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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 majors are good at mem-

orizing facts, but frequently fall short in other lines

where quantitative thinking is involved. Another current

idea is that women excel men in social studies scholar­

ship. You alao hear that certain sections of the state send

superior students to Indiana State ~eachers 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 'reachers College.

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

social studies and graduated during the years 1931 to

1933, form the basic material for this study. ~hese

materials are analyzed under the following headings:

1. Oomparison of social studies scholarship and

scholarship in English.

2.,Gomparisoriofsocial studies scholarship and

scholarship in electives ..

1
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3. Comparison of science scholarship and social studies
,

scholarship.

4. Gomparison of language scholarship and social

studies scholarship.

5. Gomparison of industrial arts scholarship and

social studies scholarship.

6. vomparison of physical education scholarship and

soclal studies scholarship.

7. Comparison of commerce scholarship and social

studies scholarship.

8. Comparison of student teaching scholarship and

social studies scholarship.

9. Comparison of percentile ranks and social studies

scholarship.

10. Comparison of social studies scholarship and

personality rating by critic teachers.

11. Comparison of the scholarship of men and women

students in social stUdies.

12. Comparison of mathematics scholarship and social

studies scholarship.

13. Comparison of social studies scholarship of

students from four sections of the state.

o. General Procedure

1. Selection of Material. Names of all students

who majored in social studies were obtained from the

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

cards. After these data were collected the cards were

The following

(All vm's were counted as

2. Preliminary Treatment of Data.

lists of graduates in case these students did not apply

for license. bata concerning the students whose names,

were on this list were obtained from the Registrar's

office, the office of the Director of Supervised Teaching

of the Indiana State Training School and from the Division

carefully checked end all cards that showed that the

a. The average mark for each student was cal-

sc11001s were excluded from the study. One hundred ninety

cases then remained.

of Research. These data were tabulated on individual

the total number of ii'S, B's, e's, D's, and F's received

information was taken from the office of the registrar:

majority of the student's work had been done in other

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

by each student in all subjects taken, the sex, and the

C a value of 2, to D a value of 1, and to F a zero

culated in social studies, electives, personality rating,

by assigning to A a value of 4, to B a value of 3, to

and other lilajors besides social studies. This was done

average mark in the subject.

value. rfhe total number of each letter in 8 gi ven sub-

ject was multiplied by its respective assigned value.

These products were then added and the sum divided by the



4

F's, and all ~eferred credits were omitted.)

'3. Arrangement of Cards and.decording of Data. All

cards' were numbered as they were recorded. '.chese data

were then recorded by districts in tables in decending r

order of social studies averages.

4 • ::::S..::t~a~t:..::i;..::s:::..t:..;l:::..·~c:=,a::=:.l _'l'.:r..;;;e;.:::a,,-,t;.:;m;:;.;e;;.;n~t..;;,. o_f Da t a • 'l'he ar i thme tic

mean was used as a measure of central tendency. If there

was a large number 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

involved.

After finding the mean, the standard deviation was

found by the following formula:

x size of interval.

After finding tne standard deviation, the standard

error of tne mean was found by the formula which is

stated as follows:

~= 0-

v/V
In all cases of comparison of the difference between

the means in two sUbjects or comparing the mean of the men

with that of the women, the standard error of the difference

was figured by the formula:
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The value obtained for the standard error of the

difference was then divided into the difference between the

two means. 'f'he significance of the resul t Was. then int~r­

preted by means of a standard error table. l

ihe Product N~ment Method was used to find the coef-

ficient of correlation when the number of cases was greater

than 30.
2

lf the number of cases was more than thirty

the Hank Difference Method 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. Er = .6745 x ( 1 _ 1'2
-~

The true value for the coefficient of correlation (1')

was then found to .. lie sOllIlewhere between

If l' was more than four times the P.Er in a given

case correlation Was then considered as being greater than

zero.l'he amount of correlation was then determined by

the ratio of l' to P.Er •

fhe probable error of a coefficient of correlation

has little signifieance where only a few cases are concerned.

lEo w. Tiegs and g. C. Crawford. Statistics for '~'eachers.
(Houghton Mifflin 00mpany. 1932.) p. 137

2
. H. E. Garret .., Statistics in Psychology and Education.

(Longman Ctreen and vompany. 1932r pp. 70-71:.
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II. PRESENTATION AND TREATMENT OF DATA

A. Comparison of :Social Studies Scholarship and

Elective Scholarship

1. Materials. Tables XIV to XXI, pages 8 to 64, in r

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 achievement in elective courses.

2. Analysis and Results.

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

3.87, made by student nmnber 14, a woman.

c. The highest average mark in electives was 3.90

and made by the srone 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 tba t

the difference between the mean in social studies and elec-

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

difference between the means. Since this is even less than the

standard error of the difference we could expect this
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group of students to earn higher marks in electives than

in sQcial students only about 75 per cent of the time.

TABLE I

cO~\irr)ARISON OF lJEANS IN SOCIAL STuDIES
AND ELECTIVES

Mean of lI:ean of Differeuce Standard Jritical
00cia1 Electives l.n Means Error of hatio
Studies .0iffel'ence

2.576 2.617 • (HI .0665 .616

The coefficient of correlation lr) between electives

and social studies was.673 J .025. Which indicated that

the chances are even that the true I' lies within the

limi ts of .648 and .698. This correlation is almost 27

times its standard error i .0<::'5. ConsequeriUy, since there

is a rather large number of cases, we can say this in-

diuated a high correlation.

c. "c'igure 1, page 8, shows a graphical repres-

entation of the per cent of A's B's, U's, D's, and E's

assigned by instructors in social studies Was practically

the same as those assigned by instrcutors in elective subjects.

~he per cent of each letter assigned in both social studies

and e'lecti ves varies from a normal distribu tion in practically

the same way. ~here is a greater per cent of A's and B's

and a smaller per cent of D's and l!'s than in a normal

distribution.



Figure 1. Distribution of marks in social

studies and electives.
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B. Comparison of Social Studies Scholarship

And English ~cholarship

1. Materials. All the materials for this section 9 f

the study were taken from all the data as found in ~able XIV

to XXI J page~ 48 to 64 J in the appendix. This study

includes the record of 96 students who majored in social
."--

studies and En~li8h.

2. Analysis of Material.

a. ~he highest average mark in social studies was

3.87, made by sl;udent number 14, a woman.

b. fhe highest average mark in English 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.

ct •.lhe lowest average mark in English was 1.33,

made by student number 179, a man.

e. ~he range in ~nglish averages was 2.59.

f. rhe range in social studies averages was 2.79.

3. nesults ?nd conclusions. ~he coefficient of'

correlation lr) between social studies aHd l'..nglish was

,708 i .034. rhus the chances are fifty-fifty that the

true r 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 correlal;ion between English and social studies is fairly

h1gh.

"" .". ;1'1egs. ""
"IE. W./Tests and Measurements for ·.L'eachers. {Houghton

M~ggJ,in l)ompaIlY, 1~32.)p. 83.
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b. ~entral ~endency

TABLE II

COMPARISON OF MEANS IN SOCIAL STUDIES AND
ENGLISH

lIIlean of M:ean 01' Difference stand.ard Gritiaal
>..Jocial English in Mean Error of Batio
Studies Difference

2.700 2.708 .008 .089 .089

'l'he above table shovvs that the difference in meaHS

is .008. 3ince this difference is less than the standard

error of the difference there is no signilicant difference

indicated by the difference in the two means. ~he 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 social studies. ~his would. mean that we

could expect these students to receive a higher score in

English about 55 per cent of the time. l'his is Ii ttle

better than chance.

c. Distribution of marks. In all the comparisons

made the marks in English and social studies come the nearest

to being distributed the, same. ~igure 2, page 11, shows that

the distribution of marks In no ,[.>.Lace varies as Illuch as

2 per cent between English and social studies. More 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 andF's.
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G. Comparison of Social Studies Scholarship and

Industrial Arts Scholarship

1. ~aterials. The data for this study, which incl~des

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. Anal-ysis of Materials.

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 socJal studies was

1.90, made by student number 115.

f. The lowest average mark in industrial arts was

2.12, made by student number 191.

g. 'llhe highest average mark in industrial arts

was 3.23, made by student number 115. 'l'his student, as

shown above, made the rowest average mark in social studies.

3. Conclusions. The coefficient of correlation be-

tWeen social studi~s and industrial arts was .846. This is

high but since the number of case's are small it cannot be

relied upon. wle can say, however that these pupils received,

about'-thesame.relative ranking,· (with respect to high and
.; -. " .~ ,. \ .. ".. - : " .

low average mark) in both social studies and industrial arts.
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that the chances were about 184 to 1 for these students

'fABLE III

2.57

8ritiaal
Ratio

.18

Standard
Error of
Difference

.463

Difference
In lviean

2.876

.Mean of'
Industrial
Arts

COMPARI.SON OF IvlEANS IN SOCIAL STtJDIES AND
INDUSTRIAL ARTS

The critical ratio shown in the above table indicates

b. Central Tendency.

work in industria~ arts. The findings here are somewhat

in merit. The fact that there is a difference in means, and

that each student made a higher average mark in industrial

IGeorge B. Giayton. A Method of Arriving at Probable
Teaching Success Based Upon ScholarShip. Indiana-State
~~achers College. (Unpublished Master's ~hesis, Number 115.)
I"

to make a higher average mark in industrial arts than in

social studies, although the difference in means is not

2.413

arts than in social studies, would be strong evidence for

in accord with the findings of George Clayton in Thesis

Number 115.1 In this thesis he states that "the average

mark received by industrial arts-majors in their special

saying that these ~tudents might be expected to do superior

three times the standard error of the difference, which

would indicate that we could not be sure of a real difference

Mean of
Social
Studies
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field is significantly higher than average marks received

by them in other fields.

c. ~istribution of ~cores. Of the total number

of marks assigned to these students in social studies,

there were 10 per cent A's, 31.54 per cent B's, 30.85 per

cent CIS, 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 CIS, 4.63 per cent D's and no F's in industrial arts.

'rhe'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 ;:)oci81 Studies Scholar-

ship and Language Scholarship

1. Materials. The data for this study are taken from

the records of the 18 students who Dlajored in social studies

and language. Twelve of these students majored in Latin

and six in French.

2. Analysis of Material.

a. Twelve students made average marks in language

that were above 3.00.

b. Eleven students had average marks in social

studies above 3.00.

c. The range of the sOGial studies averages was

2.04.

d. The range of the Latin averages was 2.40.
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TABLE IV

make it reliable.

Critical
Ratio

.284.193

~tandard

Error of
Difference

.055

Difference
In Means

3.070

Mean of
Language

COMPARISON OF 1ffiANsIN SOCIAL STUDIES
AND LAN GOAGE

This is one of several Cases in this study in which

3~ Conclusions. ~he coefficient of correlation

betwe~n language and social studies averages was .826. A

which is little better than chance.

c. Distribution of Marks. Of the total number

a. Central ~endency

correlation because the number of cases are too small to

probable error Was not figured for the coefficient of

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

. .
of marks assigned to social study students there were 37.07

per cent A's, 37.83 per cent B's, 21.24 per cent C's,

we cannot be sure that the difference of means signifies

marks in social studies about 60 per cent of the time,

a difference in merit between the work done in the two

pect this group of students to receive higher average

3.125

Mean of
Social
Studies
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the case of both social studies and language the distri-

bution of marks is far from a normal distribution of seven

1. MateriaJs. 'l'he data for thIS section of the study

In4.7 per cent D's and .5 per cent F's in language.

made 40.9 per cent A's, 30.9.percent B's, 20.9 per cent

C t,s,

b. The highest average mark in mathematics was

majored in social studies and mathematics.

are taken from the records of the fifteen stuQents who

arship and ~3thematics ~cho1arship

2. Analysis and nesults.

a. £he highest average mark in social studies

per cent A's, 24 per cent Bt s , 38 per cent C's, 24 per

cent D's and 7 per cent F' s •

E. Comparison of SOCial Studies Scho1-

16

3.47 per cent .D's and.35 per cent F's. These students

was 3.'52, made by student number 51, a woman.

e. ~he range in social studies averages was 1.92.

f. fhe range in mathema~ics averages was 2.73.

g. Six students had averages above 3.00 in

mathematics.

4.0U, a1.so made by a woman stUdent number seventy-nine.

,c. 'l'he lowest av(::rage mark in social studies was

1.60, made by a man s~udent, number 119.

d. 'rhelowest average mark in mathematics was

1.2'7, which was also made by student number 119.
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h. Seven students had averages above 3.00 in

social studies.

i. In five cases the same students had an

average above 3.00 in both social studies and mathematics.

3. Conclusions. ihe coefricient of correlation

between mathematics and social studies was found to be

.83. This is a high correlation but we can no t be sure

of its reliability because the number uf cases is too

small. A probable error of mean has little or no value

in determining reliability where the number of cases

is small.

a. Central ~endency.

'fABLE V

COIvIPARISON OF MEANS IN SOCIAL STUDIES
AND MATliEMA'l'ICS

Mean of Mean of Difference Standard Critical
Social Mathematics In Means Error of Ratio
Studies lVJ.ean

2.809 2.791 .018 .2169 .083

fhe difference between the two means, as shown by the

above. table, is less than t.e standard error of the diffe~ence

.
between the means;. consequently, we cannot be sure that

there is any real difference in merit represented by this
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difference." A standard error table shows that the chances

for ihese students to make a higher average mark in social

studi~s than in mathematics were bnly 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 ' , , 10 per cent D's and 1.33, \J S,

per cent F's. 'l'he social studies students made 21.2 per

cent A~$, 40.9 per cent B's, 30.3 per cent C· s , 5 per cent

D's and 1. 5 per cent ,J!" s.

F. Cou~arisjn of Social Studies Qcholar-

ship and Physical Education Scholarship

1. Materials. Tables XIVtoXXlpagetl 48 to 64 , show the

average sCholarship of each of the twenty-two stuaents who

majored in social stud~e$ and physical education. ~he

data of this table form the basis for all comparisons-made

of,achievement in social studies and achieve:uent in physical

education.

2. Analysis and Results.

a. ~he range of the physical education averages

was 2.1~, of the social studies averages 2.00.

b • .Lhe highest average mark in physical education
, , .

Was 3.60, made by a woman student, number 91.

a.Johe lowest average mark, in physical education

waf;> made by student number 44, a woman.



19

d. 1he highest average mark in social studies was
,

3.60, made by the same woman student who made the highest
"

average mark in physical education.

e. ~h6 lowest average mark in social studies 'was

1.25, made by a ilian student, number 104.

3. Hesults and 00nclusions.

a. ~orrelation. Phe coefficient of correlation

between social studies averages 3nd physica~ education

averages was .7:56. The number of cases was to sIaall to

make a probable error reliable, consequently, one cannot

be sure that this high correlation is sufficient.

b. Central Tendency.

TABLE VI

COMPA-BISON OF MEANS IN SOCLU STUDIES AND
PHYSICAL EDUCATION

Mean of Iviean of Difference Standard Critical
Social Physical in iVleans Error of Ratio
Studies Education Difference

2.318 2.647 .329 .155 2.122

In order to be practically certain that there is a real

difference in merit represented by th~ difference in means,

the difference should be at leas~ three times the standard

error of the difference. The above table shows that the

difference in means is 2.122 times tne standard error of
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the difference. A standard e~ror table shows that the

chances are about 62 to 1 that this group would make. .

higher marks in physical education than in social studies.

This \rould mean that we could eA~ect these students to get
I

higher marks in physical education approximately 98 per

cent of the time.

c • Distribution of TI.':arks. Thedi stri bution 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 physical education were A'S, 31.7 per

cent were B's, 38.5 per cent were CIS, 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. I\Iaterials. 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 Y!ho 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 •
. ,,
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2.37.

lies between the Limits of .566 and.71. Since this is

.689

Critical
Ratio

Standard
Error of
Difference

.124.086

Difference
In Means

2.734

Mean of
Science

COll1PARISON OF MEANS IN SOCIAL STUDIES AND
SCIENCE

TABLE VII

a. Correlation. ~he coefficient of correlation

c. The highest average mark in social studies

made by a woman student, number 46.

b. ~he range of the social studies averages was

f. ~he lowest average mark in science was 1.78,

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

e. 'l'he highest average mark in science was 4.00,

correlation between social studies and science is considerable.

b. Uentral tendency.

was 3.70, made by a woman student, number 85.

d • .J..he lowest average mark in social studies

2.648

Mean of
Social
Studies

made by a womallL student, number 44.

3. Conclusion.

almost 8 times the probable error we can conclude that the

between science and social studies was.638 ! .072, which

indicates that the chances are even that the true cmrrelation
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~ince the difference between the means, as shown by the

above table, is .086, it does not appear that chere 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.
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H. Comparison of Social Studies Scholarship

And Student 'l)eaching Scholarship

1. Materials. 'Fable XII shows the average mark in,

social studies and student teaching for each of the 128

students who majored in social studies aud took student

teaching as a required subject. fhis 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 Hesults.

a. The range of the student teaching averages was

3.00, of the social studies averages 2.79.

b. rhe highest average mark in student teaching

was 4.00, made oy students number 173, 135, 176, 8 62, 4,

19, 60, 35, 24, 26, and 6. ~here were four men and nine

women in this group.

c. ~he lowest average mark in student teaching Was

1.000, maue by two women students, numbers 2 and 17.

d. fhe highest average mark in social studies was

:5,87, 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. fhe coefficient of correlation

between student teaching and social studies was .335 i .055.
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This 'means that the chances are even that the true r lies

between the units of .28 and .39 .. ~ince r is more than

four times as great as the F'robable ll.rror (.055) we can,

say that there is some correlation between student teaching

and social studies averages.

b. Gentral Tendency.

TABLE VIII

COW~ARISON OF MEANS IN SOCIAL STUDIES AND
S'I'UDENT TEACHING

Mean of Mean of Difference Standard Critical
~ocial .:>tudent In Means Error of Ratio
Studies '+'eaching Difference

2.6578 2.8243 .1665 .0824 2.01

The above table shows that the difference between the

means is in favor of student teaching, and that this .

dirference is 2.01 times the standard error of the difference.

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. In order to be practically

certain that these two groups of scores show a real difference

in merit, the dif'ference be'~ween the means 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
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large as the standard error of the difference. On the basis

of th~se data we can say that onl¥ 2.3 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. ~'igure 4 shows the

graphic representation of the distribution of marks in

social 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

per cents of F's and D's were much smaller and that the

per cents of C's were nearly equal.



Figure 4. Distribution of marks in social studies

and student teaching.
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I. Comparison of So cial Studies Scholarship

A.nd Per sonali ty Hating By Cri tic 'reacher

1. Materials. fhe 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 01' iilaterials.

a. The range in personality ratings was 2.63.

b. The range in social studies averages was 2.47.

c. ~he highest personality rating was 4.UO, which

was made by students 102, 62, and 167, two women and one

man student.

d. The lowest personali ty' rating was 1.37, which

was made by a man student, number 108.

e. The highest average mark in social studies was

3.8?, 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 women and fifteen men rece±ved ratings

below 2.50.

h. Twenty-two women and twenty men received

personality ratings of 3.00 or more.
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3. rtesults ~ Gonclusions.

a. Gorrelation. The coefficient of correlation

between social studies and personaiity rating was .158,1

.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

of correlation. We can not be sure that r is greater than

zero. rherefore if any correlation exists between social

studies and personality rating it is very low.

b. Central ~endency.

TABLE IX

C01WARISON OF r~;ANSIN SOCIAL STUDIES
~~D PERSONALITY RATING

Mean of Nlean of Difference ,standard Critical
Social Personality lon Means J.!jrror of natio
Studies J.-{a ting 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 and sane in concluding that the chances for this

group of students to receive a higher average personality

rating thah social st~dies average were very good.
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0 •. lJ~stribution of' l'i1arks. .l!'igure 5, page 31,

shows'that the per cent of high scores is very much in

favor Of the personality rating. ~he 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.
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J. Compari son 01' Scholarship of l\Ilen and Women,

In Social Studies

1. l'/laterials. Table XIII I show the sex and average

mark of each of the 190 students included in this study. The

fact that this study is based on the record of 100 women as

compared to the record of gO men, does not affect the

results. When the record of 90 women students chosen at

random from thi s group was compared with the re cord of

this same group of men the resu~ts were practicaliY the same.

2. Analysis and nesult.

a. ~he highest average mark was 3.87, made by

student number 75, a woman.

b. The lowest average mark was 1.08, made by

student number 116, a man.

c. ~wo men had averages aDove 3.50.

d. l?ourteen women had averages above 3.50.

e • .1:"1 ve men and four women had averages below 1.50.

3. Conclusions.

TABLE X

CO~WARISON OF MEMJS OF BOTH SEXES IN SOCIAL
S'rUDIES

Mean of' lVlean of Difference Standard Critical
Women Men lon Ivleans Error of Ratio

Difference

2.781 2.450 .331 .089 3.72



33

a~ Central Tendency. In order to be practi­

cally certain tha t there is a' re'a.t difference in merit
"

between these two groups the diffe~ence between the means

should be at least three times as great as the standard

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 0h8 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 (J;' s, D's and F' s, as compared to approximatel y 32 per

cent for the women. This would seem to indicate that

the women were a superior group as cOlupared 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.
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d. Twenty-four students in district 1, twelve

indistri ct 4 had average marks a:bove 3.00.

, ..
Seotion 3 includes all social studies

. . ~. . -
adjoining Vigo.

includes all social studies majors who came from counties

K. Compa!ison of Sooial Studies Soholarship of

Students In Four Seotions of the state

average mark, number sex, and the section of the state that
' .. '

each student is from. Section 1 includes all students from

1. Materials. The data for this section of the study

include the records of 188 students who majored in social

studies. Tables XIV to :CXI, pages 48 to 64 show the

north of Vigo and adjoining counties •

. ; 2 •• Analysis of Material.s.

a. The range Of the soci~~ studies averages in

majors from counties south of Vigo and adjoining counties.

Sectibh4 includes all social studiesmaj6rs'from counties

district 1., was 2.48, in distr~Qt 2,·2.20, in district 3,

?61 i and, in district 4} 2,72.

b. The highEH3t averag~ mark was 3.87, made by

~t4dent nwnber 14, o.f district 1.,_

:..~ c .Thelowest.av~ragemar.~ was 1.08, made by

~tud,ent nl,llllber 116 ,of Ai strict4 •.

students in district 2, seventeen in district 3, and six

'Vigo County who majored in social studies. Seotion 2
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,3. Conclusions.

district 1 and district 2 are the same. The difference

2.559

lVlean of
Social Studies
In District

4

2.592

Mean of
Social Studies
In District

3

2.665

Mean of
Social Studies
In District

2

l'ABLg XI

COI11PARISON OF MEANS IN FOUR DISTRICTS
OF rrHE Srl'ATE

The above table shows that the means for students of

a. Central Tendency.

2.665

between means in district 1 and 3 is .073, and the standard

A standa1d error table shows that we might expect students

enough to be significant. A standard error table shows that

th'e chances were 2.6 to 1 in favor of the students from

Mean of
Social Studies
in District

1

district 1 getting higher average marks in social studies

than those from district 3. The difference between the

error of the difference is .12. When you divide .073 by

.12 you get a critical ratio of .608 which is not high

means in districts 1 and 4 is .106, and the standard error

of the difference between the means is .141. Dividing

.106 by .141 gives a critical ratio of .68. Here again

the critical ratio is too small to be greatly significant.
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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 and 2 are compared with districts 3 and 4, very simular

results are obtained, because the means in districts 1 and

2 are equal. The difference between the means in districts

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

.141, and the critical ratio is .305. This indicates that

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

from district 3 doing superior work to that done by the

students from district 4.

b. Distribution of Marks. The students of

district 1 received a greater per cent of A's than did any

of the other districts. District 2 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.

']he 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.

c. Bank of Districts. 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. Comparison 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 record
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of 133 students who majored in social studies and also

took the' intelligence test.

2. AnalYsis of Materials

a. 25 women had percentile ranks above 90.

b. 8 men had percentile ranks above 90.

c. 14 women students had percentile ranks below

25.

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

rank was 98.

g. The lowest average mark in social studies was

1. 12, made by a woman student, number 63. Her percentile

rank was 6.

3. Conclusions.

a. Correlation. The coefficient of correlation

between percentile rank in intelligence tests and social

studies averages was .48 ! .043. Thus the chances are

even that the true coefficient will fall between .437 and

.523. Since this correlation is 11.11 times the Probable

Error we can be fairly sure that fai~ degree of correlation

exists between percentile ranks and social studies averages.
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We" oan:be Stlre th.at correlation is at least higher than......... ;. :.'.....".', ,,'.

zero'if the coefficient is 4,ti~es the Probable Error. 3

The findings here agree somewhat with the findings of Paul

L. Boynton vlho'found 'that in 59 cases vlhere correlations

were:made ,between.. ~n,tell;i.gence and college work, the

average correlation was .42. 4

3H. E. Garret. Statistics in Psychology and Education.
(Longrnans, Green and Company, 19"32") pp. I?O-l?r:-

4paq;L L.Boynton. , Intelligence Its lCanifestations
an: d :r.Teasurement s. (New York: D. Ap,leton Co., 1£133) p. 364.



III.' SUMMARY OF FINDINGS

A. Women Students are Superior in Average

Scholarship to Men Students

T,his 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. The finding here

agrees with the findings of others. E. Toeve l found

that women excel men in scholarship. E. Higgins 2 found

that women excel, men in mathematics scholarship.

B. There Is a High Uorre~ation Between English

and Social Studies Averages.

There is no significant difference in the average

scholarship of the two groups.

c. The Industrial Arts Studcmts !\lade Higher

IndiVidual Records than did 00c1al Studies

Iv1aj9rs

The industrial arts students made higher averages marks

in each individual record than they did in social studies.

~he findings here are very much in agreement with the

IE. Toeve. Sex Differences in College bcholarship.
Education and Supervision Vol. II. p. 202.

, 2E• ~igggns. A StUdy of the Achievement and rielated - etc.
(Indiana .;itate '.L1eachers Gollege,. Unpubli shed Mas ters Thesis,
Number 76.

40



fi:q,q.~ngsr of C:L8IY~OIl;.:3
~'~_, ':.," • I \.', .~ ,

": :b.~&1U111 C'6rrelation Between, Pel"'sonali ty :Rating

and S'ocial Studi es Averages

There is little or no correlation between personality

rating and social studies averages. Also the difference in

mean of social studies and personality rating was very much

in favor of the personality ratings.

B. High~ Correlation Between Science and Social

Studies Averages

The correlation between social studies scholarship

and science scholarship was substantial and the difference

in mean was too small to be significant.

Ii'. High', Correlation between Electi vesand Social

Studies Averages

The difference between the average mark in social

studies and electives was too small to be significan t,

and the correlation between the two groups was substantially

high.

G. Large Correlation Between Language and Latin

Students .and Social Studi es Averages

The students who chose language and social studies as

3George Clayton, A Method of Arrivinf at Probable
Teaching Success Based-¥~oh SchOlarshi12Iii'diana State
rfeachers College, Unpub 1S ed Masters 'I'hesis, Number 115)
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as majors had the highest average marks of any students in

the study. This indicates that these students are of a
t

superior group, which agrees with the finding of J. C.

Corn4 that students selected Latin as a major subject have
,

higher averages scholarship than do nOfrLatin students.

H. The Equality of ~tudents Taking Mathematics

~ind Social Studies

The social studies students were able to make eqmally

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. lligln.. Correlation Between Physica.L Education

And Social Studies Averages

The physical education majors made the lowest average

mark in social studies of any group in the study.

cT. 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.

4 cT. C. Corn. A StudX of the Achievement of Latin ~
Non-Latin Students of ~ndiana State Teachers 0011ege.
Indiana State 'Deachers College. (Unpublished ~lasters Thesis,
Number 14~) ,
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K. The ,Correlation Between Studentl.'eaching Averages

And clocial 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

Different ~istricts

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

districts north or south of Vigo county.



44

TABLE XII

SUMMARY OF CORRELAT IONS

l\lumber
Subjects Correlated of CorreIation

Students t P. E r

Industrial Arts and S00ial
Studies 10 .846

mathematics and Sonial
Studies 15 .830

Language and Social Studies 18 .826

Physical Education and So cial
Studies 21::: .736

English and Social Studies 100 • 708 P.E. i .034

Electives and Social Jtudies 187 .673 P.E. f .025

Science and ";;ocial Studies 31 .. 638 P.E. + .072

Intelligence Percentile Rank
and Social Studies 132 .484 P.E. f .043

Student 'I'eaching and Social
l.:>tudies 127 • 335 P.E • f. .055

Personality Rating and
Social Studies 99 .158 P.E. A. .066.:...



C01vTI?ARNrIVE SUM\J\.RY OF IvlEANS

TABLE XIII

i

Personality Rating

Language

Industrial Arts

student Teaching

lV18. thema tics

Science

English

Physical Education

Electives

Men Students

Women Students

District 1 of State

District 2 of State

District 3 of State

District 4 of State

Mean
Scholarship

3.280

3.070C

2.876

2.824

2.791

2.734

2.708

2.647

2.617

45

Means of Same
Students In
So cial Studies

2.823

3.125

2.413
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3.61
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2.80

2.53

2.90

Physical
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Average
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2.00

3.00
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Aver­
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2.80

2.30

2.17

2.60

2.70

2.70
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3.30
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2.71
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2.33
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Number
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47
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40 2.00 2.33 2.75 2.50 94 2.92
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119 1.60 1.90 2.33 1.27 - 2.13
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Number Studie lish tive Teachin ence Educatio uaGe trial mat· cs :::TIerce cen';;' 'ality

Avera~ Aver Aver- Average Aver- AveraGe Aver-
2~~~ag ~~:r- ;~:r- ~;;~ -Ratingage age age age

----
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1
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55 3.46 3.61 2.75 2.00 3.40 75

80 3.36 3.42 3 •.53

28 3.30 3.00 3.00 93
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65 2.80 2.29 I I I I I I 12.40 62
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01

10 2Ji3 • ILl, 2.44 2. ·50 81 12 • 54
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2.30
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1.50
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2.05

2.26
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2.40

2.00

2.75

2.70

2.56

2.50

2.40

2.563

1.25

1.33
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I I I I I II I CJl
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age age age A~erage ges age Rank
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1 1 1 I I 1 93 13 • 68

85 3.70 3.50 3.74

84 3.60 .50 2.56 .. I 13 • 42

86 . 3044 .97 2.70

39 3.42 .55 2.54 3.00 3.22 67 2.94

23 2.90 .00 3.06 3.00 62 3.19

18 2.83 .60 2.00 2.00 1.60 56 2.70

7 2.70 .00 2.50 2.00 79 1.87

90 2.62 .00 2.50

222 2.17 .50 2.06 I 3.00 I I I I I I I 66 3.55
Q)

41 2.00
fOOO

2.30 3.00 29 3.18 CN
-

101 1.80 .00 2.00 1.50 2.48

12 1.40 .66 2.15 3.00 63 3.42
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