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. I. INTRODUCTION
A. Statement of Problem‘

Many statements are current concerning the ability
of persons selecting social studies as a major. Often

one hears that social studies nmajors are good at mem-

orizing facts, but frequently fall short in other lines

where quantitative thinking is involved. Another current

ideg is that women excel men in soclal studies scholar-

ship. You alao hear that certain sections of the state send
i superior students to Indiana State Teachers College. It
is the purpose of this study to learn the truth or

! _ - falsity of such claims as these in respect to social

studies majors in the Indiana State Teachers College.
é B. Organization of Problem [
|

The intelligence percentiles, personality rating |
by critic teachers, average marks in social studies,.
electives, and other majors, of students who majored in %
soéial studies and graduated during the years 1931 to i

1933, form the basic material for this study. Thess

materials are analyzed under the following headings:
1. Comparison of social studies scholarship and
scholarship in English. _ ) .

2. Gomparison of social studies scholarship and

‘scholarship in electives.

SRR
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3. Comparison of science scholarship and social studies
schoiarship.

4, Gomparison of language scholarship and social
studies scholarship.

5. Gomparison of industrial arts scholarship and
social studies scholarship.

6. Uomparison of physical education scholarship and
socigl studies scholarship.

7. Comparlson of commerce scholarship and social
studies scholarship.

8. Comparison of student teaching scholarship and
soclal studies scholarship.

9. Comparison of percentile ranks and social studies
scholarship.

10. Comparison of social studies scholarship and
personality rating by critic teachers.

11l. Comparison of the scholarship of men and women
sﬁudents in social studies.

12. Comparison of mathematics scholaréhip and social
studies scholarship.

13. Comparison of social studies scholarship of

students from four sections of the state.
8. General Procedure

1. Selectlon of Materlal. Names of all students

who ma jored in 5001al studles were oObtained from the

license cards on file in the Registrar's office or from




lists of graduates in case these students did not apply
for l}cense; Data concerning thg students whose names
were on this list were obtaiﬁed‘from the Registrar's
office, the office of the Directo£ of Supervised Tesching
of‘the Indisna State Training School and from the Division
of Research. These date were tabulated on individual
cards. After these data were collected the cards were
carefully checked snd s8ll cards thet showed that the
najority of the student's work had been done in other
sclicols were excluded from the study. Cne hundred ninety
cases then remailned.

2. Preliminary Treatment of Data. The following

information was taken from the office of the registrar:
the total number of iA's, B's, C's, D's, and F's recelved
by each student in all subjects teken, the sex, and the
race.

a. The average mark for each student was cal-
culated in social studies, electives, personality rating,
and other wmsjors besides social studies. This was done
by‘assigning t0 A a value of 4, to B a velde of 3, %o

™

C a value of 2, to D a value of 1, and to ¥ a zero
value. The total number of each letter in e given sub-
jecf was nmultiplied by its respective assigned value.
These products were then added end the sum divided by the

total number of letters.: The quotient was the student's

average mark in the subject. (All WF's were counted as




F's, and all deferred credits were omitted.)

'3. Arrangement gi Cards and Hdecording of Data. All

cards were numbered as they were recorded. These data
were then recorded by districts in tables in décending !
order of social studies averages.

4. Statistical ireatment of Data. lhe arithmetic

mean was used as a measure of central tendency. If there
was a large nuuwber of cases the short method of finding
the mean was used. If there were fewer than thirty cases,
all the scores were added, and then divided by the number
of scores, as this was more accurate when a few scores were
involvead.

After finding the mean, the standard deviation was

found by the following formula:

o =2Rv4§;ﬁf_é;§i)}_/7 X size of interval.

After finding the standard deviation, the standard

error of the mean was found by the formule which is

stated as follows:

In all cases of comparison of the difference between
thé'means in two subjects or comparing the mean of the men
with that of the women, the standard error of the difference

s

was figured byﬂthe formula:

€ 5= 1, (391 / ),.+ @Mz)z
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,The value ohtained for fhglstandard error of the
difference was then divided intorﬁhe difference between the
two means. ?he significance of the result was. then intgr-
preted by means of a standard error table.l

The Product Moment Method was used to find the coef-
ficient of correlation when the number of cases was greater
than 50.2 LT the number~of cases was more than thirty
the Rank Difference wmethod was used. The probable error
for each coefficient of correlation, where the number of

cases was greater than 30, was found by the formula:

P. ET = ,6745 x (1 - r2 )
_\;A n

The true value for the coefficient of correlation (r)

Wwas then found to .: lie samewhere between
r - P.EY and r ¢ P, ET.

1f r was more than four times the P.ET in a given
case correlation was then considered as being greater than
Zero. lhe amount of correlation was then determined by
the ratio of r to P.ET.

Lhe probable error of a coefticient of correlation

has little significance where only a few cases are concerned.

'E. W. Tiegs and €. C. Crawford. Statistics for leschers.
(Houghton Mifflin Company. 1932.) p. 137 ‘

aH. E. Garret. Statistics in Psychology and Education.
(Longman Green and Vompany. 1932)] pp. 70-7L..




ITI. PRESENTATION AND TREATMENT OF DATA
A. Comparison of :Soclal Studies Scholarship and

’

Elective Scholarship

l. Materials. Tables XIV to XXI, pages 8 to 64, in ,
the appendix shows the average scholarship of the one
hundred eighty-seven students who majored in social studies
and also took at least ten elective courses. The data of
this table formed the basis for comparison of achievement
in social'studies and achievemeht in elective courses.

2. Analysis and Resultg.

a. The range of the social studies averages was
2.87, of the elective averages 2.78.

b. The highest average mark in social studies was
3487, made by student nwimber 14, a woman.

c. The highest average mark in elesctives was 3.90
and made by the same student as above.

d. The lowest average mark in social studies was
1.00, made by student number 148, a man.

e. The lowest average mark in electives was 1;12,
made‘by student number 63, a woman.

3« Conclusions.

a. Central Tendency. Table I, page 7, shows that
the difference between the mean in social studies and elec-

tives is'only .616 times as great as the standard error of the

diffefehce between the means. Sinée this is even less than the

standard efror of the difference Wé couid expect this
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group of students to earn higher marks in electives than

in sgcial students only abtout 75 per cent ot the time.

TAPLE I

COMPARISON OF iEANS IN SOCIAL STUDIES
AND ELECTIVES

Mean of ean of Viffereuce oStandard eritical
social Blectives in Means Error of natio
Studies vifferernce

2.576 2,617 .041 L0665 .616

The coeftricient of correlation (r) between electives
and social studies was.673 i .025. Which indicated that
the chaﬂces are even that the true r lies within the
limits of .648 and .698. 'this correlation is almost 27
tines its standard error ¥ .0z5. Consequenily, since there
is- a rather large number of cases, we can say this in-
dicated a high correlation.

c. figure 1, page 8, shows a graphical repres-

entation of the per cent of A's B's, C's, U's, and F's
assigned by instructors in social studies was practically
the same as those assigned by instrcutors in elective subjects.
ihe per cent of each letler assigned in both social studies
and electives varies from a normal distribution in practically
the same way. Lhere is a greater per cent of A's and B's
and a smaller per cent of D's and ¥'s than in a normal

distribution.




Figure 1.

Social studies

________________ Llectives

Distribution of marks in social

studies and electives.
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A

B. Comparison of Social Studies Scholarship

And English wcholarship

l. Materials. All the materials for this section of
the study were taken from all the data as found in table XIv
to XXI, page$ 48to 64 , in the appendix. This study
includes the record of géAstudents who ma jored in social
studies and English.

2. Analysis of idaterial .

a. Yhe hichest average mark in social studies was
3.87, made by student number 14, a woman.

b. Yhe highest average mark in Bnglish was 3.92,
made by student number 14, a woman.

c. The lowest average mark in social studies was
1.08, made by student number 106, a man.

d. ‘he lowest average mark 1n English was 1. 39,
made by student number 179, a man.

€. lhe range in inglish averages was 2.59.

f. the range in social studies averages was;2.79.

d. nesults and conclusions. the coefficient of

correlation (r) between social studies aud snglish was

#708 1 .034. Lthus the chances are fifty-fifty that the
true T lies between the limits of .674 and .7041 as r is
more‘than 20 times the probable error of r we can say that.
the correlatvion between knglish and social studies is fairly

high.

1 . Liegs..
X E. W. /lests and Measurements for leachers. (Hbughton
Migglin. Oompany, 1932, ‘p. 83.
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b. ventral Lendency

TABLE II

4 COMPARISON OF MEANS IN SOCIAL STUDIES AND
£ ENGLISH . | .
1
i
?E vean of Mean ot  Difference  Standard Uritieal
' wocial English in Mean EBrror of Hatio

Studies ' Difference

2.700 2.708 .008 .089 .089

The above table shows that the difference in means
is .008. 3ince this difference is less than the standard
error of the difference tnere is no signiiicant difference
indicatea by the difference in the two means. +the standard
error table shows that the chances are only 1.2 to 1 that
‘ these students would receive a higher means score in
; English than in socisgl spudies. 1This would mean that we

A could expect these students to receive a higher score‘in

English about 55 per cent of the time. 1his is little

better than cnance.

| ¢c. vistribution of marks. in all the oomparisons
made the marks inIEnglish and social studies come the nearest
to being distributed the same. figure 2, page 11, shows that
the distribution of marks i1in no place varies as much as

2 per cent between English aﬁd sacial studies. Llore than

60 per cent of all letters assigned in both English and

social studies were A's and B's. Between 26 and 28 per

cent were C's, and only about 10 per cent were D's and F's,




%‘

i

30
20

: 10

ol

»

Socilal Studies

-------------- English

Figure 2. Distribution of marks in Social Studies

and fnglish.
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6. Gomparison of Social Studies Scholarship and

I3

Industrial Arts Scholarship

1. laterials. The data for this study, which incluydes

the records of the ten students who majored in social studies

and industrial arts, are all found in tables Xivto XXI in
the appendix;
2. Analysis of laterials.

a. The range of the social studies averages was
.85.

b. The range in industrial arts averages was 1.11.

c. All ten of these students received a higher
average mark in industrial arts than in social studies.

d. The highest average mark in social studies was
2.75, made by student number 144.

e. The lowest average mark in socral studies was
1.90, made by student number 115.

. The lowest average mark in industrial arts was
2.12, made by student number 191.

‘ g. The highest average mark in industrial arts

was 3.23, made by student number 115. This student, as
shown above, made the lowest average mark in social studies.

3. Conclusions. The coefficient of correlation be-

tween soCial studies and indUstrial arts was .846. This is

high but since the number of cases are small it cannot be
relled upon. Ne can say, however that these pupils received

about the same relatlve ranking, (w1th respect to high and

low average mark) in both social studies and industrial arts.
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b. Central Tendency.

g TABLE III

. | COMPARISON OF MEANS IN SOCIAL STUDIKS AND
‘ INDUSTRIAL ARTS

1 Mean of  wean of Difference  Standard Gritisal
i Social Industrial In liean Error of Ratio
3 Studies Arts Difference

2.413 2.876 «4063 .18 2.97

The critical ratio shown in the above table indicates
that the chances were about 184 to 1 for these students
to make a higher average mark in industrial arts than in
social studies, although the difference in means is not
three times the standard error of the difference, which
would indicate that we could not be sure of a real difference
B in merit. The fact that there is a difference in means, and
that each student made a higher averasge mark in industrial
arts than in social studies, would be strong evidence for
saying that these students might be expected to do superior

work in industriai arts. The findings here are somewhat

PR

! in accord with the findings of George Clayton in Thesis
1

Number 115. In this thesis he states that "the average

i,

mark received by industrial arts-majors in their special

. lGeorge B. Glayton. A lMethod of Arriving at Probable
. Teaching buccesg Based Upon Scholarship Indiana State ~
Teachers College. (Unpublished Master's Thesis, Number 115.)
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fleld is s1gniflcantly higher than average marks received

by them in other fields.
c. Wistribution of Ucorés. Of the total number

of marks assigned to these students in social studies,

| thére were 1O per cent A's, 31.54 per cent B's, 35.85 per

i cent C's, 4.62 per cent D's and no F's. These students

| made 25.93 per cent A's, 48.15 per cent B's, 27.87 per
cent C's, 4.63 per cent D's and no F's in industrial arts.
The-distribution of grades in social studies is much a
normal distribution than the'distribution in industrial

arts. In neither case were there any f's assigned.

D. Comparison of Social Studies Scholar-

ship and Language Scholarship

1. Materials. The data for this study are taken from
the records of the 18 students who majored in social studies
and language. Twelve of these students majored in Latin
and six in French.

2. Analysis of Material.

a. lwelve students madé average marks in language
that were gbove 3.00.

b. bleven students had average marks in social

studles above Se OO.
c. The range of the sogial studies averages was'
2.04. | ’

d. The range of the Latin éverages was 2.40.
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3. Conclusions. <Lhe coefficient of correlation

between language and social studies averages was .826. A

probable error was not figured for the coefficient of

correlation because the number of cases are too small to

make it relisbls.

a. Central <Yendency

TABLE IV

COMPARISON OF MEANSIN S0CIAL STUDIES
AND LANGUAGE

Mean of Mgan of Difference Standard Critical
Social Language In lMeans Error of Ratio
Studies Difference

3.125 3,070 .055 .193 .284

This is one of several cases in this study in which

we cannot be sure that the difference of means signifies

RS TR TS - .

a difference in merit between the work done in the two

subjects. A standard error table shows that we could ex-

AR

pect this group of students tobieceive higher average
marks in social studies about 60 pér cent of the time,
which is little better than chance.

¢c. Distribution of sarks., Of the total number
of marks assigned to social studf students there were 37.07

per cent A's, 37.83 per cent B's, 21.24 per cent ¢'s,
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3.47 per cent .D's and.35 per cent H's. These students
made'40.9‘per cent A's, 50.9ﬂper cent B's, £0.9 per cent
C's, 4.7 per cent D's and .5 per cent F's in language. In
the case of both social studies and language the distril
bution of marks is far from a normal distribution of seven

per cent A's, 24 per cent B's, 36 per cent C's, 24 per

cent D's and 7 per cent F's.

E. Comparison of Social Studies Schol-

arship and Mathematics <cholarship

1. daterials. The data for this section of the study
are taken from the records of the fifteen students who
majored in social studies and mathematics.

2. Analysis and Hesults.

a. ‘he highest average mark in social studies
was 3.02, made by student number 51, a woman.
b. The highest average mark in mathematics was
4.00, also made by a woman student number seventy-nine.
| ¢. lhe lowest average mark in social studies was
1.60, made by a man s.udent, number 119.
- d. The lowest average mark in mathematics was
1.27, which was also made by student number 119.
e. the range in social studies‘averages was 1l.92.
f. ihe range in mathematics averages was 2.73. °

g. Six students had averages above 3.00 in

mathematics.
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; n. Seven students had averages above 3.00 in

I3

'y social studies.
¥ i, In five cases the same students had an

average above 3.00 in both social studies and mathematics.

3. Conclusions. <1he coefi'icient of correlation

between mathematics and social studies was found to be
| .83. Lthis is a high correlation but we can not be sure
of its reliability because the number of cases is too
small, A probable error of mean has little or no value
in determining reliability where the number of éases

| is small.

a. Ventral Yendency.

TABLE V

; COMPARISON OF MEANS IN SOCIAL STUDIES
AND MATHEMATICS

biean of ean of | Difference otandard Critical
Social Mgthematics 1In Means Brror of Ratio
Studies ' Mean

2.809 2.791 .018 2169 .083

lhe difference between the two means, as shown by the
above table, is less than t.e standard error of the difference

between the means;‘consequently,fwe cannot be sure that

theré is any real difference in merit represented by this
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difference.- A standard error table shows that the chances
for ﬁhese students to make a?higher average mark in social
studies than in mathematics were 6nly 1.2 to 1. We then
could expect their average mark to be higher in social
studies only about 53 per cent of the time.

b. Distribution of Marks. The mathematics
students included in this study made 26 per cent A's, 31.32
per cent B's, 31.33 per cent U's, 10 per cent D's and 1.33
per cent F's. The social studies students made 21.2 per
cent A!S, 40.9 per cent B's, 30.3 per cent C's, 5 per cent

D's and 1.5 per cent 'sg,

F. Coumparis:n of Social Studies ®cholar-

ship and Physical Education Scholarship

1. waterials. lables XIth~XXIpage$ 48 to 64 , show the
average scholarship of each of the twenty-two students who
majored in social studies and physical education. “he
data.of this table form the basis for éll comparisons- made
of lachievement in social studies and achieverent in physical
education. | |

'2.'Anélysi5'and Results.

a. 'he range of the physical education averages
was 2.15, of the social studies averages 2.00.
v b. ‘the highest average mark_invphysical education
was 3.60, madelby a woman student; number ¢l1.
c. *‘he lowest average mark‘inbphysical education

was made by student number 44, a woman.
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d.~?he highest average mark in social studies was
3.60, made by the same Woman student who made the highest
averége mark in physical education.

8. 1he lowest average mark in social studies was
1.25, made by a man student, number 104.

3. Hesults and tonclusions.

a. Lorrelation. *the coefficient of correlation
between social studies averages =2nd physlical education
averages was .746., ‘‘the number of cases was to small to
make a probable error reliable, consequently, one cannot
be sure that this high correlation is sufficient,.

b. Central Tendency.

TABLE VI

COMPARISON OF MEANS IN SOCIAL STUDIES AND
PHYSICAL EDUCATION

Mean of Mean of Difference  Standard CGritical

Social Physical in Means Error of Ratio

Studies Education Difference :
2.318 &£.647 329 .155 £.122

In order to be practically certain that there is a real
difference in merit represented by the difference in.means,
the difference should be at least three times the standard
error of the difference. <Lhe above table shows that the

difference in means is 2.122 times tne standard error of
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the difference. A standard error table shows that the
chances are about 62 to 1 tﬁat this group would make
higher marks in physical education than in socisl studies.
This would mean that we could expect these students to'get
higher marks in ohysical education approximately 98 per
cent of the time.

¢. Distribution of Narks. The.distribution of
marks in social studies and physical education is fairly
near a normal distribution, with the exception of the per
cent of B's assigned. Approximately 10.7 per cent of all
letters assigned in physicsl education were A's, 31.7 per
cent were B's, 38.5 per cent were C's, 16.7 per cent were
D's and 2.5 per cent were F's., There was very little
difference between this distribution and the distribution

of marks in social studies,.

G. Comparison of Social Studies Scholarship

and Science Scholarship

1. Materials. Tables XIV to XXI, pages 48 to 64, in

the appendix, shows the average mark in social science for

each of the thirty-one students who majored in social studies

and science. The data of this table formed the basis for
all comparison of achievement in social studies and
achievement in science,

2. Analysis of Materials.

a. The range of the science averages was 2.22.

|
!
i
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b. lhe range of the social studies averages was 1

2.37.

c. lhe highest average mark in social studies
was 3.70, made by a woman student, number 85.
d. t*he lowest average mark in social studies

was 1.33, made by a man student, number 149.

e. L'he highest average mark in science was 4.00, f
made by a womsn student, number 46. :
f. the lowest average mark in sclence was 1.78, §
made by a womém.student, number 44. |

3. Sonclusion. ;

a. vorrelation. ‘he coefficient of’correlation
between science and social studies was.638 + .072, which
indicates that the chances are even that the true coérrelation !
lies between the lLimits of .566 and.7l. Since this is
almost 8 times the probable error we can conclude that the
correlation between social studies and science is considerabile.

b. Central ‘endency.

TABLE VII.
COMPARISON OF MEANS IN SOCIAL STUDIES AND
- SCIENCE
Mean of Mean of Difference Standard Critical
Social Sciencs In Means frror of Ratio
Studies ' * Difference

2.648 2.7%4 .086 .124 . 689
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2ince the difference between the means, as shown by the
above table, is .086, it does not appear that .here is any
real difference in merit between the work done in science
and that done in social studies. A standard error table, !
however, reveals that the chances are 3.1 to 1 that the
students who majored in science did better work in that
subject than they did in social studies.

c. vistribution of marks. Figure 3, page 23,
shows that the students received slightly higher marks in
science than in social studies. It also shows that, while
the distributions of marks for both science and social
studies are not so very near normal distributions, the

distribution for social studies is the nearer.




Social Stgdies

------------- Sclence
Figure 3. Distribution of marks in social

studies and science.
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: H. Comparison of Social Studies Scholarship
And Student Teaching Scholarship

1. Materials. Table XII shows the average mark in,
social studies and student teaching for each of the 128
students who majored in social studies and took student
teaching as a required subject. Lhis table and results
obtained from the records of the same students in senior
college courses form the basis for all comparisons made in
this section of the study.

2., Analysis and Results.

a. The range of the student teaching averages was
3.00, of the social studies averages z.79.

b. ihe highest average mark in student teaching
was 4.00, made oy students number 173, 135, 176, 8 6z, 4,
19, 60, 35, 24, 26, and 6. Jlhere were four men and nine
women in this group.

c. +he lowest average mark in student teaching was
1.000, made by two women students, numbers £ and 17.

| d. lhe highest average mark in social studies was

35,87, made by a woman student, number 14.

e. The lowest average mark in social studies was
1.08, made by a man student, number 116.

3. Conclusions.

.

a. Correlation. lhe coefficient of correlation

between student teaching and social stuaies was .335 $ .055.
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This 'means that the chances afe.even that the true r lies
between the units of .48 and .39.. ©ince r is more than
four times as great as the Probable Lrror (.05%5) we can.
say that there is some correlation between student teaching
and sbcial studies averages.

b. Central fendency.

TABLE VIII

COMPARISON CF MEANS IN SOCIAL STUDIES AND
STUDENT THzACHING

Mean of Mean of Difference  Standard Critical
wocial otudent In Means Brror of Ratio
Studies Teaching | Difference

2.6578 2.82843 1665 .0824 2.01

The above table shows that the difference between the
means is in favor of student teaching, and that this
difference is 2.01 times the standard error of the aifference.
A standard error table reveals that the chances are 42.8 to
1 that these students would receive higher marks in student
teaching than in social studies. LIn order to be practically
certain thgt these two groups of scores show a real difference
in merit, the difference between the meahs should be at least
three times the standard error of'the difference. In the

present case the difference is a little more than twice as




26

large as thé étandard error of the differsnce. On the basis
of these data we can say thaf only z.5 per cent of the
time would these students actually obtain a higher mean )
score in social studies than in student teaching. |
c. Distribution of Marks. sigure 4 shows the |
graphic representation of the distribution of marks in ‘
soclal studies and student teaching. A study of this
figure shows that a larger per cent of A's and B's were
made in student teaching than in social studies, that the i
per cents of F's and D's were much smaller and that the |

per cents of C's were nearly equal.




B R — -

3ocial Studies

e Student teaching

Figure 4. Distribution of marks in social studies

and student teaching.
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I. Comparison of Social Studies Scholarship

’

And Personality Rating By Critic Teacher

1. Materials. 'he data for this section of the study
are taken from the material as used in Table XII . This
table shows the average mark in social studies and the
personality rating by the critic teacher. Personality
ratings were not available for all the students who took
practice teaching.

2. Analysis of Ligterials.

a. The range in personality ratings was 2.63.

b. The range in social studies averages was 2.47.

c. the highest personality rating was 4,00, which
was made by students 102, 62, and 167, two women and one
man student.

d. The lowest pefsonality‘rating was 1.37, which
was made by a man student, nﬁmber 108.

8. The highest average mark in social studies was
3.87, made by a woman student, number 19.

f. The lowest average mark in social studies was
1.40, made by a woman student, number 12.

g. Six wdmen and fifteen men received ratings
bélow 2.50.

h. Pwenty-two women and twenfy men received

pérsohality ratings of 3.00 or mors.
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3. “gesults and Lonclusions.

’

a. Correlation. The coefficient of correlation
between social studies and personality rating was .158.4
.066. This means that the chances are even that this
coefficient is correct within .066; that is that it is
between .092 and .224. Since r is only about 2.3 times

as large as the Probable Error (.066) of the coefficient
oI correlation. We cam not be sure that r is greater than
zero. lherefore if any correlation exists between soclial
studies and personality rating it is very low.

b. Central lendency.

TABLE IX

COMPARISON OF MEANSIN SOCIAL STUDIES
AND PERSOEALITY RATING

Mean of lMean of Difference 3tandard Critical
Social Personality in liegns drror of fAatio
otudies Hating Difference

2.823 3.280 «457 .0847 4,22

Since the above table shows that the difference between

‘the two means is 4.22 times the standard error of the dif-

ference between the two means, it seems that we are very
safe aﬁd sane 1n concluding that the chances for this
group of students to receive a higher average personality

rating thah social studies average were very good.
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p.. Distribution of lMarks. rigure 5, page 31,
shows ‘that the per cent of high scores is very much in
favor of the personality rating. 4ihe figure shows that
while both distributions are far from the normal distri-' ?
bution, the distribution of personality rating scores

shows little, if any, similarity to the normal distribution.




Social Studies

------------- Personality dating

Figure 5. Distribution of marks in social studies

and rersonality rating.
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4. Comparison ot Scholarship of Men and Women

In Social Studies

l. Materials. Table XI1I, show the sex aﬁd average
mark of each of the 190 students included in this study. The
faet that this study is based on thg record of 100 women as
compared to the record of 90 men, does not affect the
results. When the record of 90 women students chosen at
random from this group was compared with the record of
this same group of men the results were practicaliy the same.

2. Analysis and desult.

a. the highest average mark was 3.87, made by
student numter 75, a woman.

b. the lowest average mark was 1.08, made by
student number 116, a man.

¢. Lwo men had averages above $.50.

d. rourteen women had averages above 3.50.

e. f'ive men and four women had averages below 1.50,

3. Conclusions.

TABLE X
COMFARISON OF MEANS OF BOTH SEXES IN SOCIAL
STUDIES '
liean of "  Mean of  Difference Standard Gritical '
Women Men in Means Error of Ratio

Difference

2.781 2.450 . 331 .089 3.72
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a. Central Tendency. LIn order to be practi—>
cally'certain that there is a5reélvdifference in merit
betweeﬁ these two groups the difference between the means
should be at least three times as great as the étandard '
error of difference. In the present case the difference
is 3.72 times as great as the standard error of the dif-
ference. On the basis of these data we can say that about
99.9 per cent of tiag time the women should obtain a higher
mean score than the men. Judging from these data, it is
safe to say that the women did'a much higher grade of work
in social studies than did the men.

b. Distribution of Marks. A study of figure
6, page 34, shows that 67.7 per cent of the marks made by
women were A's and B's, as compared to 33.5 per cent
A's and B's made by the men. Also, the men have 56.5 per
cent ¢'s, D's and F's, as compared to approximately 32 per
cent for the women. This would seem to indicate  that
the women were a superior group as cowpared with men.
Figure 6 also shows that the marks assigned to the men
students make more nearly a normal distribution than those

assigned to women, .

I
}

e S



Figure 6. Distribution of marks for men and

women in social studies.
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K. Comparison of Social Studies Scholarship of

"-* . Students In Four Sections of the State

1. Materials. The data for'this section of the study
include the records of 188 studénts who majored in social
studies. Tables XIV to XXI, pages 48 to 64 show the
average mark, number sex, and the sectlon cf the state that
,each student is from.‘ Sectlon 1 1ncludes all stndents from
lego County who maJOred in soclal studles. Section 2
1ncludes all soc1al studles maJors WhO came from counties
ad301n1ng Vlgo. Sectlon 3 1ncludes all social studles'
magors from countles south of Vigo and adjoining counties.
Section 4 includes all social studies'majorS“from counties
north of Vigo and adjoining counties.,.

. 2. Analysis of Materials.

: -.a, The range of the social studies averages in
district 1. was 2.48, in district 2, 2.20, in district 3,
2.61, and. in district 4, 2,72,

| b, The highest average mark was 3.87, made by
student number 14, of district l.
'c..The lowest.average -mark.was 1.08, made by .
student number 118, of distriect. 4. -
d. Twenty~four students in district 1, twelve
students in district 2, seventeen in district 3, and six

in district 4 had average marks above 3,00.
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.3, Conclusions.

a. Central Tendency.

TABLE XI

COMPARISON OF MEANS IN FOUR DISTRICTS
OF THE STATE

Megn of sean of Mean of sean of
Soclal Studies Social Studies Social Studies Social Studies
in District In District In District In Distriet

1 2 3 4

2.665 2.6605 2.592 2.5959

The above table shows that the means for students of
district 1 and district 2 are the same. The difference
between means in district 1 and 3 is .073, and the standard
error of the difference is .12. When you divide .073 by
.12 you get a critical ratio of .608 which is not high
enough to be significant. A standard error table shows that
the chances were 2.6 to 1 in favor of the students from
district 1\getting higher average marks in social studies
than those from district 3. The difference between the
meéns in districts 1 and 4 is .106, and the standard error
of the Qifference between the means is .141. Dividing
«106 5y .14l gives a critical ratio of .68. Here again
the c:itical;ratig is too small to be greatly significant.

A standard error table shows that we might expect students
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from district 1 to make a higher average mark in social
studies about 75 per cent of the time. When districts
1 andié are compared with districts 3 and 4, very simular
results are obtained, because the means in districts 1 ahd
2 afe equal. The difference between the means in districts

3 and 4 is .043. 'The standard error of the difference is

.141, and the critical ratio is .308. This indicates that

‘the chances were about 1.6 to 1 in favor of the students

from district 38 doing superior work to that done by the
students from district 4.

b. Listribution of Marks. The students of
district 1 received a greater per cent of A's than did any
of the other distficts. District & received a greater per
cent of B's. District 4 received a greater per cent of
C's,:D%s and F's than did any of the other districts.
The marks assigned the students of district 3 and 4 make
a more nearly normal distribution than those assigned to
students of district 1 and 2.

¢. Hank of bDistricts. According to the evidence

presented above we can rank the districts as follows:

‘Districts 1 and 2 would have a rank of 1 1/2. District

3 would rank third and district 4 fourth.

L. Comparisoh of Social Studies Scholarship
And Intelligence Percentile Rank
1. Materials. The data for this section of the study

are found in the appendix. This study includes the recard
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; " of 133 students who majored in social studies and also
E took the intelligence test,

4 2, Analysis of Materials

a. 25 women had percentile ranks above 90.
b. 8 men had percentile ranks above 90, ﬂ

¢c. 14 women students had percentile ranks below

d. 9 men students had percentile ranks below 25.
e, Students number 26, 50, 59, 75, 56, 6, and 129
had percentile ranks of 99, The first five named are women,
| and number 6 and number 129 are men students.
f. The highest average mark in social studies was
3.87, made by student number 14, a woman, Her percentile
i rank was 98,
i g. The lowest average mark in social studies was
l, 12, made by a woman student, number 63, Her percentile
i rank was 6,

3, Conclusions,

a. Correlation, The coefficient of correlation
between percentile rank in intelligence tests and social
studies averages was ,48 4 ,043, Thus the chances are

even that the true coefficient will fall bétween «437 and

]
it
3
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«523, Since this correlation is 11.11 times the Probable

Brror we can be fairly sure that fair degree of correlation

exists between percentile ranks and social studies averages,




We can ;be sure that correlation is at least higher than
zero if the coefficient is 4 times fhe Probable Trror.°
The findings‘héré égree somewhat with thé findings of Paul
L. Boyntonhﬁﬁo'fbundyfhét in 59 cases where correlations

were'maQeabetween_intglligence_and»col;ege work, the

average correlation was ,42.%

84, E. Garret. Statistics in Ps chology and Education.

(Longmans, Green and Company, 1932) pp. =171,

:4Eagl L. Boynton. . Intelligence Its Manifestations

~and Measurements. (New York: D. Ap»leton Co., 1933) p. 364.




III. SUMMARY OF FINDINGS

I3

A. Women 8tudents are Superior in Average

Scholarship to Men Students

This can be partly accounted for by the fact that
the average intelligence percentile rank for the men of
this group was only 56.2, as compared with an average
percentile rank of 79.5 for the women. <fhe finding here

agrees with the findings of others. E. Toevel

found
that women excel men in scholarship. K. Higginsg found

that women excel:. men in mathematics scholarship.

B. There ls a High Correiation Between KEnglish

and Social Studies Averages.

There is no significant difference in the average

scholarship of the two groups.

C. The Industrial Arts Studcnts wsade Higher
Individual Records than did socisgl Studies

Ma jors

The industrial arts students made higher averages marks
in ‘each individual record than they did in social studies.

lhe findings here are very much in agreement with the

lE. Toeve. Sex Differsnces in College ocholarship.
Education and Supervision Vol. II. p. 202.

. EE. niggéns. A Study of the Achievement and felated - etc.
(Indiana State Teachers College, Unpublished Masters Thesis,
Number 76,

40
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findings, of Clayton.®

HﬁD.meéll Correlation Bétwéen,PersOnality :Rating
EERE  &nd Sbciai“Studiés'Ayerages

¥

There 1s 1little or no correlaﬁion between personality
ratiﬁg and social studles averages. Also the difference in
mean of soclal studlies and persdnality rating was very much
in favor of the personalify ratings.

L. Highf Correlation Between Science and Social

Studies Averages

. The correlation between sodial studies scholarship
and sclence scholarship wa.s substantial and the difference
in mean was too small to be significant.

F, High’ Correlétion between Electives and Social

Studies Averages

The‘difference between}the average mark in social
studies and electives was too smail to be significant,
and the correlation between the two groups was substantially
highe.

G« Large Correlation Between Language and Latin

Students;and‘Social‘Studies Averages

The students who chose language_and soclal studies as

3George Clayton, A Method of Arriving at Probable
Teaching Success Based Upon Scholarship (Indiana State

Teachers College, Unpublished Masters Thesis, Number 115)
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as majors had the highest average marks of any students in
the §tudy.. This indicates that these students are of a
superior group, which agrees with the finding of J. C.
Corn? that students selected Latin as a major subject hgve

higher averages scholarship than do nonlatin students.

H. The Equality of Students Taking Mathematics

And Social Studies

The social studies students were able to make equally
high marks in both social studies and mathematics. The
difference in means, while slightly in favor of social

studies, was too small to be significant.

I. High. Correlation Between Physical Education

And Soclal Studies Averages

The physical education majors made the lowest average

mark in social studies of any group in the study.

J. The Coefficient of Correlation Between Social

Studies and Intelligence Percentile Ranks

The coefficient of correlation between social studies
and intelligence percentile ranks, which was .48, agrees

with the usual finding where college scholarship has been

correlated with intelligence.

47, C. Corn. A Study of the Achievement of Latin and
Non-Latin Students of Indiana State Xeachers College.

indiana State Teachers College. (Unpublished masters Thesis,

Number 149)
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ij ‘ K. The .vorrelation Between Student ‘teaching Averages.

! And Social Studies Averages

; The correlation between student teaching averages and
social studies averages was low. The differences in mean
social studies and student teaching showed that the chances
were in favor of these students receiving higher marks in

student teaching.

| L. The Equality of Social Studies Students in the

f - Different vistricts

The section of the study dealing with students from
four districts of'the state showed that the students from
Vigo county and the students from surrounding counties had
about the same average scholarship. The students from these
two districts did slightly better work than those from the

distriets north or south of Vigo county.

w2
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TABLE XII
SUMMARY OF CORRELATIONS

44

Number
Subjects Correlated of Correlation
Students 1 P.ET
Industrial Arts and Sogial
Studies 10 846
ligthematics and Somial
Studies 15 .830
Language and Social Studies 18 .826
Physical Education and Social
otudies 2 . 736
Bnglish and Social Studies 100 .708 P.E. % .034
Electives and Social Studies 187 .673 P.E. & .025
Science and ~ocial Studies 31 .638 P.E, £ .072
Intelligence Percentile Rank
and Social Studies 132 .484 P.E. % .043
Student Teaching and Social
©Otudies 127 «335 P.E. £ .055
Personality Rating and
Social Studies 99 .158 P.E, & .066




COMPARATIVE SUMIARY OF MEANS

45

: : TABLE XIIT
{
i
|

Mean Means of Same
Scholarship Studentsln

4 Socisl Studies
Personality Rating 3.280 2.823

'i Language 3.070 3.125

| Industrial Arts 2.876 2.413

| Student Teaching 2.824 2.658

§ Mathematics 2.791 2.809

'i Science 2.734 2.648
English 2.708 2.700
Physical Education 2.647 2.318
Blectives 2.617 2.576
Men Students 2.450
Women Students 2.781
District 1 of State 2.665
District 2 of State £.665
District 3 of State 2.592
District 4 of State 2.559
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| TABLE XIV
SUBJECT AVERAGE, PERCENTILE RANK, ANUD PER:ONALIYY RATING

FOR SOCIAL sSTUDIES MAJCRS

0¥ DISTRICTN IBER 1 (IEN)

G s

2.45
2244
2.431

2450

Studentv Social | Eng=- Elecilstudent Sci= | PhysicaljLang- ‘Indvs;* Mlathe-|Com~ [Per- | Person-~
Kﬁmber IStudies|lish | tive | Teaching ence ?duca?io?uage tr}al matics|merce an- ali?y‘
o Average| Aver-| Averq Average | Aver-| Average |Aver- |Arts Aver- [Aver-]tile Rating
' age age age age Aver- age age Rank -
aze
130 3.81 3.52 | 3.00 3.00: 96 | 3.64
125 3.78 |3.50 [ 3.33]| 3.00 | 92
12 3.44 |3.57 [2.75 79
127 3.00 |2.23|3.00| 24.00 3,250 g4
129 3.00 |2.60 |3.50] 3.50 99 | 3:71
152 2.83 2.45| 3.50 2.,76% 92 | 3.93
189 2.76 2.95 2.66
151 2.58 2.30 2.00 2.92 55 2.06
-155 2.48 2,57 35450 2.61 o6 3.38
162 2.46 |3.00 |2.06 66 | 3.19
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e . . TABLE xv , . i

SUBJECT AVERAGE, FPERCENTILT RANK, AL IERSOVALITY RATING
FOR S5QCIAL STUDIES MAJORS CF DISTRICT NUNCER 1 (WOMTN )

T - — ._'“—___._mﬂ———_—ﬁ‘
Student Social |Eng- JElec-] Student [Sci- FhysiceXlang- Indus~| ¥athe- Kom- Per-{. Person-
Number Studlies|lish Jtive | Teaching|ence |Fducatiofuage trial |matics merce | cen-| ality

Average] Aver-| Aver-| Average | Aver-|Average |Aver- Arts sver- laver- | tile{ Rating
age age ' age age Lver- | age age Rank '
: sge
14 3487 3.2 | 3.90 3450 ' _ g7 3.80
94 3.72 3,13 | 3.086
48 3.64 3.66 |2.30 | 2.00 14 3.62
49 3.64 3,50 13.23 3450 3433 95 % 56
64 3.60 |3.00 |1.90 o7
24 3.60 3.28 | 3.50 4,00 33 Z.02
51 3.52 |3.56 2.50 3,353 45 | 2,00
60 3.44 3.00 1 3.12 4,00 &6
27 Ze43 3.54 2.20 Z2.40 S0 Z.65
35 3.40 3.23 | 3.17 4,00 2,72 23 Z.51
26 3437 3.589 4,00 3.E0 2,10 99 320 o
: - o
20 3430 3.77 12,91 2.G0 350 98 2.89
50 2.30 3440 | 3.50 .50 - 3,40 9c 2.38
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TLELEXY CONTINUED.
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