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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

Statement of the Problem 

The problem of this study was the identification of 

practices which, in the opinions of school administrators, 

practicing teachers, and a jury of experts in the field of 

school administration, are useful to the selection of 

teachers for Texas Public Schools. Identifiable practices 

in this study were categorized into two major areas: in-

formational items and procedural items. 

Identification of Informational Items 

The first major sub-problem was the identification of 

informational items which are (1) utilized by school admin-

istrators in the selection of teachers, and (2) considered 

to be important to the selection of teachers by school ad-

ministrators, practicing teachers, and a jury of experts in 

school administration. 

1. The first purpose of this sub-problem was an analysis 

of opinions of school administrators,' practicing teachers, 

and a jury of experts as to the importance of each of sixty-

two items of information suggested by authorities as having 

some use in the evaluation of teacher applicants. 



2. The second purpose of this sub-problem was to de-. 

termine the extent to which administrators actually make use 

of those items of information which they consider to be im-

portant to the evaluation of teacher applicants. 

3. The third purpose of this sub-problem was to de-

termine the extent to which administrators actually make use 

of those items of information which are considered by experts 

to be of importance to the evaluation of teacher applicants. 

The fourth purpose of this sub-problem was to de-

termine the relative importance placed upon the following 

categories of informational items by school administrators: 

(1) personal and physical characteristics; (2) race, color, 

creed, and loyalty; (3) personality characteristics; (b) in-

terests and aptitudes; (5) social, emotional, and economic 

factors; (6) abilities; (7) education and training; (8) ex-

perience; (9) professional factors. 

5. The fifth purpose of this sub-problem was to de-' 

termine whether teachers and administrators agree upon the 

extent of utilization of each of sixty-two items of informa-

tion in the evaluation of teacher applicants for positions 

in Texas Public Schools. 

Identification of Procedures 

The second major sub-problem was the identification of 

procedures which, in the opinions of school administrators, 

practicing teachers, and a jury of experts are useful to the 

selection of teachers for Texas Public Schools. 
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1. The first purpose of this sub-problem was an analysis 

of opinions of school administrators, practicing teachers, and 

a jury of experts as to the importance of each of thirty-eight 

procedures which may be utilized in the selection of teachers. 

2. The second purpose of this sub-problem was to de-

termine the extent to which administrators actually make use 

of those procedures which they consider to be important to the 

selection of teachers. 

3. The third purpose of this sub-problem was to de-

termine the extent to which administrators make use of those 

procedures which a jury of experts consider to be important to 

the selection of teachers. 

The fourth purpose of this sub-problem was to de-

termine the extent of utilization of each of thirty-eight pro-

cedures by administrators of small, medium, and large school 

districts. 

5. The fifth purpose of this sub-problem was to de-

termine whether teachers and administrators agree upon the 

extent of utilization of each of thirty-eight procedures for 

the selection of teachers for Texas Public Schools. 

Hypotheses 

The following hypotheses were suggested for this study: 

1. There will be no significant differences in the 

opinions of school administrators, practicing teachers, and a 

jury of experts as to the importance of each of sixty-two 



items of information that may be used in the evaluation of 

teacher applicants. 

2. There will be no significant relationship between 

the utilization of and importance placed upon each of sixty-

two items of information by administrators. 

3. There will be no significant difference between the 

utilization of each of sixty-two items of information by ad-

ministrators and importance placed upon the same items of 

information by a jury of experts. 

Administrators will indicate that there are no sig-

nificant differences in importance among nine categories of 

informational items to the evaluation of teacher applicants 

for positions in Texas Public Schools. 

5. There will be no significant differences in the 

opinions of administrators and teachers as to the extent of 

utilization of each of sixty-two items of information in the 

evaluation of teacher applicants for positions in Texas Public 

Schools. 

6. There will be no significant differences in the 

opinions of school administrators, practicing teachers, and a 

jury of experts as to the importance of each of thirty-eight 

procedures which may be utilized in the selection of teachers. 

7. There will be no significant relationship between 

the utilization of and importance placed upon each of thirty-

eight procedures by administrators. 
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8. There will be no significant differences between the 

utilization of each of thirty-eight procedures by administra-

tors and importance placed upon the same procedures by a jury 

of experts. 

9. There will be no significant difference in utiliza-

tion of each of thirty-eight teacher selection procedures by 

administrators of small, medium, and large school districts. 

10. There will be no significant differences in the 

opinions of administrators and teachers as to the extent of 

utilization of each of thirty-eight procedures in the selec-

tion of teachers. 

Significance of the Study 

There is general agreement among authorities (l, 3, 

5. 8, 9, 12, 14, 15) in the field of school personnel ad-

ministration that the selection, employment, and placement 

of an effective school staff is one of the most important 

functions of school administrators. Satisfactory execution 

of this most important responsibility is a never-ending prob-

lem for school administrators. 

The boards of trustees of Texas Public Schools have the 

responsibility of employing professional personnel. The 

Texas Committee of Ten stated that 

The most important personnel function of a school board 
is the selection, employment, and evaluation of the 
superintendent of schools. The board then should elect 
or reject employees on the recommendation of the super-
intendent. This policy, if followed by boards of trus-
tees, leaves superintendents of schools with the 



responsibility of selecting all other personnel (12, 
p. 20). 

In a report written in 1957 the American Association of 

School Administrators Commission on the Superintendent as 

Instructional Leader (l) agreed that no other duty of the ad-

ministrator is more important than that of insuring that the 

children and youth of his community will be taught by teachers 

of intelligence, integrity, and pleasing personality. 

Castetter (3) stated that the most crucial single element 

in the educative process is the competency of the personnel 

charged with the task of affecting desirable change in pupils. 

Reeder says, 

Of the multifarious, varied, and difficult tasks of ad-
ministering the schools there is none whose proper per-
formance begets greater benefits for those for whom the 
schools exist--namely the pupils--than the selection of 
a competent teaching personnel ( 9. P-39). 

In a study recently completed by the New York Board of 

Examiners ( 6 ) . further research was recommended to determine 

which selection policies and procedures are regarded as effec-

tive by school administrators, and how applicants for teaching 

positions view certain selection practices. This study in-

cludes investigation in these two areas of selection prac-

tices. 

Those who have the responsibility for the selection, em-

ployment, and placement of staff members should recognize the 

importance of careful planning in filling positions. They 

should be aware of the procedures and practices which, when 
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followed, will be most likely to fill each vacant position 

with a suitable teacher. They should also be aware of the 

items of information needed to evaluate the applicant. 

Teacher selection practices which are acceptable to 

school administrators, teachers, and authorities in school 

personnel management should be identified and documented as 

a guide for administrators and boards of education in for-

mulating policies in the area of teacher selection. 

The findings of this study should help to identify those 

teacher selection practices which, in the opinions of school 

administrators, practicing teachers, and experts in school 

personnel administration are most useful to the evaluation 

and appointment of teacher applicants. 

The findings of this study should be helpful to pro-

spective teachers and placement directors in providing desired 

information for review by prospective employers. Prospective 

teachers should benefit from a knowledge of procedures uti-

lized and of items of information considered to be of impor-

tance by administrators. 

Definition of Terms 

Texas Public School refers to a school located in Texas 

which is supported by local and/or state tax revenue and 

which is free to district residents. 

School administrator refers to a superintendent or other 

administrative officer of a school district charged with the 

responsibility of selecting classroom teachers. 
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Jury of experts refers to individuals recognized as 

authorities in the field of school personnel administration. 

Practicing teacher refers to one who is presently em-

ployed as a teacher in a Texas Public School. 

Essential refers to information or procedure considered 

absolutely necessary to the selection of teachers. 

Very important indicates information or procedure not 

absolutely essential to the selection of teachers but should 

be used if applicable and available. 

Important indicates information or procedure is of 

benefit but not essential to the selection of teachers. 

Little importance signifies that information or pro-

cedure wa$ utilized only if convenient. 

No importance indicates that information has no bearing 

on the selection of teachers. 

Small school refers to a school with less than 1,000 pu-

pils in membership as listed in Texas State Teachers Associa-

tion bulletin on salary schedules published for the 1965-66 

school year (13). 

Medium size school refers to a school with more than 1,000 

and less than 5P°° pupils in membership as listed in Texas 

State Teachers Association bulletin cited above. 

Large school refers to a school with more than $,000 pu-

pils in membership as listed in Texas State Teachers Associa-

tion bulletin cited above. 



Limitations of the Study 

This study was limited to the administrators and teachers 

of a selected sample of Texas Public Schools which had at 

least one four-year high school and which employed a super-

intendent. 

Basic Assumptions 

It was assumed in this study that (1) the necessary data 

could be secured through the use of a questionnaire; and that 

(2) respondents would respond honestly to the questionnaire. 

Procedures for Collecting Data 

The first step in collecting data was the construction 

of a questionnaire (See Appendix) from which the basic data 

for the study were secured. A full description of the con-

struction and validation of the instrument is presented in 

Chapter II. 

The next step was the selection of a jury of experts, in 

the field of school personnel administration. The jury was 

made up of five college professors and three directors of 

personnel for large public schools. Each of the college . 

professors has published a book in the field of school ad-

ministration. 

The questionnaire was mailed to each member of the jury 

of experts with an accompanying letter asking him to check 

each item as being essential, very important, important, of 
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little importance, or of no importance to the selection of 

teachers. 

The next step was the selection of a sample of school 

administrators of Texas Public Schools. The Texas State 

Teachers Association Research Bulletin (13) on salary sched-

ules was used as a list of Texas Public Schools from which 

to select the sample. School districts listed in this bul-

letin are divided into seven size groups. For this study 

large schools were those listed in groups I, II, and III, 

consisting of those districts with 5,000 and more scholastic 

population. A total of eighty districts were listed in 

groups I, II, and III. Medium size school districts were 

those listed in groups IV and V, consisting of those school 

districts with 1,000 to ^,999 scholastic population. A 

total of 292 districts were listed in groups IV and V. Small 

districts,were those listed in groups VI and VII, consisting 

of those districts with under 1,000 scholastic population. 

A total of 730 districts were listed in groups VI and VII. 

Before the sample was taken from this list, school districts 

having no four-year high school and the two Texas schools 

whose administrators assisted in validating the questionnaire 

were eliminated from the list. A total of seventy-seven 

districts were eliminated from the list. The sample was then 

taken by selecting every other school district in each size 

category--large, medium, and small—beginning with the first 

listed in groups I, IV, and VI. 
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The questionnaire was then mailed to the superintendent 

of each school district in the sample. A letter was mailed 

with each questionnaire asking the administrator to check 

each item in parts I and II as essential, very important, im-

portant , of little importance, or of no importance to the 

selection of teachers. Each administrator was asked to check 

in parts III and IV of the questionnaire each item of informa-

tion and each procedure which was being utilized in the se-

lection of teachers for his district. 

The next step was the selection of a sample of practicing 

teachers from Texas Public Schools. First a list of those 

schools from which a response was received from the administra-

tor was compiled. Only teachers employed in schools appearing 

on this list were eligible for selection as one of the sample. 

The sample was then taken by selecting every fiftieth teacher 

from the membership files of the Texas State Teachers Associa-

tion for those districts included in the sample. 

The questionnaire was mailed to each teacher in the 

sample. A letter was mailed with each questionnaire asking 

the teacher to check each item in parts I and II as essential, 

very important, important, of little importance, or of no im-

portance to the selection of teachers. Each teacher was 

asked to check in parts III and IV of the questionnaire each 

item of information and each procedure that was utilized in 

the selection of teachers for the district in which he or she 

was employed. Each teacher was asked to supply information 
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concerning teaching-level, number years taught, number years 

in present position, highest degree held, type certificate 

held, and size of school district in which employed. 

Procedure for Treating Data 

The data were compiled and presented in tabular form and 

discussed in the text. The data contained in the question-

naire were quantified as follows: 

Essential (5) 

Very important (ty) 

Important (3) 

Of little importance (2) 

Of no importance (1) 

Information utilized (2) 

Information not utilized (1) 

Procedure utilized (2) 

Procedure not utilized (1) 

According to Rummel ( 10, pp. 238-2^-0) a rating scale of 

five points is the most practical. "If fewer steps were used, 

the scale would obviously be a coarse one and would have 

little meaning. If a large number of units were used, the 

discriminations among them would become increasingly more dif-

ficult and the scale would tend to become less reliable." He 

lists, as an example of a numerical rating scale, 1 for un-

satisfactory or failure, 2 for inferior, 3 for average, 4 for 

better than average, and 5 for outstanding or superior. 
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The scale used in this study is based upon the above citation 

and a description of the interval scale by Selltiz. 

On an interval scale, not only are the positions ar-
ranged in terms of greater, equal, or less; the units, 
or intervals, of measurement are equal. . . . If one 
has reason to believe that the units of his scale are 
equal then he is justified in making use of mathematical 
relationships among numbers which correspond to this 
fact. He may appropriately compute means, standard de-
viations, and product-moment correlations; in fact, 
almost all the usual statistical methods are applicable 
to an interval scale. Differences between values on an 
interval scale can be treated in terms of ratios (11, 
pp. 193-19*0. 

Statistical Treatment of Hypotheses 

The following statistical treatment was used: 

Hypothesis JL.--An analysis of variance was computed to 

determine whether there were significant differences in the 

opinions of school administrators, practicing teachers, and 

a jury of experts as to the importance of each of sixty-two 

items of information used in the selection of teachers. In 

those cases where the F ratio was found to be significant, a 

t test was computed to test the significance of the differ-

ences between any two of the group means. 

Hypothesis 2.--For each of sixty-two items of informa-

tion a point biserial coefficient was determined for utiliza-

tion of the item by administrators and importance placed upon 

that item by administrators. 
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Hypothesis 2..—For each of sixty-two items of informa-

tion Chi Square technique was used to determine the signifi-

cance of the difference between utilization of the item by 

administrators and importance placed upon that item by a jury 

of experts. 

Hypothesis 4.--Items of information were divided into 

the following categories: (1) personal and physical charac-

teristics, (2) race, color, creed, and loyalty, (3) per-

sonality characteristics, (*0 interests and aptitudes, (5) 

social, emotional, and economic factors, (6) abilities, (7) 

education and training, (8) experience, (9) professional fac-

tors. A mean of the items in each category of informational 

items was computed. An analysis of variance was computed to 

determine whether there were significant differences among 

the several categories as to the importance placed upon each 

category by administrators. A t test was computed to test 

the significance of the difference between any two categories 

of information. 

Hypothesis j>.--For each of sixty-two items of informa-

tion Chi Square technique was used to determine the signifi-

cance of the difference between opinions of administrators 

and opinions of teachers as to the utilization of each item 

of information in the school districts of Texas. 
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Hypothesis 6.--An analysis of variance was computed to 

determine whether there were significant differences in the 

opinions of school administrators, practicing teachers, and. 

a jury of experts as to the importance of each of thirty-

eight selection procedures. In those cases where the F ratio 

was found to be significant, a t test was computed to test 

the significance of the differences between any two group 

means. 

Hypothesis 2..--For each of thirty-eight procedures a 

point biserial coefficient was determined for utilization of 

the procedure by administrators and importance placed upon 

that procedure by administrators. 

Hypothesis 8.--For each of thirty-eight procedures the 

Chi Square technique was used to determine the significance 

of the difference between utilization by administrators and 

importance placed upon the procedure by a jury of experts. 

Hypothesis £.--For each of thirty-eight procedures used 

in the selection of teachers Chi Square statistical technique 

was used to determine the significance of differences among 

small, medium, and large school districts' utilization of 

each teacher selection procedure. 

Hypothesis .10..--For each of thirty-eight selection pro-

cedures Chi Square technique was used to determine the 
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significance of the difference between opinions of administra-

tors and opinions of teachers as to the utilization of each' 

procedure in the school districts of Texas. 

Levels of Significance 

Hypotheses 2 and £.— T h e null hypothesis was rejected 

for each item and for each procedure for which rpt/<37 w a s 

equal to or greater than 2.58. McNemar (7 » p. 137) states 

that "when N is greater than 50, we can determine the standard 

error of r by<5^ = 1/Vn" " and "if T/CT^ is greater than 2.58, 

we can conclude with a fairly high degree of success that the 

true or universe value of r is likely to be greater than 

zero." 

Hypotheses 1, 1, 1, 6, 8, £, and 10.--The null hy-

pothesis was rejected for each item and for each procedure 

at the .05 level of significance. 
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CHAPTER II 

METHOD OF CONDUCTING THE STUDY 

Construction and Validation of the Questionnaire 

A questionnaire was used for securing data for this 

study. The method of construction and validation of this in-

strument is described below. 

A list of items of information and a list of teacher se-

lection procedures were compiled from recommendations of au-

thorities (l, 3, 4, 5, 6, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 14, 15, 16, 20, 

21, 22) in the field of school personnel administration. An 

item of information recommended by any one authority listed 

above was included in the original questionnaire. The ques-

tionnaire contained sixty-two items of information which were 

suggested as being useful to the evaluation of teacher appli-

cants. It contained thirty-eight procedures which were sug-

gested as being useful in the selection process. 

The next step was the selection of a jury of experts in 

the field of school personnel management. Upon the recom-

mendation of professors at North Texas State University, seven 

college professors who had school administration books pub-

lished and four personnel directors of large public school 

systems were chosen as the prospective jury of experts. 

19 
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The questionnaire was mailed to the seven professors 

and the four personnel directors with an accompanying letter 

asking each to respond to each item "by checking in a column 

provided if the item was not valid for this study. Each was 

also asked to check each item as essential, very important, 

important, of little importance, or of no importance to the 

selection of teachers. Each was also asked to add any item 

of information or selection procedure which he felt would 

make the questionnaire more complete. Five professors of 

education and three personnel directors responded. Those 

responding included professors of education at the University 

of New Mexico, University of Pittsburgh, Harvard University, 

Northwestern University, University of Texas and personnel 

directors for Dallas Public Schools, Lubbock Public Schools, 

and Tulsa, Oklahoma, Public Schools. 

• After receipt of the completed questionnaires from mem-

bers of the jury of experts, the responses were analyzed for 

the purpose of making revisions in the instrument to conform 

to the suggestions of the jury. Any changes suggested by 

five or more of the eight members were to be made in the ques-

tionnaire . 

One informational item was checked by one jury member as 

being not appropriate for this study. Six procedures were 

checked one time each by members, and three procedures were 

checked by two jury members as not appropriate for this 

study. Only one suggestion was made to add an item to 
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the instrument. It was assumed that the necessary data for 

the purposes of this study could be secured through the use 

of the questionnaire. 

The next step was a pilot study to test the reliability 

of the questionnaire. The test-retest procedure was used to 

determine the stability of the results of the instrument. 

Selltiz (17. PP. 168-171) describes the test-retest procedure 

for determining the reliability of an instrument. 

In the case of questionnaires, this procedure involves 
responses to identical instruments by the same individ-
uals at different times under equivalent conditions, 
and the results of the two measurements are compared. 
. . . Two weeks to one month is commonly considered to 
be suitable interval for many psychological tests. 

Reliability of the questionnaire used in this study was 

tested by asking thirty administrators of Texas Public Schools, 

chosen arbitrarily, to respond to the questionnaire on two 

occasions separated by a period of twenty days. The variabil-

ity between first and second responses of the administrators 

was used to determine which items would be eliminated from 

the instrument. 

The questionnaire was mailed to each of the thirty ad-

ministrators with an accompanying letter asking each to check 

each item of information and each procedure as being either 

essential, very important, important, of little importance, 

or of no importance to the selection of teachers. Each ad-

ministrator was also asked to check in a column provided if 

the item of information or procedure was utilized in his 
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school district in the selection of teachers. There was no 

indication that a second request for response to the same 

questionnaire would "be made. Twenty-eight administrators re-

turned completed questionnaires on the first request. Twenty 

days later a second questionnaire, identical to the first, 

was mailed to each of the twenty-eight administrators who 

responded to the first request. Twenty-four administrators 

completed and returned the second questionnaire. 

The fourfold point correlation method was used to test 

the reliability of the questionnaire. To apply this method 

it was necessary to treat responses as dicotomous variables. 

Responses of essential, very important, and important were 

recorded as "agree," and responses of little importance and 

no importance were recorded as "disagree." A coefficient of 

reliability between first and second responses was computed 

for each item and each procedure included in the question-

naire. Coefficients ranged between .55 and 1.00 (See Appendix 

C). McNemar (13, p. 198) stated that 1/ V"n~ may be safely 

used to find the standard error of r^ and (p. 137) that if 

r/<3^ is greater than 2.58 the universe value of r is likely 

to be greater than zero. Borg (2, p. 281) indicates that an 

r of .5^ with twenty-two cases is significant at the 1 per 

cent level. He states further that correlations ranging from 

.65 to .85 make possible group predictions that are accurate 

for most purposes. Applying the formula recommended by 
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McNemar (8, p. 198) with N = 2k, an r greater than .53 indi-

cates a significant positive relationship. For three items 

of information—numbers 22, 46, and 50—and two procedures— 

numbers 4 and 31~-coef,ficients ranged between .55 and .65. 

All other coefficients were greater than .65. No revisions 

in the questionnaire were made. 

The questionnaires mailed to administrators and to 

teachers contained four parts. Part I was made up of sixty-

two items of information that may be used in the evaluation 

of teacher applicants. Each item was followed by columns 

headed essential, very important, important, of little im-

portance , and of no importance. Part II was made up of 

thirty-eight procedures that may be used in the selection of 

teachers. Each procedure was followed by columns headed 

essential, very important, important, of little importance, 

and of no importance. Part III and IV contained the same 

items as parts I and II respectively, but were arranged in a 

different order and were preceded by a blank for checking if 

the item of information or the procedure was utilized in the 

selection of teachers in the respective school districts pf 

the respondents. 

Each questionnaire was accompanied by a letter requesting 

return of the questionnaire and with an explanation of purpose 

of the study. Questionnaires mailed to teachers contained a 

request for additional information about the respondent. 

Personal information requested included teaching level, number 
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years taught, number years in present school system, highest 

degree held, and type certificates held. 

Subj ects 

The jury of experts was made up of five professors of 

education and three public school personnel directors. Each 

of the five professors had written a book in the field of 

school administration. At the time of the study they repre-

sented the University of New Mexico, University of Pittsburgh, 

Harvard University, Northwestern University, and the Uni-

versity of Texas. The three personnel directors were serving 

three of the large public school systems of the southwest. 

Superintendents of approximately one-half the school 

districts in Texas were asked to respond to the questionnaire. 

The instrument was mailed to 50? administrators. Texas State 

Teachers Association Bulletin (19) on salary schedules was 

used as a list of Texas Public Schools from which to select 

the sample. Texas Education Agency Bulletin Number 666 (18) 

was used to determine which schools should be eliminated from 

the list because of having no four-year high school. 

Three hundred twenty-two questionnaires were returned. 

Of those returned, fifteen were discarded because of incom-

plete information, leaving 307 complete. This number was 60.5 

per cent of the number mailed and 29-9 per cent of the 1,025 

school districts in Texas which had at least one four-year 

high school. A description of the sample of administrators 

and teachers is presented in Table I. 
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TABLE I 

NUMBER AND PER CENT OF RESPONSES RECEIVED FROM 
ADMINISTRATORS AND TEACHERS 

Description Large Medium Small Total 

Administrators: 

Total of Texas Super-
intendents 78 292 655 1,025 

Number Mailed 39 1^6 322 507 

Number Usable Copies 
Returned 26 92 189 307 

Per Cent of Number 
Mailed 66.7 63.0 58 .7 60 .5 

Per Cent of Total 32 .5 31 .5 28 .9 29.9 

Teachers: 

Total of Texas 
Teachers* • • • • 107,800 

Number Mailed 211 198 67 4̂-68 

Number Usable Copies 
Returned 106 97 33 236 

Per Cent of Number 
Mailed 51 .8 5 1 . 1 ^ 9 . 3 50 .6 

Per Cent of Total 
Texas Teachers • • • • .22 
'•Number of teachers 

not available. 
employed by different size districts 

Responses were received from administrators of twenty-

six large school districts. This was 32.5 per cent of the 

seventy-eight districts listed in groups I, II, and III--

after eliminating Dallas and Lubbock--in Texas State Teachers 
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Association Bulletin cited above. Responses were received 

from administrators of ninety-two medium size districts. 

This was 3^-6 per cent of the 292 districts listed in groups 

IV and V. Responses were received from administrators of 

189 small districts. This was 27-3 per cent of the 655 

districts having four-year high schools listed in groups VI 

and VII in the bulletin cited above. 

The sample of teachers was selected from schools whose 

administrators had responded to the questionnaire. Every 

fiftieth teacher from the total list of teachers in those 

districts was selected for the sample. The list was compiled 

from the membership records of the Texas State Teachers Asso-

ciation. Four hundred sixty-eight questionnaires were 

mailed to teachers. Two hundred forty were returned. This 

was 51-3 P e r cent of those mailed. Of this number, 236 were 

usable. Seven of these did not complete all of parts III 

and IV of the questionnaire. 

A description of the subjects in the teacher sample 

showing grade level of present teaching assignment, school 

district size, degree held, certificate held, years experi-

ence, and years in present position is presented in Table II. 

Teachers who responded to the questionnaire were in 

teaching assignments at all grade levels. The number of 

responses received from teachers assigned to the first six 

grades were almost equal to the number assigned to grades 

seven through twelve. Forty-five per cent of the teachers 
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Description 
Number of 
Teachers 

% of 
Total 

Totals 

Grade level of present teaching 
assignment: 

1 - 6 117 ^9-5 
7 - 8 39 16.6 
9 - 1 2 80 33-9 236 

School district size: 

Small 33 14.0 
Medium 97 41.1 
Large 106 44.9 236 

Highest degree: 

Doctorate 1 .4 
Master1s 80 33-9 
Bachelor's 153 64.9 
No degree 2 .8 236 

Highest certificate held: 

Professional I*i4 61.0 
Provisional 87 36.9 
Emergency permit 4 1.7 
No certificate or permit 1 .4 236 

Years of experience: 

1 - 5 90 3 8 .1 
6 - 1 0 52 22.0 
11 - 15 36 15.3 
16 - 20 20 8.5 
21 - 25 14 5.9 
Over 25 24 10.2 236 

Years in present position: 

1 - 5 133 56.4 
5 - 1 0 51 21.6 
11 - 15 36 15.2 
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Description 
Number of 
Teachers 

% of 
Total Totals 

16 - 20 ? 2.9 
21 - 25 5 2.2 

236 Over 25 . 1.7 236 

were employed in large school districts while only 1^ per 

cent of the teachers were employed by small school districts. 

Forty-one per cent were employed in medium size school dis-

tricts. Sixty-five per cent of the teachers held the bache-

lor's degree only, and 99 Per cent held the bachelor's or a 

higher degree. Only one had earned the doctorate, and two 

had no degree. Sixty-one per cent of the teachers responding 

held the professional certificate. Eighty-seven teachers 

held the provisional certificate, and four were.employed on 

emergency permits. One held no certificate or permit. 

Thirty-eight per cent of the teachers in the sample had 

taught less than six years. Thirty-eight of the group, or 

16 per cent, had more than twenty years experience. More 

than half had been in their present positions for five years 

or less. Nine of the group had been in the same position 

more than twenty years, and only sixteen had more than fif-

teen years tenure. 



CHAPTER BIBLIOGRAPHY 

1. American Association of School Administrators, Staff Re-
lations in School Administration, Thirty-third Year-
book, Washington, D. C., The Association, A Depart-
ment of the National Education Association, 1955• 

2. Borg, Walter R., Educational Research, An Introduction, 
New York, David McKay Co., Inc., 19&3-

3- Branin, Edward R., "Procedure for Interviewing Prospective 
Teachers," American School Board Journal, CLI (July, 
1965). ^6. 

Carey, Robert D., "How to Select and Place Teachers," 
American School Board Journal, CXXXIX (December, 
1959), 17-18. 

5. Castetter, William B., Administering the School Personnel 
Program, New York, MacMillan Co., I9&2'. 

6. Chandler, B. J., and. Paul V. Petty, Personnel Management 
in School Administration, Yonkers, New York, World 
Book Co., 1955. 

7. Chichester, J. Bernard, "Factors in Teacher Selection," 
Phi Delta Kappan, XXXVII (March, 1956), 2^$-2^7. 

8. Elsbree, Willard S., and Edmund E. Reutter, Jr., Staff 
Personnel in the Public Schools, Englewood Cliffs, 
New Jersey, Prentice-Hall^ 195^-

9. Gibson, Oliver R., and Herold C. Hunt, The School Per-
sonnel Administrator, Boston, Houghton Mifflin Co., 
1965. 

10. Gilbert, Harry B., and others, Teacher Selection Policies 
and Procedures in Large Public School Systems in the 
United States, U. S. Office of Education, Cooperative 
Research Project No. S-33^> New York, Board of Educa-
tion of the City of New York, 1966. 

11. Grieder, Calvin, Truman M. Pierce, and William E. Rosen-
stengel, Public School Administration, 2nd ed., New 
York, Ronald Press Co., 196I. 

12. Hall, Roy M., and Antonio M. Vincent, "Staff—Selection 
and Appointment," Encyclopedia of Educational Re-
search, 3F& ed., New York, MacMillan Co., i960. 

00 



30 

13. McNemar, Quinn, Psychological Statistics, New York, John 
Wiley and Sons, Inc., 1962. 

1^. Moore, Harold E., and Newell B. Walters, Personnel Ad-
ministration in Education, New York, Harper and 
Brothers, 1955' 

15. Redefer, F. L., "Recruiting and Selecting Teachers," 
American School Board Journal, CVL (August, 1962), 
7-8. 

16. Reeder, Ward G., Fundamentals of Public School Administra-
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CHAPTER III 

SURVEY OP RELATED LITERATURE 

The increase in scholastic population, the competition 

of industry for highly trained personnel, and the normal loss 

to the teaching profession because of retirement and other 

personal reasons tend to multiply the problems involved in 

filling vacant positions in the public schools with competent 

professional personnel. Staffing the school is considered 

by many authorities as one of the most important functions 

of the school administrator. 

Hall and Vincent (17) in a review of Educational Re-

search in the field of staff selection and appointment ob-

served that "providing the schools with good teachers is one 

of the most crucial tasks confronting the American people 

today. The general manpower shortage makes teaching less 

attractive not only to new recruits but also for those who 

are already in the profession." They found that low sala-

ries, dull and monotonous work, limited chance for personal 

improvement, too much work, personal and social restrictions, 

too long a preparation period, and the nature of the work in 

general are the reasons given for not wanting to go into 

teaching. As to methods being used to select teachers, they 

list four primary sources of information concerning teachers. 

31 
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These are the interview, records, examinations or inventories, 

and classroom observation. The interview is listed as the 

primary method of gathering data prior to selection. 

Wynn (32) stated that 

there is probably no function of administration more im-
portant than the selection of the professional staff. A 
school is never any better than its teachers. Yet it is 
evident that this crucial administrative task is handled 
rather cavalierly in a great many of our school systems. 
The board of education should establish a clear statement 
of policy governing the selection and promotion of staff. 

Moore (21, p. 179) said that 50 per cent of the entire 

task of administering a school system has been completed when 

an efficient staff has been selected. Weber (31. P. 50) was 

more emphatic in his appraisal of the value of selection. He 

said that "no superintendent, if he is a real educational 

leader and statesman, can ethically place any single duty- as 

more important than that of selection of competent, effective 

teachers of character and judgement to teach the children." 

Chandler (8, p. 115) describes teacher selection as the 

cornerstone of the staff personnel program. 

There seems to be general agreement among educators that, 
because of the close relationship between the quality of 
the instructional staff and the degree of success of the 
educational enterprise, the teacher selection program is 
the most important single responsibility of the school 
executive. 

Many school administrators have difficulty in locating 

and securing the services of a competent staff, but great 

progress has been made in the last century to raise the stand-

ards for employment in the field of education. Ten years ago, 
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Toy listed improvements in requirements for several periods 

as follows: 

Ninety years ago elementary school teachers (fewer than 
200,000 in all) rarely had any education beyond that 
acquired in the schools in which they taught. 
Fifty years ago not more than 20 per cent of all teachers 
(there were about a half million) had any special train-
ing for teaching. 
Forty years ago one-third of all teachers (under 700,000 
total) had no more than two years of education beyond 
the eighth grade and half of them had no more than four 
years. 
Twenty-five years ago when there were about 850,000 
teachers, most teaching certificates were still issued 
at the local and county level, which meant few standards 
were maintained or enforced. 
Twenty years ago there were about 875.000 but a quarter 
of the states required only high school graduation or 
less for elementary teacher certificates. 
Today state certification laws require college training 
ranging from one year to four years, with a bachelor's 
degree as a minimum for the well over one million class-
room teachers (29). 

With all the improvements imposed by statute and regula-

tion, certification requirements do not eliminate the problem 

of locating, selecting, and keeping a' competent professional 

staff. Burr stated that 

The problem of selection is affected by a multitude of 
factors. Primary among these dimensions are: (l) in-
ability to explicitly define effective teaching, and (2) 
lack of sophistication in ordering measurable traits 
into a desirable cluster so as to predict with reasonable 
confidence the ability of a potential teacher to perform 
in a given situation. Although the progress which has 
been made is encouraging, it remains necessary to make 
the selection on a best judgement basis after all 
available objective data have been examined (6, p. 153)* 

Characteristics of Teachers 

Many authorities agree that several factors should be 

considered when evaluating applicants for teaching positions. 
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Although there are no definite objective measurements for 

effectiveness of teachers, characteristics have been identi-

fied as being related to subjective judgments of teaching 

ability. Several studies have been made recently to de-

termine the relationship between teaching success and various 

aspects of the teacher's personality. Ryans (25, pp. 397-

398) reported on a study of teacher effectiveness completed 

by him and his associates. This study, utilizing a national 

sample of 6,000 teachers, revealed that the most effective 

teachers are extremely favorable in their attitudes toward 

students, generous in their appraisals of the behavior and 

motives of other persons; that they enjoy their relation-

ships with pupils, they participate in social groups, they 

prefer non-directive or permissive classroom procedures, and 

they possess sound emotional adjustment. 

Teachers themselves have contributed to the list of 

characteristics associated with competence in teaching. In 

a study conducted by Weber (31. PP* 38—39) teachers were 

asked to write the specifications for their successors, 

assuming they were leaving the system. The general nature 

of the items included in the specifications are as follows: 

Subject matter preparation 

Professional preparation 

Health, age, sex, general physical attributes 

Non-teaching work experience 

Scholastic and extra-scholastic activities 
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Attitudes toward children 

Character 

Personality traits 

Race, color, creed 

Personal habits 

What kind of persons would support the applicant 

Sincere interest in children 

Special abilities needed 

Hobbies and interests 

Social life and experience 

Travel 

Professional philosophy 

Business ability, financial record, honesty 

Personal grooming. 

Symonds (28, p. 79) placed a strong emphasis on the 

personality of the teacher. He stated that 

If teaching is primarily a function of the teacher's 
personality, then the emphasis in securing good teaching 
should be placed on the selection of those who are to 
teach, and on the direction and modification of per-
sonality trends during the period of preparation and 
later during actual teaching service. 

A study of the relationship between personality adjust-

ment and efficiency in teaching was conducted by Barker (^). 

In this study six independent case study raters were used in 

determining the personality adjustments of sixty teachers. 

The personality adjustment ratings were correlated with a 

composite rating of teacher efficiency consisting of the 
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principal's rating added to the general supervisor's rating. 

Of those personality adjustment factors considered, pupil 

relationships yielded the highest correlation (.58) with the 

criterion of teaching efficiency. 

The American Association of Colleges for Teacher Educa-

tion (1, p. 3^) lists the following as probable factors in 

teaching competency: emotional stability, ability to work 

effectively with others, an acceptance of children, a liking 

for working with children, and basic personality traits. 

Monroe (20) asserts that of the factors related to 

teaching success only four are indicated as being important. 

These are "intelligence, scholarship, personality, and. 

scores earned on professional information and subject matter 

tests." The factors studied include age, sex, experience, 

salary, skill in handwriting, skill in reading, height, 

weight, height-weight ratio, number of letters in signature, 

socio-economic status, sincerity, interest, participation in 

extra-curricular activities in high school, scholarship in 

high school, scholarship in college, number semester hours 

earned in various fields, intelligence score, personality^ 

rating, scores on professional information test. "A valid 

and reliable criterion of teaching success has not been 

f ound." 

Steinbrook (19) concluded that success in teaching was 

dependent on a number of complex factors. Experience was 

associated with success. Student teaching experiences, 
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total amount ox" college work, and courses in education and 

education methods seem to contribute directly to teaching 

success. Successful teachers have a tendency to affiliate 

with professional organizations. 

As a result of examinations of many studies, Wynn (32) 

found that (1) studies examining the relationship between 

intelligence and teaching success have shown varying degrees 

of correlation, but generally the studies suggest that the 

applicant's intelligence is valuable information for the em-

ployer; (2) the relationship between knowledge of subject 

matter and teaching does not support the assumption that 

any teacher who knows his subject matter can teach it; (3) 

good grades in college have a positive and consistent but 

not terribly high relationship with good teaching; (^) there 

is a significant relationship between effective teaching and 

the teacher's professional knowledge;' (5) teaching effective-

ness increases during the first five years and then levels 

off or shows little change thereafter; (6) research has 

failed to demonstrate any significant relationship between 

teaching success and such factors as sex, marital status, 

and socio-economic status; and (7) health is an important 

criterion for an applicant. 

In a discussion of areas that should be included in the 

plan for evaluating teacher qualifications, Ellsbree lists 

the following: 
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A. Personal and social characteristics: age, appear-
ance, personal adjustment, and emotional stability, 
social adjustment, sense of humor, friendliness, a cer-
tain amount of aggressiveness, organization of the 
personality, voice and speech, posture and self confi-
dence . 
B. Intellectual abilities: ability to understand and 
express ideas, judgement, good reasoning, and good 
English. 
C. Background: general cultural knowledge, profes-
sional knowledge, knowledge of world problems, special 
competence in the chosen teaching field, and special 
aptitudes such as ability to supervise athletics and 
extra-curricular activities. 
D. Educational and Guidance Philosophy: attitude 
toward younger generation, attitude toward pupils in 
general, and attitude toward racial groups and minorities. 
E. Ability and aptitudes in instruction and classroom 
techniques: ability to plan and organize work, accept-
ance of each child as an individual, ability to develop 
students to their full potentialities, skill in main-
tenance of a healthy classroom environment, skill in 
aiding pupils to acquire a mastery of subject matter, 
and ability to develop capacity to apply this knowledge 
to practical life situations. 
F. Experience--professional and non-professional: ex-
perience and training both professional and non-prof6s-
sional, scholastic standing and general accomplishments. 
G. Potentialities for professional growth: enthusiasm 
for teaching, genuine liking for children, interest in 
advancement, membership in professional organizations, 
participation in in-service training, and advanced pro-
fessional courses. 
H. Physical fitness: good vision and hearing, freedom 
from deformity or abnormality, and general good health 
(11, pp. 57-63). 

As general requirements for successful teachers, Chandler 

(8, p. 115) lists mental abilities, health, social intelli-

gence, ethical character, and vocational interest as traits, 

qualities, or competencies that should be considered in se-

lecting teachers. 

Van Zwoll (30. p. 137) made a survey to determine which 

items of information were generally requested of teacher 
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applicants by large school systems. Information relating to 

physical characteristics, certificates, degrees, hobbies, 

talents, courses completed, and experience were included in 

the list compiled in his study. 

Selection Procedures 

The adoption of effective teacher selection policies and 

procedures will be of benefit to any school system in its 

attempt to attract and employ qualified teacher applicants. 

In attempting to develop sound teacher selection policies and 

procedures it is helpful for any school system to become 

familiar with the practices and experiences of other school 

systems. It is helpful to become familiar with and take 

advantage of the many studies in the area of teacher selec-

tion procedures. Planning and. preparation are essential to 

effective selection practices. 

Weber (31, p. 3?) compares plans and specifications for 

buildings with specifications for vacant positions. He 

stated, 

If specifications by professional people are essential 
to intelligent building, and if specifications by pro-
fessional people are essential to intelligent selection 
of materials, how much more important it is that speci-
fications be devised by professional educators for 
personnel who are to serve the interests and welfare of 
children and a community. 

The American Association of School Administrators Com-

mission on the Superintendent as Instructional' Leader stated 

that 
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The employment policies of a school district require 
an analysis of each type of position to be filled and 
a determination of the specific qualifications desired 
in the candidates. Every effort is made to secure the 
most competent teachers available irrespective of sex, 
residence, race, religion, or marital status (2, p. 57)• 

Selection policy should provide for a system of re-

cruiting teachers. Castetter (7, p. 171) stated that "unless 

the board takes initiative to establish conditions and cli-

mate for administrative action on a sound recruitment program, 

the chances are good that the best of intentions and plans 

will be abandoned subsequently." 

Sibert (26) made comparison and analysis of certificated 

personnel employment policies and practices in selected uni-

fied school districts of Southern California. He found that 

respondents generally agreed that school boards should have 

written policies regarding all phases of recruitment, selec-

tion, and appointment of personnel. In a majority of the 

schools surveyed, an assistant superintendent was in charge 

of selection. Most districts required principals to screen 

applicants and in 60 per cent of the schools, teachers were 

involved in the selection process. 

As a result of a study of employment information, 

methods, and techniques for prospective teachers, Krumacher 

(19) observed that "there is a need for a reliable, up-to-

date material, relating specifically to the occupational 

aspects of the teaching profession. Such materials could 

conceivably be used as a source of references for college 



counselors, teacher placement officials, teacher training 

classes, undergraduates and graduates in search of occupa-

tional information, and high school counselors. These mate-

rials may be in the form of a handbook or in other accessible 

form." 

Stoops (27, p. 362) suggests that all available sources 

of personnel supply should be utilized. Recruitment should 

be continuous, and the board of education should establish 

procedures governing recruitment and selection of teachers. 

Castetter (7> P- 185) lists seven general sources of 

teaching personnel: (1) college and university placement 

bureaus, (2) commercial teacher placement agencies, (3) indi-

vidual applications, (4) other school systems, (5) state 

education agency placement bureaus, (6) state teachers' asso-

ciation placement bureaus, (7) inquiries, formal or informal. 

Opinions vary as to who should select teachers from 

available applicants. According to Ellsbree (11, p. 62) .the 

responsibility for teacher selection is with the superin-

tendent of schools and should not be assumed by school board 

members. He suggests that principals, supervisors, and 

classroom teachers should participate in the evaluation of 

applicants. 

Chandler (8, p. i M ) says it is necessary that the ad-

ministrator share his responsibility for selection with other 

staff members. He suggests that policies provide for staff 

participation in selection, that the superintendent nominate 
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the candidates chosen, and that the board of education employ 

upon the recommendation of the superintendent. 

Several instruments and techniques are commonly used by 

school districts for the purpose of collecting information 

about candidates for teaching positions. Several studies 

have been conducted for the purpose of determining which 

instruments and procedures are most effective in the process 

of selecting teachers. One of the most recent broad studies 

related to teacher selection procedures was conducted by the 

Board of Examiners of the New York City Board of Education 

(13). In this study an investigation was made of the selec-

tion policies and procedures in the large city school systems 

of the United States. The stated objectives of the New York 

study were 

(1) To survey teacher selection policies and procedures 
in large public school systems, 

(2) Within the rubric of "large" systems, to compare 
school systems of various sizes with respect to 
their teacher selection policies and procedures, 

(3) To determine relationships of teacher selection 
policies and procedures to teacher selection rate 
and to teacher-pupil index, 

(^) To determine fields of needed research in the area 
of teacher selection (13, pp. 2-3). 

For the New York study a teacher selection question-

naire was developed covering the following areas of teacher 

selection: (l) analysis of existing staff resources, (2) 

preparation and use of job descriptions, (3) resources used 

in the recruitment of applicants, (4) means of giving pro-

spective candidates information regarding the school system 
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to which they are applying, (5) non-local selection of teach-

ers, (6) use of application forms, (7) professional prepara-

tion required, for teaching positions, (8) use and follow-up 

of references, (9) use of examinations, (10) interview tech-

niques in teacher selection, (11) classroom observation of 

candidates, (12) use of eligibility lists, (13) timing of 

notification of appointment, (1^) declination of offer of 

appointment, (15) appeals from the decision of the selecting 

authority. From the New York study the following conclusions 

were drawn: 

1. Teacher selection policies and procedures vary 

widely among large school systems. 

2. The interview is used as a primary selection device 

by all large systems. 

3. Relationships exist between size of school system 

and certain teacher selection policies and procedures. 

k-. The larger the system the greater the tendency (a) 

to use data processing systems, (b) to use a brochure as a 

means of giving information to candidates, (c) to involve a 

director of personnel in selection, (d) to make an active 

search for candidates outside a 1,000-mile radius of the 

school system, (e) to use the National Teacher Examination, 

(f) to have one individual, rather than a committee, inter-

view the candidate, (g) to use a rating scale for recording 

the results of the interview, (h) never to reimburse the 

candidate for expenses incurred in the interview, (i) never 
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to make a classroom observation of a candidate, (j) to use 

commercial teachers agencies as resources in recruiting ap-

plicants, (k) to contact the applicant's recommender by 

telephone, and (l) to write the applicant's recommender. 

Coffey (10) found that there was high group agreement 

among administrators, placement directors, and teachers as 

to the relative values of selection devices and criteria now 

in use. He found that the interview ranked at the top of' 

thirty-three selection devices in use. The highest ranking 

quality in teachers was "shows sincerity and. determination in 

desire to teach." 

Day (17) made a study to test the validity of the MTAI 

as a predictive instrument in the selection of good teaching 

prospects. One hundred ninety-six student teachers were first 

tested on campus, then retested a year later a.s teachers. 

Criterion ratings were secured from principals and instruc-

tional supervisors at the time of retesting. There was a 

slight positive correlation between MTAI test scores and cri-

terion ratings. The findings indicated that the instrument 

has very little value for predictive purposes. 

The role of the selection process in the total personnel 

program is such that it demands the constant attention of ad-

ministrative officials if it is to function effectively. Ad-

ministrators should make use of all those procedures and prac-

tices which are found to be useful in the selection of 

teachers. 
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CHAPTER IV 

THE FINDINGS--INFORMATIONAL ITEMS 

The first major sub-problem of this study was the identi-

fication of practices which were (1) utilized by school ad-

ministrators in the selection of teachers, and (2) considered 

to be important to the selection of teachers by school ad-

ministrators, practicing teachers, and a jury of experts in 

the field of school personnel administration. Data were col-

lected from administrators, teachers, and members of the jury 

of experts by use of a questionnaire. Responses to the ques-

tionnaire were received from 307 administrators, 236 teachers, 

and 8 experts in school personnel administration. Parts I 

and III of the questionnaire contained lists of 62 items of 

information which may be used in the evaluation of teacher 

applicants. 

Teachers, administrators, and members of the jury of 

experts were requested to indicate whether each item of in-

formation was essential, very important, important, of little 

importance, or of no importance to the evaluation of teacher 

applicants. Each teacher and administrator was asked to check 

those items of information generally used by their respective 

school districts in the evaluation of teacher applicants. An 

analysis of these responses is reported in this chapter. 

^8 
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The hypotheses tested in this chapter are as follows: 

1. There will be no significant differences in the 

opinions of school administrators, practicing teachers, and 

a jury of experts as to the importance of each of sixty-two 

items of information that may be used in the evaluation of 

teacher applicants. 

2. There will be no significant relationship between 

the utilization of and importance placed upon each of sixty-

two items of information by administrators. 

3. There will be no significant relationship between 

the utilization of each of sixty-two items of information by 

administrators and importance placed upon the same items of 

information by a jury of experts. 

. k. Administrators will indicate that there are no 

significant differences in importance among nine categories 

of informational items to the evaluation of teacher applicants 

for positions for Texas Public Schools. 

5. There will be no significant differences in the 

opinions of administrators and teachers as to the extent of 

utilization of each of sixty-two items of information in the 

evaluation of teacher applicants. 

Importance of Informational Items 

A simple analysis of variance formula was used for 

testing the significance of differences in the degree of im-

portance placed upon each of the sixty-two items of information 
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among administrators, teachers, and a jury of experts. Where 

a significant F-Score resulted, the t technique was applied 

to determine the location and the level of significance of 

the difference. 

The mean and standard deviation for each item and the 

F-Scores for informational items for administrators, teachers, 

and a jury of experts are presented in Table III. The level 

of significance of F-Scores are presented in the last column. 

For the means presented in Table III, F-Scores of 2.99 and 

above were significant at better than the .05 level. Levels 

of significance above the .05 level are listed as "NS," indi-

cating that the F-Scores for those items were not significant. 

Numbers assigned to items of information are repeated on the 

facing page of the table for the convenience of the reader 

in identifying items. 

The data were quantified by assigning 5 for essential, 

^ for very important, 3 for important, 2 for little importance, 

and 1 for no importance. Means ranging from ^ to 5 were 

interpreted to mean an item was considered to be very im-

portant to essential to the selection of teachers. Means 

ranging from J to k were interpreted to mean an item was 

considered to be important to very important. Means ranging 

from 2 to 3 were interpreted to mean an item was considered 

to be of little importance to important, and means ranging 

from 1 to 2 were interpreted to mean an item was considered 

to be of little or no importance. 
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TABLE III 

MEANS, STANDARD DEVIATIONS, AND F-SCORES FOR 
ADMINISTRATORS, TEACHERS AND 

JURY OF EXPERTS 

Item of Information 
Administrators 

Mean S.D. 

3.65 1.04 
3 . 1 0 1.31 
2.95 1.21 
2.62 1.10 
3.26 1.16 
k . l 5 .74 

.72 
4.06 • 72 
2 . 8 9 1.29 
^.23 1.00 
2 . 2 5 1.13 
^•73 .65 
4 . 1 1 .73 
4.2.(.9 . 6 5 
^.45 . 6 3 
3-89 • 92 
2.60 .88 
^. 22 .81 
2.7^ .80 
3.13 .84 

.69 
2.59 .86 
4.45 .70 
k M . 66 
3 . 2 0 .94 
2.57 • 91 
2 . 1 0 .85 
1 . 7 2 .88 
4.18 .76 
3.76 .78 
3.29 .76 

3 . 2 3 .95 

3-59 • 97 
4.33 . 6 5 
4.35 . 6 7 

^•55 .59 
4.37 . 6 3 

1. Age 
2. Sex 
3. Marital status 
4. Number and age of children 
5. Photograph 
6. Neatness, dress, and grooming 
7. Health 
8. Voice and speech 
9. Race and color 
10. Belief in a Supreme Being 
11. Church affiliation 
12. Loyalty to the United States 
13. Personality traits 
14. Character 
15. Dependability 
16. Credit record 
17. Extent of travel 
18. Interest in teaching as a career 
19. Non-academic activities in college 
20. Occupational aptitudes 
21. Interest in children 
22. Hobbies 
23. Emotional stability 
24-. Ability to get along with others 
25. Social background 
26. Economic background 
27. Service club membership 
28. Fraternity membership 
29. Use of language 
30. Ability to formulate ideas in writing 
31. Special abilities 
32. Professor's appraisal of teaching 

ability 
33. Supervising teacher's appraisal of 

teaching ability 
3 4 . Ability to communicate with pupils 
35. Ability to get along with pupils 
36. Ability to maintain classroom 

discipline 
37. Willingness to accept responsibility 



TABLE Ill — Continued 

52 

Item 
No. 

Teachers Experts 
F-Score Level 

Item 
No. Mean S.D. Mean S.D. 

F-Score Level 

1 3.57 1.13 4.38 1.11 2.30 NS 
2 3.00 1.46 4.00 1. 22 2.24 NS 
3 2.78 1.35 3.38 1.32 1.76 NS 
4 2.77 1.28 3.00 1.22 1.43 NS 
5 3.16 1.26 3-38 1.41 .49 NS 
6 4. 20 • 77 3.38 • 93 • 92 NS 
7 4.49 • 65 4.25 . 66 3.18 .05 
8 4.07 .80 4.13 .78 .03 NS 
9 2.69 1.45 1.88 1.27 3.10 • 05 
10 4.11 1.18 2.63 1.58 8.62 .001 
11 2.79 1.27 2.38 1.4l 13.38 .001 
12 4.68 .7 4 4.25 .97 2.06 NS 
13 4.16 .70 4.13 • 93 .31 NS 
14 4.62 .57 4.25 1.30 3-99 .01 
15 4.71 .48 4.50 .71 13.82 .001 
16 3-89 1.06 3.13 .93 2.37 NS 
17 2.45 .95 2.75 .83 2.00 NS 
18 ^.33 .87 4.00 .87 1.62 NS 
19 2.55 .98 2.75 .97 2.86 NS 
20 3.38 1.01 2.75 I.09 6.02 .01 
21 4. 56 .74 4.38 .70 2.07 NS 
22 2.48 1.06 2.38 . 86 .94 NS 
23 4.67 . 56 4.75 .43 7.86 .001 
24 4.56 .64 4.50 .71 1.35 NS 
25 2.85 1.03 3.00 1.00 8.28 .001 
26 2.35 • 91 2.25 .97 4.05 .05 
27 1.87 .83 2.25 . 66 5.14 .01 
28 1.64 • 90 1.88 .60 • 70 NS 
29 4.21 .83 4.38 • 70 • 30 NS 
30 3.80 .91 4.13 .78 .81 NS 
31 3.38 .85 3.38 .99 .84 NS 

32 3.28 .99 3.50 1.12 .40 NS 

33 3.62 .95 4.13 .93 1.20 NS 
34 4.56 .69 4.88 • 33 9.54 .001 
35 4.59 .61 4.88 • 33 11.72 .001 

36 4.72 • 53 4.38 .70 6.33 .01 
37 4.68 . 56 4.2 5 • 83 17-33 .001 
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TABLE Ill — Continued 

Item of Information 
Administrators 

Item of Information 
Mean S.D. 

38. Ability to plan and organize work 4.34 .65 
39• Mental ability—intelligence 3-85 .76 
40. Grades in professional courses 3.29 .77 
41. Grades in teaching fields 3.50 .80 
42. Grades in student teaching 3.42 .86 
43. Number and type courses in major field 3-78 .84 
44. Number and type courses in minor field 3.60 .85 
45. Number and type professional courses 

completed 3-52 .85 
46. Courses completed in past three years 3-27 .90 
47. Knowledge of teaching techniques 3-93 .77 
48. Knowledge of child growth and. 

development 3.79 .80 
49. Knowledge of philosophy of education 3.52 .88 
50. Knowledge of tests and measurements 3-^3 .81 
51. Knowledge of learning processes 3.76 .78 
52. Length of teaching experience 3.04 1.13 
53* Recency of teaching experience 3.44 • 99 
54. Grade level and subject area of 

teaching experience 3.62 .94 
55- Experience other than teaching 3.00 .87 
56. Type certificates held 4.07 .96 
5?. Degrees held 4.02 .98 
58. Cooperation with administration 4.40 .68 
59. Cooperation with teachers 4.43 .64 
60. Cooperation with parents 4.32 .67 
6l. Understanding of teacher's code of 

ethics 4.28 .76 
62. Professional organization membership 3.60 .99 
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Item 
No. 

Teachers Experts 
F-Score Level 

Item 
No. 

Mean S.D. Mean S.D. 
F-Score Level 

38 4 . 6 l . 60 4 .50 • 71 11.61 .001 
39 4 .17 .83 4 .25 .97 11.42 .001 
40 3 .41 .91 3.50 1.22 1.44 NS 
4 l 3 .68 .91 3 .75 1.09 3 .14 .05 
42 3 .61 .92 4 .00 1.00 4 .23 .01 
43 3-92 • 95 3 .88 .78 1.47 NS 
44 3-75 .99 3 .25 .83 2.56 NS 

45 3-59 .97 3 .63 .70 .36 NS 
46 3.32 I.07 3.13 .60 ,32 NS 
47 3.99 .78 4 .63 .48 3-35 • 05 

48 4 .01 .83 4 .50 • 70 6 .88 .01 
49 3 .55 1.02 3 .88 • 78 -55 NS 
50 3 .^8 .94 3 .75 . 66 .65 NS 
51 3-93 .87 4 . 2 5 . 66 3-93 .05 
52 3.30 1.20 4 .00 1.32 5 .48 .01 
53 3 .^9 1.11 3-75 1.30 . 46 NS 

54 3.80 1.05 4 .25 I.09 3.48 .05 
55 3 .08 1.14 3 .13 .60 .49 NS 
56 4 .04 1.08 4 .25 .97 .22 NS 
57 4 .18 .98 4.50 .87 2.59 NS 
58 4 .41 • 76 3-75 I.09 3.27 .05 
59 4.47 .69 4.00 1.00 2.02 NS 
60 4 .45 .7^ 4.13 .93 2.67 NS 

61 4 .44 .75 3.75 .83 5.00 .01 
62 3-^9 1.15 3.00 1.12 1.71 NS 
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A study of Table III reveals that the data yielded 

F-Scores for thirty-six items of information which were not 

significant. This indicated that there were no significant 

differences in the opinions among administrators, teachers, 

and experts as to the importance of the thirty-six items of 

information to the evaluation of teacher applicants. The 

null hypothesis was accepted for each of the thirty-six items, 

For each of eleven of the items of information for which the 

null hypothesis was accepted, the means for administrators, 

teachers, and experts would indicate that each item was very 

important to essential to the selection of teachers. Items 

included in this group are (1) voice and speech, (2) loyalty 

to the United States, (3) personality traits, (^) interest 

in teaching as a career, (5) interest in children, (6) 

ability to get along with others, (7) use of language, (8) 

type certificates held, (9) degrees held, (10) cooperation 

with teachers, and (11) cooperation with parents. 

Administrators, teachers, and experts agreed upon the 

degree of importance of nineteen items of information which 

fall within the limits indicating an item was important to 

very important. Items included in this group were (l) age, 

(2) sex, (3) photograph, (^) neatness, dress, grooming, (5) 

credit record, (6) ability to formulate ideas in writing, (7) 

special abilities, (8) professors' appraisal of teaching 

ability, (9) supervising teachers' appraisal of teaching 

ability, (10) grades in professional courses, (11) number and 
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type courses in minor field, (13) number and type profes-

sional courses completed, (14-) courses completed in past 

three years, (15) knowledge of philosophy of education, (16) 

knowledge'of tests and measurements, (17) recency of teach-

ing experience, (18) experience other than teaching, and 

(19) professional organization membership. 

There were five items of information for which the null 

hypothesis was accepted which fell within the limits indi-

cating important to little importance. Included, in this 

group were (l) marital status, (2) number and age of chil-

dren, (3) extent of travel, (4) non-academic activities in 

college, and (5) hobbies. The three groups agreed that one 

item, fraternity membership, was of little or no importance 

to the evaluation of teacher applicants. 

The null hypothesis was rejected for each of the twenty-

six items of information for which significant F-Scores were 

found. Although significant differences in opinions were 

found for each of the twenty-six items, means for all three 

groups of subjects were above *K00 for nine of the items, 

indicating that all three groups considered the items to be 

very important to essential to the evaluation of teacher 

applicants. The nine items in the group were (1) health, 

(2) character, (3) dependability, (4) emotional stability, 

(5) ability to communicate with pupils, (6) ability to get 

along with pupils, (7) ability to maintain classroom 
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discipline, (8) willingness to accept responsibility, and 

(9) ability to plan and organize work. 

Of the twenty-six items for which the null hypotheses 

were rejected, ten were considered to be important to 

essential by administrators, teachers, and experts. Items 

in this group are (1) mental ability, (2) grades in teach-

ing fields, (3) grades in student teaching, (4) knowledge 

of teaching techniques, (5) knowledge of child growth and 

development, (6) knowledge of learning processes, (7) length 

of teaching experience, (8) grade level and subject area of 

teaching experience, (9) cooperation with administration, 

and (10) understanding of teacher's code of ethics. Three 

items were considered to be of little importance to very 

important by the three groups. They were (1) belief in a 

Supreme Being, (2) occupational aptitudes, and (3) social 

background. Means of four items were within the range indi-

cating little or no importance. Items in this group were-

(1) race and color, (2) church affiliation, (3) economic 

background, and (^) service club membership. 

In summary, administrators, teachers, and experts con-

sidered fifty-six of the sixty-two items of information 

included in this study to be of at least some importance to 

the evaluation of applicants for teaching positions. 

Significant F-Scores were found for twenty-six of the 

items of information. The null hypothesis was rejected for 

each of eight items of information at the .05 level of 
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significance, for each of eight items at the .01 level of 

significance, and for each of ten items at the .001 level of 

significance. For each item of information for which the 

null hypothesis was rejected, a t test was computed to test 

the significance of the difference between the means of any 

two groups. The t ratios between means of importance for 

administrators and teachers are presented in Table IV. Items 

of information appearing in this table are taken from Table 

III and include only the twenty-six items for which a sig-

nificant F-Score was found. Also presented in Table IV are 

means and standard, deviations for each item for administrators 

and teachers, and the level of significance of the t scores. 

For the means presented in Table IV, t ratios of 1.96 and 

above were significant at better than the .05 level. 

An examination of Table IV shows that administrators 

and teachers were in agreement upon the importance of four 

of the twenty-six items of information listed here. A study 

of the data reveals that the two groups were in agreement as 

to the importance of forty of the sixty-two items of informa-

tion included in this study. The t scores indicated that 

there were significant differences between the means of the 

two groups for each of twenty-two items of information. The 

null hypothesis was rejected at the .05 level of significance 

for each of two items, at the .02 level of significance for 

each of five items, at the .01 level of significance for each 
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TABLE IV 

t RATIOS BETWEEN MEANS OF IMPORTANCE OF INFORMATIONAL 
ITEMS FOR ADMINISTRATORS AND TEACHERS 

Item of Information 

Admin-
istrators Teachers 

t Level Item of Information 

Mean S.D. Mean S.D. 

t Level 

7. Health 4.34 • 72 4.^9 .65 2.44 .02 
9. Race and color 2.89 1.29 2.69 1.45 1.60 NS* 
10. Belief in a Supreme 

Being 4.22 1.00 4.11 1.18 1.17 NS 
11. Church affiliation 2.2 5 1.13 2.79 1.27 5 . 1 6 .001 
14. Character 4.48 . 65 4.62 • 57 2.51 .02 
15. Dependability 4.44 . 63 4.71 .48 5.25 .001 
20. Occupational 

.84 3.14 aptitudes 3.13 .84 3-38 1.01 3.14 .01 
23. Hobbies 4.45 .70 4.67 .56 3-86 .001 
25. Social background 3-20 .94 2.85 I . 0 3 4.07 .001 
26. Economic background 2.57 • 91 2.35 .91 2 . 7 6 .01 
27. Service club mem-

bership 2.10 .85 1.87 .83 3.10 .01 
34. Ability to communi-

cate with pupils 4.33 . 65 4.56 .69 3-95 .001 
35. Ability to get 

.61 along with pupils 4.35 .67 4.60 .61 4.48 .001 
36. Ability to maintain 

classroom disci-
pline 4.55 .59 4.72 • 53 3-3^ .001 

37. Willingness to 
accept responsi-

. 63 4.68 .56 bility 4.37 . 63 4.68 .56 5.77 .001 
38. Ability to plan and 

organize work 4.34 . 65 4.61 .60 4.81 .001 
39. Mental ability— 

4.69 intelligence 3.85 .76 4.17 .83 4.69 .001 
4l. Grades in teaching 

fields 3.50 .80 3.68 .91 2.44 .02 
42. Grades in student 

teaching 3-42 .86 3.61 .92 2.44 .02 
47. Knowledge of teach-

ing techniques 3-93 .77 3.99 .78 .87 NS 
4-8. Knowledge of child 

growth and devel-
4.01 .83 3.04 opment 3.79 .79 4.01 .83 3.04 .01 
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Item of Information 

Admin-
istrators 

Teachers 
t Level Item of Information 

Mean S.D. Mean S.D. 

t Level 

51 . Knowledge of learn-
3.76 .87 2.41 

51 
ing processes 3.76 .78 3.93 .87 2.41 .02 

52 . Length of teaching 
.01 experience 3.03 1.13 3.30 1.20 2.59 .01 

54 . Grade level and 
subject area of 
teaching experi-

3.61 3.80 ence 3.61 • 93 3.80 1.05 2.11 .05 
58 . Cooperation with 

4.4-0 4.41 .76 .18 
58 

administration 4.4-0 . 68 4.41 .76 .18 NS 
61 . Cooperation with 

4.44 2.24 ' parents 4.29 • 76 4.44 • 75 2.24 • 05 

*NS—Not significant. 

of five items, and at the .001 level of significance for 

each of ten items. 

The mean importance for teachers was significantly 

higher than the mean importance for administrators for the 

following items of information: (1) health, (2) church af-

filiation, (3) character, (4) dependability, (5) occupational 

aptitudes, (6) hobbies, (7) ability to communicate with pu-

pils, (8) ability to get along with pupils, (9) ability to 

maintain classroom discipline, (10) willingness to accept 

responsibility, (11) ability to plan and organize work, (12) 

mental ability, (13) grades in teaching fields, (14-) grades 

in student teaching, (15) knowledge of child growth and 

development, (16) knowledge of learning processes, (17) 

length of teaching experience, (18) grade level and subject 
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area of teaching experience, and (19) cooperation with par-

ents. Most of the items upon which teachers place more im-

portance than do administrators are closely related to the 

profession of teaching. Administrators gave more importance 

to social background, economic background, and service club 

membership than did teachers. These items have little re-

lationship to the teaching profession. 

A t score was computed for each of twenty-six items of 

information to find the significance of differences between 

means for administrators and experts. The means, standard 

deviations, t scores, and levels of significance for each 

item are presented in Table V. For the means presented in 

Table V, t ratios of 1 .96 and above were significant at 

better than the .05 level. 

TABLE V 

t RATIOS BETWEEN MEANS OF IMPORTANCE OF INFORMATIONAL 
ITEMS FOR ADMINISTRATORS AND EXPERTS 

Admin- Jury of 

Item of Information istrators Experts t Level 

Mean S.D. Mean S.D. 

7. Health 4. 34 • 72 4.25 . 66 .37 NS* 
9. Race and color 2.89 1.29 1.88 1.27 2.06 .05 
10. Belief in a Supreme 

Being 4.22 1.00 2 . 6 3 1.58 4.08 .001 
11. Church affiliation 2 .2 5 1.13 2 .38 1.4l .29 NS 
14. Character 4.49 .65 4.2 5 1.30 1.03 NS 
15. Dependability 4.45 .63 4.50 .72 .25 NS 
20. Occupational 

aptitudes 3.13 .84 2.75 1.09 1.15 NS 
23. Hobbies 4.45 .70 ^.75 1.30 NS 
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Admin- Jury of 

Item of Information istrators Experts 
Level 

Mean S.D. Mean S.D. 

25. Social background 3 .20 .94 3.00 1.00 .57 NS 
26. Economic background 2 • 57 .91 2.25 • 97 .98 NS 
27. Service club mem-

• 97 .98 

34. 
bership 2 .10 .85 2.25 .66 .49 NS 

34. Ability to communi-
2.25 .49 

cate with pupils 4 • 33 . 6 5 4.88 .33 2 .28 .05 
35. Ability to get 

.33 .05 

36. 
along with pupils 4 •35 .67 4.88 • 33 2 .30 .05 

36. Ability to maintain 
classroom disci-

• 33 .30 .05 

pline 4 .55 -59 4.38 .70 .88 NS 
37. Willingness to 

accept responsi-

.70 

38. 
bility 4 •37 . 63 4.2 5 .83 • 55 NS 

38. Ability to plan and 
.83 • 55 

organize work 4 .34 . 65 4.50 .71 • 70 NS 
39. Mental ability 3 .85 .76 4.25 • 97 1 .41 NS 
41. Grades in teaching 

4.25 • 97 

42. 
fields 3 • 50 .80 3.75 I . 0 9 .83 NS 

42. Grades in student 
.83 

47. 
teaching 3' .42 .86 4 . 0 0 

O
 

O
 

x—1 1 .83 NS 
47. Knowledge of teach-

.83 

48. 
ing techniques 3. .93 .77 4 . 6 3 .48 2 • 51 .02 

48. Knowledge of child 
growth and devel-

• 51 

opment 3. .79 • 79 4 . 5 0 .71 2.43 .02 
51. Knowledge of learn-

ing processes 3-.76 •
 00

 

4.2 5 . 66 1 .68 NS 
52. Length of teaching 

54. 
experience 3-• 03 1 . 1 3 4.00 1.32 2, • 32 .05 

54. Grade level and 
subject area of 
teaching experi-

1.32 • 32 .05 

58. 
ence 3-62 • 93 4.25 I . 0 9 1. • 79 NS 

58. Cooperation with 
• 79 

61. 
administration 4. 40 . 68 3-75 1 . 0 9 2. • 52 .02 

61. Cooperation with 
1 . 0 9 • 52 

parents 
O 1ST _ -i_ • _ 1 

4. 29 .76 3-75 . 83 1. .99 .05 
-Not significant 
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The null hypothesis was accepted for each of seventeen 

items of information. The hypothesis was rejected for each 

of five items at the .05 level of significance, for each of 

three items at the .02 level of significance, and for one 

item at the .001 level of significance. Administrators and 

experts were in agreement as to the importance of each of 

fifty-three items of information included in the study. 

They disagreed upon the importance of each of nine items. 

Experts' ratings of importance was higher than those of 

administrators for five items. These were (1) ability to 

communicate with pupils, (2) ability to get along with pu-

pils, (3) knowledge of teaching techniques, (^) knowledge of 

child growth and development, and (5) length of teaching 

experience. Administrators' ratings were higher than those 

of the experts for four items of information. They were 

(l) race and color, (2) belief in a Supreme Being, (3) co-

operation with administration, and (4) cooperation with 

parents. The experts placed greater importance upon those 

items more directly related to teaching. Administrators 

were inclined to place more importance upon items less 

closely related to teaching than did the experts. Admin-

istrators and experts were in closer agreement upon the im-

portance of informational items included in this study than 

were administrators and teachers. 

A t score was computed for each of the twenty-six items 

of information to find the significance of differences 
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between the means for teachers and experts. The means, 

standard deviations, t scores, and levels of significance 

for each item are presented in Table VI. For the means 

presented in Table VI, t_ ratios of 1 . 9 6 and above were sig-

nificant at the .05 level. 

TABLE VI 

t RATIOS BETWEEN MEANS OF IMPORTANCE OF INFORMATIONAL 
ITEMS FOR TEACHERS AND EXPERTS 

Item of Information 
Teachers 

Jury of 
Experts t Level Item of Information 

Mean S.D. Mean S.D. 

t Level 

7. Health 14-.49 . 6 5 4.25 . 66 .96 NS* 
9 . Race and color 2.69 1.45 1.88 1.27 1 . 6 7 NS 
10. Belief in a Supreme 

Being 4.11 1 . 1 8 2.63 1.58 3-78 .001 
11. Church affiliation 2.79 1.27 2.38 1.41 .97 NS 
14. Character 4.62 .57 4.25 1.30 1.64 NS 
15. Dependability 4.71 .48 4.50 .71 I . 0 3 NS 
20. Occupational 

aptitudes 3.38 1 . 0 1 2.75 1.09 1.91 NS 
23. Hobbies 4.67 . 5 6 4.75 .43 .36 NS 
25. Social background 2.85 1.03 3.00 1.00 .42 NS 
26. Economic background 2.35 • 91 2.25 .97 .30 NS 
27. Service club mem-

bership 1.87 .83 2.25 . 66 1.24 NS 
34. Ability to communi-

cate with pupils 4.56 . 6 9 4.88 • 33 1.31 NS 
35. Ability to get 

4.60 .61 4.88 along with pupils 4.60 .61 4.88 • 33 1.20 NS 
36 . Ability to maintain 

classroom disci-
pline 4.72 .53 4.38 .70 1.68 NS 

37. Willingness to 
accept responsi-
bility 4.68 .56 4.25 .83 1.95 NS 

38 . Ability to plan and 
. 60 organize work 4.61 . 60 4.50 • 71 .47 NS 

39. Mental ability 4.17 .83 4.25 .97 .26 NS 
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TABLE VI—Continued 

Item of Information 
Teachers 

Jury of 
Experts t Level Item of Information 

Mean S.D. Mean S.D. 

t Level 

4l. Grades in teaching 
.24 fields 3.68 .91 3-75 1.09 .24 NS 

42. Grades in student 
teaching 3.61 • 92 4.00 1.00 1.23 NS 

47. Knowledge of teach-
4.63 

OO 
-3-• ing techniques 3.99 • 78 4.63 

OO 
-3-• 2.29 .05 

48. Knowledge of child 
growth and devel-

4.50 1.69 opment 4.01 

OO • 4.50 .71 1.69 NS 
51. Knowledge of learn-

4.25 . 66 1.08 ing processes 3-93 .87 4.25 . 66 1.08 NS 
52. Length of teaching 

4. 00 1.68 experience 3.30 1.20 4. 00 1.32 1.68 NS 
54. Grade level and 

subject area of 
teaching experi-

4.25 ence 3.80 1.05 4.25 I.09 1.27 NS 
58. Cooperation with 

.76 administration 4.41 .76 3.75 I.09 2.55 .02 
6l. Cooperation with 

parents 4.44 • 75 3-75 .83 2.52 .02 

*NS--Not significant, 

The null hypothesis was accepted for each of twenty-two 

items of information. Teachers and experts agreed upon the 

importance of each of fifty-eight of the sixty-two items of 

information included in this study. They disagreed upon the 

importance of only four items. The null hypothesis was re-

jected for one item at the .05 level of significance, for 

each of two items at the .02 level of significance, and for 

one item at the .001 level of significance. Items for which 

the null hypotheses were rejected were (l) belief in a 
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Supreme Being, (2) knowledge of teaching techniques, (3) co-

operation with administration, and (^) cooperation with 

parents. The experts' rating of importance was higher than 

that of teachers for knowledge of teaching techniques. 

Teachers gave higher ratings of importance to three items 

than did the experts. These are (1) belief in a Supreme . 

Being, (2) cooperation with administration, and (3) coopera-

tion with parents. 

Where differences of opinions existed among teachers, 

administrators, and experts, the experts and teachers gave 

consistently higher ratings of importance to items directly-

related to teaching than did administrators. Administrators 

were inclined to give more importance to items such as per-

sonality characteristics, personal and. physical charac-

teristics, and social background than were experts and 

teachers. 

Administrators and teachers disagreed most often as to 

the importance of informational items to the evaluation of 

teacher applicants. Teachers and the jury of experts agreed 

more closely than any other two groups. There was disagree-

ment between teachers and experts upon the degree of im-

portance of only four items of information in the selection 

of teachers. Of the sixty-two items of information included 

in this study, fifty-six were considered by all three groups 

to have some importance in the evaluation of applicants for 

teaching positions. 
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Importance and Utilization of 
Informational Items 

A comparison between the importance placed upon each of 

sixty-two items of information by administrators and the 

utilization of the same items by administrators was made. 

This was done to determine the extent to which administrators 

make use of those items of information which the group con-

sidered to be of importance to the evaluation of teacher ap-

plicants . 

A point biserial correlation coefficient was computed 

for each of the sixty-two items of information included, in 

this study. The results of these computations, the means 

and standard deviations of importance, and utilization of each 

item, and the per cent of administrators reporting utiliza-

tion of each item are presented in Table VII. 

TABLE VII 

MEANS, STANDARD DEVIATIONS, PER CENT OF UTILIZATION, AND 
CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS FOR THE IMPORTANCE PLACED ON 

INFORMATIONAL ITEMS BY ADMINISTRATORS AND THE 
UTILIZATION OF THOSE ITEMS 

BY ADMINISTRATORS 

Item of Information 
Importance Utili-

zation % of 
Utili-
zation 

rpb Item of Information 

Mean S.D. Mean S.D. 

% of 
Utili-
zation 

rpb 

1. Age 3.65 1.04 1.85 • 35 85 .40 
2. Sex 3.11 1.31 1.69 .46 69 
3. Marital status 2.95 1.21 1.67 67 .3^ 
k. Number and age of 

children 2.62 1.10 1.50 • 50 50 •
 CO
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Item of Information 
Importance Utili-

zation 
% of 
Utili- r , 

pb 
Mean S.D. Mean S.D. zation 

r , 
pb 

5. Photograph 3.27 1.16 1.63 .48 63 .46 
6. Neatness, dress, 

grooming 4 .15 .7b 1.96 .20 96 .20 
7. He alth 4.34 .72 1.97 . 16 97 .08* 
8. Voice and speech 4.0 6 .70 1.91 .28 91 .19 
9. Race and color 2.89 1.29 1.37 .48 37 .55 

10. Belief in a Supreme 
Being 4.23 1.00 1.82 • 38 82 .41 

11. Church affiliation 2.25 1.13 1.18 .38 18 • 38 
12. Loyalty to the 

4.73 .65 .24 United States 4.73 .65 1.90 .31 90 .24 
13. Personality traits 4.11 .73 1.81 • 39 81 .24 
14. Character 4.49 .65 1.96 .19 96 .06* 
15. Dependability 4.45 .63 1.90 .30 90 .17 
16. Credit record 3.88 .92 1.70 .46 70 .43 
17. Extent of travel 2.60 .88 1.1b .35 14 .26 
18. Interest in teach-

ing as a career 4.21 •
 OO
 

CO
 

CO
 

.33 88 .3^ 
19. Non-academic ac-

tivities in 
college 2.7b .79 1.25 .43 25 .32 

20. Occupational -3-OO • aptitudes 3.13 

-3-OO • 1 . 1 5 .35 15 .12* 
21. Interest in 

children 4.44 .69 1.89 • 31 89 • 31 
22. Hobbies 2.58 .86 1.23 .42 23 .32 
23. Emotional stability 4.46 .69 1.9b .24 9 4 .05* 
24. Ability to get 

along with others 4.47 . 66 1.95 .22 95 . 12* 
25. Social background 3 . 2 0 .9b 1.29 .45 29 .21 
26. Economic background 2.57 .91 1.18 .38 18 .26 
27. Service club mem-

.26 bership 2.10 .85 1.07 .26 7 .22 

28. Fraternity mem-
bership 1.72 .88 

.76 
1.04 .19 4 .08* 

29. Use of language 4.18 
.88 

.76 1.87 • 34 8 7 . 26 
30. Ability to formu-

late ideas in 
writing 3.77 .78 1.55 • 50 55 .29 

31- Special abilities 3-29 .76 1.42 .49 42 .12* 
32. Professor's ap-

praisal of teach-
ing ability 3.2k .95 1.64 .48 64 .40 
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Item of Information 
Importance Utili- • 

zation % of 
. Utili-
zation 

r 
Pb 

Item of Information 

Mean S.D. Mean S.D. 

% of 
. Utili-
zation 

r 
Pb 

33- Supervising teach-
er's appraisal of 

3*K 
teaching ability- 3.60 .97 1.67 .47 67 .40 

3*K Ability to communi-
67 

cate with pupils ^•33 .65 1.93 .25 93 . 16 
35. Ability to get 

.25 93 

36. 
along with pupils ^•35 . 66 I . 8 9 • 31 89 .18 

36. Ability to maintain 
• 31 89 

classroom disci-
pline 4.56 • 59 1.99 . 10 99 -.02* 

37. Willingness to 
99 

accept responsi-

38. 
bility 4.37 . 63 1.96 .19 96 • 17 

38. Ability to plan and 
organize work 4.34 . 6 5 1.94 .23 94 . 13* 

39. Mental ability--
.23 94 . 13* 

40. 
intelligence 3.85 .76 I . 6 9 .46 69 .21 

40. Grades in profes-
69 

4-1. 
sional courses 3.29 .77 1 . 6 5 .48 65 • 30 

4-1. Grades in teaching 
65 • 30 

42. 
fields 3.50 .80 1.79 .41 79 • 31 

42. Grades in student 
79 • 31 

^3. 
teaching 3.42 .86 1 . 6 5 •

 00
 

65 
^3. Number and type 

65 

courses in major 

44. 
field 3-78 .84 1.84 .37 84 • 33 

44. Number and type 
.37 • 33 

courses in minor 

45. 
field 3.60 .85 1.74 .44 74 .35 

45. Number and type 
74 .35 

professional 

46.. 
courses completed 3.52 • 85 1 .67 .47 67 .30 

46.. Courses completed 
67 .30 

in past three 

47. 
years 3.27 • 90 1.56 • 50 56 .37 

47. Knowledge of teach-
56 .37 

48. 
ing techniques 3.92 .77 1.76 .43 76 . 1 1 * 

48. Knowledge of child 
growth and devel-

49. 
opment 3.79 • 79 1.65 .48 65 . 26 

49. Knowledge of phi-
65 

losophy of educa-
tion 3.52 .88 1.50 .50 50 .30 
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Item of Information 
Importance Utili-

zation % of 
Utili- pb 

Mean S.D. Mean S.D. zation 
pb 

50 . Knowledge of tests 
3 - ^ 3 and measurements 3 - ^ 3 . 8 1 1 . 5 0 .50 50 • 33 

51 . Knowledge of learn-
ing processes 3 . 7 6 . 78 1 . 6 4 . 4 8 64 .32 

52 . Length of teaching 
experience 3 . 0 4 1 . 1 3 1 . 7 6 • 43 76 .36 

53 . Recency of teaching 
3 . 4 4 

54 . 
experience 3 . 4 4 .99 1 . 7 8 .42 78 .36 

54 . Grade level and 
subject area of 
teaching experi-

3 . 6 2 ence 3 . 6 2 . 93 I . 8 3 • 37 83 . 28 
55 . Experience other 

56 . 
than teaching 3 . 0 0 . 8 ? 1 .49 .50 49 .37 

56 . Type certificates 
held 4 . 0 7 .96 1 . 9 5 . 2 1 95 . 23 

57 . Degrees held 4.02 . 98 1 . 9 6 .19 96 . 12* 
58 . Cooperation with 

administration 4 . 4 0 . 68 1 . 9 6 .19 96 '. 12* 
59 . Cooperation with 

60 . 
teachers 4 . 4 3 . 64 1 . 9 3 • 25 93 .20 

60 . Cooperation with 

61 . 
parents 4 . 3 2 .67 1 .89 .37 89 .16 

61 . Understanding of 
teacher's code 

• 

of ethics 4 . 2 8 .76 1 . 7 8 . 4 1 78 • 37 
62 . Professional 

organization 
3 . 6 0 membership 3 . 6 0 .99 1 . 5 4 .50 54 • 37 

*Not significant. 

Applying the formula presented for hypotheses 2 and 7 

under treatment of data, one finds that r ^ greater than .15 

indicates a positive relationship significantly different 

from 0. Means of importance could range from 1.00 to 5-00, 

while means for utilization could range from 1.00 to 2.00. 
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An examination of Table VII reveals that there were sig-

nificant positive relationships "between importance and 

utilization of each of fifty of the items of information. 

The null hypothesis was rejected for each of the fifty items 

for which a significant correlation coefficient was found. 

Although a significant coefficient was obtained for 

each of the fifty items of information, coefficients were 

not high enough to indicate a close relationship between 

utilization and importance. A coefficient above .50 was 

found for only one item. According to Borg (1, pp. 282-283), 

correlations ranging from .20 to .35 show a very slight re-

lationship between the variables, although this relationship 

may be statistically significant. A correlation of .20 is 

indication that only ^ per cent of the variance in the two 

measures that have been correlated is common to both. Cor-

relations ranging from .35 to .65 are statistically sig-

nificant beyond the 1 per cent level. Correlations ranging 

from .65 to .85 are useful for group predictions for most 

purposes, and correlations over .85 indicate a close rela-

tionship between two variables. 

For nine of the items a coefficient of AO and above 

was obtained. Coefficients under .20 were obtained for 

eighteen items. These findings would indicate that individual 

administrators did not utilize informational items in close 

relationship to the importance each placed upon the items. 
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An examination of the per cent of utilization of each 

item as compared to the mean importance reveals that ad-

ministrators as a group generally made use of those items of 

information considered by the group to be very important to 

essential. Twenty-four items whose means of importance 

ranged from k.02 to ^.73> indicating very important to es-

sential, were utilized by 78 per cent to 99 pe^ cent of the 

administrators. Of the twenty-eight items of information 

for which means fell within the range of important to very 

important, per cent of utilization ranged between 15 and 85. 

Three items—number and type courses in major field, age," 

and grade level and subject area of teaching experience— 

considered to be important to very important were utilized 

by more than 80 per cent of the administrators. Three items--

special abilities, social background, and occupational apti-

tudes—considered to be important to very important were 

utilized by less than 50 Per cent of the administrators. In-

formational items considered to be of little importance were 

utilized by to 67 per cent of the administrators. The two 

items considered to be of, little or no importance to the 

group were utilized by 7 and k per cent of the members of 

the group. 

Administrators tend to neglect to make use of those 

items of information which are not readily available—items 

such as understanding of teacher's code of ethics, credit 

record, mental ability, knowledge of child growth and 
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development, ability to formulate ideas in writing, knowledge 

of philosophy of education, knowledge of tests and measure-

ments, special abilities, and occupational aptitudes. Items 

of information considered by the group to be of little or 

no importance to the selection of teachers were reported to 

be utilized by few of the administrators. 

The third purpose of this study was to determine the 

extent to which administrators actually make use of those 

items of information which were considered by experts to be 

of importance to the evaluation of teacher applicants. Chi 

Square statistical technique was used to determine the sig-

nificance of the relationship between utilization of each 

item of information by administrators and. the importance 

placed upon the same items by a jury of experts. Yates' 

correction formula was applied to each computation. Those 

items in Part III of the questionnaire which were checked by 

administrators as being used in their respective school 

districts were tabulated in a column headed "yes" under ad-

ministrators' utilization. Those items with no check were 

headed "no" under administrators' utilization. In order to 

apply the Chi Square technique as a test of significance of 

relationship, responses by jury members to Part I of the 

questionnaire were treated as dichotomous variables. Re-

sponses indicating that an item was essential, very important, 

o r important to the evaluation of teacher applicants were 

tabulated as "yes," and responses indicating an item was of 
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little importance or of_ no importance were tabulated as "no." 

The results of the comparisons between utilization of each 

item of information by administrators and the importance 

placed upon the same item by the jury of experts are pre-

sented in Table VIII. 

TABLE VIII 

COMPARISON OF ADMINISTRATORS' UTILIZATION OP INFORMATIONAL 
ITEMS WITH EXPERTS' OPINION OF IMPORTANCE OF 

INFORMATIONAL ITEMS* 

Item of Information 

Admin-
istrators 
Utilize 

Experts 
Important 

Chi 
Square 

P Item of Information 

Yes No Yes No 

Chi 
Square 

P 

1. Age 262 ^5 7 1 . 11 NS** 
2. Sex 211 96 6 2 .00 NS 
3. Marital status 206 101 5 3 

• 0 1 
NS 

4. Number and age of 
3 

children 155 152 4 4 .11 NS 
5. Photograph 192 115 6 2 .12 NS 
6. Neatness, dress, 

grooming 294 13 8 0 .09 NS 
7. Health 299 8 8 0 . 46 NS 
8. Voice and speech 280 27 8 0 .06 NS 
9. Race and color 114 193 1 7 1.12 NS 
10. Belief in a Supreme 

Being 252 55 4 4 3.38 NS 
11. Church affiliation 54 253 3 5 .96 NS 
12. Loyalty to the 

United States 275 32 8 0 .14 NS 
13. Personality traits 248 59 8 0 .84 NS 
14. Character 296 11 7 1 .13 NS 
15. Dependability 277 30 8 0 . 10 NS 
16. Credit record 215 92 6 2 .01 NS 
17. Extent of travel 263 6 2 17.19 .001 
18. Interest in teach-

ing as a career 270 37 8 0 .24 NS 
19. Non-academic ac-

tivities in 
college 77 230 5 3 3.89 .05 
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Item of Information 

Admin-
istrators 
Utilize 

Experts 
Important Chi 

Square P Item of Information 

Yes No Yes No 

Chi 
Square P 

20. Occupational 
^5 262 aptitudes ^5 262 5 3 10.02 .01 

21. Interest in 
children 273 3 4- 8 0 .18 NS 

22. Hobbies 71 236 3 5 .27 NS 
23- Emotional stability 288 19 8 0 .00 NS 
2^. Ability to get 

16 along with others 291 16 8 0 .02 NS 
25. Social background 88 219 5 3 2.82 NS 
26. Economic background 55 252 3 5 .90 NS 
27. Service club mem- • 

bership 22 285 3 5 6.11 .02 
28. Fraternity mem-

bership 12 295 1 7 .09 NS 
29. Use of language 267 ko 8 0 • 31 NS 
30. Ability to formu-

late ideas in 
writing 168 139 8 0 ^.78 .05 

31. Special abilities 128 179 7 1 4.9^ • 05 
32. Professor's ap-

praisal of teach-
ing ability 195 112 7 1 I .05 NS 

33. Supervising teach-
er's appraisal of 

ZA6 teaching ability 207 100 8 0 ZA6 NS 
3*K Ability to communi-

286 cate with pupils 286 21 8 0 .00 NS 
35- Ability to get 

27^ . 16 along with pupils 27^ 33 8 0 . 16 NS 
36. Ability to maintain 

classroom disci-
pline 30^ 3 8 0 2.^4 NS 

37. Willingness to 
accept responsi-
bility 295 12 8 0 • 13 NS 

38. Ability to plan and 
organize work 290 17 8 0 .01 NS 

39- Mental ability 211 96 8 0 2.27 NS 
4o. Grades in profes-

sional courses | 201 106 6 2 .03 NS 
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Item of Information 

Admin-
istrators 
Utilize 

Experts 
Important 

Chi 
Square 

P Item of Information 

Yes No Yes No 

Chi 
Square 

P 

4l. Grades in teaching 
fields 242 65 7 1 .02 NS 

42. Grades in student 
teaching 200 107 8 0 2.81 NS 

43. Number and type 
courses in major 

• field 257 50 8 0 • 57 NS 
44. Number and type 

courses in minor 
field 227 80 7 1 .21 NS 

45. Number and type 
professional 
courses 20? 100 8 0 2.46 NS 

46. Courses completed 
in past three 
years 173 134 7 1 1.95 NS 

47. Knowledge of teach-
ing techniques 234 73 8 0 1.32 NS 

48. Knowledge of child 
growth and devel-
opment 201 106 8 0 2.76 NS 

49. Knowledge of phi-
losophy of educa-
tion 152 155 8 0 6.06 .02 

50. Knowledge of tests 
and measurements 152 155 8 0 6.06 .02 

51. Knowledge of learn-
196 ing processes 196 111 8 0 3.02 NS 

52. Length of teaching 
experience 232 75 7 1 .13 NS 

53* Recency of teaching 
experience 238 .69 7 1 . 06 NS 

54. Grade level and 
subject area of 
teaching experi-

256 ence 256 51 7 1 .03 NS 
55. Experience other 

than teaching 151 156 7 1 3.17 NS 
56. Type certificate 

held 293 14 8 0 .06 NS 
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Item of Information 

Admin-
istrators 
Utilize 

Experts 
Important 

Chi 
Square 

P Item of Information 

Yes No Yes No 

Chi 
Square 

P 

57. Degrees held 295 12 8 0 .06 NS 
58. Cooperation with 

administration 295 12 7 1 • 09 NS 
59- Cooperation with 

teachers 28 7 20 8 0 .00 NS 
60. Cooperation with 

.24 parents 270 37 8 0 .24 NS 
61. Understanding of 

teacher's code 
of ethics 240 67 8 0 1.11 NS 

62. Professional 
organization 

165 membership 165 142 5 3 .02 NS 

*Yates correction formula applied to each computation. 
•5h:"NS—Npt significant. 

For the data presented in Table VIII Chi Square values 

of 3.84 and above were significant at better than the .05 

level. There were no significant differences between utili-

zation by administrators and the importance placed upon each 

of fifty-four items of information by the experts. The null 

hypothesis was accepted for each of the fifty-four items. 

The null hypothesis was rejected for each of three items of 

information at the .05 level of significance, for three 

items at the .02 level of significance, for one item at the 

.01 level of significance, and for one item at the .001 

level of significance. 
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Seventy-five per cent of the experts indicated that 

extent of travel was important to essential, but only kk per 

cent of the administrators utilized this information in the 

evaluation of teacher applicants. Five, or 62.5 per cent of 

the experts considered non-academic activities in college as 

important to teacher selection, and 77. or 25.1 per cent, of 

the administrators indicated that this information was used. 

Occupational aptitudes was considered to be of importance by 

62.5 per cent of the experts and utilized by 1^.6 per cent 

of administrators. Information concerning service club mem-

bership was utilized by 22, or 7-2 per cent, of the ad-

ministrators and was considered to be of importance by 3 of 

the experts. All the experts felt that the ability to 

formulate ideas in writing was important to the evaluation 

of applicants. One hundred sixty-eight, or 5^.7 per cent, of 

the administrators utilized this information. Provision was 

made by -̂1.7 per cent of the administrators to secure in-

formation concerning special abilities. Seven of the 8 

experts considered this to be important. All the experts 

considered knowledge of philosophy of education and knowledge 

of tests and measurements to be important information in the 

selection of teachers. Less than half, ̂ 9.5 per cent, of the 

administrators indicated that these items were utilized in 

teacher selection. Administrators were inclined to neglect 

utilization of some items of information considered to be 

important by the experts. 
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Most of the items of information included in this study 

which were considered to be important to teacher selection 

by the experts were reportedly utilized by administrators. 

There was a significant difference between utilization by ad-

ministrators , and importance placed upon each of eight items 

of information by the experts. Reference to Table V reveals 

that there were no significant differences in the opinions 

of administrators and experts as to the degree of importance 

of each of the eight items of information to the evaluation 

of teacher applicants. Administrators were inclined to 

neglect utilization of items considered to be important by 

the experts more than to utilize items considered to be of 

little or no importance. 

Importance of Categories of Information 

A purpose of this study was to determine the relative 

importance placed upon the following categories of informa-

tional items by school administrators: (1) personal and 

physical characteristics, (2) race, color, creed, and loyalty, 

(3) personality characteristics, (k) interests and aptitudes, 

(5) social, emotional, and economic factors, (6) abilities, 

(7) education and training, (8) experience, and (9) profes-

sional factors. Administrators, teachers, and. members of a 

jury of experts were asked to check each of sixty-two items 

of information as essential, very important, important, of 

little importance, or of no importance to the evaluation of 
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teacher applicants. A mean of the items in each category 

was computed. These means and standard deviations were then 

arranged in order and are presented in Table IX. 

TABLE IX 

MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS AND RANK OF CATEGORIES 
OP INFORMATIONAL ITEMS 

Group 
Number 

Category of Items Rank Mean of 
Items 

S.D. 

9 Professional 1 ' 4.16 .27 

6 Abilities 2 3-99 

3 Personality Factors 3 3-96 .64 

7 Education and Training k 3-57 .20 

2 Race, Color, Creed, Loyalty 5 3.53 1.00 

1 Personal and Physical 
Characteristics 6 3-52 • 59 

8 Experience 7 3.27 .26 

4 Interests and Aptitudes 8 3.22 •73 

5 Social, Emotional, and 
Economic Factors 9 3.08 1.07 

The mean of professional factors (M = 4.16) is the 

largest of the nine categories. This category is made up of 

information concerning (1) type certificate held, (2) degrees 

held, (3) cooperation with administrators, (4) cooperation 

with teachers, (5) cooperation with parents, (6) under-

standing of teacher's code of ethics, and (7) professional 
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organization membership. The mean computed for professional 

factors is indication that this category is considered to be 

very important to essential by administrators. Abilities 

(M = 3-99) and personality factors (M = 3*96) rank number 

two and three respectively. The category with the lowest 

mean included social, emotional, and economic factors. The 

mean of this group was 3*08. In this category the mean for 

emotional stability was ^.46, and the mean for ability to 

get along with others was ^.^7. For economic background, 

service club membership, and fraternity membership, the 

means were 2.57. 2.10, and 1.72 respectively. Experience 

(M = 3-27) and interests and aptitudes (M = 3'22) were 

ranked number seven and eight in importance. 

A study of the means of the categories reveals that all 

categories of information were considered to be £f some im-

portance to very important to the selection of teachers. An 

examination of individual items of information indicates 

that social and economic background and club membership were 

considered to be £f little or no importance by the admin-

istrators . 

A simple analysis of variance technique was used for 

treatment of the data. Where a significant F-Score was 

found,the t technique was applied to determine the level of 

significance of difference between the means of any two 

groups of items. The results of the computations of simple 
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analysis of variance among the nine categories of informa-

tional items are presented in Table X. 

TABLE X 

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE AMONG MEANS OF CATEGORIES 
OF INFORMATIONAL ITEMS 

Source Sum of 
Squares df Variance 

Estimate F Level of 
Significance 

Between 7.16 8 .89 2.19 .05 

Within 21.6^ 53 

n—
1 

-3-• 

Total 28.81 61 

An F-Score of 2.19 was obtained. The null hypothesis 

was rejected at the .05 level of significance. Examination 

of the data reveals that there were significant differences 

between the means of importance among the nine categories of 

informational items. 

A t test was computed to determine significance of the 

difference between the means of each two category groups. 

The results of the t tests are presented in Table XI. 

A t test was computed for each of thirty-six pairs of 

categories of informational items. For the data presented 

in Table XI, t scores of 1.96 and above were significant at 

the .05 level. Of the thirty-six pairs of groups there was 

no significant difference between the means of each of thirty 

pairs. The mean of group one, personal and physical 
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TABLE XI 

t RATIOS BETWEEN CATEGORY GROUPS OP INFORMATIONAL ITEMS 

Group 
Number 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

1 NSd NS NS NS NS NS NS NS 

2 NS NS NS NS NS NS NS 

3 NS 2.37b NS NS NS NS 

NS 2.06a NS NS 2.34b 

5 2.79° NS NS 3.03° 

6 NS NS NS 

7 NS NS 

8 2.21a 

a Significant at the .05 level. 

^Significant at the .02 level. 

'Significant at the .01 level. 

''Not significant. 

characteristics, was not significantly different from any 

other group mean. The same was true for category groups 

number two—race, color, creed, and loyalty--and number 

seven—education and training. 

A significant difference between the means of each of 

six pairs of categories was found. Professional factors were 

considered to be significantly more important to the selec-

tion of teachers than were categories number four, interests 

and aptitudes; number eight, experience; and number five, 
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social, emotional, and economic factors. Group number six, 

abilities, was considered to be significantly more important 

than group number four, interests and aptitudes, and group 

number five, social, emotional, and economic factors. Group 

number three, personality factors, was considered to be sig-

nificantly more important to the selection of teachers than 

was the factor pertaining to social and economic background 

and emotional stability. In the opinions of administrators 

there was very little difference in importance- among the 

several categories of informational items. 

Utilization of Informational Items 

A purpose of this study was to determine whether teach-, 

ers and administrators agree upon the extent of utilization 

of each of sixty-two items of information in the evaluation 

of teacher applicants for positions in Texas Public Schools. 

Each administrator and each teacher was asked to check in a 

column provided each item of information utilized in the 

selection of teachers for the school where he or she was em-

ployed. Chi Square technique was used to determine the 

significance of the relationships between opinions of the 

two groups. 

The results of comparisons of responses of administra-

tors and teachers as to the utilization of each item of in-

formation are presented in Table XII. The number and per 

cent of administrators and the number and per cent of teachers 
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reporting utilization of each item of information are tabu-

lated in Table XII. The Chi Square value and level of 

significance are also presented in Table XII. For the data 

presented in Table XII, Chi Square values of 3.84 and above 

were significant at better than the .05 level. 

TABLE XII 

COMPARISON OF UTILIZATION OF INFORMATIONAL ITEMS AS 
REPORTED BY ADMINISTRATORS AND TEACHERS 

Item of Information 

Utilize Informational 
Items 

Chi 
Square 

P Item of Information 
Admin-
istrators 

Teachers Chi 
Square 

P Item of Information 

N = 307 N = 230 

Chi 
Square 

P Item of Information 

No. % No. % 

Chi 
Square 

P 

1. Age 262 85-3 169 73.4 11.68 .001 
• 2. Sex 211 68.7 133 57.8 6.79 .01 

3. Marital status 206 6 7 . 1 121 5 2 . 6 11.60 .001 
4. Number and age of 

43.0 children 155 50.4 99 43.0 2.92 NS* 
5. Photograph 291 62.5 151 65 • 6 • 55 NS 
6. Neatness, dress, 

grooming 294 95-7 185 80.4 3 2 . 0 8 .001 
7. Health 299 97-3 •197 8 5 . 6 25.71 .001 
8. Voice'and speech 280 91.2 146 63.4 6 1 . 6 5 .001 
9 . Race and color 114 37.1 96 41.7 1 .17 NS 
10. Belief in a Supreme 

Being 252 82.0 149 64.7 20.81 .001 
11. Church affiliation 54 17.5 83 3 6 . 0 23.67 .001 
12. Loyalty to the 

83.4 4.31 United States 275 89-5 192 83.4 4.31 .05 
13. Personality traits 248 80.7 140 6 0 . 8 26.01 .001 
14. Character 296 96.4 179 77.8 44.50 .001 
15. Dependability 277 90.2 151 65 .6 4 9 . 1 0 .001 
16. Credit record 215 70.0 101 4 3 . 9 37-04 .001 
17. Extent of travel 44 14.3 29 12.6 .34 NS 
18. Interest in teach-

ing as a career 270 89-7 141 6 1 . 3 51-98 .001 
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Item of Information 

Utilize Informational 
Items 

Chi 
Square P Item of Information Admin-

istrators Teachers Chi 
Square P Item of Information 

N = : 307 N = : 230 

Chi 
Square P Item of Information 

No. % No. % 

Chi 
Square P 

19. Non-academic ac-
tivities in 
college 77 25.0 64 27.8 • 51 NS 

20. Occupational 
aptitudes 45 14.6 29 12 .6 . 46 NS 

21. Interest in 
children 273 88 .9 170 7 3 . 7 20.52 .001 

22. Hobbies 71 2 3 . I 37 16 .0 4.0 6 • 05 
23. Emotional stability 288 93.8 169 7 3 . 4 42.88 .001 
24. Ability to get 

along with others 291 94.7 172 7 4 . 7 44.29 .001 
25. Social background 88 28.6 56 24.3 1.25 NS 
26. Economic background 55 17.9 28 12.1 3.32 NS 
27. Service club mem-

bership 22 7.1 28 12. 1 3.91 .05 
28. Fraternity mem-

bership 12 3-9 21 9.1 6.22 .02 
29. Use of language 267 8 6 . 9 142 61.7 46.11 .001 
30. Ability to formu-

late ideas in 
writing 168 54.7 76 33-0 24.93 .001 

31. Special abilities 128 4l.6 77 33-4 3.76 NS 
32. Professor's ap-

praisal of teach-
63.5 ing ability 195 63.5 97 4-2.1 2 4 . 1 5 .001 

33. Supervising teach-
er's appraisal of 
ability 207 67.4 115 50.0 16 .63 .001 

34. Ability to communi-
cate with pupils 286 93.1 168 73-0 40.72 .001 

35. Ability to get 
274 169 along with pupils 274 8 9 . 2 169 73-4 2 2 . 6 5 .001 

36. Ability to maintain 
classroom disci-
pline 304 99.0 190 82 .6 48.09 .001 

37* Willingness to 
accept responsi-

96.0 bility 295 96.0 I87 81.3 31.27 .001 
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Item of Information 

Utilize Informational 
Items 

Chi 
Square 

P Item of Information 
Admin-
istrators 

Teachers Chi 
Square 

P Item of Information 

N = 307 N = 230 

Chi 
Square 

P Item of Information 

No. % No. % 

Chi 
Square 

P 

38. Ability to plan and 
166 organize work 290 94.4 166 72.1 51.00 .001 

39. Mental ability 211 68.7 149 64.7. • 93 NS 
40. Grades in profes-

sional courses 201 65A 159 69.1 .79 NS 
4l. Grades in teach-

ing fields 242 7 8.8 173 75.2 .98 NS 
42. Grades in student 

teaching 200 65.1 153 66.5 .11 NS 
43. Number and type 

courses in major 
field 257 83.7 190 82.6 .12 NS 

44. Number and type 
courses in minor -

field 227 73.9 178 77.3 .84 NS 
45. Number and type 

professional 
168 courses completed 20 7 67.4 168 73.0 1.97 NS 

46. Courses completed 
in past three 
years 173 56.3 120 52.1 .93 NS 

47. Knowledge of teach-
23^ 76.2 16.33 ing techniques 23^ 76.2 127 55-2 16.33 .001 

48. Knowledge of child 
growth and devel-

11.61 opment 201 65.4 117 50.8 11.61 .001 
49. Knowledge of phi-

losophy of educa-
tion 152 ^9.5 100 43.4 1.92 NS 

50. Knowledge of tests 
49.5 3 3 ^ 13-82 . and measurements 152 49.5 77 3 3 ^ 13-82 .001 

51. Knowledge of learn-
196 63.8 40.4 ing processes 196 63.8 93 40.4 28.99 .001 

52. Length of teaching 
156 67.8 experience 232 75-5 156 67.8 3.93 .05 

53. Recency of teaching 
147 63.9 experience 238 77.5 147 63.9 12.00 .001 
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Item of Information 

Utilize Informational 
Items 

Chi 
Square P Item of Information Admin-

istrators 
Teachers Chi 

Square P Item of Information 

N = 307 N = 230 

Chi 
Square P Item of Information 

No. % No. % 

Chi 
Square P 

54. Grade level and 
subject area of 
experience 256 83.3 182 79.1 1.58 NS 

55. Experience other 
*1-9.1 2.60 than teaching 151 *1-9.1 97 42.1 2.60 NS 

56. Type certificates 
held 293 95-^ 211 91-7 3.12 NS 

57. Degrees held 295 96.0 216 93-9 1.35 NS 
58. Cooperation with 

96.0 administration 295 96.0 183 79-5 36.72 .001 
59- Cooperation with 

161 teachers 28 7 93-^ 161 70.0 52.45 .001 
60. Cooperation with 

66.5 36.10 parents 270 87.9 153 66.5 36.10 .001 
6l. Understanding of 

teacher's code 
of ethics 240 78.1 138 60.0 20.84 .001 

62. Professional 
organization 

165 membership 165 53-7 132 57-3 .71 NS 

*NS--Not significant. 

A study of Table XII reveals that there were no sig-

nificant differences in the opinions of administrators and 

teachers as to the extent of utilization of twenty-three of 

the items of information. The null hypothesis was accepted 

for each of the twenty-three items. 

Significant differences in opinions as to the extent of 

utilization of informational items were found for each of 
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thirty-nine of the items. The null hypothesis was rejected 

at the .05 level of significance for each of four items, at 

the .02 level of significance for one item, at the .01 level 

of significance for one item, and. at the .001 level of sig-

nificance for each of thirty-three items. For thirty-seven 

of the thirty-nine items the per cent of administrators re-

porting utilization was higher than the per cent of teachers 

reporting utilization. For two of the items, church affilia-

tion and service club membership, the per cent of teachers 

reporting utilization was higher than the per cent of ad-

ministrators reporting utilization. 

Administrators and teachers generally disagreed upon the 

extent of utilization of informational items in the selection 

of teachers for Texas Public Schools. Administrators were 

inclined to report more extensive utilization of informa-

tional items than were the teachers. 

Summary 

The first major sub-problem of this study was the identi-

fication of informational items which are (1) utilized by 

school administrators in the selection of teachers, and (2) 

considered to be important to the selection of teachers by 

school administrators, practicing teachers, and a jury of 

experts in school administration. 

An analysis of the opinions of school administrators, 

practicing teachers, and a jury of experts as to the importance 
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of each of sixty-two items of information was made. The 

purpose of this analysis was to identify those items of in-

formation which were considered to be of importance to 

teacher selection and to determine the significance of dif-

ferences in the opinions among the three groups. 

There were no differences in the opinions among admin-

istrators, teachers, and experts as to the importance of each 

of thirty-six of the items of information included in this 

study. Administrators and teachers disagreed upon the im-

portance of twenty-two items; administrators and experts 

disagreed upon the importance of nine items; and teachers-

and experts disagreed upon the importance of four items. 

Administrators, teachers, and, experts considered fifty-

seven of the sixty-two items of information included in this 

study to be of some importance to the evaluation of appli-

cants for teaching positions. 

A comparison between the importance placed upon each of 

sixty-two items of information by administrators and the 

utilization of the same items by administrators was made to 

determine the extent to which administrators make use of 

those items of information which are considered to be of im-

portance to the evaluation of teacher applicants. 

A significant positive relationship between importance 

and utilization was found for fifty of the sixty-two items 

of information. The coefficients were not high enough to 

indicate a close relationship between utilization 
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and importance. Administrators generally reported utiliza-

tion of those items considered by the group to be very impor-

tant to essential, and very little use was made of those 

items considered to be of very little or no importance. 

The third purpose of this study was to determine the 

extent to which administrators actually make use of those 

items of information which are considered by experts to be 

of importance to the evaluation of teacher applicants. Most 

of the items of information included in this study which were 

considered to be important to teacher selection by the ex-

perts were reportedly utilized by administrators. There was 

a significant difference between utilization by administra-

tors and importance placed upon each of eight items of in-

formation by the experts. 

One purpose of this study was to determine the relative 

importance placed upon the several categories of informa-

tional items by school administrators. The means of the 

categories indicate that all categories of information were 

considered to be of some importance to very important to the 

selection of teachers. In the opinions of administrators 

there was very little difference in importance among the 

several categories of informational items. 

A purpose of this study was to determine whether teach-

ers and administrators agree upon the extent of utilization 

of each of the sixty-two items of information in the evalua-

tion of teacher applicants. Significant differences in 
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opinions as to the extent of utilization of informational 

items were found for each of thirty-nine of the items. 

There was agreement between the two groups as to the extent 

of utilization of twenty-three of the items. Administrators 

were inclined to report more extensive utilization of in-

formational items than were the teachers. 
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CHAPTER V 

THE FINDINGS—SELECTION PROCEDURES 

The second major sub-problem of this study was the 

identification of procedures which, in the opinions of school 

administrators, practicing teachers, and a jury of experts 

are useful to the selection "of teachers for Texas Public 

Schools. Data were collected from administrators, practicing 

teachers, and members of the jury of experts through the use 

of a questionnaire. Each teacher, administrator, and jury 

member was asked to respond to part II of the questionnaire 

by checking each procedure as essential, very important, im-

portant, of little importance. or of no importance to the 

selection of teachers for Texas Public Schools. Each teacher 

and each administrator was asked to respond to each item in 

part IV of the questionnaire by checking if the procedure 

was used in the school district where he or she was employed. 

Responses from the three groups of subjects were com-

piled, and an analysis of the data was made. The results of 

the analysis are presented in tabular form and discussed in 

the text of this chapter. 

The hypotheses tested in this chapter are as follows': 

1. There will be no significant differences in the 

opinions of school administrators, practicing teachers, and 

9k 
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a jury of experts as to the importance of each of thirty-

eight procedures which may be utilized in the selection of 

teachers. 

2. There will be no significant relationship between 

the utilization of and importance placed upon each of thirty-

eight procedures by administrators. 

3. There will be no significant difference between the 

extent of utilization of each of thirty-eight procedures by 

administrators and importance placed upon the same procedures 

by a jury of experts. 

There will be no significant difference in utiliza-

tion of each of thirty-eight teacher selection procedures by 

administrators of small, medium, and large school districts. 

5. There will be no significant differences in the 

opinions of administrators and teachers as to the extent of 

utilization of each of thirty-eight procedures in the selec-

tion of teachers. 

Importance of Selection Procedures 

The first purpose of the sub-problem discussed in this 

chapter was an analysis of opinions of school administrators, 

practicing teachers, and a jury of experts as to the im-

portance of each of thirty-eight procedures which may be 

utilized in the selection of teachers. A simple analysis of 

variance formula was used for testing the significance of 

the differences in the degree of importance placed upon each 
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of the thirty-eight selection procedures among school ad-

ministrators, practicing teachers, and a jury of experts. 

Where a significant P-Score resulted, the t technique was 

applied to determine the location and the level of sig-

nificance of the difference. 

The mean and standard deviation for each item and the 

F-Scores for.selection procedures for administrators, 

teachers, and a jury of experts are presented in Table XIII. 

The level of significance of F-Score is presented in the 

last column. Levels of significance above .05 are listed 

as "NS," indicating that the F-Scores for those items were 

not significant. Numbers assigned to items of information 

are repeated on the facing page of the table for the con-

venience of the reader in identifying items. 

The data were quantified by assigning 5 for essential, 

k for very important, 3 f°r important, 2 for little im-

portance , and 1 for no importance. Means ranging from ^ to 

5 were interpreted to mean an item was considered to be 

very important to essential to the selection of teachers. 

Means ranging from 3 to 4 were interpreted to mean an item 

was considered to be important to very important. Means 

ranging from 2 to 3 were interpreted to mean an item was 

considered to be of little importance to important, and means 

ranging from 1 to 2 were interpreted to mean an item was 

considered to be of little or no importance. 
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TABLE XIII 

F-SCORES FOE TEACHER SELECTION PROCEDURES FOR 
ADMINISTRATORS, TEACHERS, AND A 

JURY OF .EXPERTS 

Procedure 
Admini strators 

Procedure 

Mean S.D. 

1. Detailed specifications prepared for 
vacancies 3.38 .89 

2. Brochures prepared for attracting 
2.88 .89 applicants 2.88 .89 

3. College placement offices used as source 3-95 .87 
4. Private employment agencies used as 

source 2.11 .89 
5. State employment offices used as source 2 .47 • 98 

•6. State Teacher's Association used as 
source 3.14 1.05 

7. Unsolicited letters, visits, calls used 
as source 3.21 .96 

8. Referrals by other administrators used 
as source 3.76 .82 

9. Referrals by friends of applicant used 
as source 2.86 .91 

10. Effort made to select teachers from 
various parts of U. S. 2.18 .96 

11. Formal application forms used 3.86 1.08 
12. Physical examination required 3.22 1.18 
13. Personality test required 2.14 .89 
14. Intelligence test required 2.13 .89 
15. Aptitude test required 2.10 . 86 
16. Achievement test required 2.08 .88 
17- National Teacher Examination required 2.38 1.11 
18. Observation of each applicant in 

teaching 2.98 1.03 
19. Written evaluations from former 

employers 3.76 .96 
20. Oral evaluation by former employers 3-55 1.04 
21. Evaluation by former professors 3.16 .97 
22. Evaluation by listed references 3.24 1. 04 
23. Requirement that all evaluations by 

1.14 others be on hand prior to interview 3.00 1.14 
24. Board members help in evaluation of 

applicants 2.05 1.05 
25. Superintendent or personnel director 

involved in evaluation and selection 4.29 .87 
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Item 
No. 

Teachers Experts 
F-Score Level Item 

No. Mean S.D. Mean S.D. 
F-Score Level 

1 3.70 1 .03 k.QQ 1.32 8 .30 .001 

2 2 .96 1 .03 3 .88 • 93 4-. 4-9 .05 
3 • 3.91 .96 4-.50 .71 1.67 NS 

k 2.29 . 9 9 1.88 .78 3.03 .05 
5 2.72 1.02 2.25 . 66 4-.56 .05 

6 3-^5 1.07 2.25 .66 9.38 .001 

7 3.56 1.12 3.13 1.05 8.00 .001 

8 3.93 • 90 3.63 .70 2.93 NS 

9 2.96 .97 2.75 .4-3 _ .84- NS 

10 2.54- 1.12 3.63 1 .11 13-95 .001 
11 4.17 .96 ^.50 .87 6.88 .01 
12 3.90 1. 17 4-.63 .4-8 25.4-8 .001 
13 2 .60 1.09 2.00 • 50 UK 53 .001 
14- 2.^8 1.09 2.50 1.12 8.4-0 .001 
15 2.^5 1.06 2.00 .50 9.24- .001 
16 2.3^ 1.07 2.00 .71 5.03 .01 
17 2.53 1.20 2.50 1.22 1.20 NS 

18 3.06 1.09 3.38 .99 .76 NS 

19 3-93 .94- 3.88 1.05 1.95 NS 
20 3.1^ 1.12 3.63 .86 9.84- .001 
21 3.05 1.02 3.38 1.4-1 I . 03 NS 
22 3-39 1.05 3.63 . 86 1.71 NS 

23 3.11 1. 20 3.38 .86 .93 NS 

24- r\
) 

I-
* 

C
D

 

1.11 2.00 1.32 .99 NS 

25 4 . 0 9 • 98 ^.50 .71 3.65 .05 
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TABLE XI11--Continued. 

Procedure Administrators Procedure 

Mean S.D. 

26. Principals involved in evaluation and 
selection 4.01 .91 

27. Supervisors involved in evaluation and 
selection 3.22 1.15 

28. Teachers involved in evaluation and 
selection 1.93 .89 

29. Lay citizens involved in evaluation and 
selection lAl .62 

30. Written report by persons involved in 
1.06 evaluation 2.19 1.06 

31. Applicants reimbursed for travel 2.12 1.14 
32. Applicants given an opportunity to visit 

school 3.78 .95 
33• Information concerning school policy and 

4-.19 salary schedules given to applicants 4-.19 .82 
3̂ -. Applicants encouraged to ask questions 

about any aspect of school organization 
4.29 or program 4.29 • 79 

35* Successful candidates notified 
immediately 4.45 • 74 

36. Unsuccessful candidates notified when 
vacancy filled 3.95 1.03 

3?. Placement agencies notified when vacancy 
filled 3.85 1.03 

38. Candidate required to submit a statement 
of philosophy 2.49 1.06 
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Item Teachers Experts 
F-Soore L e v e l 

No. Mean S.D. Mean S.D. 
F-Soore L e v e l 

26 3-99 1 . 0 4 3 . 3 8 1 . 4 l I.63 NS 

27 3 . 1 8 1 .20 3 . 2 5 1 .30 .07 NS 

28 2 . 0 0 1 . 0 3 2 . 6 3 1 .32 2 . 2 8 NS 

29 1 .50 • 74 1 .75 1 .30 1 .75 NS 

30 
31 

2 .27 
2 . 4 5 

1 .17 
1 . 3 5 

2 . 2 5 
3 . 2 5 00

 O
 

V_
n\€

> '•38 
6.9 8 

NS 
. 001 

32 3 .86 1 . 0 5 3 - 7 5 .66 • 43 NS 

33 4 . 5 3 .76 5 . 0 0 .00 1 4 . 7 1 .001 

34 4 . 4 8 .74 4 . 7 5 . 66 5 . 0 3 . 0 1 

35 4 . 5 8 • 72 4 . 8 8 • 33 3 . 1 3 .05 

36 4 . 1 1 1 . 1 1 3 . 3 8 1 .87 2 . 9 1 NS 

37 4 . 0 7 1 . 1 3 4 . 2 5 1 .30 3 . 2 5 .05 

38 2 . 5 6 1 .26 2.63 1 . 4 1 . 3 1 NS 
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A study of Table XIII reveals that for eighteen selec-

tion procedures F-Scores were not significant. This indi-

cated that there were no significant differences in the 

opinions among administrators, teachers, and experts as to 

the importance of the eighteen procedures to the selection 

of teachers. The null hypothesis was accepted for each of 

the eighteen procedures. 

Administrators, teachers, and experts agreed upon the 

degree of importance of eleven procedures which fell within 

the limits indicating a procedure was important to very im-

portant . Procedures included in this group were (1) college 

placement offices are used as a source of applicants, (2) 

referrals by other administrators are used as a source of 

applicants, (3) observation of each applicant in actual 

teaching is made, (^) written evaluations from former em-

ployers are requested, (5) evaluations by former professors 

are requested, (6) evaluations by listed references are re-

quested, (7) it is required that all evaluations by others 

are on hand prior to the interview, (8) principals are in-

volved in evaluation and selection, (9) supervisors are 

involved in evaluation and selection, (10) applicants are 

given an opportunity to visit the school, and (11) un-

successful candidates are notified when a vacancy is filled. 

There were six procedures which fell within the limits indi-

cating important to little importance. Included in this 

group were (1) referrals by friends of the applicant are 
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used as a source of applicants, (2) National Teacher Examina-

tion is required of applicants, (3) board members help in 

evaluation of applicants, (^) teachers are involved in 

evaluation and selection, (5) a written report by persons 

involved in evaluation is required, and (6) candidates are 

required to submit a personal statement of philosophy. The 

three groups of subjects agreed that the procedure involving 

lay citizens in evaluation and selection was of little or 

no importance. 

The null hypothesis was rejected for each of the twenty 

procedures for which significant F-Scores were found. Al-

though significant differences in opinions were found for 

each of the twenty procedures, means for all three groups of 

subjects were above A-.00 for four of the procedures, indi-

cating that the three groups considered the procedures to be 

very important to essential to the evaluation of teacher 

applicants. The four procedures in this group were (1) 

superintendent or personnel director is involved in evalua-

tion and selection, (2) information concerning school policies 

and salary schedules are given to each applicant, (3) appli-

cants are encouraged to ask questions about any aspect of 

school organization or program, and (^) unsuccessful candi-

dates are notified when vacancy is filled. 

Of the twenty procedures for which the null hypotheses 

were rejected, three were considered to be important to very 

important by administrators, teachers, and experts. Items in 
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this group are (l) detailed specifications are prepared for 

each vacancy, (2) unsolicited letters, visits, or calls are 

used as a source of applicants, and (3) oral evaluation by 

former employers is requested. 

For seven procedures the means of the three groups of 

subjects ranged between 2 and 3> indicating that these pro-

cedures were of little or no importance to the selection of 

teachers. Procedures in this group were (1) private em-

ployment agencies are used as a source of applicants, (2) 

state employment offices are used as a source of applicants, 

(3) personality test is required of applicants, (4) intelli-

gence test is required of applicants, (5) aptitude test is 

required of applicants, (6) achievement test is required of 

applicant, and (7) applicants are reimbursed for travel for 

interview. 

The procedure relating to the preparation of brochures 

as a means of attracting applicants was considered to be very 

important by the experts, while the means for this procedure 

was 2.88 and 2.96 for administrators and teachers, respec-

tively. For administrators and teachers the means of im-

portance of selecting teachers from all parts of the United 

States was within the range indicating important to little 

importance, while the experts considered this procedure to 

be very important. All groups considered the use of formal 

application forms to be important to essential. The range 

of means for the requirement that applicants take a physical 
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examination was from 3-22 for administrators to 4.50 for the 

experts. 

Administrators, teachers, and experts considered thirty-

seven of the thirty-eight procedures included in this study 

to be of at least some importance to the selection of teach-

ers for Texas Public Schools. 

The null hypothesis was rejected for each of six pro-

cedures at the .05 level of significance, for three procedures 

at the .01 level of significance, and for eleven procedures 

at the .001 level of significance. For each procedure for 

which the null hypothesis was rejected, a t test was computed 

to test the significance of the difference between the means 

of any two groups. 

The t ratios between the means of importance for ad-

ministrators and teachers are presented in Table XIV. Pro-

cedures appearing in this table are taken from Table XIII and 

include only the twenty procedures for which a significant 

F-Score was found. Also presented in Table XIV are means 

and standard deviations for each procedure for administra-

tors, and the level of significance of the t scores. For 

the data presented in Table XIV, t ratios were significant at 

better than the .05 level. 

An examination of Table XIV shows that administrators 

and teachers were in agreement upon the importance of one 

of the twenty procedures. The data reveal that the two groups 



105 

TABLE XIV 

t RATIOS BETWEEN MEANS OF IMPORTANCE OF PROCEDURES FOR 
ADMINISTRATORS AND TEACHERS 

Procedure 

Admin-
istrators Teachers 

t Level Procedure 

Mean S.D. Mean S.D. 

t Level 

1. Detailed specifica-
tions 3-38 .88 3.70 1.03 3.82 .001 

2. Brochures prepared 2.88 .89 2.96 1.03 .97 NS* 
4. Private employment 

1.03 .97 

agencies a source 2.11 .89 2.29 .97 2.27 • 05 
5. State employment 

2.27 • 05 

offices a source 2 .47 .98 2.72 1.02 2.88 .01 
6. State Teacher's 

Assn. a source 3.14 1.05 3.^5 1.07 3.38 .001 
7. Unsolicited 

3.38 

letters, visits 
and calls a source 3.21 .96 3.56 1.12 3.95 .001 

10. Effort to select 
3.95 

teachers from all 
of U. S. 2.18 .96 2.54 1.12 3-95 .001 

11. Formal application 
3-95 

forms used 3.86 1.08 4.1 7 .96 3.44 .001 
12. Physical exam re-

.96 3.44 

quired 3.22 1.18 3.90 1.17 6.62 .001 
13. Personality test 

1.17 

required 2.14 .89 2.60 1.09 5.30 .001 
14. Intelligence test 

1.09 5.30 

required 2.13 .89 2.48 1.09 4.05 .001 
15. Aptitude test re-

1.09 4.05 

quired 2.10 . 86 2.45 1.06 4.23 .001 
16. Achievement test 

4.23 

required 2.08 .88 2.34 1.07 3.12 .01 
20. Oral evaluation by 

3.12 

former employers 3-55 1.04 3.14 1.12 ^•39 .001 
25., Superintendent or 

^•39 

personnel director 
evaluate 4.29 .87 4. 09 • 98 2.54 .02 

31. Applicants reim-
2.54 

bursed for travel 2.12 1. 14 2.45 1.35 3.01 .01 
33- Policy and salary 

1.35 3.01 

information given 
applicants 4.19 .82 ^.53 .76 4.88 .001 

34. Applicants en-
^.53 

couraged to ask 
questions 4.29 • 79 4.48 • 74 2.85 .01 
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Procedure 

Admin-
istrators 

Teachers 
t Level Procedure 

Mean S.D. Mean S.D. 

t Level 

35' Successful candi-
dates notified 
immediately .7^ ^.58 .72 2.0 5 • 05 

37. Placement agencies 
notified when 
vacancy filled 3.8 5 1.03 4.07 1.13 2.42 .02 
i-NS--Not significant. 

were in agreement upon the importance of nineteen procedures 

of the thirty-eight procedures included in this study. 

An examination of the t scores indicated that there 

were significant differences between the means of the two 

groups for each of nineteen procedures. The null hypothesis 

was rejected at the .05 level of significance for each of 

two procedures, at the .02 level of significance for each of 

two procedures, at the .01 level of significance for each of 

four procedures, and at the .001 level of significance for 

each of eleven procedures. 

The mean importance for teachers was significantly 

higher than the mean importance for administrators for the 

following procedures: (1) detailed specifications are pre-

pared for each vacant position, (2) private employment 

agencies are used as a source of applicants, (3) state em-

ployment offices are used as a source of applicants, (4) 

state teachers' association used as a source of applicants, 
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(5) unsolicited letters, visits, and calls used as a source 

of applicants, (6) effort is made to select teachers from 

all parts of the United States, (7) formal application forms 

are used, (8) physical examination is required of each 

applicant, (9) personality test is required of each appli-

cant, (10) intelligence test required of each applicant, 

(11) aptitude test required of each applicant, (12) achieve-

ment test required of each applicant, (13) applicants reim-

bursed for travel expense for interview, (1̂ -) policy and 

salary information given to each applicant, (15) applicants 

encouraged to ask questions, (16) successful candidates ' 

notified immediately, and (17) placement agencies are noti-

fied when vacancy is filled. Administrators placed signifi-

cantly more importance than did teachers upon only two 

selection procedures. These were (l) oral evaluation is re-

quested from former employers, and (2) superintendent or 

personnel director is involved in evaluation and selection. 

A t score was computed for each of twenty procedures to 

find the significance of differences "between means for ad-

ministrators and experts. The means, standard deviations, 

t scores, and levels of significance for each procedure are 

presented in Table XV. For the data presented in Table XV, 

t ratios of I.96 and above are significant at better than the 

.05 level. 
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TABLE XV 

t RATIOS BETWEEN MEANS OF IMPORTANCE OF PROCEDURES FOR 
ADMINISTRATORS AND EXPERTS 

Procedure 

Admin-
istrators 

Experts 

t Level Procedure 
Mean S.D. Mean S.D. 

t Level 

1. Detailed specifi-
cation 3.38 .88 4.00 1.32 1.80 NS* 

2. Brochures prepared 2.88 .89 3.88 • 93 2.92 .01 
4. Private employment 

agencies a source 2.11 .89 1.88 .78 • 70 NS 
5. State employment 

. 60 offices a source 2.47 .98 2.25 . 66 . 60 NS 
6. State Teacher's 

Assn. a source 3.14 1.05 2.25 . 66 2.34 .02 
7. Unsolicited 

letters, visits 
and calls a source 3.21 • 96 3.13 1.05 .22 NS 

10. Effort to select 
teachers from all 
of U. S. 2.18 • 96 3.63 1.11 3.90 .001 

11. Formal application 
forms used 3.86 1.08 4.50 .8 7 1.74 NS 

12. Physical exam re-
quired 3.22 1.18 4.63 .48 3-3^ .001 

13. Personality test 
required 2.14 .89 2.00 • 50 .41 NS 

14. Intelligence test 
1.04 required 2.13 .89 2.50 1.12 1.04 NS 

15. Aptitude test re-
quired 

O
 

\ 1 9
 .86 2.00 .50 .30 NS 

16. Achievement test 
required 2.08 .88 2.00 .71 .24 NS 

20. Oral evaluation by 
former employers 3.55 1.04 3.63 .86 .20 NS 

25. Superintendent or 
personnel director 

4.29 .63 evaluate 4.29 .8? 4.50 .71 .63 NS 
31. Applicants reim-

bursed for travel 2.12 1. 14 3.25 1.85 2.51 .02 
33- Policy and salary 

information given 
applicants 4. 19 .82 5.00 .00 2.86 .01 

34. Applicants en-
couraged to ask 

. 66 1.69 questions 4.29 .79 4.75 . 66 1.69 NS 
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Procedure 

Admin-
istrators 

Experts 

t Level Procedure 
Mean S.D. Mean S.D. 

t Level 

35- Successful candi-
dates notified 
immediately • 7^ *K88 .33 1. 6^ NS 

37. Placement agencies 
notified when 
vacancy is filled 3-85 1.02 ^.25 1.30 1.05 NS 

*NS--Not significant. 

The null hypothesis was accepted for each of fourteen 

procedures. The null hypothesis was rejected for each of 

two procedures at the .02 level of significance, at the .01 

level of significance for each of two procedures, and at the 

.001 level of significance for each of two procedures. Ad-

ministrators and experts were in agreement as to the im-

portance of each of thirty-two procedures included in this 

study. They disagreed upon the importance of six procedures. 

The experts' ratings of importance were higher than those 

of administrators for five procedures. These were (1) prepa-

ration of brochures for the purpose of attracting applicants, 

(2) effort is made to select teachers from all parts of the 

United States, (3) physical examination is required of each 

applicant, (^) applicants are reimbursed for travel expenses, 

and (5) policy and salary information is given to applicants. 

The administrators considered state teachers' association as 
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a source of applicants to be of more importance than did the 

experts. 

Administrators and experts were in much closer agreement 

as to the importance of the procedures included in this study 

than were administrators and teachers. 

A t score was computed for each of the twenty procedures 

for which a significant F-Score was found to find the sig-

nificance of differences "between the means of importance of 

the procedures for teachers and experts. The means, standard 

deviations, t scores, and levels of significance for each 

item are presented in Table XVI. For the data presented in 

Table XVI, t ratios are significant at better than the .05 

level. 

TABLE XVI 

t RATIOS BETWEEN MEANS OF IMPORTANCE OF PROCEDURES 
FOR TEACHERS AND EXPERTS 

Procedure 
Teachers Experts 

t Level Procedure 
Mean S.D. Mean S.D. 

t Level 

1. Detailed specifi-
cations 3-70 1.03 4.00 1.32 .86 NS* 

2. Brochures prepared 2.96 1.03 3.88 .93 2.67 .01 
4. Private employment 

agencies a source 2.29 .97 1.88 .78 1.25 NS 
5. State employment 

. 66 offices a source 2.72 1.02 2.2 5 . 66 1.30 NS 
6. State Teacher's 

Assn. a source 3-^5 1.07 2.25 .66 3.16 .01 
7. Unsolicited 

letters, visits 
and calls a source 3-56 1.12 3.13 1.05 1.18 NS 
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TABLE XV" I--Continued 

Procedure 
Teachers Experts 

t Level Procedure 
Mean S.D. Mean S.D. 

t Level 

10. Effort to select 
teachers from all 
of U. S. 2.54 1.12 3.63 1.11 2.93 .01 

11. Formal application 
forms used 4.17 .96 4.50 .87 .90 NS 

12. Physical exam re-
quired 3.90 1.17 4.63 .48 1.72 NS 

13. Personality test 
2.60 required 2.60 1.09 2.00 • 50 1.70 NS 

14. Intelligence test 
required 2.48 1.09 2.50 1.12 .05 NS 

15. Aptitude test re-
quired 2.45 1.06 2.00 .50 1.33 NS 

16. Achievement test 
required 2.34 1.07 2.00 .71 1.00 NS 

20. Oral evaluation by 
former employers 3.13 1.12 3.63 . 86 1.27 NS 

31. Applicants reim-
bursed for travel 4.08 .98 4.50 • 71 1.25 NS 

33* Policy and salary 
information given 
applicants 4.53 .76 5.00 .00 1.66 NS 

34. Applicants en-
couraged to ask 

4.75 . 66 questions 4.48 • 74 4.75 . 66 .99 NS 
35. Successful candi-

dates notified 
immediately 4.58 • 72 4.88 • 33 1.14 NS 

37. Placement agencies 
notified when 
vacancy is filled 4.07 1.13 4.25 I.30 .45 NS 

*NS--Not significant. 

The null hypothesis was accepted for each of seventeen 

procedures, indicating that teachers and experts agreed upon 

the importance of a total of thirty-five of the selection 

procedures included in this study. The null hypothesis was 
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rejected for each of three procedures at the .01 level of 

significance. 

The teachers placed more importance upon one procedure, 

that of utilizing the state teacher's association as a source 

of applicants, than did the experts. Experts' ratings of 

importance were higher than those of the experts for two 

procedures. These were (1) brochures are prepared for the 

purpose of attracting applicants, and (2) an effort is made 

to employ teachers from all parts of the United States. 

Administrators and teachers disagreed most often as to 

the importance of selection procedures. Teachers and the 

jury of experts agreed more closely than any other two 

groups. There was disagreement "between teachers and experts 

upon the degree of importance of only three procedures used 

in the selection of teachers. Administrators and experts 

disagreed upon the importance of six of the thirty-eight 

selection procedures included in this study. 

Importance of Utilization of Selection Procedures 

A comparison between the importance placed upon each of 

thirty-eight procedures by administrators and the utilization 

of the same procedures by administrators was made. This was 

done to determine the extent to which administrators make 

use of those procedures which the group considered to be im-

portant to the selection of teachers. 
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The mean and standard deviation of importance of pro-

cedures, the mean and standard deviation of utilization of 

procedures, the per cent of administrators utilizing each 

item, and a point biserial coefficient of correlation were 

computed for each of the thirty-eight procedures included 

in this study. 

The results of these computations, the means and stand-

ard deviations of importance and utilization of procedures, 

and the per cent of administrators reporting utilization of 

each procedure are presented in Table XVII. 

TABLE XVII 

MEANS, STANDARD DEVIATIONS, AND CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS 
FOR THE IMPORTANCE PLACED UPON EACH PROCEDURE BY 

ADMINISTRATORS AND THE UTILIZATION OF THOSE 
PROCEDURES BY ADMINISTRATORS 

Procedure 

Importance Utili-
zation % of 

Utili-
zation 

r 
pb 

Procedure 
Mean S.D. Mean S.D. 

% of 
Utili-
zation 

r 
pb 

1. Detailed specifi-
cations prepared 3-38 .88 1.32 A6 32 • 32 

2. Brochures pre-
pared 2.88 .89 1.13 .3^ 13 .28 

3. College placement 
offices used as 
source 3.96 • 8? 1.95 .21 95 .33 

<4-. Private employ-
ment agencies 
used as source 2.11 .89 1.19 • 39 19 .36 

5. State employment 
offices used as 
source 2 A6 .98 1.31 A 6 31 .M 

6. State Teacher's 
Assn. used as 
source 3.1^ 1.05 1.73 A 5 73 A l 
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Procedure 
Importance Utili-

zation ' % of 
Utili-
zation 

rpb 
Procedure 

Mean S.D. Mean S.D. 

' % of 
Utili-
zation 

rpb 

7. Unsolicited 
letters, visits 
and calls a 
source 3 . 2 1 .96 1.78 .42 78 .43 

8. Referrals by 
other admin-
istrators a 
source 3.76 .82 1.90 • 31 90 .22 

9. Referrals by 
friends of ap-
plicant a source 2 .86 .90 1 .68 .47 68 • 39 

10. Effort made to 
• 39 

select teachers 
from all of U.S. 2 .18 . 9 6 ' 1.11 .32 11 .48 

11. Formal applica-
tion forms used 3 .86 1 .08 1.80 .40 80 .46 

12. Physical exam re-
quired 3.22 1.18 1.30 . 46 30 .49 

13- Personality test 
required 2.14 .89 1.02 .14 2 .06* 

14. Intelligence test 
required 2.13 .89 1.01 .08 1 -.01* 

15. Aptitude test re-
quired 2.10 .86 1.01 .10 1 .03* 

16. Achievement test 
required 2.08 .88 1.01 .11 1 .05* 

17. National Teacher 
Examination re-
quired 2.38 1.11 1.06 .25 6 .28 

18. Observation of 
each applicant 
in teaching 2.98 1.03 1.08 .27 8 .17 

19. Written evalua-
tions from 
former employers 3 - 77 .96 1.72 .45 72 • 37 

20. Oral evaluations 
from former em-
ployers 3.55 1.04 1.63 .48 63 .37 

21. Evaluation by 
former profes-
sors 3 .17 .97 1.52 • 50 52 .45 
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Procedure 
Importance Utili-

zation 
% of 
Utili-
zation 

r r
Pb 

Procedure 

Mean S.D. Mean S.D. 

% of 
Utili-
zation 

r r
Pb 

22. Evaluation by-
listed refer-
ences 3.24 1.04 1.61 

O
N

 • 61 . 4 4 

23. Requirement that 
all evaluations 
are on hand prior 
to interview 3 . 0 0 1.13 1.18 • 38 18 . 3 9 

24. Board members 
help in evalua-
tion of appli-

1.26 cants 2.0 5 1.05 1.26 .44 26 . 5 1 

25. Superintendent or 
personnel direc-
tor involved in 
selection 4 . 3 0 . 8 7 1.96 .19 96 . 0 9 * 

26. Principals in-
volved in evalua-
tion and selec-
tion 4.01 .91 1.83 • 37 83 . 3 3 

27. Supervisors in-
volved in evalua-
tion and selec-
tion 3.22 1.19 1.28 .45 28 .38 

28. Teachers involved 
in evaluation 
and selection 1.93 

O
N

 
00 • 1.04 • 19 3 . 3 1 

29. Lay citizens in-
volved in evalua-
tion and selec-
tion 1.41 . 6 2 1.00 . 0 6 •3 . 04* 

30. Written report by 
persons involved 
in evaluation 2.20 1 . 0 7 1.07 .25 7 • 37 

31. Applicants reim-
. 2 6 bursed for travel 2.13 1.14 1.07 . 2 6 7 .40 

32. Applicants given 
an opportunity to 

1.96 visit school 3-78 1.96 .92 .27 92 . 12* 
33. Information con-

cerning school 
policies and 
salaries given 

4.19 applicants 4.19 .82 1.95 .22 95 . 0 5 * 
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Procedure 
Importance Utili-

zation 
% of 
Utili-
zation 

pb Procedure 

Mean S.D. Mean S.D. 

% of 
Utili-
zation 

pb 

34. Applicants en-
couraged to ask 

4.28 questions 4.28 .78 1.95 .22 95 .02* 
35* Successful candi-

dates notified 
immediately 4.05 

•7k 
1.98 .13 98 '-.10* 

36. Unsuccessful 
candidates noti-
fied when vacancy 

.48 is filled 3.9^ 1.03 1.82 • 39 82 .48 
37. Placement agencies 

notified when 
vacancy is filled 3.84 1.02 1.79 .41 79 •

 C
O
 

38. Candidate required 
to submit state-
ment of phi-
losophy 2.49 1.05 1.13 • 33 13 . 3 8 

* Not significant. 

A correlation coefficient above .15 for 307 cases indi-

cates a positive relationship significantly different from 

0. An examination of Table XVIII reveals significant 

positive relationships between importance and utilization of 

each of twenty-eight teacher selection procedures. The null 

hypothesis was rejected for each of the twenty-eight teacher 

selection procedures. The null hypothesis was rejected for 

each of the twenty-eight procedures. Although the coeffi-

cient obtained was significant for each of the twenty-eight 

procedures, coefficients were not high enough to indicate a 

close relationship between utilization and importance. A 

coefficient above .50 was found for only one item. For ten 
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procedures the coefficients ranged "between .40 and .49. For 

a total of eighteen procedures the coefficient of correla-

tion was above .35* Coefficients below .20 were obtained 

for eleven procedures. The null hypothesis was accepted for 

each of ten procedures. These findings indicate that individ-

ual administrators did not utilize procedures in close re-

lationship to the importance each placed upon the procedures. 

An examination of the per cent of utilization of each 

item as compared to the mean importance of the items reveals 

that administrators as a group generally made use of those 

procedures considered by the group to be very important to 

essential to the selection of teachers. Means for importance 

may range from 1.00 to 5-00 and for utilization from 1.00 to 

2.00. Five procedures whose means of importance ranged from 

4.01 to 4.30, indicating very important to essential, were 

utilized by 83 to 98 per cent of- the administrators. Of the 

sixteen procedures for which means fell within the range of 

important to very important, per cent of utilization ranged 

between 18 and 95• Each of the five procedures considered 

to be important to very important was utilized by more than 

80 per cent of the administrators. These procedures are (l) 

college placement offices used as sources of applicants--

M = 3.96, 95 per cent utilization, (2) referrals by other 

administrators used as a source of applicants--M =3*76, 82 

per cent utilization, (3) formal application forms used— 

M = 3.86, 80 per cent utilization, (4) information concerning 
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school policies and salaries given applicants—M = 3*78, 92 

per cent utilization, and (5) unsuccessful candidates notified 

when vacancy is filled--M = 3*9^» 82 per cent utilization. 

The requirement that all evaluations be on hand prior to the 

interview was considered to be important to administrators 

but was utilized by only 18 per cent of the group. The pro-

cedures requiring physical examination and involving super-

visors in evaluation and selection were considered to be 

important but were utilized by only 30 and 18 per cent, re-

spectively, of the group. For the fifteen procedures whose 

means fell within the range of important to little importance, 

the range of per cent of utilization was from 1 to 68 per 

cent. The two procedures considered to be of little or no 

importance to teacher selection were utilized by 3 P©r cent 

and .3 per cent of the administrators. 

A purpose of this study was to determine the extent to 

which administrators actually make use of those procedures 

which were considered by experts to be of importance to the 

selection of teachers. The Chi Square statistical technique 

was used to determine the significance of the difference be-

tween the extent of utilization of each procedure by ad-

ministrators and the importance placed upon the same pro-

cedures by a jury of experts. Yates' correction formula was 

applied to each computation. Those procedures in part IV of 

the questionnaire which were checked by administrators as 
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being used in their respective school districts were tabu-

lated in a column headed "yes" under administrators' utili-

zation. Those items with no check were headed "no" under 

administrators utilize. 

In order to apply the Chi Square technique as a test of 

significance of differences, responses by jury members to 

part II of the questionnaire were treated as dichotomous 

variables. Responses indicating that a procedure was 

essential, very important, or important to the selection of 

teachers were tabulated as "yes" and responses indicating a 

procedure was £f little importance or of no importance were 

tabulated as "no." The results of the comparisons between 

utilization of each procedure by administrators and the im-

portance placed upon the same procedure by the jury of 

experts are presented in Table XVIII. 

TABLE XVIII 

COMPARISON OF ADMINISTRATORS' UTILIZATION OF PROCEDURES 
WITH EXPERTS' OPINIONS OF IMPORTANCE OF PROCEDURES 

Procedure 

Admin-
istrators 
Utili-
zation 

Experts 
Importance 

Chi 
Square 

P Procedure 

Yes No Imp No Imp 

Chi 
Square 

P 

1. Detailed specifica-
tions prepared 97 210 7 1 8 . 6k .01 

2. Brochures prepared hi 2 66 8 0 28.21 .001 
3. College placement 

offices used as 
source 293 Ik 8 0 . 06 NS* 
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Procedure 

Admin-
istrators 
Utili-
zation 

Experts 
Importance Chi 

Square 
P Procedure 

Yes No Imp No Imp 

Chi 
Square 

P 

4. Private placement 
offices used as 
source 58 249 2 6 .00 NS 

5. State employment 
offices used as 
source 95 212 3 5 .00 NS 

6. State Teacher's 
Assn. used as 
source 223 84 3 5 3.17 NS 

?. Unsolicited letters, 
visits, calls a 
source 238 69 7 1 O

 
ON
 

NS 
8. Referrals by other 

administrators a 
source 275 32 8 0 .14 NS 

9. Referrals by friends 
of applicant a 

6 source 208 99 6 2 

O
 

O
 •
 NS 

10. Effort made to 
select teachers 
from all of U.S. 35 272 6 2 22.52 .001 

11. Formal application 
forms used 246 61 8 0 • 90 NS 

12. Physical exam re-
quired 91 216 8 0 14.79 .001 

13. Personality test 
required 6 301 1 7 .61 NS 

14. Intelligence test 
required 2 305 3 5 46.24 .001 

15. Aptitude test re-
quired 3 304 1 7 1.62 NS 

16. Achievement test 
required 4 303 2 6 12.47 .001 

17. National Teacher 
Examination re-
quired 18 289 4 4 17.08 .001 

18. Observation of each 
applicant in teach-
ing 25 282 6 2 32.10 .001 



121 

TABLE XVIII--Continued 

Procedure 

Admin-
istrators 
Utili-
zation 

Experts 
Importance Chi 

Square 
P Procedure 

Yes No Imp No Imp 

Chi 
Square 

P 

19. Written evaluations 
from former em-
ployers 222 85 7 1 .30 NS 

20. Oral evaluations 
from former em-
ployers 193 114 7 1 1.12 NS 

21. Evaluation by 
former professors l60. 1^7 6 2 .85 NS 

22. Evaluation by 
listed references 18? 120 8 0 3-53 NS 

23. Requirement that 
all evaluations 
are on hand prior 
to interview 5^ 253 7 1 20.13 .001 

24. Board members help 
in evaluation of 
applicants 81 226 2 6 .10 NS 

25. Superintendent or 
personnel direc-
tor involved in 
selection 296 11 8 0 .19 NS 

26. Principals involved 
in evaluation and 
selection 256 51 6 2 .02 NS 

2?. Supervisors in-
volved in evalua-
tion and selection 85 222 6 2 6.35 .02 

28. Teachers involved 
in evaluation and 
selection 11 296 4 4 27.51 .001 

29. Lay citizens in-
volved in evalua-
tion and selection 1 306 1 7 4.10 • 05 

30. Written report by 
persons involved 
in selection 20 28 7 4 4 15.22 .001 

31. Applicants reim-
bursed for travel 22 285 5 3 23.80 .001 

32. Applicants given an 
opportunity to 
visit school 283 24 8 0 .02 NS 
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Admin-
istrators Experts 
Utili- Importance Chi 

Square Procedure zation 
Chi 

Square 
P 

Yes No Imp No Imp 

33. Information con-
cerning school 
policies and 
salaries given 

16 applicant 291 16 8 0 .02 NS 
3^. Applicants en-

couraged to ask 
.04-questions 292 15 8 0 .04- NS 

35. Successful candi-
dates notified 

1.1^ immediately 302 5 8 0 1.1^ NS 
36. Unsuccessful candi-

dates notified 
when vacancy is 

56 .85 filled 251 56 5 3 .85 NS 
37. Placement agencies 

notified when 
vacancy is filled 2^3 64- 7 1 .02 NS 

38. Candidate required 
to submit state-
ment of philosophy 39 268 3 5 2.28 NS 

*NS--Not significant. 

For the data presented in Table XVIII, Chi Square values 

of 3.8^ and above are significant at better than the .05 

level. 

There were no significant differences between utiliza-

tion by administrators and the importance placed upon each of 

twenty-four selection procedures by the experts. The null 

hypothesis was accepted for each of the twenty-four pro-

cedures. The null hypothesis was rejected for each of eleven 
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procedures at the .001 level of significance, for one pro-

cedure at the .01 level of significance, for one procedure 

at the .02 level of significance, and for one procedure at 

the .05 level of significance. 

Seven of the eight experts considered detailed specifica-

tions for vacant positions to be important. Only 97 of the 

307 administrators followed this procedure. All of the 

experts indicated that they considered the preparation of 

brochures for the purpose of attracting applicants. Only 

4̂-1 administrators reported utilization of brochures for this 

purpose. Very little effort was made by administrators to 

recruit teachers from all parts of the United States. 

Seventy-five per cent of the experts considered this procedure 

to be of importance. Less than one-third of the administra-

tors reported that a physical examination was required of 

applicants, and all the experts indicated that this was an 

important procedure to follow. Only 2 of the 307 administra-

tors reported utilization of an intelligence test for teacher 

applicants, and 3 of the experts considered the intelligence 

test as important. Six of the 8 experts felt that it was im-

portant to observe the applicant in an actual teaching situa-

tion. Only 25 of the 307 administrators reported utilization 

of this procedure. Less than 25 per cent of the administra-

tors required that evaluations of personnel involved in 

selection be on hand prior to the interview. 
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There was no significant difference between utilization 

by administrators and importance placed upon each of twe-nty-

four procedures. The null hypothesis was accepted for each 

of the twenty-four procedures. 

The null hypotheses were rejected for fourteen pro-

cedures. For eleven procedures the Chi Square value ranged 

from 1^.79 t o k6.2!4. These values indicate a difference be-

tween utilization by administrators and. importance placed 

upon those procedures by the jury of experts at the .001 

level of significance. For three procedures the Chi Square 

values were 8.6*4, 6.35> and 4-. 10. These values indicate 

differences at the .01, .02, and .05 levels of significance. 

A closer examination of the procedures where significant 

differences existed revealed the following: 

1. Eight experts indicated that brochures were important 

to recruiting applicants, but only kl of 307 administrators 

utilized this.procedure. 

2. Seven of eight experts rated detailed specifications 

for vacant positions as being important to teacher selection, 

and 97 of 307 administrators utilized the procedure. 

3. Thirty-five administrators made an attempt to select 

teachers from various parts of the United States, while 6 of 

8 experts checked this as important to selection. 

k. Physical examinations are required by 91 of the 307 

school districts, and all members of the jury of experts 

indicated that this was an important procedure. 
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5. Two of 307 administrators indicated, utilization of 

intelligence tests in selection, and J of 8 experts indi-

cated that this test was important to selection. 

6. Achievement tests were said to be important "by 2 

experts and were utilized by only k of 3^7 school districts. 

7. Eighteen administrators indicated utilization of 

the National Teacher Examination. Pour of 8 experts checked 

this procedure as important. 

8. Six of 8 experts indicated that observation of 

actual teaching was important to teacher selection, but only 

25 administrators followed this procedure. 

9. To 7 experts it was important to have all evalua-

tions on hand prior to the interview. Only 5^ of 307 ad-

ministrators utilize this procedure. 

10. Supervisors in 85 of 307 districts were involved in 

evaluation of applicants. Six of 8 experts indicated this 

procedure was important. 

11. The experts were evenly divided on the question of 

teacher involvement in evaluation and selection. Only 11 ad-

ministrators indicated that this procedure was followed. 

12. Only 1 expert indicated that lay citizens should 

assist in the selection process, and 1 administrator of 307 

indicated that lay citizens of their district helped with 

selection. 

13. A written report of evaluation by each person in-

volved in selection was required by 20 administrators. 
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Four experts felt this was important while 4 felt the pro-

cedure was of little or no importance. 

14. Reimbursement for travel expense was made by 22 of 

the 307 school districts, and 5 of 8 experts indicated that 

this procedure was important. 

For each procedure where a significant difference be-

tween utilization and importance was found, the per cent of 

administrators utilizing the procedure was less than the per 

cent of experts indicating that the procedure was important. 

An analysis of these data indicates that administrators did 

not utilize fully the procedures in this group which the 

experts considered to be important to the selection of teach-

ers . 

Utilization of Selection Procedures 

A purpose of this study was to determine the extent of 

utilization of each of thirty-eight procedures by admin-

istrators of large, medium, and small school districts. Re-

sponses to part IV of the questionnaire were received from 

administrators of twenty-six large school districts, ninety-

two medium sized school districts, and 189 small school 

districts. Each administrator was asked to check in part IV 

of the questionnaire those procedures utilized by the school 

district by which he was employed. 

Chi Square statistical technique was used, to determine 

the significance of differences among large, medium, and 
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small school districts' utilization of each of thirty-eight 

teacher selection procedures. The number and per cent of 

administrators of large, medium, and small school districts 

utilizing each procedure, Chi Square value, and the level of 

significance of differences among large, medium, and smali 

school districts are presented in Table XIX. The number 

assigned to each procedure is repeated on the facing page 

for the convenience of the reader. 

For the data presented in Table XIX, Chi Square values 

of 5'99 and above are significant at better than the .05 

level. 

There were no significant differences in utilization of 

twenty-three of the procedures among large, medium, and 

small school districts as reported by administrators. The 

null hypothesis was accepted for each of the twenty-three 

procedures. The null hypothesis was rejected for each of 

fifteen procedures. For each of ten of these procedures 

there was a difference in utilization among large, medium, 

and small school districts at the .001 level of significance. 

For one procedure the difference was significant at the .01 

level, for one the difference was significant at the .02 

level, and for each of three procedures the difference was 

significant at the .05 level. 

Six per cent of small schools, 58 per cent of large 

schools, and 16 per cent of medium size schools prepare 

brochures for the purpose of attracting applicants. There was 
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TABLE XIX 

NUMBER AND PER CENT OF ADMINISTRATORS OF LARGE, MEDIUM, 
AND SMALL SCHOOL DISTRICTS UTILIZING EACH OF THE 

SELECTION PROCEDURES 

Procedure 

1. Detailed specifications prepared for each vacant position 
2. Brochures prepared for attracting applicants 
3. College placement offices used as source of applicants 
4. Private employment offices used as source of applicants 
5. State employment offices used as source of applicants 
6. State Teacher's Association used as source of applicants 
7. Unsolicited letters, visits, calls used as source of 

applicants 
8. Referrals by other administrators used as source of 

applicants 
9. Referrals "by friends of applicant used as source 
10. Effort made to select teachers from all parts of the 

United States 
11. Formal application forms used 
12. Physical examination required of all applicants 
13. Personality test required of all applicants 
1̂4-. Intelligence test required of all applicants 
15. Aptitude test required of all applicants 
16. Achievement test required of all applicants 
17. National Teacher Examination required of all applicants 
18. Observation made of each applicant in actual teaching 
19. Written evaluations requested from former employers 
20. Oral evaluations from former employers requested 
21. Evaluation by former professors requested 
22. Evaluation by listed references requested 
23. Requirement that all evaluations are on hand prior to 

interview 
2k. Board members help in evaluation and selection 
25. Superintendent or personnel director involved in selection 
26. Principals involved in evaluation and selection 
27. Supervisors involved in evaluation and selection 
28. Teachers involved in evaluation and selection 
29. Lay citizens involved in evaluation and selection 
30. Written report by persons involved in selection 
31. Applicants reimbursed for travel 
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Proce-
dure 

Number 

Large Schools 
N-26 

Medium Size 
Schools 
N-92 

Small Schools 
N-189 Chi 

Square P 
Proce-
dure 

Number 
Number % Number % Number % 

Chi 
Square P 

1 8 31 29 32 60 32 .01 NS* 
2 15 58 15 16 11 6 5^.13 .001 
3 26 100 90 97 177 94 3.84 NS 
4 0 0 19 21 39 21 6 . 6 2 .05 
5 2 8 23 25 70 37 I I . 3 8 .01 
6 15 58 63 68 145 77 5.31 NS 

7 23 89 75 82 140 74 3-92 NS 

8 23 89 84 95 168 89 .42 NS 
9 23 89 62 68 123 65 5.73 NS 

10 11 42 11 12 13 7 28.44 .001 
11 26 100 85 96 135 72 24.12 .001 
12 10 39 34 37 47 25 5.40 NS 

. 13 0 0 4 4 2 1 4.06 NS 
14 0 0 2 2 0 0 4.70 NS 
15 0 0 2 2 1 1 2.01 NS 
16 1 4 2 2 1 1 2.73 NS 
17 3 12 7 8 7 4 3 . 7 2 NS 
18 2 8 6 7 17 9 . 5 1 NS 
19 22 85 73 80 127 67 6 . 7 1 • 05 
20 15 58 58 63 120 63 .33 NS 
21 22 85 57 62 81 43 2 1 . 0 7 .001 
22 22 85 66 72 99 48 16.44 .001 

23 4 16 19 21 31 16 .87 NS 
24 2 8 8 9 71 38 31.66 .001 
25 26 100 90 98 180 95 2 . 5 6 NS 
26 22 85 88 96 146 78 15.16 .001 
27 11 42 39 21 35 19 2 0 . 6 5 .001 
28 0 0 5 5 6 3 1.97 NS 
29 0 0 0 0 1 1 . 63 NS 
30 7 27 4 4 9 5 19.44 .001 
31 1 4 10 11 11 6 2.84 NS 
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TABLE XIX--Continued 

Procedure 

32. Applicants given an opportunity to visit school 
33. Information concerning school policies and salaries 

given applicant 
3*K Applicants encouraged to ask questions 
35. Successful candidates notified immediately 
36. Unsuccessful candidates notified when vacancy is filled 
37. Placement agencies notified when vacancy is filled 
38. Candidate required to submit statement of philosophy 



TABLE XIX—Continued 

131 

Proce-
dure 

Number 

Large Schools 
N-2 6 

Medium Size 
Schools 
N-92 

Small Schools 
N - I 8 9 

Chi 
Square P 

Proce-
dure 

Number 
Number % Number % Number % 

Chi 
Square P 

32 22 85 86 9k 175 92 2.32 NS 

33 2k 93 89 97 178 9k 1.17 NS 
3k 26 ' 100 89 97 177 93 2.73 NS 
35 26 100 89 97 187 99 2.3k NS 
36 11 k2 75 82 165 82 31.03 .001 
37 17 63 68 7k 158 8k 6.7 8 . 0 5 
38 k 16 19 21 16 8 8 .k? .02 

*NS--Not significant, 
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a significant difference in utilization of private employ-

ment agencies between large schools, where no use of this 

source of applicants was made, and by small and medium size 

schools, where 21 per cent of each category used this source. 

Thirty-seven per cent of small districts, 25 per cent of 

medium size districts, and 8 per cent of large districts 

utilize state employment offices as a source of applicants. 

In k2 per cent of the large schools, administrators indi-

cated that an effort was made to select teachers from various 

parts of the United. States. Twelve per cent of the medium 

size districts and 7 per cent of small districts followed 

this practice. One hundred, per cent of large districts, 

96 per cent of medium size districts, and 72 per cent of 

small districts use a formal application blank. Written 

evaluations from former employers are .requested by 85 per 

cent of large districts, 80 per cent of medium size districts, 

and 67 per cent of small districts. Large districts make use 

of professors' evaluations of applicants to a greater extent 

than do the administrators of medium size and small districts. 

Evaluations by listed references were required by 85 per 

cent of large districts, 72 per cent of medium size districts, 

and ^8 per cent of small districts. In 38 per cent of small 

districts boards of education help in the evaluation of 

teacher applicants. In 9 Per cent of medium size districts 

and in 8 per cent of large districts this procedure was uti-

lized. In 96 per cent of medium size districts principals 
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were involved in selection as compared to 85 per cent of 

large districts and 78 per cent of small districts. In k-2 

per cent of large districts supervisors were involved in 

teacher selection. In 21 per cent of medium size districts 

and 19 per cent of small districts supervisors helped with 

selection. A written report of evaluation by each person in-

volved in the selection was required by 27 per cent of the 

large districts, k per cent of medium size districts, and 5 

per cent of small districts. Administrators of 8^ per cent 

of small districts, 7^ per cent of medium size districts, 

and 63 per cent of large districts indicated that placement 

agencies were notified when a vacancy was filled. Personal 

statements of philosophy were required by 21 per cent of the 

medium size districts, 16 per cent of large districts, and 8 

per cent of small districts. 

A study of the data presented in Table XIX reveals that 

the utilization of several procedures is related to the size 

of the school district. The per cent of utilization in-

creased as the size of the district increased for the fol-

lowing procedures: (l) brochures are prepared for the purpose 

of attracting applicants, (2) effort is made to select 

teachers from all parts of the United States, (3) formal 

application forms are used, (ty) written evaluations are re-

quested from former employers, (5) evaluations by former 

professors requested, (6) evaluations from listed references 
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requested, (7) supervisors are involved in selection, and 

(8) written reports required of persons involved in selec-

tion. 

There were no significant differences in (1) utiliza-

tion of specifications for vacant positions, (2) use made of 

sources of applicants included in the study with the excep-

tion of private and state employment offices, (3) requirements 

that applicants take examinations and tests included in this 

study, (^) utilization of observations of actual teaching, 

(5) use of oral evaluations by former employers, (6) re-

quirements that evaluations be on hand prior to the interview, 

(7) use of the superintendent or personnel director in selec-

tion, (8) use of teachers and lay citizens in evaluation and 

selection, (9) reimbursing applicants for travel, (10) giving 

applicants an opportunity 'to visit the school, (11) en-

couraging applicants to ask questions, and (12) notifying 

successful applicants immediately of appointment. 

The per cent of utilization decreased as the size of 

the district decreased for the following procedures: (l) 

state employment office used as a source of applicants, (2) 

board members help in evaluation and selection, and (3) 

placement agencies are notified when a vacancy is filled. 

For two procedures—involvement of principals in selec-

tion and requirement that the applicant submit a statement 

of philosophy—the administrators of medium size schools 
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reported the greatest percentage of utilization. Eighty-two 

per cent of the administrators of both medium size and small 

districts reported that unsuccessful candidates were notified 

when a vacancy was filled, and only per cent of the ad-

ministrators of large districts reported utilization of this 

procedure. 

A purpose of this study was to determine whether teach-

ers and administrators agree upon the extent of utilization 

of each of thirty-eight procedures in the selection of 

teachers for Texas Public Schools. Each administrator and 

each teacher was asked to check each procedure utilized in 

the selection of teachers for the school where he or she was 

employed. Chi Square technique was used to determine the 

significance of the differences in opinions of the two groups. 

The results of comparisons of responses of administra-

tors and teachers as to the extent of utilization of each 

procedure are presented in Table XX. The number and per cent 

of administrators and the number and per cent of teachers re- • 

porting utilization of each procedure, the Chi Square value, 

and the level of significance are presented in Table XX. 

A study of Table XX reveals that there were no signifi-

cant differences in the opinions of administrators and teach-

ers as to the extent of utilization of sixteen of the 

selection procedures. The null hypothesis was accepted for 

each of the sixteen procedures. 
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TABLE XX 

COMPARISON OF UTILIZATION OF PROCEDURES AS REPORTED 
BY ADMINISTRATORS AND TEACHERS 

Procedure 

Utilize Procedures 

Chi 
Square P Procedure 

Admin-
istrators Teachers Chi 

Square P Procedure 

N = 307 N = 230 

Chi 
Square P Procedure 

No. % No. % 

Chi 
Square P 

1. Detailed specifica-
tions prepared for 
vacancies 97 31.5 3^ 14.8 19.92 .001 

2. Brochures prepared 4l 13.3 33 14.4 .12 NS** 
3. College placement 

offices used as 
source 293 95.^ 183 79-9 31.81 .001 

4. Private employment 
agency used as 
source 58 18.8 13 5.6 19.93 .001 

5. State employment 
offices used as 
source 95 30.9 30 13.1 23.36 .001 

6. State teacher's 
assn. used as 
source 223 72.6 68 29.6 97.^7 .001 

7. Unsolicited letters, 
calls, visits used 
as source 238 77-5 153 66.8 7.63 .01 

8. Referrals "by other 
administrators 
used as source 2 75 89-5 167 72.9 25.15 .001 

9. Referrals by friends 
of applicants used. 
as source 208 67.7 121 5 2.8 12.31 .001 

10. Effort to select 
from all parts of 
U.S. 35 11.4 23 O
 

• O
 

.25 NS 
11. Formal application 

forms 246 80.1 200 87.3 4.8 7 .05 
12. Physical exam re-

quired 91 29.6 116 50.6 24.43 .001 
13. Personality test 

required 6 1.9 6 2.6 .0 5* NS 
14. Intelligence test 

required 1 2 . 6 2 .8 .0 5* NS 
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Procedure 

Utilize Procedures 

Chi 
Square P Procedure 

Admin-
istrators Teachers Chi 

Square P Procedure 

N = 307 N = 230 

Chi 
Square P Procedure 

No. * No. % 

Chi 
Square P 

15- Aptitude test re-
quired 3 .9 4- 1.7 .15* NS 

l6. Achievement test 
required 4 1.3 1 A • 33* NS 

17. National Teacher 
Exam required 18 5.8 15 6 . 5 .11 NS 

18. Observe applicant 
teach 25 8.1 24- 10.4- .86 NS 

19. Written evaluations 
from former em-
ployers 222 72.3 135 58.9 10.53 .01 

20. Oral evaluations 
from former em-
ployers 193 6 2.8 67 29.2 59-31 .001 

21. Evaluations from 
former professors 160 52.1 88 38 A 9.89 .01 

22. Evaluations from 
listed references 187 60.9 130 56.7 .93 NS 

23. Evaluations on hand 
prior to interview 54- 17.5 19.2 .23 NS 

24-. Board members 
evaluate applicants 81 26.3 61 26.6 .00 NS 

25. Superintendent or 
personnel director 
evaluate 296 96 210 91.7 5.52 .02 

26. Principals evaluate 256 83-3 172 75.1 5.59 .02 
27. Supervisors evaluate 85 27.6 60 26.2 .15 NS 
28. Teachers evaluate 11 3-5 12 5.2 .88 NS 
29. Lay citizens evaluate 1 • 3 7 3.0 4.93* .05 
30. Written report by 

each person 
evaluating 20 6.5 20 8.7 .93 NS 

31. Applicants reimbursed 
for travel 22 7-1 9 3.9 2.52 NS 

32. Applicants given 
opportunity to visit 

160 6 9 . 8 school 283 92.1 160 6 9 . 8 4-5.54- .001 
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Procedure 

Utilize Procedures 

Admin-
istrators 

N = 30? 

No. % 

Teachers 

N = 230 

No, 

Chi 
Square 

33- Applicants informed 
on school policies 
and salaries 

3^. Applicants en-
couraged to ask 
questions 

35. Successful candi-
dates notified 
immediately 

'2)6. Unsuccessful candi-
dates notified 

3?. Placement agencies 
notified 

38. Personal statement 
of philosophy re-
quired 

291 

292 

302 

251 

2̂ +3 

39 

9^.7 

95.1 

98.3 

81.7 

79.1 

12.7 

195 

199 

195 

75 

57 

k-Z 

85.1 

86.8 

85.1 

32.7 

2k-. 8 

18.3 

l^.UO 

11.51 

32.0^* 

132.20 

156.71 

3.25 

.001 

.001 

. 001 

.001 

.001 

NS 

*Yates correction formula applied. 

**NS—Not significant. 

Significant differences in opinions as to the extent of 

utilization of procedures were found for each of twenty-two 

procedures. The null hypothesis was rejected at the .05 

level of significance for each of two procedures, at the .02 

level for each of two procedures, at the .01 level for each 

of three procedures, and at the .001 level for each of fif-

teen procedures. 

For nineteen of the twenty-two procedures where sig-

nificance differences of opinions were found, the per cent 
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of administrators reporting utilization was higher than the 

per cent of teachers reporting utilization. The per cent of 

teachers reporting (l) utilization of formal application 

forms, (2) involvement of lay citizens in selection, and. (3) 

requirement that applicants take a physical examination was 

higher than that of administrators. 

Administrators and teachers generally disagreed upon 

the extent of utilization of the teacher selection procedures 

included in this study. Administrators were inclined to re-

port more extensive utilization of the procedures than were 

teachers. 

Summary 

The second major sub-problem was the identification of 

procedures which, in the opinions of school administrators, 

practicing teachers, and a jury of experts are useful to the 

selection of teachers for Texas Public Schools. 

An analysis of the opinions of school administrators, 

practicing teachers, and a jury of experts as to the impor-

tance of each of thirty-eight selection procedures was made. 

The purpose of this analysis was to identify those procedures 

which were considered to be of importance to teacher selec-

tion and to determine the significance of differences in the 

opinions among the three groups. 

There were no significant differences in the opinions 

among administrators, teachers, and experts as to the 
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importance of each of eighteen selection procedures included 

in this study. Administrators and teachers disagreed upon 

the importance of nineteen procedures; administrators and 

experts disagreed upon the importance of six procedures; and 

teachers and experts disagreed upon the importance of three 

procedures. Administrators, teachers, and experts considered 

thirty-seven of the thirty-eight procedures included in this 

study to "be of some importance to the selection of teachers. 

A comparison between the importance placed upon each of 

thirty-eight procedures by administrators and the utilization 

of the same procedures by administrators was made to determine 

the extent to which administrators make use of- those pro-

cedures which are considered by the group to be of importance 

to the selection of teachers. 

A significant positive relationship between importance 

and utilization was found for twenty-eight of the thirty-

eight procedures. The coefficients were not high enough to 

indicate a close relationship between utilization and im-

portance. Administrators generally reported utilization of 

those procedures considered by the group to be very important 

essential, and very little use was made of those pro-

cedures considered to be of little or no importance. 

A purpose of this study was to determine the extent to 

which administrators actually make use of those procedures 

which are considered by experts to be of importance to the 

selection of teachers. There were no significant differences 
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between utilization by administrators and the importance 

placed upon each of twenty-four selection procedures. A 

significant difference was found between utilization and im-

portance of fourteen procedures. Administrators did not 

utilize fully the procedures in this group which the experts 

considered to be important to the selection of teachers. 

One purpose of this study was to determine the extent 

of utilization of each of thirty-eight procedures by ad-

ministrators of large, medium, and small school districts. 

There were no significant differences in utilization of 

twenty-three of the procedures among large, medium, and 

small school districts. For fifteen procedures the extent 

of utilization was related to the size of the district. 

A purpose of this study was to determine whether teach-

ers and administrators agree upon the extent of utilization 

of each of thirty-eight procedures in the selection of 

teachers for Texas Public Schools. The data reveal that ad-

ministrators and teachers generally disagree as to the extent 

of utilization. The two groups agreed upon the extent of 

utilization of sixteen selection procedures and disagreed 

upon the extent of utilization of twenty-two procedures. 



CHAPTER VI 

SUMMARY, FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS, IMPLICATIONS, 

AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Summary 

The problem of this study was the identification of 

practices which, in the opinions of school administrators, 

practicing teachers, and a jury of experts in the field of 

school administration are useful to the selection of teach-

ers for Texas Public Schools. The first major sub-problem 

was the identification of informational items which are 

(l) utilized by school administrators in the selection of 

teachers, and (2) considered to be of importance to the 

selection of teachers by school administrators, practicing 

teachers, and a jury of experts in school administration. 

The second major sub-problem was the identification of pro-

cedures which are (l) utilized by school administrators in 

the selection of teachers, and (2) considered to be of im-

portance to the selection of teachers by school administra-

tors, teachers, and a jury of experts. 

The data for the study were collected from responses to 

a questionnaire. Completed questionnaires were received 

from 236 teachers employed in Texas Public Schools, admin-

istrators of 307 public schools of Texas, and 8 members of 

14-2 
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a jury of experts. The jury of experts was made up of 3 

directors of personnel employed by large public school sys-

tems and 5 professors of education. 

The instrument used for collecting the data, a ques-

tionnaire containing a list of sixty-two informational items 

and thirty-eight selection procedures, was validated by the 

jury of experts. A pilot study was made to test the re-

liability of the instrument. For the pilot study an analysis 

was made of two responses to the same questionnaire by 

twenty-four school administrators. The questionnaire was 

scored by checking each item of information and each pro-

cedure as either essential, very important, important, of 

little importance, or of no importance to the selection of 

teachers. An additional list was supplied to administrators 

and teachers with a column for checking each item utilized 

in the district where the respondent was employed. 

Ten hypotheses were tested in the study. 

1. Hypothesis one stated that there will be no sig-

nificant differences in the opinions of school administrators, 

practicing teachers, and a jury of experts as to the im-

portance of each of sixty-two items of information that may 

be used in the evaluation of teacher applicants. An analysis 

of variance was made to determine whether significant dif-

ferences in opinions existed among the three groups. 

The hypothesis was accepted for each of thirty-six items 

of information and rejected for each of twenty-six items 



of information. For those items where the F-Scores were 

found to be significant, t tests were computed to determine 

the significance of differences between (1) the opinions of 

administrators and teachers, (2) the opinions of administra-

tors and experts, and (3) the opinions of teachers and 

experts. For administrators and teachers t scores indicated 

a significant difference in opinion between the two groups 

for each of twenty-two items of information. For admin-

istrators and experts t scores indicated a significant dif-

ference for each of four items of information. 

2. Hypothesis two stated that there will be no sig--

nificant relationship between the utilization of and impor-

tance placed upon each of sixty-two items of information by 

administrators. A point biserial coefficient was computed 

for each item to determine the significance of the relation-

ship between utilization of and importance placed, upon the 

item by administrators. Examination of the coefficients of 

correlation indicated a significant positive relationship 

between utilization and. importance of forty-eight of the 

items of information. The hypothesis was accepted for each 

of fourteen items. 

3. Hypothesis three stated that there will be no sig-

nificant difference between the utilization of each of sixty-

two items of information by administrators and importance 

placed upon the same items by a jury of experts. Chi Square 

technique was used to determine the significance of the 
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difference between utilization of each item by administrators 

and importance placed upon the item by the jury of experts. 

A study of the data revealed that there was no significant 

difference between utilization by administrators and impor-

tance placed upon each of fifty-four items of information by 

the jury of experts. The null hypothesis was rejected for 

each of eight items. 

Hypothesis four stated that administrators will 

indicate that there are no significant differences in impor-

tance among nine categories of informational items to the 

evaluation of teacher applicants for positions in Texas Public 

Schools. Sixty-two items of information were divided into 

the following categories: (l) personal and physical char-

acteristics, (2) race, color, creed, and loyalty, (3) per-

sonality characteristics, (^) interests and aptitudes, (5) 

social, emotional, and economic factors, (6) abilities, (7) 

education and training, (8) experience, and (9) professional 

factors. A mean was computed for the items in each category. 

An analysis of variance was made to determine whether there 

were significant differences among the several categories as 

to the importance placed upon each category by administrators. 

The null hypothesis was rejected at the .05 level of sig-

nificance . 

The _t technique was used to test the significance of 

the difference between any two categories of information. A 

study of the results of the t tests indicated that 



1^6 

administrators considered, professional factors to be sig-

nificantly more important than group 8, experience; group k, 

interests and aptitudes; and group 5. social, emotional, and 

economic factors. A study of the results indicated that 

group 6, abilities, was, in the opinion of administrators, 

more important than group 4, interests and aptitudes, and 

group 5> social, emotional, and economic factors. A study 

of the results indicated that group 3> personality factors, 

was, in the opinion of administrators, more important to the 

evaluation of applicants than group 5. social, emotional, 

and economic factors. 

5. Hypothesis five stated that there will be no sig-

nificant differences in the opinions of administrators and 

teachers as to the extent of utilization of each of sixty-

two items of information in the evaluation of teacher appli-

cants for positions in Texas Public Schools. For each of 

the sixty-two items of information, Chi Square technique was 

used to determine the significance of the difference between 

opinions of administrators and opinions of teachers as to 

the utilization of each item of information. 

Chi Square values were significant at the .001 level for 

thirty-three items of information, at the .01 level for one 

item, at the .02 level for one item, and at the .05 level 

for four items. These values indicate that administrators 

and teachers disagreed upon the utilization of thirty-nine 
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items of information and agreed upon the utilization of only 

twenty-three items. 

6. Hypothesis six stated that there will be no sig-

nificant differences in the opinions of administrators, 

practicing teachers, and a jury of experts as to the impor-

tance of each of thirty-eight procedures which may "be 

utilized in the selection of teachers. An analysis of vari-

ance was made to determine the significance of the differences 

in opinions among the three groups. The hypothesis was re-

jected for each of twenty procedures for which significant 

F-Scores were found. The hypothesis was accepted for each 

of eighteen procedures. 

7. Hypothesis seven stated that there will be no sig-

nificant relationship between the utilization of and impor-

tance placed upon each of thirty-eight procedures by 

administrators. For each of the thirty-eight procedures a 

point biserial coefficient was determined for utilization of 

the procedure by administrators and. importance placed upon 

that procedure by administrators. 

An analysis of the data revealed a positive relation-

ship between utilization and importance for each of twenty-

eight selection procedures. The null hypothesis was 

rejected for the twenty-eight procedures. 

A study of those procedures for which the hypothesis 

was accepted revealed that for 5 procedures with means 

ranging from 3-78 to the percentages of utilization as 
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reported by administrators were above 92. For 6 procedures 

in this group with means ranging from 1.4-1 to 2.14-, utiliza-

tion was below 2 per cent. 

8. Hypothesis eight stated that there will be no sig-

nificant difference between utilization of each of thirty-

eight procedures by administrators and importance placed 

upon the same procedures by a jury of experts. For each of 

the thirty-eight procedures the Chi Square technique was used 

to determine the significance of the difference between utili-

zation by administrators and importance placed upon the pro-

cedure by the experts. There was no significant difference 

between utilization and importance for each of twenty-four 

procedures. For each of these the null hypothesis was 

accepted. The hypothesis was rejected for each of fourteen 

procedures. 

9. Hypothesis nine stated that there will be no sig-

nificant differences in the utilization of each of thirty-

eight teacher selection procedures by administrators of 

small, medium, and large school districts. Chi Square 

statistical technique was used to determine the significance 

of differences among small, medium, and large school dis-

tricts' utilization of each of thirty-eight teacher selection 

procedures. The null hypothesis was accepted for each of 

twenty-three of the procedures. For fifteen procedures the 

null hypothesis was rejected. 
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10. Hypothesis ten stated that there will be no sig-

nificant difference in the opinions of administrators and 

teachers as to the extent of utilization of each of thirty-

eight procedures in the selection of teachers. For each of 

the procedures Chi Square technique was used to determine 

the significance of the difference between opinions of ad-

ministrator s . and teachers. Examination of the data revealed 

that administrators and teachers agreed upon the extent of 

utilization of sixteen of the thirty-eight selection pro-

cedures. There was disagreement between the two groups as 

to the extent of utilization of twenty-two procedures. 

Generally administrators reported greater utilization of the 

twenty-two procedures for which there was disagreement than 

did teachers. 

Findings 

The findings of this study are based on an analysis of 

the data presented in Chapters IV and V. 

The means for importance of each of forty-nine of the 

items of information included in this study were above 3-00 

for administrators, teachers, and experts. The three groups 

considered the forty-nine.items to be important to essential 

to the evaluation of applicants for teaching positions in 

Texas Public Schools. These informational items are listed 

below: 

1. Loyalty to the United States 



150 

2. Ability to maintain classroom discipline 

3. Character 

4. Ability to get along with others 

5. Emotional stability 

6. Dependability 

7. Cooperation with teachers 

8. Interest in children 

9. Cooperation with administration 

10. Willingness to accept responsibility 

11. Ability to get along with pupils 

12. Health 

13. Ability to plan and organize work 

1^. Ability to communicate with pupils 

15. Cooperation with parents 

16. Understanding of teacher's code of ethics 

17. Interest in teaching as a career 

18. Use of language 

19. Neatness, dress, grooming 

20. Personality traits 

21. Type certificates held 

22. Voice and speech 

23. Degrees held 

Zk. Knowledge of teaching techniques 

25. Credit record 

26. Mental ability—intelligence 
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27. Knowledge of child, growth and development 

28. Number and type courses In major field 

29. Ability to formulate ideas in writing 

30. Knowledge of learning processes 

31• Age 

32. Grade level and subject area of teaching experience 

33. Professional organization membership 

34. Supervising teacher's appraisal of teaching ability 

35. Number and type courses in minor field 

36. Number and type professional courses completed 

37. Knowledge of philosophy of education 

38. Grades in teaching fields 

39. Recency of teaching experience 

40. Knowledge of tests and measurements 

41. Grades in student teaching 

42. Grades in professional courses 

43. Special abilities 

44. Courses completed in past three years 

45. Photograph 

46. Professor's appraisal of teaching ability 

47. Sex 

48. Length of teaching experience 

49. Experience other than teaching 

There was evidence to indicate that the seven additional 

items listed below were considered to be of some importance 

to the evaluation of teacher applicants: 
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1. Belief in a Supreme Being 

2. Extent of travel 

3. Social background 

k. Occupational aptitudes 

5. Marital status 

6. Non-academic activities in college 

7. Number and age of children 

In the opinions of administrators, teachers, and experts 

the following items of information were of little or no im-

portance to the selection of teachers: 

1. Race and color 

2. Economic background 

3. Hobbies 

k. Church affiliation 

5. Service club membership 

6. Fraternity membership 

There were no significant differences in opinions among 

administrators, teachers, and experts as to the importance 

of thirty-six items of information. There was more disagree-

ment between administrators and teachers than between admin-

istrators and experts, or between teachers and. experts. 

Teachers and experts agreed more often upon the importance of 

the informational items than did any other two groups. They 

were in agreement as to the importance of fifty-eight of the 

sixty-two items of information included in this study. 
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Administrators and experts were in agreement as to the im-

portance of fifty-three of the items. 

Teachers placed significantly more importance upon 

nineteen items of information than did the administrators. 

Twelve of these items are closely related to the profession 

of teaching. Administrators placed significantly more impor-

tance upon social background, economic background, and service 

club membership than did teachers. The experts placed sig-

nificantly more importance upon five items of information 

directly related to the profession of teaching than did the 

administrators. Administrators' ratings of importance were 

significantly higher than those of the experts- for (1) race 

and color, (2) belief in a Supreme Being, (3) cooperation 

with administration, and (^) cooperation with parents. 

The experts placed significantly more importance on 

knowledge of teaching techniques than did the teachers. 

Teachers placed more importance on belief in a Supreme Being, 

cooperation with administration, and cooperation with parents 

than did the experts. 

Administrators did not report full utilization of those 

informational items which they considered to be of importance 

to the selection of teachers. For fifty items of informa-

tion there was a significant positive relationship between 

utilization of and importance placed upon the same items by 

administrators. For most of these items, however, the co-

efficients of correlation were relatively small. For only 
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nine of the sixty-two items, r ^ was equal to or greater 

than .40. The highest correlation coefficient was found, for 

item number nine, race and color, where r ^ 55• Admin-

istrators as a group made use of those items of information 

considered by the group to be very important to essential. 

For each of fifty-four items of information there was 

no significant difference between utilization by administra-

tors and importance placed upon the item by the jury of 

experts. There was a significant difference between utili-

zation by administrators and importance placed upon each of 

eight items of information. Administrators tend to utilize 

those items of information considered to be important, very 

important or essential by the experts. 

The significance of the difference between the means of 

each of two categories of informational items indicated that 

administrators placed significantly more importance upon (1) 

professional factors than experience, (2) professional factors 

than interest and aptitudes, (3) professional factors than 

social, economic, and emotional factors, (4) abilities than 

interest and aptitudes, (5) abilities than social, emotional, 

and economic factors, (6) personality traits than social, 

emotional, and economic factors. 

The importance placed upon each of categories number 1, 

2, and 7 was not significantly different from the importance 

placed upon any of the other six categories of information. 
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Administrators and teachers disagreed upon the extent 

of utilization of each of thirty-nine items of information 

and agreed upon the extent of utilization of each of twenty-

three items. Administrators reported significantly greater 

utilization of thirty-six items of information than did 

teachers. Teachers reported more extensive utilization of 

three items: (l) church affiliation, (2) service club mem-

bership, and (3) fraternity membership. 

A mean above 3.00 was indication that a group considered 

a procedure to be important, very important, or essential to 

the selection of teachers. The means of importance of each 

of nineteen procedures included in this study were above 

3.00 for administrators, teachers, and experts. Administra-

tors, teachers, and experts considered the following pro-

cedures of importance to the selection of teachers: 

1. Successful candidates are notified immediately. 

2. Superintendent or personnel director is involved in 

the evaluation and selection of teachers. 

3. Applicants are encouraged to ask questions about any 

aspect of school organization or program. 

Information concerning school policies and salary 

schedules are given to applicants. 

5. Principals are involved in evaluation and selection 

of teachers. 

6. College placement offices are used as a source of 

applicants. 
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7. Unsuccessful candidates are notified when a vacancy 

is filled. 

8. Formal application forms are completed for each 

applicant. 

9. Placement agencies are notified when vacancy is 

filled. 

10. Applicants are given an opportunity to visit the 

school. 

11. Written evaluations from former employers are re-

quested. 

12. Referrals by other administrators are used as a 

source of applicants. 

13- Oral evaluations by former employers are requested. 

1^. Detailed specifications are prepared for each 

vacant position. 

15. Evaluations by listed references are requested. 

16. Supervisors are involved in evaluation of the appli-

cant. 

17. Physical examination is required of each applicant. 

18. Unsolicited letters, visits, or calls from appli-

cants are used as a source of applicants. 

19. Evaluations by former professors are requested. 

In the opinions of at least two of the three groups the 

following procedures have some importance in the teacher se-

lection process: 



157 

1. State teacher's association is used as a source of 

applicants. 

2. All evaluations are required to be on hand prior 

to the interview. 

3. Observation of each applicant in actual teaching 

is made. 

k. Brochures are prepared for the purpose of attracting 

applicants. 

5. Referrals by friends of the applicant are used as 

a source of applicants. 

6. Candidate is required to submit a personal state-

ment of philosophy. 

7. National Teacher Examination is required of each 

applicant. 

8. A written report is made by each per.son involved 

in selection. 

9. An effort is made to select teachers from all parts 

of the United States. 

10. Reimbursement of travel expense is made to appli-

cants invited for interview. 

The three groups agreed that the following procedures 

were of little or no importance to the selection of teachers: 

1. Board members help in the evaluation of teacher 

applicants. 

2. Teachers are involved in the evaluation and selec-

tion of teachers. 
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3. Lay citizens are involved in the evaluation and se-

lection of teachers. 

Administrators, teachers, and experts agreed upon the 

degree of importance of eighteen teacher selection procedures. 

There was a significant difference of opinion among the three 

groups as to the importance of each of twenty procedures. 

There was no significant difference between the opinions of 

administrators and experts as to the importance of thirty-

two of the thirty-eight selection procedures included in this 

study. Teachers and experts agreed upon the importance of 

thirty-five of the thirty-eight procedures. Teachers and 

administrators agreed upon the importance of nineteen pro-

cedures. 

Examination of the data revealed a significant positive 

relationship between the utilization of each of twenty-eight 

selection procedures by administrators and importance placed 

upon the same procedures by administrators. For most of 

these procedures, however, the coefficients of correlation 

were relatively small. For only eleven procedures, r ^ was 

equal to or greater than .40. A coefficient above .50 was 

found for only one procedure. A study of the findings indi-

cates that individual administrators did not utilize pro-

cedures in close relationship to the importance each placed 

upon the procedure. 

There were no significant differences between utiliza-

tion by administrators and the importance placed upon each of 
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twenty-four selection procedures by the experts. For each 

of fourteen procedures where a significant difference between 

utilization and importance was found, the per cent of ad-

ministrators reporting utilization of the procedure was less 

than the per cent of experts indicating that the procedure 

was important. Administrators did not utilize fully the pro-

cedures in this group which the experts considered to be 

important to the selection of teachers. 

There was no significant difference in the utilization 

of each of twenty-three selection procedures among large, 

medium, and small school districts. A significant difference 

in utilization was found for fifteen procedures. 

The larger the school district the greater the tendency 

to 

1. prepare brochures for the purpose of attracting 

applicants, 

2. make an effort to select teachers from all parts of 

the United States, 

3. use formal application blanks, 

k. request written evaluations from former employers, 

5. request evaluations from former professors, 

6. request evaluations from listed references, 

7. involve supervisors in the selection of teachers, 

8. require a written report by persons involved in the 

evaluation of teacher applicants. 
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The smaller the school district the greater the tendency 

to 

1. use state employment offices as a source of appli-

cants , 

2. use board members in the evaluation and selection of 

teachers, 

3. notify unsuccessful candidates when vacancy is filled, 

notify placement agencies when vacancy is filled. 

The medium size school districts were more inclined to 

involve principals in evaluation, and to require the candi-

date to submit a statement of philosophy. 

Eighty-two per cent of the small districts and 82 per 

cent of the medium size districts reported that unsuccessful 

candidates were notified when vacancies are filled. Only 

per cent of the large districts followed this practice. 

Administrators and teachers tend to disagree as to the 

extent of utilization of selection procedures. There was 

disagreement between the two groups upon the utilization of 

twenty-two of the thirty-eight procedures included in this 

study. For each of nineteen of those procedures for which a 

significant difference was found, the per cent of administra-

tors reporting utilization was higher than the per cent of 

teachers reporting utilization. 
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Conclusions 

Based, upon the findings and within the limitations (l) 

that the data were secured through the use of a questionnaire 

which required that each respondent check the degree of im-

portance of each item and whether the item was utilized or 

not and (2) that the data were secured from administrators 

and teachers of Texas Public Schools, the following conclu-

sions have been reached: 

1. Administrators, teachers, and experts generally 

agree on informational items needed to evaluate applicants 

for teaching positions. 

2. Experts in school personnel management and teachers 

place more importance upon information relating to the 

teacher's professional training, emotional stability, and 

ability to establish rapport with pupils than do the school 

administrators. 

3. Administrators, teachers, and experts are inclined 

to place greater importance upon the teacher's professional 

training and abilities, personality characteristics, and 

emotional stability than upon other categories of informa-

tion. 

In the opinions of administrators, teachers, and 

experts, participation in fraternal and service organiza-_ 

tions is unrelated to teaching effectiveness. In the 

opinions of administrators and teachers religious beliefs 

may be related at least to the teacher's effectiveness in, 

the community. 
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5. Administrators do not utilize some classes of in-

formation even though the information is considered by 

administrators, teachers, and experts to be very important 

to the selection of teachers. 

6. The differences in opinions of administrators and 

teachers on the extent of utilization of information and pro-

cedures may be some indication that teachers are generally 

not involved in the formulation of school policies and pro-

cedures relating to the selection and employment of profes-

sional personnel. 

7. Administrators do not utilize many of the informa-

tional items and many of the procedures considered to be of 

importance but not essential to the selection of teachers. 

Administrators generally do not utilize those items of in-

formation and procedures which are considered by the three 

groups of subjects to be of little or no importance to the 

selection of teachers. 

8. Administrators do not utilize fully those informa-

tional items and procedures recommended by the experts. 

9. The utilization of several teacher selection prac-

tices is related to school district size. Large school dis-

tricts are inclined to follow more formalized procedures in 

the recruitment and selection of teachers than do the 

smaller districts. Small districts utilize sources of appli-

cants not commonly utilized by the larger districts. Boards 

of education and principals are involved in the selection 
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process in those districts with less than 5.000 scholastic 

population more than they are in the larger districts. 

Implications 

The implications from this study were made as a result 

of an examination and analysis of the findings and conclu-

sions . 

There is a need in many of the school districts of Texas 

for a cooperative effort involving administrators, teachers, 

and other professional personnel to formulate policies and 

procedures which will be most effective in producing a 

competent teaching staff. 

There is a need for preparation programs for administra-

tors and teachers which provide opportunities for practice 

in working together cooperatively for the common purpose of 

providing more effective teachers and teaching for all school 

children. 

Recommendations 

The recommendations listed below are based upon the 

findings and conclusions of this study: 

1. Further research should be conducted to determine 

the relationship between selection practices utilized and 

evaluations of the effectiveness of teachers. 

2. Further research should be conducted to determine 

which practices utilized by industry in the recruitment and 
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selection of professional personnel could be adapted to the 

selection of teachers. 

3. School administrators should utilize the services 

of teachers and authorities in school personnel management 

to formulate more effective teacher selection policies and 

procedures. 



APPENDIX A 

The following is a copy of the letter which was sent 

with the questionnaire to members of the jury of experts. 

Dear 

You have been recommended as an authority in the field 
of school administration. Your help is requested in a study 
of employment procedures utilized by public schools in the 
selection of teachers. It will be greatly appreciated if you 
will help us to validate the enclosed questionnaire by re-
sponding to each item. 

The questionnaire has been designed as part of a doc-
toral study in progress at North Texas State University and 
will be used in a survey of a sampling of Texas Public 
Schools. Superintendents, personnel directors, and prac-
ticing teachers will be asked to rank each item of informa-
tion and each procedure as essential, very important, im-
portant, of little importance, or of no importance to the 
selection of teachers. 

Responses of the different groups will be studied in 
relationship to the responses made by you and other authorities 
in the field of school personnel administration. 

An envelope is enclosed for your convenience in returning 
the questionnaire. Thank you for your cooperation. 

Sincerely, 

Paul A. Brooks, Doctoral Student 
North Texas State University 

William A. Miller, Jr. 
Committee Chairman 
Professor of Education 
North Texas State University 
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APPENDIX B 

The following is a copy of the letter which was sent 

with the questionnaire to administrators and practicing 

teachers. 

Your help is requested in a study of teacher selection 
practices in Texas Public Schools. Will you please respond 
to the enclosed questionnaire? 

The questionnaire has been designed as part of a doc-
toral study in progress at North Texas State University and 
is being used in a survey of a sampling of practices and 
opinions of superintendents and teachers. 

An envelope is enclosed for your convenience in re-
turning the questionnaire. Your cooperation will be greatly 
appreciated. 

Sincerely, 

Paul A. Brooks 
Superintendent of Schools 
Cedar Hill, Texas 

William A. Miller, Jr. 
Professor of Education 
North Texas State University 
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APPENDIX C 

School of Education 

North Texas State University 

Denton, Texas 

Questionnaire for a Survey 

of 

Employment Practices Utilized in the 

Selection of Teachers 

For 

Texas Public Schools 

Please Return To: 

Paul A. Brooks 

P. 0, Box 248 

Cedar Hill. Texas 
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PART I 

In your opinion how important are the following items of information to the evaluation of 

applicants for teaching positions? Please check in the appropriate column the degree of importance 

you feel that school administrators should place on each item of information in the selection of 

teachers. 

In rating use the following guide: 

Essential - information is absolutely essential to the selection of teachers. 

Very Important - information is not absolutely essential but should be provided if applicable 

and available. 

Important - information is of some importance but would not insist that it be supplied if not 

readily available. 
Of Little Importance - information should be provided only if convenient to the applicant. 

Item of Information 

5 

r—1 
CO 
v-i 
-U 
C 
O) 
to 
oa 
W V

e
r
y
 

I
m
p
o
r
t
a
n
t
 

I
m
p
o
r
t
a
n
t
 

^
 

O
f
 
L
i
t
t
l
e
 

I
m
p
o
r
t
a
n
c
e
 

O
f
 
N
o
 

I
m
p
o
r
t
a
n
c
e
 

^
 

1. Age 

2. Sex 

3. Marital Status 

4. Number and age of children 

5. Photograph 

6. Neatness, dressf grooming 

7. Health 

8. Voice and speech 

9. Race and color 
i 

i 
10. Belief in a Supreme Being 

i 
i 

11. Church affiliation 
i 
4 — 

12. Lovaltv to the United States 
1 

13. Personality traits 

i 
! 
1 

! I 

14. Character ! i 
* i 

15. Dependability i 1 

16. Credit record 
i ; 

17. Extent of travel ! i 

18. Interest in teaching as a career 1 

19. Non-academic activities in college 

1 
I 

20. Occupational aptitudes i 
21. Interest in children 

22. Hobbies 

23. Emotional stability 
i 
t 

24. Ability to get along with others i 

25. Social background 
! 
i -

26. Economic background 
I 

27. Service club membership i 
1 

28. Fraternity membership l 

29. Use of Language 

i 

i 

30. Ahilitv to formulate ideas in writing 
1 

31. Special abilities | 
3?. Professor's appraisal of teaching ability 

33. Supervising teacher's appraisal of teaching ability i 

34. Ability to communicate with pupils 

35. Ability to get along with pupils *~ 

36. Ahilitv to maintain classroom discipline 

37. Willingness to accept responsibility i 
38. Ability to plan and organize work 

39. Mental ability - intelligence i 
! 
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40. 

41. 

42. 

43. 

44. 

45. 

46. 

47. 

48. 

49. 

50. 

51. 

52. 

53. 

54. 

55. 

56. 

57. 

58. 

59. 

60. 
61. 
62. 

Grades in professional courses^ 

Grades in teaching fields 

Grades in student teaching^ 

Number and type courses in major field_ 

Number and type courses in minor field_ 

Number and type professional courses completed^ 

Courses completed in past three years 

Knowledge of teaching techniques^ 

Knowledge of child growth and development^ 

Knowledge of philosophy of education 

Knowledge of tests and measurements 

Knowledge of learning processes 

Length of teaching experience^ 

Recency of teaching experience^ 

Grade level and subject area of teaching experience^ 

Experience other than teaching 

Type certificates held_ 

Degrees held_ 

Cooperation with administration^ 

Cooperation with teachers 

Cooperation with parents^ 

Understanding of teacher's code of ethics^ 

Professional organization membership 

PART II 

Please check in the appropriate column the degree of importance that school administrators 

should place on each selection procedure listed below. Use the same guide as you used for 

rating importance of items of information. 

Procedure 
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1- Detailed specifications prepared for each vacant position 

2. Brochures prepared for tne purpose of attracting applicants 

Sources of prospective applicants: 

3. College placement offices 

4. Private employment agencies 

5. State employment offices 

6. State Teacher's Associations 

7. Unsolicited letters, visits, or calls from applicants 

8. Referrals by other administrators 

9. Referrals by friends of the applicant 

10. Effort made to select teachers from various parts of the 

United States 

11. Formal application forms completed for each applicant 

12. Physical examination required of each applicant 

13. Personality test given to each applicant 

14. Intelligence test given to each applicant 

15. Aptitude test given to each applicant 

16. Achievement test given to each applicant/ 

17* National Teacher Examination required of each applicant 



18. 
19. 
20. 
21. 
22. 
23. 

24. 
25. 

26. 
27. 
23. 
29. 
30. 

31 . 

Observation of each applicant in actual teaching 
Written evaluations from former employers requested^ 
Oral evaluation by former employers requested 
Evaluation by former professors requested 
Evaluation by listed references requested 
Requirement that all evaluations by others be on hand prior to 

interview. 
Board members help in evaluation of applicants 
Superintendent or personnel director involved in evaluation and 

selection of teachers 
Principals involved in evaluation and selection 
Supervisors involved in evaluation and selection^ 
Teachers involved in evaluation and selection 
Lay citizens involved in evaluation and selection 
Written report made by each person involved in selection^ 

Reimbursement of travel expense of applicants invited for 
interview. 

32. Applicants given an opportunity to visit the school 
33. Information concerning school policies and salary schedules 

given to applicants^ 
34. Applicants encouraged to ask questions about any aspect of school 

organization or program 
35. 
36. 
37. 
38. 

Successful candidates notified immediately 
Unsuccessful candidates notified when vacancy is filled_ 
Placement agencies notified when vacancy is filled 
Candidate required to submit a personal statement of philosophy^ 
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PART IXX 

Please check below those items of information generally utilized in your school district in the 
selection of teachers: 

1. Ability to communicate with pupils 24. Age 

2. Ability to get along with pupils 25. Sex 

3. Ability to maintain classroom discipline 26. Marital status 

4. Willingness to accept responsibility 27. Number and age of children 

5. Ability to plan and organize work 28. Photograph 

6. Mental ability - intelligence 29. Neatness, dress, grooming 

7. Emotional stability 30. Health 

8. Ability to get along with others 31. Voice and speech 

9. Social background 
10. Economic background 32. Non-academic activities in college 

11. Service club membership 33. Occupational aptitudes 

12. Fraternity membership 34. Interest in teaching as a career Fraternity membership 
35. Interest in children 

13. Race and color 36. Hobbies 

14. Belief in a Supreme Being 37. Extent of travel 
15. Church affiliation 
16. Loyalty to the United States 38. Grades in professional courses 

17. Type certificates held 39. Grades in teaching fields Type certificates held 
40. Grades in student teaching 

18. Degrees held 41. Number and description of courses 

19. Cooperation with administration in major field 

20. Cooperation with teachers 42. Number and description of courses in 

21. Cooperation with parents minor field 
22. Understanding of teacher's code of ethics 43. Number and description of professional 

23. Professional organization membership courses completed 

44. Courses completed in past three years 55. Ability to formulate ideas In writing 

45. Knowledge of teaching techniques 56. Special abilities 

46. Knowledge of child growth and development 57. Professor's appraisal of teaching 

47. Knowledge of philosophy of education ability 

48. Knowledge of tests and measurements. 58. Supervising teacher's appraisal of 

49. Knowledge of learning processes teaching ability 

50. Personality traits 59. Length of teaching experience 

51. Character 60. Recency of teaching experience 

52. Credit record 61. Grade level and subject area of 

53. Dependability teaching experience 

54. Use of language 62. Experience other than teaching 



PART IV 2.71 

Please check below those procedures generally utilized by your school district in the recruitment, 

selection, and employment of teachers: 

1# An effort is made to select teachers from various parts of the United States*• 
2. Formal application forms are completed for each applicant. 
3. Physical examination is required o1 each applicant. 
4. Personality test is given each applicant. 
5. Intelligence test is given each applicant. 
6. Aptitude test is given to each applicant. 
7. Achievement test is given to each applicant. 
8. National Teacher Examination is required of each applicant. 

9. Detailed specifications are prepared for each vacant position. 
"To. Brochures are prepared for the purpose of attracting applicants. 
11. College placement offices are used as a source of applicants. 
~12. Private employment agencies are used as a source of applicants. 
13. State employment offices are used as a source of applicants. 

~14. State Teacher's Association Is used as a source of applicants. 
15. Unsolicited letters, visits, or calls from applicants are used as sources for applicants. 
16. Referrals by other administrators are used as a source of applicants. 
17. Referrals by friends of the applicant are used as a source of applicants. 

18. Reimbursement of travel expense of applicants invited for interview is made. 
~19. Applicants are given an opportunity to visit the school. 
"20. Information concerning school policies and salary schedules is given to applicants. 
"21. Applicants are encouraged to ask questions about any aspect of school organization or 

program. 

22. Successful candidates are notified immediately. 
~23. Unsuccessful candidates are notified when vacancy is filled. 
24. Placement agencies are notified when vacancy is filled. 
25. Candidate is required to submit a personal statement of philosophy. 

26. Board members help in evaluation of applicants. 
27. Superintendent or personnel director is involved in the evaluation and selection of 

teachers. 
28. Principals are involved in evaluation and selection of teachers. 

~29. Supervisors are involved in evaluation and selection of teachers. 
30. Teachers are involved in evaluation and selection. 

""31. Lay citizens are involved in evaluation and selection. 
~32. Written report is made by each person involved in evaluation. 

33. Observation of each applicant in actual teaching situation is made. 
"~34. Written evaluations from former employers are requested. 
~35. Oral evaluations from former employers are requested. 
~36. Evaluation by former professors are requested. 
"~37. Evaluation by listed references are requested. 

38. Requirement is made that all evaluations by others outside ypur system are on hand 

prior to interview. 

Your ^ame_ 

Position or title_ 

Name of school 

Additional information for teachers only: 

Your teaching level: Grades 1-6 Grades 7-8 Grades 9-12 
Number years you have taught Number years in present position. 
Highest degree you hold: Bachelor's Master's Doctor's 

No degree 
Type certificate you hold: Professional Provisional 

Emerg. Permit Hold no certificate 



APPENDIX D 

The reliability of the questionnaire used in this study-

was tested by asking thirty administrators of Texas Public 

Schools to respond to each item on two occasions separated 

by a period of twenty days. A coefficient of reliability was 

computed for each item. 

The phi coefficient, the mean of each item on the first 

response (M^), and the mean of each item on the second re-

sponse (M„) are presented in the following table. 

Items of Information M 
1 

M 
2 ( ) 

1. Age 3-32 3.32 4 84 
2. Sex 3.18 2.82 • 77 
3. Marital status 2.82 2.64 « 76 
4. Number and age of children 2.82 2.95 • 90 
5. Photograph 2.64 2.91 * 89 
6. Neatness, dress, grooming 4.09 4.09 1. 00 
7. Health 4.45 3-95 1. 00 
8. Voice and speech 4.00 4.00 1. 00 
9. Race and color 2.73 2.95 • 77 
10. Belief in a Supreme Being 4.3 6 4.23 1. 00 
11. Church affiliation 2.55 2.45 81 
12. Loyalty to the United States, 4.73 4.14 1. 00 
13- Personality traits 4. 18 4.18 1. 00 
14. Character 4.59 4.23 1. 00 
15. Dependability 4.55 ^•35 • 91 
16. Credit record 4.05 3.59 

# 
77 

17. Extent of travel 2.36 2.68 • 72 
18. Interest in teaching as a career 4.22 4.27 • 91 
19- Non-academic activities in college 3.23 2.73 • 70 
20. Occupational aptitudes 3-18 3.05 75 
21. Interest in children 4.51 4.51 1. 00 
22. Hobbies 2.68 2.59 • 55 
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Items of Information Mi M 
2 0 

23. Emotional stability 4. 41 4.41 1 .00 
24. Ability to get along with others 4. 18 4.32 . 82 
25. Social background 3. 05 3.14 . 78 
26. Economic background 2. 59 2.45 .79 
27. Service club membership 2. 15 2.2 7 .84 
28. Fraternity membership 1. 82 2.00 . 82 
29. Use of language 4. 14 4.14 1 .00 
30. Ability to formulate ideas in writing 3. 77 3.77 1 .00 
31. Special abilities 3. 14 3.32 .79 
32. Professor's appraisal of teaching 

ability 3-23 3.32 .68 
33. Supervising teacher's appraisal of 

3^. 
teaching ability 3. 73 3-73 1 .00 

3^. Ability to communicate with pupils 4. 4l 4.36 1 .00 
35. Ability to get along with pupils 4. 23 4.23 1 .00 
36. Ability to maintain classroom 

discipline 4. 36 4.55 1 .00 
37. Willingness to accept responsibility 4. 41 4.51 1 .00 
38. Ability to plan and organize work 4.36 4.36 1 .00 
39. Mental ability—intelligence 3-86 3.86 1 .00 
40. Grades in professional courses 3. 27 3.32 . 9 1 
41. Grades in teaching fields 3.41 3.59 . 72 
42. Grades in student teaching 3-50 3-59 .72 
^3- Number and type courses in major field 3. 4l 3-73 . 72 
44. Number and type courses in minor field 3. 32 3.32 1 .00 
45. Number and type professional courses 

completed 3-37 3.41 .81 
46. Courses completed in past three years 3. 14 3.18 .59 
47. Knowledge of teaching techniques 4. 09 4.09 • 91 
48. Knowledge of child growth and 

64 development 4. 64 3.93 .71 
49. Knowledge of philosophy of education 3-50 3.64 • 70 
50. Knowledge of tests and measurements 3. 41 3.50 .57 
51. Knowledge of learning processes 3-82 3 . 8 2 • 74 
52. Length of teaching experience 2. 86 3.00 .78 
53. Recency of teaching experience 3. 23 3.23 .81 
54. Grade level and subject area of 

teaching experience 3.^5 3.68 .79 
55. Experience other than teaching 3. 86 2.77 .70 
56. Type certificates held 4. 05 4.05 1 .00 
57. Degrees held 3. 86 4.09 .81 
58. Cooperation with administration 4. 23 4.45 1 .00 
59. Cooperation with teachers 4. 18 4.36 1 .00 
60 . Cooperation with parents 4. 05 4.23 1 .00 
61. Understanding of teacher's code of 

ethics 3. 73 3.73 1 .00 



17^ 

Selection Procedures Mi M 
2 0 

1. Detailed specifications prepared for 
each vacant position 2.78 2.72 .76 

2. Brochures prepared for the purpose of 
2.67 attracting applicants 2.67 2.67 .7 b 

Sources of Prospective Applicants: 
4.06 3. College placement offices 4.06 4.00 1.00 

b. Private employment agencies 2.22 1.96 .62 
5. State employment offices 2.50 2.56 .70 
6. State Teachers' Association 2.89 2.9^ .91 
7. Unsolicited letters, visits, or calls 

from applicants 3.39 3.33 .82 
. 8. Referrals by other administrators 3.72 3.72 1.00 
9. Referrals by friends of the applicant 2.72 2.78 .75 
10. Effort made to select teachers from 

various parts of the United States 2.06 2.22 .79 
11. Formal application forms completed 

for each applicant 4.17 4.33 • 72 
12. Physical examination required of 

each applicant 3.28 3.bb .82 
13. Personality test given to each 

applicant 1.9^ 1.83 .77 
1^. Intelligence test given to each 

1.9b applicant 1.89 1.9b .75 
15. Aptitude test given to each applicant 2.00 1.9b .78 
16. Achievement test given to each 

applicant 2.00 1.78 .77 
17. National Teacher Examination required 

of each applicant 2.56 2.28 .76 
18. Observation of each applicant in 

actual teaching 2.89 2.83 .7b 
19. Written evaluations from former 

employers requested 3.22 3-39 • 71 
20. Oral evaluation by former employers 

requested 3.72 3.9b • 91 
21. Evaluation by former professors re-

quested 3.00 3.28 .83 
22. Evaluation by listed references re-

quested 3.72 3-78 .70 
23. Requirement that all evaluations by 

others be on hand prior to interview 3-17 3.33 .77 
2b. Board members help in evaluation of 

applicants 2.06 1.9b 

00 • 

25. Superintendent or personnel director 
b.$6 b.56 involved in selection of teachers b.$6 b.56 1.00 
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Selection Procedures wi 
M 
2 4> 

26. Principals involved, in evaluation and 
selection 4.22 4.11 .91 

27. Supervisors involved in evaluation 
and selection 2.94 2.89 .75 

28. Teachers involved in evaluation and 
selection 2.33 2.33 . .83 

'29. Lay citizens involved in selection 1.72 1.78 .68 
30. Written report made by each person 

involved in selection 2.44 2.61 .72 
31. Reimbursement of travel expense of 

applicants invited for interview 2.22 2.28 .63 

32. Applicants given an opportunity to 
visit the school 3.44 3-72 .80 

33. Information concerning school policies 
and salary schedules given to appli-
cants 4.11 4.28 1.00 

34. Applicants encouraged to ask questions 
about any aspect of school org. or 
program 4.33 4.28 1.00 

35- Successful candidates notified immedi-
ately 4.56 4.56 1.00 

36. Unsuccessful candidates notified when 
vacancy is filled 3.56 3.56 P

 
• O

 
O

 

37. Placement agencies notified when 
vacancy is filled 3.72 3.61 .82 

38. Candidate required to submit a per-
sonal statement of philosophy 2.33 2.50 • 79 
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