition, experts stressed the
following traits for teacher candidates: respectful, responsible, egalitarian, philanthropist, democratic,
with self-respect.

Experts delivered 18 different opinions on the standard field of interest (Appendix 2). Total
frequency of these opinions was 52. The trait that the experts stressed the most was “loving one’s
profession” (f=7) for the teacher candidates. This was followed by their interest in fields like arts, sports,
etc. (f=6), genuine interest in profession of teaching (f=5), their interest in reading books (f=5), their
sensitivity towards social issues (f=4), interest in learning (f=3) and their interest in the field they would
teach (f=3).

Experts participating in the study delivered 11 different opinions on the standard field of health
(Appendix 3). Total frequency of these 11 different traits was 46. The trait that the experts stressed the
most was “to have a healthy psychology” (f=17) for the teacher candidates. Other traits mentioned by
the experts in the subject of health were not having any visual (f=6), verbal (f=5), or auditory (f=5)
problems, not having any orthopedic problems (f=5). In addition the experts stressed the following
traits: not suffering from a contagious disease, no neurological impediments related to brain, not
suffering from schizophrenia, and having basic health knowledge.

16 different traits were stated on knowledge standard field (Appendix 4). Total frequency of
these traits was 63. The traits that the experts stressed the most were “to have pedagogical knowledge”
(f=12) and “to have preliminary knowledge on the teaching field of study” (f=11) for the teacher
candidates. In addition, traits of to have a general culture and knowledge about the world (f=8),
knowledge and literacy in Turkish (f=6), knowledge on self culture (f=6) were the others mentioned by
the experts. Some experts stressed that the teacher candidates should have knowledge on social,
economical, educational, technological, etc. daily events (f=4) and should have knowledge on the basic
concepts in social sciences (philosophy, sociology and psychology) (f=4). In addition to these traits,
experts also mentioned the traits of knowing how to approach students with special needs and
appropriate educational methods for these (f=3) and to know general characteristics of the occupation
of teaching (f=2).
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Experts participating in the study delivered 18 different traits on the standard field of attitude
(Appendix 5) and the total frequency of these traits were 43. Experts stressed the most the necessity for
the teacher candidates to have an attitude of acceptance towards individuals with differences (f=9).
Other traits mentioned most frequently by the experts were the teacher candidates to have a democratic
attitude (f=5), and to have a positive attitudes towards the school, students and the occupation of
teaching (f=5). Some experts stressed that the teacher candidates should make self-sacrifices to better
perform their profession (f=3), should have positive social relations with the students (f=2), should have
basic ethical values (f=2) and should stress the moral side of the occupation of teaching rather than the
economical side (f=2). Furthermore, the experts mentioned traits such as having a high expectation on
the learning of the students and behavior that the students should gain, and not reflecting their
ideologies in insruction.

Experts participating in the study delivered 29 traits on the standard field of skills (Appendix
6). The total frequency of these traits was 113. The most frequently mentioned traits that teacher
candidates should have by the experts were communication (f=14), problem solving (f=12), research-
analysis (f=10), critical (f=9), empathy (f=9), reflective (f=7), rhetorical and oratory (f=6), collaborative
(f=6) and teaching (f=5) skills. These skills were followed by ability to act based on science, creative
thinking, decision-making and reasoning skills.

Experts stated 14 different traits on the standard field of technology (Appendix 7). Total
frequency of these traits was 44. Under the heading of technology, most of the experts stressed that the
teacher candidates should be able to use information and communication technologies (f=12). In
addition, to follow up educational and supporting technologies (f=7), to follow up information and
communications technologies (f=7), to use educational and supporting technologies (f=4), to be willing
to use technologies (f=3), and to be able to choose and use appropriate technologies (f=3) were the other
traits expressed by the experts.

Experts expressed 5 traits on the standard field of “others” (Appendix 8) and the frequency of
these traits was 5. Experts stressed that the candidates who want to become teachers should be sensitive
in professional development, informed about life-long learning, not conservative and shy about human
relations and should commit themselves to their profession.

Delphi II and 111 Application Findings

The survey used in the Delphi III application was the same survey used for the Delphi II. The
survey that was sent to the experts contained the analysis results of the Delphi II survey and the
responses of the experts for the Delphi II survey. The experts were able to see the responses of other
participants as well as their own answers to the previous survey and were also able to read the
explanations and comments by the experts on the items they did not agree on. Thus, the experts were
given the chance of changing their answers if they changed their opinion. In this stage, the frequency of
the opinion changes by the experts in the Delphi III survey, the items for which they have changed their
opinion, how did the changes occur and generally the amplitude values for the responses of the 18
experts in the survey are presented.
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Table 1. Summary of Changes Executed by the Experts in the Delphi III Survey

Assigned number of participant
experts in Delphi III application

Frequency of change (f)

O 00 N O U b W N =

S Yy
0 NI N U = LN R O

19
Total

Did not respond to Delphi III survey.

0
44

In the third phase of the Delphi application, 19 experts participated in the study, but only 18

responded to the survey. One expert did not responded to the survey. 6 of the experts that replied

changed their answers in the previous survey; the remaining 12 experts did not make any changes in

their answers. Thus, they have insisted on their responses. The first expert that participated in the survey
changed his or her view only in one item in the Delphi IIl survey. The second and the fourth experts
changed their views in 2 items, seventh expert in 21 items, tenth expert in 10 items and fifteenth expert

in 6 items. In total, 6 experts changed their views in 44 items.

Table 2. Changes Implemented by the Experts in Delphi III Survey

The Ch i
Item Number Item e Change in
Scale
A4 Spends time and effort to learn about innovations. From4to5
A5 Spends effo.rt to cha.nge environmental conditions to From 4 to 5
implement innovations.
A8 Is aware of his (her) strong and weak characteristics. From 3 to 4
A27 Displays the strength to fight occupational problems. From 2 to 4
. . s From4to5
B4 I;eaidi dlfferfn)t types of works (Literature, Scientific Journals, From 3 to 5
ociology, etc.). From 4 to 5
B5 Willing to know and understand students and their families. From2to 4
B10 Participates in NGO activities. From4to5
c1 Has no 9rthoped1c inability to prevent the fulfillment of From 4 to 5
occupational tasks.
o Has no visual disability to prevent the fulfillment of From 4 to 5

occupational tasks.
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Item Number Item The Change in
Scale
Cé Has basic health knowledge. From1to5
D1 Has k'nowlec'lge on sgb]ects that affect him(her)self and his From 4 to 5
(her) immediate environment.
D8 Relates his (her) field and others in an inter-disciplinary From 2 to 3
context.
D11 H_as'kn.owledg.e on the basm. principles of social science related From 4 to 5
disciplines (Philosophy, sociology and psychology, etc.).
D12 Has knowledge on.the ger'leral cultural characteristics of From 3 to 4
different geographical regions of the country.
D13 Explains the current and future status, role and the From4to5
responsibilities of the teaching profession. From 3 to 4
D14 Is politically literate in a basic level. From3to4
F 3to2
D16 Has realistic foresight about the future. rom 2 to
From 3 to 4
D17 @ows about his (her) own culture, belief system, and From 3 to 5
philosophy.
From4to5
D1 . . o e
8 Explains the importance of life-long learning From 4 to 5
El Makes sacrifices to better perform his (her) occupation. From2to 1
E3 Enjoys talking about subjects such as education and learning. From4to5
4 Has high e>.<pectat10ns on the behavior that the students From 3 to 2
should achieve.
E12 Develops positive contacts with people around. From4to3
¥4 Expfesses emotions and thoughts effectively verbally and in From 4 to 5
writing.
F 4to5
F5 Plans for and writes usable knowledge. rom="o
From 3 to 4
B Designs research in compliance with the scientific research From 3 to 2
steps.
F8 Has the skill to work within a group. From4to5
F10 Is flexible against new and difficult situations. From 3 to 4
F17 K_nows abo?lt the successful entrepreneurs in immediate and From 2 to 3
distant environment.
F18 Has the skills to research and interpret the results. From 3 to 2
From 5 to 4
F19 Evaluates the criticism directed to him(her)self objectively. From 4 to 5
From 3 to 4
F21 Spends effort to produce unique results. From3to4
F22 Questions self to understand why he (she) could not solve a From 3 to 4
problem when unsuccessful.
F24 Orders knowledge according to importance. From4to5
Follows up daily events (especially educational) using
G7 technological tools and selects the most appropriate content From2to3
for him(her)self.
Gs Questions the reliability of the sources of knowledge From 2 to 3

transmitted by technological media.
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Table 2 displays the items that the experts that participated in the Delphi Il application changed
their opinion on. The experts changed their views on 36 items and there were a total of 44 changes in
opinion. 4 of these changes were in personal traits standard field, 2 were in interest, 9 were in intellectual
level, 4 were in attitude, 11 were skills and 2 were in technology standards fields.

In all of the fields of personal traits, interest, health and technology standards where there was
a change, the experts changed their views in the positive direction. There was a negative change in an
item in intellectual level standard field (D16), in 3 items in attitude standard field (E1, E4, E12), and in
3 items in skills standard field (F9, F18, F19). In total, the experts changed their views in the negative
direction in 7 items and changed their views in the positive direction in a total of 37 items that were
changed.

In D16, one of the items that changed in the negative direction, the expert changed the initial
value of 3 in the Delphi II survey into a 2 in the Delphi IIl survey. In the remaining items that were
changed in the negative direction, in El, the value was changed from 2 to 1; in E4 from 3 to 2, in E12
from 4 to 3, in F7 from 3 to 2, in F18 from 3 to 2 and in F19 the value was changed from 5 to 4.

In certain items, more than one expert changed their opinion. Three experts implemented
changes in item B4, while 2 experts made changes in items D13, D16, D18, F5 and F19.

The amplitude value analysis results of the responses by the experts in Delphi II and III surveys

on personal traits standard field are displayed in Table 3.

Table 3. The Amplitude Value (R) Analysis Results for Personal Traits Standard Field for Delphi II
and III Surveys

Delphi III Delphi II

A. PERSONAL TRAITS amplitude amplitude
value value
Rs R>
A.l. Manages stress sources that emerge instantly. 1 1
A.2. Stays away from prejudices. 0 0
A3 Uses a respectful language during in-classroom or outside the 0 0
classroom discussions.
A.4. Spends time and effort to learn about innovations. 0 0
AS. Spends effort to change environmental conditions to implement 1 1
innovations.
A.6. Accepts that each individual has unique characteristics. 0 0
A.7. Presents innovative ideas and designs innovative products. 1 1
A.8. Isaware of his (her) strong and weak characteristics. 1 1
A.9. Speaks comfortably in front of others. 0 0
A.10. Fulfills responsibilities assigned in individual or group studies. 0 0
A.11. Tries to live in harmony with the environment. 1 1
A.12. Differentiates fair and unfair behavior and acts justly. 0 0
A.13. Enjoys teaching people. 0 0
A4, Provides environments for others (student, colleague, etc.) where they 1 1
could express themselves comfortably.
A.15. Demands justice when he (she) thinks he (she) faced injustice. 0 0
A.16. Behaviors are in line with universal values. 0 0
A.17. Makes independent self-decisions. 2 2
A.18. Stays away from tense situations. 2 2
A9, Investigates about the new situations related to him(her)self or the field 1 1

of occupation.
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Table 3. Continue

Delphi III Delphi II

A. PERSONAL TRAITS amplitude amplitude
value value
Rs R>

A.20. Orders Daily tasks based on their importance. 1 1
Knows about basic rights and freedoms and reflects these in his (her)

A.21. , 0 0
behavior.

A.22. Respects the privacy of personal life. 0 0
Stresses the independence of the judiciary and rule of law and reflects

A.23. o : 0 0
these principles in his (her) behavior.

A.24. Perceives individual and social differences as a source of richness. 0 0

A.25. Knows about the ways to reach the knowledge on new developments. 1 1

A.26. Has the strength to fight against occupational difficulties. 1 1

(If R<1,2 then there is consensus.)

Table 3 demonstrates that the responses of experts for the performance indicators that they
determined for teacher candidates in Delphi III and Delphi II surveys on personal traits did not
differentiate based on consensus. In the performance indicators of “makes independent self-decisions”
and “stays away from tense situations” that the experts could not arrive at a consensus in Delphi II
survey, there was no consensus in the Delphi III survey (R=2) and these items were dismissed from the
survey.

Table 4. The Amplitude Value (R) Analysis Results for Interest Standard Field for Delphi II and III
Surveys

Delphi III Delphi II

B. INTEREST amplitude amplitude
value value
Rs R
B.1. Decides to choose teaching profession voluntarily. 1 1
B.2. Reads books regularly. 1 1
B3, Follows the daily events related to education and the profession of 0 0
teaching.
B Reads different types of works (Literature, Scientific Journals, 1 1
Sociology, etc.).
B.5. Willing to know and understand students and their families. 1 1
B.6. Is sensitive about social issues. 0 0
B.7. Participates in social activities (arts, sports, etc.). 1 1
B.8. Isinterested in learning. 0 0
B.9. Is willing to help others more than self. 1 1
B.10. Participates in NGO activities. 2 2
B.11. Is interested in scientific research. 1 1

(If R<1,2 then there is consensus.)

The responses of experts for the performance indicators in interest standard field in Delphi III
and Delphi II surveys did not differentiate based on consensus. In the performance indicator of
“participates in NGO activities” that the experts could not arrive at a consensus in Delphi II survey,
there was also no consensus in the Delphi Il survey (R=2) and this item was dismissed from the survey.
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Table 5. The Amplitude Value (R) Analysis Results for Health Standard Field for Delphi II and III
Surveys

Delphi III Delphi II

C. HEALTH amplitude amplitude
value value

Rs R>

C.1. Has no orthopedic difficulty affecting performance in occupation. 4 3

C.2. Has no visual inability affecting performance in occupation. 4 4

C.3. Has no auditory problem affecting performance in occupation. 4 4

ca. Has no speech problem (like stuttering) affecting performance in 5 5

occupation.
C.5. Has no psychological problem that deeply affects daily life. 1 1
C.6. Has basic knowledge on health. 2 2

(If R<1,2 then there is consensus.)

The responses of experts for the performance indicators in health standard field in Delphi III
and Delphi II surveys differentiated only in “has no orthopedic difficulty affecting performance in
occupation” indicator. Delphi II amplitude value for the indicator was 3, but the amplitude value for
the indicator in Delphi III became 4. The differences in opinion between the experts increased in the
process. There was no differentiation in the other indicators based on consensus.

In performance indicators of having no orthopedic (R=4), visual (R=4), auditory (R=4) and
speech (R=2) problems that prevent them to perform their duties, on which there was no consensus in
Delphi II survey, no consensus was reached in Delphi III survey as well. These performance indicators
were omitted from the survey.

Table 6. The Amplitude Value (R) Analysis Results for Intellectual Level Standard Field for Delphi II
and III Surveys

Delphi IIT Delphi II

D. INTELLECTUAL LEVEL amplitude amplitude
value value
Rs R

D.1. Knows Turkish grammar. 1 1
D.2. Isfluent in basic knowledge in related field. 1 1
D.3. Has sufficient level of general culture. 1 1
Has knowledge on issues affecting him(her)self and immediate
environment.

D.5. Has basic information on learning and developmental psychology. 1 1
D.6. Knows about the features of self-culture.

D.4.

Understands the effects of cultural differences on eductation and
D.7. .. ) R 0 0
utilizes this understanding in daily life.
Relates his (her) field and other fields within the inter-disciplinary

context.

D.8.

Has information about daily events (social, political, economical,
educational, technological, etc.).

D.10. Has an above-average GPA in secondary education. 2 2
Has knowledge on basic principles in social sciences related disciplines
(philosophy, sociology, psychology, etc.).

Knows about the general cultural characteristics of different
geographical regions in the country.

D.9.

D.11.

D.12.
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Table 6. Continue

Delphi III Delphi II

D. INTELLECTUAL LEVEL amplitude amplitude
value value
Rs R
D.13. Explains the current and future concepts in the profession of teaching 1 1

such as status, role and responsibility.
D.14. Has basic political literacy. 1 1
Knows about the difficulties and problems of the society he (she) lives

D.15. . . 0 0
in and proposes solutions.

D.16. Makes realistic predictions about the future. 1 1

D.17. Knows his (her) own belief system, philosophy and culture well. 0 0

D.18. Explains the importance of life-long learning. 1 1
(If R<1,2 then there is consensus.)

The responses the experts gave for performance indicators for the intellectual level standard
field in Delphi II and Delphi III surveys did not differentiate based on consensus. Experts did not reach
a consensus on the performance indicator of “has an above-average GPA in secondary education” in
both Delphi II and Delphi III surveys and this indicator was excluded from the survey.

Table 7. The Amplitude Value (R) Analysis Results for Attitude Standard Field for Delphi II and III
Surveys

Delphi IIT Delphi II

E. ATTITUDE amplitude amplitude
value value
Rs R
E.1. Makes sacrifices to better perform his (her) occupation. 1 1

Does not discriminate students based on any issue (religion, language,

E2. race, belief, socioeconomic level, gender, etc.). 0 0

E.3. Enjoys talking about subjects such as education and learning. 1 1

4. Has high expectations on the behavior that the students should 1 1
achieve.

Es. Displays acceptance towards individuals with differences (colleague, 0 0
student, parents, etc.).

E.6. Prevents political implications in the classroom. 0 0

E.7. Has a positive attitude towards students and the school. 0 0

ES. Decides based on scientific principles, not based on religion or 0 0
nationality.

E.9. Is sensitive towards individuals with special educational needs. 0 0
Stresses the moral, role-model, performing under every condition and

E.10. : o : . 0 0
work ethic characteristics of the profession of teaching.

E.11. Has a positive attitude towards scientific developments. 0 0

E.12. Develops positive contacts with people around. 1 1

E.13. Listens to people attentively. 0 0

E.14. Is sensitive towards environmental issues. 1 1

(If R<1,2 then there is consensus.)

In Table 7, the responses of the experts to Delphi II and Delphi III surveys did not differentiate
based on consensus. In this case, the experts insisted on their replies in the Delphi II survey.

127



Education and Science 2016, Vol 41, No 187, 115-136 R. Kahramanoglu & E. Bay

Table 8. The Amplitude Value (R) Analysis Results for Skills Standard Field for Delphi Il and III Surveys
Delphi III Delphi II

F. SKILLS Genislik Genislik
Degeri  Degeri
Rs R
F.1. Has afluent, clear, intelligible diction. 1 1
F.2. Used body language effectively. 1 1
F.3. Speaks clearly. 0 0
F.4. Expresses emotions and thoughts effectively verbally and in writing. 0 1
F.5. Plans for and writes usable knowledge. 0 1
F.6. Explains unique traits objectively. 1 1
F.7. Designs research in compliance with the scientific research steps. 1 1
F.8. Has the skill to work within a group. 0 1
F.9. Uses the time efficiently. 0 0
F.10. Is flexible against new and difficult situations. 0 0
F.11. Questions inflexible solutions for problems. 1 1
F.12. Focuses on the real reasons for communication problems to solve them. 0 1
F.13. Explains the underlying reasons for opinion and thoughts. 1 1
F.14. Determines any problem. 1 1
F.15. Defines problems. 1 0
F.16. Comes up with hypotheses to solve a problem. 1 1
F17. Knows about the successful entrepreneurs in immediate and distant 5 5
environment.
F.18. Has the skill to research and interpret the results. 1 1
F.19. Evaluates the criticism directed to him(her)self objectively. 0 0
F.20. Updates own skills based on scientific developments. 0 0
F.21. Spends effort to produce unique results. 1 1
F.22. Questions self to understand why he (she) could not solve a problem 1 1
when unsuccessful.
F.23. Performs any task or operation by questioning it first. 1 1
F.24. Orders knowledge according to importance. 1 1
F.25. Recreates the content of significant expressions in a subject or text. 1 1
F.26. Makes decisions to resolve sudden developments. 1 1

(If R<1,2 then there is consensus.)

The responses by the experts on 5 performance indicators in skills standard field demonstrated
differentiation based on consensus. In the remaining 21 performance indicators, there was no
differentiation.

The amplitude value for the performance indicators of “expresses emotions and thoughts
effectively verbally and in writing,” “plans for and writes usable knowledge,” “focuses on the real
reasons for communication problems to solve them,” “has the skill to work within a group” and
“focuses on the real reasons for communication problems to solve them” was 1 in Delphi II analysis
results, but it became 0 (zero) in the Delphi III analysis results. This fact demonstrated that the experts’

Zan7i

consensus on the related performance indicators had improved.

In “defines problems” performance indicator, while the Delphi II analysis result was 0 (zero),
Delphi IIT analysis result became 1. This fact reflected that the consensus level among experts decreased
in the related performance indicator.
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In the performance indicator of “knows about the successful entrepreneurs in immediate and
distant environment” (R=2) that the experts could not reach a consensus in Delphi Il survey, they could
not reach a consensus in Delphi III survey as well and this performance indicator was dismissed from
the survey.

Table 9. The Amplitude Value (R) Analysis Results for Technology Standard Field for Delphi II And
III Surveys

Delphi III Delphi II

G. TECHNOLOGY amplitude amplitude
value value
Rs R:

G.1. Follows up innovations in basic communications technologies. 1 1
G.2. Uses basic communications technologies. 1 1
G.3. Follows up innovations in education technologies. 1 1
G.4. Uses education technologies. 1 1
Contributes his (her) occupational progress by using information and

G.5. . ; 1 1
communication technologies.

G.6. Selects and uses the necessary technology. 0 0
Follows up daily events (especially educational) using technological

G.7. . . 1 1
tools and selects the most appropriate content for him(her)self.
Questions the reliability of the sources of knowledge transmitted by

G.8. : . 1 1
technological media.

G.9. Is willing to learn how to use technological tools. 1 1

G.10. Opens alternative communication channels (e.g. social networks). 2 2

G11 Could establish technological communications and uses related tools 1 1

(e.g. e-mail).
(If R<1,2 then there is consensus.)

Table 9 demonstrates that the responses of the experts for the performance indicators in
technology standard field in Delphi II and Delphi III surveys did not differentiate based on consensus.
In the performance indicator of “Opens alternative communication channels (e.g. social networks)”
(R=2) that the experts could not reach a consensus in Delphi II survey, they could not reach a consensus
in Delphi III survey as well and this performance indicator was excluded from the survey.

Discussion

In this section, findings of the study are discussed within the scope of the findings of the related
studies in literature. The findings of the study were the performance indicators that reflect the cognitive
and affective traits of teachers. In this context, different standard fields emerged. One of these was the
personal traits standard field. The findings of the study in this field were in compliance with other
studies in the literature (Das et al., 1996; Wilson & Cameron, 1996; Tezer, 1998; Pozo-Munoz et al., 2000;
Cetin, 2001; Senemoglu, 2001; Kiziltepe, 2002; Yoncalik, 2002; Aydogdu, 2003; Tekisik, 2003; Celikten,
Sanal, & Yeni, 2005; Sarpkaya, 2005; Arnon & Reichel, 2007; Geng, 2007; Oktar & Yazcayir, 2008;
Demircioglu, Mutluer, & Demircioglu, 2011; Caliskan, Isik, & Saygin, 2013; Keskin, 2013). In related
studies, the features of a good teacher were stressed as; patient, tolerant, humanitarian, respectful
towards differences, witty, open minded, unbiased, etc.

The findings in other standard fields were in consistency with the findings of the related studies
in literature (Bayrak, 2001; Halis, 2002; Giindiiz & Odabasi, 2004; Yapici & Yapici, 2004; Ozabaci & Acat,
2005; Arslan & Ozp1nar, 2008; Ubuz & Sari, 2009; Yoriik & Tezcan, 2009; Taskaya, 2012; Keskin, 2013;
Ulusoy, 2013). Studies generally stressed that a good teacher should have a good diction, love the
profession, use and be willing to use the educational technological tools, own the mother tongue, have
a healthy psychology, be unbiased against the differences in students, have a positive attitude towards
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the profession of teaching. In addition, studies mentioned traits such as using body language efficiently,
being sensitive about social issues, being aware of self cultural values and having a habit of reading
books.

Literature review demonstrates that the traits teachers should have according to many scholars
were generally similar. Thus, it could be stressed that these traits should be considered with great
attention when admitting students in teacher training institutions.

Results

The results obtained in the study conducted to determine admittance standard fields and
performance indicators for teacher training institutions, as a result of three rounds of Delphi technique
are as follows:

As a result of the statistical data obtained at the end of the third round, the items that a
consensus was not reached upon were excluded from the survey. Furthermore, in accordance with the
criticism by the experts on certain items where there was a consensus, they were also excluded from the
survey, or their wording was altered. In addition, participating experts suggested that 3 items in
intellectual level standard field should be evaluated in a new standard field called field knowledge.
Thus, these 3 items were removed from the intellectual level standard field and were included in the
field knowledge standard field. As a result 8 standards fields and 56 performance indicators were
determined related to the teacher candidates for teacher training institutions.

In the study, 10 performance indicators were emerged in personal traits standard field.
Performance indicators determined by the experts in this field are as follows:
v Stays away from prejudices.
Uses a respectful language during in-classroom or outside the classroom discussions.
Accepts that each individual has unique characteristics.
Presents innovative ideas and designs innovative products.
Is aware of his (her) strong and weak characteristics.
Speaks comfortably in front of others.
Prefers the culture of consensus over conflict.
Enjoys teaching people.

Behaviors are in line with universal values.

AN N N N N R

Perceives individual and social differences as a source of richness.

There were 7 performance indicators in interest standard field. Performance indicators
determined by the experts in this field are as follows:
v" Decides to choose teaching profession voluntarily.
Reads books regularly.
Follows the daily events related to education and the profession of teaching.
Reads different types of works (Literature, Scientific Journals, Sociology, etc.).
Is sensitive about social issues.

Participates in social activities (arts, sports, etc.).

AN N NN

Is interested in learning.
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In the standard field of health, “has no psychological problem that deeply affects daily life”
performance indicator emerged. In addition, there were 3 performance indicators in field knowledge

standard field. These were:

v
v
v

Has basic information on learning and developmental psychology
Relates his (her) field and other fields within the inter-disciplinary context

Has basic knowledge in his (her) own field.

At the end of the study, 8 performance indicators were emerged in intellectual level standard
field. Performance indicators determined by the experts in this field are as follows:

v

v
v
v

\

v

v

Knows Turkish grammar.

Has sufficient level of general culture.

Knows about the features of self-culture.

Understands the effects of cultural differences on education and utilizes this understanding
in daily life.

Has information about daily events (social, political, economical, educational, technological,
etc.).

Has knowledge on basic principles in social sciences related disciplines (philosophy,
sociology, psychology, etc.).

Explains the current and future concepts in the profession of teaching such as status, role
and responsibility.

Explains the importance of life-long learning.

There were 8 performance indicators in attitude standard field. Performance indicators
determined by the experts in this field are as follows:

v
v

N NN

Makes sacrifices to better perform his (her) occupation.

Does not discriminate students based on any issue (religion, language, race, belief,
socioeconomic level, gender, etc.).

Enjoys talking about subjects such as education and learning.

Prevents ideological implications in the classroom.

Decides based on scientific principles, not based on religion or nationality.
Is sensitive towards individuals with special educational needs.

Develops positive contacts with people around.

Listens to people attentively.

There were 9 performance indicators in skills standard field. Performance indicators
determined by the experts in this field are as follows:

4
v
v

N N NN

Has a fluent, clear, intelligible diction.

Used body language effectively.

Speaks clearly.

Expresses emotions and thoughts effectively verbally and in writing.
Plans for and writes usable knowledge.

Has the skill to work within a group.

Questions inflexible solutions for problems.

Focuses on the real reasons for communication problems to solve them.
Updates own skills based on scientific developments.

Uses the inquiry process in actions.
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There were ten performance indicators in technology standard field. Performance indicators

determined by the experts in this field are as follows:

v" Follows up innovations in basic communications technologies.

Uses basic communications technologies.

4
v Follows up innovations in education technologies.
v" Uses education technologies.

v

Contributes his (her) occupational progress by using information and communication
technologies.

\

Selects and uses the necessary technology.

AN

Follows up daily events (especially educational) using technological tools and selects the
most appropriate content for him(her)self.

v" Questions the reliability of the sources of knowledge transmitted by technological media.

(\

Is willing to learn how to use technological tools.

v" Could establish technological communications and uses related tools (e.g. e-mail).
Suggestions

This section contains various suggestions for the application and future research in the light of

the results of the study.

1)

2)

3)

4)

5)

Suggestions on the Practice

Cognitive and attentive traits of the candidates should be considered together when admitting
students in teacher training institutions. The current selection and placement exams, namely
the LYS and YGS, evaluate the cognitive traits, while disregarding attentive traits mostly. It is
considered that the findings of this study; the standard fields and performance indicators could
fit the bill to satisfy this requirement. Thus, the findings of the study could be utilized in the
student selection process for teacher training institutions.

The results of this study were expressed as the performance indicators that teacher candidates
should possess. Thus, it is important that the teacher candidate individual should possess these
traits qualitatively. When the performance indicators were examined, it could be considered
that teacher candidates could have gained these performance indicators via the “Anatolian
Teacher High Schools” that were closed. Thus, it was considered that, instead of closing down
the Anatolian Teacher High Schools, their programs could have been reevaluated and they
could have been developed/updated to enable the students to gain these traits.

When it is considered that the existing university entry exams only measure cognitive level
traits, it could be stated that they are insufficient alone in measuring attentive level traits for
teacher training institutions. Teacher training institutions should consider certain specifications
for teacher candidates (such as personal traits, interest, health, knowledge in the field,
intellectual level, attitude, skills and technology) as an alternative process during admittance in
addition to the central examination application.

By using the performance indicators, it could be determined whether the teacher candidates
have these indicators and to which extend they conform to these indicators. Thus the strengths
and weaknesses of the candidates could be determined. Programs to develop/complete the
weak traits of the candidates could be implemented in the teacher training institution.

In the present study, when determining the acceptance standards for teacher training
institutions, faculty members were selected as the study group. Similar future studies could
extend their study groups to include teachers, educational administrators, etc. as stakeholders.
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