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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION

Social studies education has received considerable
attention in the last few years. Several programs have been
organized to develop new materials and curricula in an
attempt to improve instruction in this area of the curricu-
Ium. Much has been written concerning these efforts. Little,
however, has been done to determine actual current practices
employed in the teaching of social studies. A knowledge of
current teaching practices in this field and a comparison of
those practices with the recommendations of social studies
education authorities could be useful to all groups and
persons interested in the improvement of social studies edu-

cation.

Statement of the Problem
The problem cof this study was the relationship between
practices reported by American history teachers in selected
Texas secondary schools and practices recommended by three

groups of social studies authorities.

Purpcocse of the Study
The following purposes were formulated:
l. To determine the practices reported by American

history teachers in selected Texas secondary schools.



2. To compare the practices reported by American
history teachers in selected Texas secondary schools with
practices recommended by national social studies education
specialists.

3. To compare the practices reported by American
history teachers in selected Texas secondary schools with
practices recommended by teachers of American history in
selected Texas colleges and universities.

4. To compare the practices reported by American
history teachers in selected Texas secondary schools with
practices recommended by teachers of education in selected

Texas colleges and universities.

Hypotheses

The hypotheses tested in the study were

I. There will be a significant difference between the
practices reported by American history teachers in selected
Texas secondary schools and the practices recommended by
national social studies education Specialiéts.

II. There will be a significant difference between the
practices reported by American history teachers in selected
Texas secondary schocols and practices recommended by teachers
of American history in selected Texas colleges and univer-
sities.

IIT. There will be a significant difference between

the practices reported by American history teachers in



selected Texas secondary schools and the practices recom-
mended by teachers of education in selected Texas colleges

and universities.

Background and Significance of the Study

The status of social studies education in the secondary
school has become a matter of much concern. For a decade
the major forces of educational change have been directed
toward the development of new programs in science, mathe-
matics, and foreign language. The social studies curriculum
is now receiving similar attention. A variety of projects
have been developed, some through funds provided by the
federal government and others through funds provided by
private groups and individuals, which will no doubt produce
changes in the social studies curriculum. Fraser (10, p. 1)
points out that the present concern for improvement of the
social studies is rooted in educational history that stretches
back more than seventy years to reports made by the Madison
Conference in 1894 and the Committee of Seven of the American
Historical Association in 1893%. Proposals for comprehensive
revisions in social studies programs were also made by the
1916 Committee on Social Studies and the Report of the
Commission on the Social Studies of the American Historical
Association issued in 1934. During the 1950's the National
Council for the Social Studies sponsored a number of special

committees that have issued documents which provide a basis



for the revision of social studies programs. Thus concern
for improvement of social studies is not a new phenomenon,
although it has received renewed interest during the last
decade.

One of the major current projects for the improvement
of the social studies curriculum is Project Social Studies.
Twelve curriculum projects have been financed by the Cooper-
ative Research Branch of the Department of Health, Education,
and Welfare under this program. These centers are attacking
many problems that have long plagued social studies. New
ideas, methods, and materials will no doubt be produced by
these centers (8}.

Other attempts have alsc been made in recent years to
improve socilal studies education in the secondary school.
During the summer of 1965, the federal government financed
84 history institutes on various university and college
campuses across the nation. Moxe than 3,000 teachers
attended these institutes. In 1966, 100 such institutes
were held with 5,000 teachers in attendance. The Higher
Education Act of 1965 provided 24,500 fellowships over a
three-year period at a total cost of over $475 millions
which will enable teachers, including social studies teachers,
to return to colleges and universities for advanced training
(19, p. 244).

Concern over the status‘of social studies education

is certainly warranted. Research has revealed student dislike



for social studies courses (12, p. 1305), with the major com-
plaints being attributed not to the content of social studies
but rather to the ways in which it is organized and presented
(12, p. 1305). Research has further indicated that large
numbers of social studies teachers do not have an adequate
background and interest in social studies (12, p. 1313).
Fenton (7, p. 71) maintains that "the social studies have

for too long been the dumping ground for poorly prepared
faculty members whose major interest was in some other ac-
tivity, such as coaching." Such teachers have never done an
acceptable job of teaching social studies and will function
even more poorly in the face of currenttrends in social
studies education. Fenton's observations seem to be accurate.
A survey of social studies programs in Wisconsin revealed
that 62 per cent of the teachers included in the survey had
neither a major nor minor in social studies and that 18 per
cent had not been certified by the state to teach social
studies (13, pp. 287, 288). Hahn (11) found that 20 per
cent of the social studies teachers in Kansas held under-
graduate majors in physical education. 2 survey of 1,007

of the 1,026 secondary school soclal studies teachers in
Kansas revealed that 55.2 per cent had not majored in social
studies (23, p. 26). A study by Black (4) indicated little
relationship between teachers’' undergraduate training in

social studies and their initial assignment. Similar



studies in New York and Illinois revealed that 20 per cent
and 25 per cent, respectively, of the social studies teachers
in those states had majors in fields other than social
studies (3). A survey by Aden, Black, Clarke, and Scott

(L, pp. 9, 10) of social studies teachers in Texas indicated
that 59.1 per cent of the teachers included in this study
had undergraduvate majors in history, social science, govern-
ment, sociology, economics, political science, geography, or
anthropology. Thirty-seven and three-tenths. per cent of
these teachers had undergraduate majors in history.

These conditions seem unjustifiable since thefe has
been a surplus of social studies teachers of 60 per cent for
the last several years {21, p. 31).

A consideration of the number of students involved in
social studies education further illustrates the need for
improvement of the social studies curricula. A survey by
Jones (15) of 130 school systems in the United States in
cities of 100,000 or more showed that all of these schools
required at least one year of American history for graduation.
This study also showed that the amount of social studies re-
qguired for graduation has increased since 1953 with the
South showing the greatest amount of increase. Snyder (24,
p. 11) found that 93 per cent of the secondary schools in
Kansas offered a course in American history the first semes-
ter of the 1961-~1962 school year. In Texas two and one-half

years are required in social studies for graduation from



high school. Social studies is also regquired in grades
seven and eight (26).

In light of the prevailing conditicns in social studies
education and the number of students involved in these pro-
grams, attempts to improve the social studies curriculum are
overdue. Fenton and Good (8), however, see two important
problems in introducing new ideas, methods, and materials in
social studies education. First, how can the pfesent gen-
eration of teachers be reeducated to use new ways and new
materials? And second, how can teacher training be changed
to prepare the next generation of teachers for the challenges
of the new social studies? There seéms to be general agree-
ment about the need for change in the secondary school
social studies curriculum. The problem of executing changes
will, however, be difficult. All attempts to change the
social studies curriculum should take into account the
current conditions. Research has been done concerning
curfent conditions in social studies education in such areas
as teacher preparation, program content, and courses offered.
Few studies have attempted, however, to determine the actual
practices of social studies teachers. Descriptions of ex-
isting practices are necessary in order that areas in need
of improvement may be recognized.

Since there is a lack of studies dealing with the actual

practices of social studies teachers, it has been recommended



that "perhaps the colleges need to take a more realistic
look at what is actually going on in elementary and secon-
dary schools and so meodify programs and courses for the
preparation of social studies teachers" (12, p. 1313). Tumin
{27) agrees that we do not have adequate knowledge of the
actual practices of social studies teachers. Thus he sug-
gests that we first need to determine the content of current
social studies education and the ends that this education is
intended to serve. Tumin (27, pp. 48, 49) states that:
We need, in short, research into the content
of social studies education as it is now being
conducted.
Our first major research need, then, is an
itnventory of the present intentions of social
science education and the extent to which and the
ways in which the stated intentions are being
served by such education, as it 1is now being con-
ducted.
. . «» Can anyone truly say that we have ade-
quate knowledge of what is presently being done
in the schools? Or of what these present practices
are intended to serve? . . . Surely, there has been
some work done on all these aspects of the problem.
But, again, it is important to reiterate that our
knowledge is so imperfect we can scarcely recommend
policy with any decent basis of sound information.
Bruner {3, p. 3) agrees that whenever changes are de-
sired "the first move necessary is to get a definite and
clear picture of the existing educational situwation."
McLendon (18} also believes that it is important that the
practices in teaching social studies be recurrently examined

and ccmpared with the recommendations of those involved in

teacher education.



The lack of research in the actual teaching practices
used by American history teachers can also be demonstrated
by the fact that instruments for this process are not avail-
able. Letters from the National Education Association and
the National Council for the Social Studies (See Appendix,
pages 128 and 130), the two national organizations meost con-
cérned with this area, revealed that they had no instruments
which could be used in such a study.

A study by Aden, Black, Clarke, and Scott (1, p. 24)
recognized the need for research among social studies.
teachers in Texas into the actual practices used by those
teachers. The 1,525 social studies teachers included in
this study were asked if they would be willing to cooperate
in studies concerning the areas of objectives, methods,
materials, evaluvation, etc. Eighty-one and nine-tenths per
cent replied that they would be willing to cooperate.

It has further been suggested (12, p. 1312) that the
"teacher is the key element in a successful learning situ-
ation, and more research concerning his attitudes, attributes,
training, approaches, and effectiveness in the classroom is
needed.” Such research can be done by "approaching the
teachers themselves" (12, p. 1313) through a "“"series of
continuing inquiries" (27, p. 48). "The inventory of what
is now actually intended and done in the name of those in-
tentions, can be laid against the inventory of what should

be intended and done in the name of those intentions” (27, p.

48).



10

Definition of Terms

1. Practice in this study is used to denote the cus-

tomary or habitual process of teaching used by American
history teachers in secondary schools.

2, American history defined for this study is the area

of study concerned with the economic, social, and political
development of the United States from the American Revolution
to the present.

3. Secondary school refers to grades seven through

twelve.

4. Social Studies education specialists refers to edu-

cators recommended by the National Council for the Sccial
Studies who have written extensively or have had extensive
experience in the field of social studies.

4. B8elected Texas colleges and universities refers to

the fifteen colleges and universities in Texas that gradu-

ated the largest number of social studies teachers in 1964-

1965.

Delimitations of the Study
l. This study was limited to thirty-six American
history teachers in selected Texas secondary schools in a
six-county area in north-central Texas.
2, This study was limited to teachers of American
history in the fifteen colleges and universities in Texas
which graduated the largest number of social studies

teachers in the 1964-1965 academic vear.
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3. This study was limited to teachers of education in
the fifteen colleges and universities in Texas which gradu-
ated the largest number of social studies teachers in the 1964~
1965 academic year.

4, This study was limited to the reported practices of
teachers of American history in selected Texas secondary
schools in the following areas: (1) development aﬁd use of
teaching objectives, (2} type of content organization used,
(3) methods and techniques employed, (4) variety and types
of materials used, (5) teaching contemporary affairs, (€}
dealing with controversial issues, (7) citizenship edﬁcation,
(8) manner in which school libraries are used, and (9) eval-

uation of students,

Basic Assumptions

l. It was assumed in this study that the necessary
data could be secured through the use of guestionnaires and
interviews.

2. It was assumed in this study that the respondents
would respond to a questionnaire and interview honestly.

Description of the Schools in the
Geographic Area Covered
by this Study

The basic information concerning the economic status of

this six~county area was obtained from a survey made by the

University of Texas for the State Board of Education (25).
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economic index for each county in Texas. The economic index
is obtained by weighing certain factors. The income of the
residents of the county is weighed 72; the appraisal of
property in the county is weighed 20; and the scholastic
population of the county is weighed eight. When added
together, the economic indices of all counties will total
100.0. Therefore, the economic index of each county is a
ration of the economic vosition of that county to the entire
state's economy. The range of the economic indices of the
six counties covered by this study was from 0.138 to Q.594
with a mean economic index of 0.292. The mean economic index
for all 254 counties in Texas is 0.394. The largest econom-
ic index for any county in the state is 14.85. Thus it can
be seen that the mean economic index for the counties cover-
ed by this study is less than the state mean and considerably
less than the largest economic index for one county.

In addition, the United States Bureau of Census (25)
revealed that in 1960 the six counties covered by this study
had median incomes which ranged from $2,772.00 to $4,595.00.
The mean of the median incomes for the six counties was
$2,020.50, or 70 per cent below the Texas county with the
largest median income.

The schools in this six-county area have been described
in a survey completed in 1966 by the North Texas Area Metro-
politan Center for Supplementary Educational Services (22).

There are fifty~five public school districts in this six-
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county area and four nenpublic schools. Thirty-five of
these school districts responded to a questionnaire through
which the basic data for this survey were gathered. The
survey revealed that 43.4 per cent of the teachers in these
school districts have the master's degree, 53.9 per cent
have the bachelor's degree, .04 per cent have no degree, .03
pexr cent have the doctor's degree, and 3.9 per cent are
teaching without Texas certification. Thirty-three per cent
of these teachers have from one to five years of experience,
19 per cent have from six to ten years of exverience, 13 per
cent have from eleven to fifteen years of experience, 10 per
cent have from sixteen to twenty years of experience, and

25 per cent have twenty or more years of experience.

This survey further revealed that 54 per cent of the
school districts included in the survey do not require con-
tinued professional training of the teachers who teach in
those school districts. It was also found that 13.9 per
cent of the students in these counties live on farms, 13.2
per cent live in towns with a population of 2,500 or less,
72.9 per cent live in towns with a population of 2,500 to
50,000. Pre-school and adult education programs are vpracti-
cally non-existent in these school districts, according to
this survey. Fre-school enrollment accounts for 1.9 per
cent of the total enrollment in these school districts while

-66 per cent of the students were enrolled in adult education
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programs. The average per pupil expenditure for these school

districts was $384.01.

Procedures for Collecting Data

The first step in collecting the data was the construction
of an instrument which was used as a questionnaire and inter-
view check-sheet from which the basic data for the study
were secured. (See Appendix, page 131.} A survey of the
literature of current books and periodicals on the teaching
of American history was made. Sources used for constructing
the questionnaire and interview check-sheet were Wesley and
Wronski (28), Fenton (6), Kenworthy (16), High (14), Metcalf
(20), Lewenstein (17}, and Fraser and West (9). Agreement
among these sources was the basis for including a practice
in the instrument.

The second step was the selection of a panel of twelve
judges for testing the validity of the practices to be in-
cluded in the instrument. The National Council for the
Social Studies was asked to recommend twenﬁy—four nationally
recognized social studies experts. A copy of the question-
naire consisting of 178 items, with an accompanying letter
(see Appendix, page 136) was mailed to the first 12 experts
on the list. Sixteen of the questicnnaires were finally
returned, of which the first twelve to be received were used
to establish validity for the questionnaire. Each of the

jUdgeS was asked to resrnond ta tha ~vactdinmeadoa~ - N
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whether he thought each item was valid for use in the
study, invalid for use in the study, or whether he was
unable to make a decision. It was arbitrarily decided that
agreement of seven of the twelve judges that a practice was
valid for use in the study was necessary for it to be re-
tained in the questionnaire. Two items were deleted from
the questionnaire on the basis of lack of agreement of the
judges.

After the practices on which there was insufficient
agreement of the judges had been deleted from the question-
niare, a pilot study was conducted to establish a coefficient
of reliability. Thirty secondary school American history
teachers enrolled in graduate courses at North Texas State
University were used in the pilot study. These teachers
were asked to respend to the gquestionnaire by indicating
whether they place much emphasis, some emphasis, little
emphasis, or no emphasis on each of the practices included
in the questionnaire. Three weeks later they were again
asked to respond to the questionnaire with the same directions.
Twenty-seven responses were returned. Reliability was com-
puted on the twd responses of the twenty-seven American
history teachers. Items showing a reliability below .80
were to be delected from the questionnaire. When it became
apparent, however, that such would impair the comprehensive-

ness of the questionnaire, only those items showing a
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reliability below .50 were deleted from the questionnaire.
Since it was necessary for the questionnaire to cover a wide
range of practices, comprehensiveness was important., Fur-
thermore, according to Ahmann and Glock (2, p. 340)
reliability is secondary to validity; hence an instrument
with satisfactory validity may be used even though the re-
liability coefficient may be somewhat low. Ahmann and
Glock {2, p. 340} further state that instruments with a re-
liability coefficient of .50 are permissible especially
where group responses are being considered. Fifty-five
items showing a reliability below .30 were deleted from the
guestionnaire. Computations for 121 of the items resulted
in a reliability coefficient of from .50 to .92.

After validity and reliability had been established,
the subjects for the study were selected. There are 115
public and nonpublic secondary schools in the six-county
area in north-central Texas included in this study. Each of
these schools was assigned a number from a table of random
numbers. Thirty—six of these schools were selected by ran-~
dom selection. A second group of schools was selected at
the same time and by the same process to be used as alter~
nates if necessary. A letter (see Appendix, page 137) with
an accompanying postal card (see Appendix, page 138) was
mailed to the superintendents of the school districts in

which these thirty-six schools are located. These superin-
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cooperate in the study by checking and returning the postal
card granting permission to interview an American history
teacher in the secondary school which had been selected in
their school district. Twenty-four superintendents respond-
ed. Two weeks later a follow-up letter (see Appendix, page
139) was mailed to the twelve superintendents who had not
responded. Three of these responded to the follow-up. As

a result of personal visits four more superintendents agreed
to cooperate. Thus thirty-one or 86 per cent of the first
random sample agreed to cooperate in the study. The five
remalning schools were selected at random from a list of
alternates. All the superintendents of these school dis-
tricts agreed to cooperate.

One American history teacher was selected at random
from each of the schools which had more than one American
history teacher. Twelve of the schools had more than one
American history teacher while twenty-four had only one
American history teacher. These teachers were interviewed.
They were asked to indicate whether they place much emphasis,
some emphasis, little emphasis, or no emphasis on each of
the practices included in the guestionnaire which was used
as an interview check-sheet with this group. Their responses
were recorded at the time of the interview. The first two
interviews were tape recorded and replayed later in an
attempt to discover possible weaknesses in the interview

process. No important weaknesses were discovered and the
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data gathered in these interviews were included in the
study.

At the same time the interviews were being conducted,
the questionnaire with an accompanying letter (see Appendix,
page 140) was mailed to twenty national social studies
specialists. These specialists had been recommended by the
National Council for the Social Studies as authorities in
the field. They were asked to respond to each practice in-
cluded in the questionnaire by recommending that much empha-
sis, some emphasis, little emphasis, or no emphasis be
placed on each of the practices. A follow-up letter (see
Appendix, page 141) was mailed to those national social
studies specialists who had not responded at the end of two
weeks. Thirteen usable responses were returned.

Three copies of the questionnaire with an accompanying
letter (see Appendix, page 142) and a postal card (see
Appendix, page 143) were mailed to the directors of the
history departments in selected colleges and universities
in Texas requesting their cooperation in the study. They
were asked to designate three American historylteachers in
their department to respond to the gquestionnaires and to
return the postal card indicating the names of the respon-
dents. One indicated an unwillingness to cooperate. The
respondents wére asked to respond to each practice py
recommending that much emphasis, some emphasis, little em-

phasis, or no emphasis be placed on each practice included
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in the questionnaire. A follow-up letter (see Appendix,
page 144) was mailed to those who had not responded after
two weeks. Thirty usable responses werea returned. One was
received too late to be computed.

Three copies of the guestionnaire with an accompanying
letter (see Appendix, page 145) and a postal card (see
Appendix, page 146) were also mailed to the directors of the
education departments in selected colleges and universities
in Texas requesting their cooperation in the study. They
were asked to designate three education teachers in their
department to respond to the questionnaire. None indicated
an unwillingness to cooperate. The respondents were asked
to respond to each practice by recommending that much empha-~
sis, some emphasis, little emphasis, or no emphasis be placed
on each practice included in the questionnaire. A follow-up
letter (see Appendix, page 147) was mailed to those who had
not responded after two weeks. Twenty-eight usable responses

wexe returned.

Procedures for Treating Data
All data were tabulated on keypunch work sheets accord-
ing to the emphasis placed on each practice. The information
was put into structured from for the purpose of computing a
Fisher t-ratio. Results from this treatment indicated
(1) whether or not significant differences existed between

the emphasis placed on the practices by American history
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teachers in selected Texas secondary schools and emphasis
recommended by national social studies specialists; (2)
whether or not significant differences existed between the
emphasis placed on the practices by American history teachers
in selected Texas secondary schools and emphasis recommended
by American history teachers in selected Texas colleges and
universities; and (3) whether or not significant differences
existed between the emphasis placed on the practices by
American history teachers in selected Texas secondary schools
and emphasis recommended by education teachers in selected
Texas colleges and universities. All hypotheses were ac-
cepted or rejected at the .05 level of significance. Data
for this study were processed at the North Texas State Uni-

versity Computer Center, Denton, Texas.

Value of the Study

The findings of this study should be of interest to all
persons or groups concerned with the teaching of American
history. Only through an understanding oflexisting con-
ditions can plans for change or improvement be made. Thus
the findings of this study should be of interest to public
school authorities because of their concern with current
practices in the teaching of American history in the secon-
dary school. ZKnowledge of current teaching practices should
be useful in helping public schools plan their equipment and

materials purchases, schedule meetings with consultants, and
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plan for the continuing education of public school teachers.
The findings of this study should also be of interest to those
concerned with teacher education. Through a better under-
standing of the actual teaching practices of secondary school
teachers, those involved in the education of teachers should
be able to adijust the emphasis of teacher education programs

to the most pressing needs of public school teachers.
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CHAPTER II

SURVEY OF THE LITERATURE

Social studies education has been given considerable
attention in the literature in recent years. Much of this
attention has been directed to the content included in this
area of the curriculum, the grade level at which various
social studies courses are taught, the number of students
enrolled in social studies courses, and the preparation of
teachers of social studies. The research that has been done
in these areas seems to support Fraser's (10, p. 421} con-
tention that the basic social studies pattern in many schools
in the 1960's continues to be heavily influenced by the
recommendations made in 1916 by the National Education
Association Committee on the Scocial Studies. She believes
that while significant and new topics and content have been
introduced into existing courses, there remains general
agreement among social studies personnel that the social
studies curriculum needs revising and updating.

A study by Masia (31) supports the contention that
modern social studies curricula are still heavily influenced
by the recommendations of the Committee on the Social Studies
of 1916. Masia surveyed 368 public and nonpublic schools in

the nineteen-state accrediting area of the North Central
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Association. He found that civics was generally taught in
the ninth grade, world history in the tenth grade, American
history in the eleventh grade, and problems courses in the
twelfth grade. Considerable time, however, was being de-
voted to new content within the standard courses and two-
thirds of the schools had adopted special procedures for
taking individual differences into consideration in in-
struction.

Moreland (35) conducted a survey of 281 schools which
he felt constituted a cross section of the schools in the
United States. His purpose was to ascertain the status of
social studies offerings in grades seven through twelve. He
found that 87 per cent of these schools required four vyears
or more of social studies and that 96 per cent required a
minimum of at least two years of social studies. Ninety-six
per cent of the schools in his sample required American
history in the eighth grade and 86 per cent required American
history in the eleventh grade. Moreland concluded that the
social studies curriculum is still primarily oriented to the
more traditionally organized subject matter courses, that
some electives are being offered, but that today's pattern of
required courses strongly reflects the recommendations of
the Committee on the Social Studies of 1916.

A similar study was made by Snyder (48) in the Kansas
secondary schcols. He surveyed 600 high schools and 91

junior high schools. This study alsc revealed that the
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social studies curriculum reflected the recommendations of
the 1916 Committee on Social Studies. Although many of the
behavioral sciences have matured since 1916, they appear to
have received little consideration in the present social
studies curriculum.

Sjostrom (47) surveyed the secondary schools in the
nineteen-state area encompassed by the North Central
Association of Colleges and Secondary Schools to determine
the status of social studies education in that area. His
study revealed that most programs are patterned after the
recommendations of the 1916 model but that some changes are
occurring. These changes, however, are occurring very slowly
and only to a limited extent.

In a review of the research in social studies conducted
in 1964, Harrison and Solomon (20) concluded that some
changes are occurring in social studies education, such as
more emphasis on depth studies, the development of sequential
curriculum and more emphasis on developing inductive think-
ing skills. Yet they also concluded that present social
studies curriculum organization reflects the 1916 model.

Lindsey (28) surveyed twenty-five school districts in
the Texas Panhandle to determine the variety of social
studies courses offered at the secondary level and the grade
level at which these courses were offered. Courses offered
were largely confined to American history in grades eight

and eleven, state history in the seventh grade, world
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history in the tenth grade, and civics in grade twelve.
Eleven of the schools offered a course in geography, eight
offered a course in economics, and one school offered a
course in sociology. It was apparent that only one school
district offered social studies at the ninth grade level and
that most of the courses offered were confined to history
and civics.

Sscott (43) conducted a survey among 732 teachers of
American history in Texas secondary schools to determine the
practices of these teachers concerning content emphases and
time sequence. She concluded that the innovations which
have affected other areas of the curriculum, such as science,
English, and mathematics have not influenced the social
studies curriculum.

The content, organization, and emphases of sociél_
studies seem to have changed relatively little in the last
fifty years. Yet present trends seem to indicate that
marked changes will occur in the immediate future. Praser
(11) believes that coming changes in social studies content
may be seen under three headings. First, concepts will be
drawn from other disciplines such as economics, sociology,
anthropology, and geography. As a result, a wider variety
of social sciences will play a vital role in the social
studies curriculum. Second, efforts to relate social studies
more directly to conditions and problems of our society will

receive greater emphasis. And finally, there will be changes
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in the grade placement of content. Through better structure,
broader and deeper content will be introduced earlier in the
child's educational experiences. Fraser (10) further pre~
dicts that there will be a move away from general surveys
toward depth studies which will permit a more intensive study
of selected topics, that more emphasis will be placed upon
inductive learning and the discovery approach, and that more
and better materials will become increasingly available.

Carpenter (4) agrees that current trends in social
studies education are away from the traditional pattern
which has long dominated the soclal studies curriculum. The
trend is toward effective objectives which place greater
emphasis on the development of skills and abilities rather
than the accumulation of knowledge.

Fraser (10} and Ellsworth (8) have noted that present
trends in social studies education are bound to affect social
studies teachers. Most social studies teachers received the
bulk of their training in history and geography. The prep-
aration of these teachers will need to be strengthened in
sociology, anthropology, psychology, and economics. Social
studies teachers will also be required to pay closer
attention to the learning process and the development of new
instructional resources.

If the content, organization, and emphases of social
studies education have changed relatively little in the last

fifty years, it would also seem reasonable to conclude that
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classroom methods, practices, and techniques have also
changed very little during the same period. There is much
research which indicates that such a conclusion is justified.

Monroe (34} surveyed the social studies programs of
1,273 secondary schools in the North Central Association of
Colleges and Secondary Schools. This study revealed that
the use of notebooks, supervised study, and socialized reci-
tation were the predominant methods used in these schools.
The dominant role of the textbook was indicated by the fact
that 93 per cent of the schools attempted to cover the entire
period with which the textbook dealt. Monroce's study was
completed in 1923. A study several years later by the
National Education Association (36), involving 584 elementary
school social studies teachers, indicated that 42 per cent
used textbook recitation and socialized recitation pre-
dominantly.

Another study of methods and practices was made by
Gross (16), who surveyed 100 California high schools to
determine the major causes of dissatisfaction with the
typical American history course. Since the author felt that
the types of course organization and instructional methods
used would suggest causes of dissatisfaction, his study in-
cluded an analysis of course organization, methods, and
motivation, It was found that 63 per cent of the schools
used a straight chronological organization or some variation

of that organization. Seventy-nine per cent reported
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following the textbook closely with the textbook serving as
the heart of the course. While 89 per cent c¢laimed to use
the unit method of instruction, classroom practices revealed
a misunderstanding of what is meant by a unitary concept.
Group discussion and supervised study were the most freguent-
ly used methods. Some use was made of teacher-pupil planning,
individualized assignments, library research, and group pro-
jects. Among the least used methods were sociodrama, field
trips, the use of resource persons, critical work in the
sources, the construction of maps, and the drawing of cartoons.
There was little attempt to participate in community affairs
or coordinate social studies with other subjects. The
guestion-and-answer recitation method was still high on the
list of many teachers. Variety and range of methods used

was limited. The political aspects of history still re-
ceived the major emphasis. Evaluation continued to be large-
ly an attempt to measure the knowledge of content. Few
attempts were made to evaluate attitudes and behavior beyond
the classroom. Most of these teachers felt that they needed
a stronger background in sociology, anthropology, psychology,
and geography.

Siemers (46) also surveyed 100 social studies teachers
in California in order to determine the variety of materials
and methods to which world history students were exposed.

He drew the following conclusions: (1) more time was given

to peolitical and historical concepts than to social, military,
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and religious concepts; (2) a majority favored a chronologi-
cal approach to teaching rather than a topical approach;

(3) two-thirds used some type of teaching unit; (4) most
favored lectures and discussion as teaching devices; (5) two-~
thirds used teacher constructed objectives and class contri-
butions for evaluation; and (6) one-half never used committee
work.

A study by Posey (38) also indicated that a traditional
approach was belng taken to the teaching of eighth grade
social studies in Louisiana. According to this study, out-
dated textbooks were being used, limited supplementary books
were avallable, some teachers of social studies were unquali-
fied to teach the subject, the unit method was not commonly
used, and teachers needed opportunities to learn to use new
materials and methods.

A study was conducted by Gandy (12) in the San Francisco
area in which he tried to determine the teachers' evaluation
of twenty-three teaching techniques, the extent to which
they were used, and the availability of necessary facilities,
materials, and equipment. The data were collected by inter-
viewing thirty-eight geography teachers. He found that map
exercises and textbook assignments were the most commonly
used methods. Field trips, dramatizations, independent
work, and correspondence with foreign students ranked low in

use,
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Thompson (50) surveyed 169 teachers of twelfth grade
social studies in Alabama in an attempt to discover what
courses were being taught and to gather pertinent infor-
mation concerning the teaching of these courses. He found
that a majority used the discussion method, less than one-
half required their students to subscribe to some periodical,
tests and classwork served as the major basis of evaluation,
and many indicated a need for a wider variety of teaching
materials. Thompson also found that in a majority of the
cases students participated in the selection of some topics
to be studied and that a variety of instructional materials
were being used.

Similar conditions were found by Lea (26). Her study
among social studies teachers at the intermediate level
showed that little use was made of magazines, newspapers,
radio, or television. It was also found that teachers who
made use of more materials also made more extensive use of
unit planning and that their students made greater gains in
achievement and reported a more positive attitude toward
social studies. Wendt (51) also found evidence of the tra-
ditional approach. Her study involving 147 elementary
homercom teachers revealed that these teachers were more
concerned with teaching facts than with concept and general-
ization building, problem solving, and critical thinking.
Fraser (10, p. 421) agrees that traditional teaching methods

are still much in evidence. She believes that instruction
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in many classrooms is ineffective or at least less effective
than it should be and that there is still too much emphasis
upon recitation, textbook assignments, and evaluation based
on the retention of specific facts. Rundell (41, pp. 521~
522) believes that history is often treated as a closed body
of facts which must be transferred from the mind of the
teacher to the minds of the students. Many of the methods
used by history teachers, according to Rundell, have Dbeen
borrowed from their college teachers.

In a study by Duffey (7) an attempt was made to dis-
cover the prevailing practices of 538 teachers and student
teachers of social studies. These practices were compared
with practices recommended by cdllege teachers and recog-
nized authorities in the teaching of social studies.
Disagreement was found in four of the nine areas surveyed.

Traditional methods also seem to prevail in the teach-
ing of government, geography, and economics. Holman (21)
found that secondary school government teachers in Texas are
strongly in favor of lecture and discussion as methods em—
ployed in their classrooms. A study by Anderson (1) revealed
that geography still occupies the place traditionally assign-
ed to it., This study, which was conducted in the North-
central states in schools in cities having a population of
10,000 or more, concluded that geography is still presented

primarily as a basis for studying and interpreting other
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subjects. Green (13) examined 125 available research reports
and 739 related articles in order to determine the present
status of econcmics teaching. He found that most teachers
place heavy emphasis on the lecture-discussion method.
According to the research which he reviewed, most economics
teachers were inadequately prepared even at a minimum level
of six semester hours.

Other studies which have been limited to one particular
aspect of teaching practices used by social studies teachers
also reveal the continuance of traditional methods. Gross
{(15) attempted to analyze the evaluative techniques used by
100 history teachers. He found that teacher-made objective
tests were the major evaluative instruments employed. Class
discussion, recitation, and oral reports were used more
often than essay tests, student papers, notebooks, group
projects, or individual projects for evaluating students.
Subjective and projective methods of evaluation such as
anecdotal records, inventories, student self-evaluation, and
sociometry were almost completely neglected. Evaluation
practices revealed that history teachers evaluate primarily
in terms of command of content, the overwhelming concern of
these teachers' efforts. Gross (17) conducted a similar
study several years later. A sixty-item questionnaire was
given to 600 social studies teachers whose names were select-

ed at random from the mailing list of the National Council
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for the Social Studies. These teachers represented a pro-
fessionally oriented group whose practices were assumed to
be in advance of those followed by a general sampling of
social studies teachers. The study indicated that these
teachers (1) frequently failed to relate their evaluation
practices o the aims they claimed for their cfferings,
(2) failed to use the full range of available evaluation
techniques, (3) were lacking in statistical sophistication,
{4} failed to use student constructed tests, (5) by their
practices leave the impression with students that testing
is a coercive weapon to be used against the student, and
(6) failed to perceive the implications of evaluation beyond
grading students.

Kepner's (24, p. 143) assertion in 1935 that the "text-
book has reigned supreme in the educational world from the

first edition of the New England Primer” still appears to be

an accurate estimate of the role of textbooks in social
studies classes. Horn (22, p. 218) agrees that the textbook
determines the course of most social studies courses "either
as a whole or in part.™ Feany (9, p. 123) found that the
textbook was the first item of equipment to be found in a
typical social studies class in the schools he surveyed.
Spradlin (23) reported similar findings. A survey by Gross
(14) of 100 California secondary schools revealed that 79

per cent of the American history teachers in those schools
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followed one textbook closely. On the basis of this study

it was concluded that the textboock was the heart of the
courses taught by these teachers, that it furnished the basic
orgaﬁization of most of the courses they taught, and that
command of textbook content is a major end in itself.

Hansen {19) has also reported that the textboeok is the
major organizing center for classroom learning activities.
This conclusion was based on the results of a study of the
social studies programs in selected Wisconsin junior high
schools. The study included 125 social studies teachers.
Following a meeting with the history teachers from five
eastern high schools, Halsey (18) reported that these
teachers required thelir students to read from one textbook.
The day-to-day reading assignments were discussed in class
with only an occasional lecture on background information on
particular topics. McAulay (30) surveyed 250 social studies
teachers and found that 116 had seldom or never used the
course of study provided by their school system. One of the
main reasons for their failure to use the prescribed curric-
ulum was that the course of study was out of harmony with
the adopted texﬁbooks.

Shaver (45) did a study based on the assumption that
social studies textbooks are determinative features in many
social studies classrooms. The purpose of this study was to
determine the treatment accorded reflective thinking in

social studies textbooks. Ninety-three textbooks were
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examined. It was concluded in this study that any attempt
to teach reflective thinking will have to be done through
the teachers' effort to go beyond the téxtbook.

According to Cox, Girault, and Metcalf (5, p. 353), the
treatment of controversial issues has received little
attention in the literature. The few studies, however, which
are available indicate a tfaditional attitude toward the
teaching of controversial issues. Yet a study by Michaelis
(33) revealed that teaching controversial issues was rated
by high school teachers as a question of first importance.
McAulay (29) conducted a study with 648 elementary school
teachers. Eighty per cent reported that they did not in-~
clude controversial issues in their social studies classes.
They also revealed a confusion about the nature of such
problems. Many viewed students' personal problems as con-
troversial issues. Kirby {25) found that the 106 teachars
and 20 principals who took part in his study believed that
controversial issues should be included in the social studies
program but that they tended to give more consideration to
adult problems than to problems oriented toward youth. A
greater percentage of principals than teachers believed that
controversial issues should be included in social studies
courses. A study by Deam (6), however, contradicts these
findings. The purpose of this study was to obtain and com-
pafe the opinions of superintendents, school board members,

secondary school principals, and social studies teachers
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concerning the treatment of controversial issues in secon-
dary schocl American history and government classes. It was
found that social studies teachers were more concerned about
the handling of controversial issues than either of the other
three groups. Further findings indicated that these three
groups felt that some controversial issues were more suitable
for discussion than others and that the freedom to discuss
controversial issues should be somewhat circumscribed. Social
studies teachers themselves endorsed specific limitations.
There, however, was a lack of written policy dealing with

the teaching of controversial issues.

Park (37) conducted a study in which he attempted to
determine the kinds of perceptual experiences provided for
junior and senior high school social studies students. The
data were gathered through classroom observations of 227
classes in Chicago, suburbs north and west of Chicago, and
in Wisconsin. Some of the classes were visited as many as
five times. Activities most frequently observed in these
classes were class discussion, listening to lectures, taking
down assignments, taking oral and written examinations, en-
gaging in supervised study, oral reporting by students, and
oral reading, in that order of frequency. It was found that
limited use was made of visual aids. Globes, opague pro-
jectors, motion pictures, slides, records and radios were
seldom used. Not one field trip was planned by the 227

classes visited. Classroom equipment present in the
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schoolroom for the last century, that is, maps and the chalk-
board, were most frequently used for presenting perceptual
experiences. The use of perceptual media varied little from
teacher to teacher.

A study by White (53) revealed similar conditions rela-
tive to the use of reference materials. Fifty-five Iowa high
schools were included in this study in an attempt to deter-
mine the quantity and quality of reference material available
in the libraries of these schools and the utilization of the
materials. It was found that the larger schools had more
materials available and that the materials in the larger
high schools were of superior quality. Yet, teachers even
in these schools failed to make extensive use of reference
materials. This study concluded that these teachers failed
to use even those materials available to them.

Some attention has also been given to the study of con-
temporary affairs in social studies classes. Rodine (40)
examined the availability of various news magazines in 220
high schools in Washington. He found that fewer than one-
half of the larger schools subscribed to liberal magazines

such as Nation and New Republic. However, fewer than 5 per

cent of the smaller schools subscribed to such magazines.

Progressive, an even more liberal publication, was taken by

only 11 per cent of the larger schools and none of the
smaller ones. Nearly all of the larger schools and 90 per

cent of the smaller schools subscribed to such magazines as
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U. S§. News and World Report, Newsweek, Time, Life, and

Reader's Digest

Prpich (39) also conducted a study concerned with con-
temporary affairs instruction in social studies classes. He
questioned forty-seven social studies teachers in four high
schools in Salt Lake City, Utah. He found that these teach-
ers attached importance to contemporary affairs yet they
spent only ten to twenty minutes per week studying contem-
porary affairs. Their most commonly used methods were class
discussion, lecturing, and having students collect clippings
and pictures. These teachers were more concerned with
evaluating knowledge possessed by students than attitude
change.

Methods for organizing the content of social studies
courses have also been matters of concern. Lindahl (27)
found that the topical method was the most commonly used
method among the subjects in his study. The unit method
ranked second. Lindahl predicted that within two or three
years from the date of his study (1931) the unit method
would prevail. Yet, some years later, Feany (9) found that
the content of most social studies courses was most fre-
quently organized topically around a basic textbook and
broadened with some collateral readings. Two decades later,
Sand (42) found that while many teachers spoke of using the
unit method of organization, they more frequently actually

used the topic method.
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Objections to the current use of objectives for teach-
ing social studies seem to be rather well summarized by
Metcalf (32) who contends that objectives are usually stated
in such glittering generalities that the real purpose of
social studies is vague bevond recognition. He further be-
lieves that the list of objectives is usually so extensive
that no teacher could accomplish them in a lifetime. The
practice of writing down objectives is a ritual seldom taken
seriously by teachers, most of whom seem to have no other
purpose than to keep youth busy and out of mischief, accord-
ing to Metcalf. Westerman (52), however, believes that
pupils are being given a more important part in planning the
content and objectives to be included in secondarv school
social studies programs. His review of professional publi-
cations between 1920 and 1956 indicated that teacher-pupil
planning has been an increasingly accepted classroom process.

Thus traditional methods seem to prevail in most social
studies classes. Yet research has indicated that a more
flexible approach would yield greater returns. Stovall (49)
reviewed the research which has been done concerning the
relative merits of the lecture and discussion methods. He
concluded that research indicates that the lecture method is
superior to group discussion where acquisition of information
was the criterion. Discussion, however, has been found to
be more effective at stimulating critical thinking, develop-

ing a deeper understanding of subject matter, and affecting
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attitudes. Stovall (49, p. 257) also concluded that a
flexible plan employing both lecture and discussion along
with a variety of other techniques such as committee work,
sociodrama, and audio-visual aids can be expected to yield
the richest returns.

Searles (44) found that traditional methods largely
dominate methods courses in the training of high school
teachers of social studies. He found instructors in social
studies methods courses stressing only five of fourteen
basic methods. Most commonly emphasized were group dis-
cussion, group reports, unit approaches, use of current
periodical material, and individual reports. He concluded
that these teachers continue large~scale use of more tra-
ditional methods.

Brodbelt (3) also examined current patterns in the °
secondary school social studies teacher-education field. He
surveyed all the personnel teaching in the secondary scocial
studies field of education in colleges and universities
throughout the United States. It was found that these
teachers used a textbook 75 per cent of the time and empha-
sized subject matter competency. Yet they also emphasized
critical thinking and felt that more emphasis should be
placed on the behavioral sciences in the high school curric-

ulum.
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In spite of the predominance of a traditional approach
to teaching social studies, the indications are that this
approach will be changed. Bevans (2) conducted a study in
which over 4,000 California teachers and professors attempt-
ed to predict what will be expected of social studies
teachers in the future. It was concluded that social studies
teachers will be expected to take a more active part in plan-
ning their own programs, to be well prepared in several of
the social sciences with specialization in selected fields,
and to be able to study, analyze, and interpret current
social problems. It was further predicted that more emphasis
will be placed upon preparing younc people to be active
citizens and that the effectiveness of instruction will be
measured more and more by reference to its influence on be-
havior. Teachers will be expected to make use of. an
abundance of available materials as the textbook ceases to

be the sole guide to learning.



10.

11.

CHAPTER BIBLIOGRAPHY

Anderson, Randall C., "Geography in Secondary Education,”
Dissertation Abstracts, XXIV (1963), 2318.

Bevans, Lloyd E., "What Will We Expect of Social Studies
Teachers, " CTA Journal, LVII {(November, 1961), 14.

Brodbelt, Samuel S., "Existing Patterns and Projected
Trends in Social Studies Teacher-Education as seen
by Professors Engaged in this Field," Dissertation
Abstracts, XXIV (1964), 4565.

Carpenter, Helen McCracken, "Change, Why Must It Come?"
The Instructor, LXXVI (March, 1967), 78-79..

Cox, Benjamin C., Emily S. Girault, and Lawrence E.
Metcalf, "Review of Research in Social Studies:
1965," Social Education, XXX (May, 1966}, 348-357.

Deam, Calvin W., "Opinions of Virginia School-men Con-
cerning the Treatment of Controversial Issues,"
Dissertation Abstracts, XVII (1957), 2219.

Duffey, Robert V., "A Study of the Reported Practices
of 538 Temple University Graduates and Students in
the Teaching of Social Studies in the Elementary
School," Dissertation Abstracts, XVI (1854), 1404.

Ellsworth, Ruth, "Peachers Adapt to Change," The
Instructor, LXXVI (March, 1967), 107-108.

Feany, P. J., "A Study of Instructional Practices and
Equipment Used in Observed Lessons in the Social
Studies in Grades Six, Seven, and Eight in
Selected Cities of the Middle West," Journal of
Educational Research, XXX (January, 1937), 355.

Fraser, Dorothy McClure, "Status and Expectations of
Current Research and Development Projects," Social
Education, XXIX {November, 1965), 421-434.

» "Trends in Content," The

Instructor, LXXVI (March, 1967}, 83, 85.



46

12. Gandy, Willard Eugene, "The Status of Geography in the
Public Senior High Schools of California,”
Dissertation Abstracts, XX (1960), 4347,

13. Green, Gerald Gene, "The Teaching of Economics: A
Comprehensive Analysis and Synthesis of Research
Findings and Thought (Volume I and II}," Disser-
tation Abstracts, XXVI (1965), 1l56.

14, Gross, Richard E., "American History Teachers Look at
the Book," Phi Delta Kappan, XXXIII (January, 1952),
290-291,

15. , "Evaluative Practices in United States
History Classes,” Social Studies, XLIV (January,
1953), 23-26.

16. , "What's Wrong with American History?"
Social Education, XVI (April, 1952), 157-161.

17. Gross, Richard E. and Dwight W. Allen, "Problems and
Practices in Social Studies Evaluation," Social
Education, XXXI (March, 1967), 207-208, 211.

18. Halsey, Van R., "American History: A New High School
Course," Social Education, XXVII {May, 1963), 249-
252.

19. Hansen, John Hiram, "The Social Studies Program of a
Representative Sample of Wisconsin Junior High
Schools and the Preparation of Social Studies
Teachers," Dissertation Abstracts, XXV (1964), 2365-
2366.

20. Harrison, Sylvia E. and Robert J. Solomon, "Research on
the Social Studies Curriculum," The Education
Digest, XXXI (October, 1965), 52-54.

21. Holman, Dorothy R., "An Analysis of Senior High School
Government Courses in Public Schools of Texas,”
unpublished master's thesis, North Texas State
University, Denton, Texas, 1962.

22. Horn, Ernest, Methods of Instruction in Social Studies,
Dallas, Texas, Charles Scribner's Sons, 1937.

23, FKennedy, Anna C. and Fred B. Painter, "Materials for
Social Sstudies Programs,"” National Council for
the Social Studies, Twelfth Yearbook, Washington,

D. C., National Council for the Social Studies,
1941.




24.

25.

26.

27.

28.

29-

30.

31.

32.

33.

34.

35.

47

Kepner, Tyler, "The Influence of Textbooks upon Method,"
National Council for the Social Studies, Fifth
Yearbook, Philadelphia, McKinley Publishing Co.,
1935. )

Kirby, Thelma Thompson, "A Study of the Handling of
Controversial Issues in Social Studies Classes of
Selected High Schools in Georgia," Dissertation
Abstracts, XXV (1965), 5021.

Lea, Hope Marilyn Holebeck, "A Study of Some Character-
istics of the Variability of Teacher Activities in
Social Studies and Pupil Response and Achievement,"
Dissertation Abstracts, XXVI (1965), 2590.

Lindahl, Hannah M., "History of the Intermediate Grades,"
Elementary School Journal, XXXII (December, 1931),
5-604

Lindsey, Richard A., "The Social Studies Curriculum in
the Texas Panhandle," Peabody Journal of Education,
XL1IV (November, 1966), 149-152.

McAulay, John D., "Controversial Issues in Social
Studies,” Education, LXXXVI (September, 1965), 27-
30.

, "What's Wrong with the Social Studies?"
Social Education, XVI (December, 1952}, 377-378.

Masia, Bertram A., "Profile of the Current Secondary
Social Studies Curriculum in the North Central
Association Schools," Study conducted under the
auspices of NCA Foreign Relations Project, 1964.

Metcalf, Lawrence E., "Some Guide Lines for Changing
Social Studies Education," Social Education,
XXVII {(April, 1963), 197-201.

Michaelis, Jchn U., "Current Instructional Problems in
Secondary School Social Studies," Social Education,
X (November, 1946}, 307-310.

Monrce, Walters and 1. 0. Foster, "The Status of the
Social Sciences in the High Schools of the North
Central Association,” University of Illinois
Bulletin, XX (Januvary 1, 1923), 32-33.

Moreland, Willis D., "Curriculum Trends in the Social
Studies," Social Education, XXVI (February, 1962),
73-76, 102.




36.

37.

38.

39.

490,

41.

42,

43,

44,

45,

46.

47,

48

National Education Association, "Improving Social Studies
Instruction,” Rescarch Bulletin of the National
Education Association, XV (November, 1937), 187-258.

Park, Joe, "Are We Using Visual Aids?" Social Education,
XITI {(April, 1948}, 163~165.

Posey, Katye L., "Suggested Content for the Eighth
Grade Social Studies Program in Louisiana to
Support the Principal Objectives of the Program
as Stated by Selected Teachers and Listed by the
State Department of Education," Disseration
Abstracts, XX (1860), 3132,

Prpich, Mike, "An Analysis of the Teaching of Current
Events in the Social Studies Curriculum in the
High Schools of Salt Lake City, Utah, 1962-63,"
Dissertation Abstracts, XXV (1964), 2323.

Rodine, Floyd, "“Teach Them to Think . . . Our Way!"
The Social Studies, LVI {(Cctober, 1965), 180-182.

Rundell, Walter, Jr., "History Teaching: A Legitimate
Concern," Social Education, XXIX (December, 1965),
521-524.

Sand, Ole P., "Continuity and Sequence in Social Studies
Curriculum,"” Journal of Educational Research, XLIV
(ARpril, 1951), S72.

Scott, Dorothy Marie, "A Survey of Social Studies Pro-
grams in Texas High Schools, Grades 9-12, 1964-
65," unpublished doctoral dissertation, North Texas
State University, Denton, Texas, 1965.

Searles, John E., "The Social Studies Methods Course in
the Training of High School Teachers," unpublished
doctoral dissertation, Stanford University, 1952.

Shaver, James P., "Reflective Thinking, Values and
Social Studies Textbooks," The School Review,
LXXITI {(Autumn, 1965), 226-257.

Siemers, Allan A., "World History: Practices and
Problems," Social Education, XXIV (April, 1960),
153-157.

Sjostrom, Jack Ellsworth, "An Appraisal of the Curric-
ulum Status, Trends, and Technigues Used in Social
Studies Curriculum Revision in Selected North
Central Association High Schools,™ Dissertation
Abstracts, XXV (1964), 5651.




48.

49Q

50.

51.

52,

53,

49

Snyder, Eldon E., "The Social Studies Curriculum in
Kansas Secondary Schools," Social Education,
XXVIII (March, 1964), 152-154.

Stovall, Thomas P., "Lecture vs. Discussion," Phi Delta
Kappan, XXXIX (March, 1958), 255-258. '

Thompson, James R., "A Study of Twelfth Grade Social
Studies in White Alabama High Schools," Dissertation

Abstracts, XXI (1961), 2540.

Wendt, Shirley Caroline, "A Survey of the Educational
Backgrounds and the Problems Met by a Selected
Group of Elementary Teachers Teaching Social
Studies in Homeroom in a Metropolitan Area,"
Dissertation Abstracts, XXV {(1965), 5702-5703.

Westerman, W. Scott, Jr., "Teacher-Pupil Planning in
the Teaching of Secondary School Social Studies as
Described in Professional Publications Between 1920
and 1956," Dissertation Abstracts, XIX (1958). 746.

White, Kenneth E., "A Description of the Quantity,
Quality, and Utilization of Reference Materials
for Social Studies in Selected Iowa High Schools,"
Dissertation Abstracts, XIV (1954), 1649.




CHAPTER III
PRESENTATION OF FINDINGS

Introduction

The hypothesis for this study concerned the differences
between the emphasis placed on teaching practices by American
history teachers in selected Texas secondary schools and the
emphasis recommended for the same practices by national social
studies specialists, American history teachers in selected
Texas colleges and universities, and education teachers in
selected Texas colleges and universities. The t technique
was the statistical technique used to determine the level of
significance of the differences. Each hypothesis was arbi-
trarily accepted or rejected at the .05 level of significance.
When the level of significance reached the .02 level, the
.01 level, or the .001 level, this was reported.

The t-ratios are presented in tabular form for the items
of each section of the questionnaire. The results pertaining
te each of the hypotheses will be presented and each hypoth-
esis accepted or rejected following the presentation of the
results related to that hypothesis. All of the statistical
computations were deone at the North Texas State University

Computer Center, Denton, Texas.

BN
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Hypothesis I

According to Hypothesis I, there would be a significant
difference in the emphasis placed by secondary school Ameri-
can history teachers on the practices included in this study
and the emphasis recommended for those same practices by
national social studies specialists.

The data for Section I yielded t-ratios for four items
wiich were not significant, indicating agreement between the
two groups. Significant t-ratios at greater than the .05
level were obtained for eight other items, as indicated in

Table T.

TABLE I

COMPARISON OF EMPHASIS PLACED ON THE USE OF OBJECTIVES
BY SECONDARY SCHOOL AMERICAN HISTORY TEACHERS
AND NATIONAL SOCIAL STUDIES SPECIALISTS
(QUESTIONNAIRE SECTION I: OBJECTIVES)

Secondary School Nat'l Social
American History Studies
Teachers Specialists Level of
- Signifi-
Ttem M S.D. M- S5.D. t cance
1 1.89 .99 3.31 .99 -4,59 001
2 2.22 .97 3.00 .78 -2.52 .02
3 3.50 .55 3.85 .36 ~1.82 NS*
4 3.39 .76 3.15 1.03 .83 NS
5 2.97 .96 3.46 .75 -1.63 NS
6 3.50 .69 2.85 .86 2.38 .05
7 2.11 1.12 3.08 1.07 -2.81 .01
8 3.39 .68 4.00 .00 -2.98 .01
9 2.89 .77 3.54 .50 -2.52 .02
10 3.11 .66 3.31 .99 - .67 NS
11 1.75 .95 2.92 .92 -3.63 .001
12 2.64 1.08 3.54 .75 ~2.92 .01
*Not significant.
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The two groups were in agreement on the following:

Objectives that stress the development of understanding and

concepts (Item 3), Objectives that stress the development of

attitudes (Item 4), Objectives that stress changes in Qghavior

{Item 5), and Objectives that stress the development of social

skills (Item 10).
There was significant disagreement between the two

groups at greater than the .001 level on Written unit objec-

tives (Item 1) and Student participation in the formulation

of objectives (Item 11). National social studies specialists

appear to prlace more emvhasis on written unit objectives and
student participation in the formulation of objectives than
secondary school American history teachers.

The national social studies specialists place more

emphasis on Objectives stated in terms of specific behavior

(Item7) , Objectives that stress the development of critical

thinking (Item 8), and Evaluation of students' progress in

reaching cobjectives (Item 12) than secondary school American

history teachers. Disagreement on these three items was
significant at greater than the .01 level.
Disagreement was significant at greater than the .02

level on Written lesson objectives (Item 2} and Objectives

that stress the development of research skills (Item 9).

The national social studies specialists place more emphasis
on these items than secondary scheool American history

teachers.
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Secondary schocl American history teachers appear to

place more emphasis on Objectives that stress learning infor-

mation (Ttem 6) than national social studies specialists.
Disagreement was significant at gréater than the .05 level.
The data for Section II yielded t-ratios for three items
- which were not significant, indicating agreement between the
two groups. Significant t-ratios at greater than the .05

level were obtained for nine other items, as indicated in

Table II.

TABLE II

COMPARISON OF EMPHASIS PLACED ON CONTENT ORGANIZATION BY
SECONDARY SCHOOI AMERICAN HISTORY TEACHERS AND
NATIONAL SOCIAL STUDIES SPECIALISTS
(QUESTIONNAIRE SECTION II:

CONTENT ORGANIZATION)

Secondary School Nat'l Social
American History Studies
Teachers Specialists Level of
~— Signifi-
Item M S.D. M 5.D. t cance
1 3.33 .88 2.00 1.04 4,28 .001
2 2.25 1.21 3.00 .68 -2.42 .02
3 1.33 .71 2,92 .47 -5.84 .001
4 1.53 .87 3.08 .73 -5.22 .001
5 2.00 1.00 3.08 .73 -3.52 .001
6 2.42 1.14 3.15 77 ~-2.30 .05
7 2.69 .88 3.54 .50 -3.25 .01
8 3.14 .89 3.38 .62 - .95 NS*
9 3.00 .78 3.46 .50 -~1.91 NS
10 2.42 .89 3.38 .49 -3.53 .001
11 1.83 .83 3.08 .73 -4.27 .001
12 2.22 1.00 2.69 1.07 -1.49 NS

*Not significant.
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The two groups were in agreement on the following:

Integration of geographv into the course (Item 8), Integration

political science into the course (Item 9), and Integration

& 1R

psychology into the course (Item 12).

The national social studies specialists appear to place

more emphasis on Unit textbooks (Item 3), Teacher-pupil

planned units (Item 4), Course organized around teacher

selected problems (Item 5}, Integration of sociology into

the course (Item 10), and Integration of anthropology into

the course (Item 11) than secondary school American history

teachers. The difference was significant at greater than the
.001 level for these five items. Secondary school American

history teachers place more emphasis on Chronological orga-

nization according to the organization of a textbook (Item 1)

than national social studies specialists. Disagreement on
this item was significant at greater than the .001 level.
Secondary school American history teachers appear to

place less emphasis on Integration of economics into the

course {(Item 7) than national social studies specialists.
The difference was significant at greater than the .01 level.
National social studies specialists place more emphasis on

Topical unit organization (Item 2) than the other group.

Disagreement was significant at greater than the .02 level.
National social studies specialists also place more emphasis

on Depth studies (Item 6) than secondary school American

history teachers. Disagreement on this item was significant

at greater than the .05 level.
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A study of the data presented in Table III shows that

Section III yielded t-ratios for six items which were not

significant, indicating agreement between the two groups.

Significant t-ratios at greater than the .05 level were ob-

tained for thirteen other items.

TABLE III

COMPARISON OF EMPHASIS PLACED ON METHODS AND TECHNIQUES

BY SECONDARY

SCROOL AMERICAN

HISTORY TEACHERS

AND NATIONAL SOCIAL STUDIES SPECIALISTS

(QUESTIONNAIRE SECTION IITI:

METHODS AND TECHNIQUES)

Secondary School Nat'l Social
American History Studies
Teachers Specialists Level of
- Signifi-
Item M S.D. M 5.D. t cance
1 3.61 .59 2.92 .92 2.75 .01
2 2.28 .84 3.15 .53 -3.21 .01
3 2.72 .65 3.46 .50 -3.22 .01
4 1.89 .81 2.92 .73 -3.93 .001
5 2.36 . 85 3.62 .62 -4.78 .001
6 1.67 .88 2.77 .70 -4.,07 .001
7 1.94 .94 2.62 .74 -2.25 .05
8 1.53 .76 2.85 .77 -4.91 .001
9 2.89 .94 2.77 .80 .39 Ns*
10 2.53 .80 2.69 .72 ~ .63 NS
11 2.92 .76 2.92 .73 - .02 NS
12 1.78 .82 2.00 .68 - .82 NS
13 2.11 1.02 2.69 .72 -1.94 NS
14 1.53 .60 2.92 .73 -5.68 .001
15 1.64 .71 2.85 .77 -4.,46 .001
16 3.00 .67 2.92 .73 .34 NS
17 1.28 .61 2.69 .82 -5.43 .001
18 1.61 .79 2.31 | .82 -2.46 .02
19 1.08 .28 2.31 .91 -4.92 .001
?

*Not significant.
g
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Agreement between the two groups was indicated on the

fellowing: Supervised study (Item 9}, Visual presentations

by students (Item 10}, Oral reporting by students (Item 11},

Student construction of miniature models, etc. (Item 12),

Exhibits of objects, specimens, mcdels, etc. (Item 13), and

Activities involving visual presentations by the teacher

(Item 16}.
The data presented in Table III indicate disagreement
between the two groups significant at greater than the .001

level on Committee worX for projects other than research

projects (Item 4), Problem solving (Item 5), Role playing

and/or sociodrama (Item 6), Field trips (Item 8), Student

interviews of resource persons (Item 14), Classroom pre-

sentations by resource persons (Item 15), Specific service

projects for the school and/or community (Item 17), and

Letter writing by students to persons outside the United

States (Item 19). National social studies specialists place
more emphasis on all of these methods and techniques than
secondary school American history teachers.

Secondary school American history teachers appear to

place more emphasis on Teacher led discussion (Item 1) than

national social studies specialists. Disagreement on this
method was significant at greater than the .01 level. Dig-
agreement between the two groups was also significant at

greater than the .01 level on Committee work for research
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projects (Item 2) and Individual research (Item 3) with the

national social studies specialists placing more emphasis
on these methods than secondary school American history
teachers.

Disagreement between the two groups was significant at

greater than the .02 level on Letter writing by students to

persons outside the community (Item 18). National social

studies specialists appear to place more emphasis on this
practice than secondary school American history teachers.
National social studies specialists appear to place

more emphasis on Debates in which students participate (Item

7) than secondary school American history teachers. The
difference between the two groups was significant at greater
than the .05 level on this method.

The data for Section IV yielded t-ratios for nine items
which were not significant, indicating agreement between the
groups. Significant t-ratios at greater than the .05 level
were obtained for fifteen other items, as indicated in Table
IV.

The two groups were in agreement on the following:

Workbooks (Item 5}, Teacher's manual to accompany textbook

{Item 6), Chalkboard (Item 7), Wall maps (Item 8), Road maps

(Item 9), Pictures (Item 11), Disc recordings (Item 15),

Reference books (Item 17), and Teacher duplicated materials

(Ttem 24).
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TABLE IV

COMPARISON OF EMPHASIS PLACED ON THE USE OF MATERIALS
BY SECONDARY SCHOOL AMERICAN HISTORY TEACHERS
AND NATIONAL SOCIAL STUDIES SPECIALISTS
(QUESTIONNAIRE SECTION IV: MATERIALS)

Secondary School Nat’'l Social
American History Studies
Teachers Specialists Level of
Signifi-
Item M S.D. M S.D. t cance
1 2.72 1.46 1.46 .84 3.51 .001
2 1.25 .83 1.77 .70 -2.14 .05
3 1.92 1.38 2.92 1.00 ~-2.71 .01
4 1.11 .52 3.31 .91 -9.01 .001
5 1.53 .99 1.77 1.05 - .80 NS*
6 2.36 1.21 2.08 1.14 - .81 NS
7 3.06 .85 3.31 .82 - .97 NS
8 3.36 .89 3.69 .46 ~-1.39 NS
9 1.83 1.07 2.38 .74 -1.80 NS
10 2,33 1.08 3.62 .62 -4,37 .001
11 2,78 1.00 3.31 .46 -1.88 NS
12 2.61 1.06 3.23 .58 -2.04 .05
13 1.92 1.04 3.15 .53 -3.96 .001
14 2.47 1.09 3.31 .46 -2.64 .02
i5 2.36 1.18 3.00 .55 -1.99 NS
16 1.64 .82 3.15 .66 -5.35 .001
17 3.08 .68 3.46 .63 -1.51 NS
18 3.06 .94 3.69 .61 -2.48 .02
19 1.19 .62 2.69 .72 -6.17 .001
20 1.94 1.00 2.62 .62 -2.24 .05
21 l.64 .98 2.92 .62 -4.21 .001
22 2.25 1.04 3.31 .61 -3.47 .01
23 1.17 .44 2.23 .89 -4.09 .001
24 3.19 .81 3.00 .78 .73 NS

*Not significant,

National social studies specialists appear to place
more emphasis than secondary school American history teachers

on the following: One or more textbooks supplemented by an

assortment of pertinent books on various grade or reading
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levels (Item 4), Globes (Itesm 10}, Slides (Item 13), Tape

recordings (Item 16), Educatioconal TV (Item 19), Materials

for opaque projectors (Item 21), and Programmed materials

and/or teaching machines (Item 23). Disagreement between

the two groups was significant at greater than the .001 level
on these items.
Secondary school American history teachers place more

emphasis on a Common textbook for all students with no

supplementary materialg (Item 1) than national social studies

specialists. Disagreement was significant at greater than
the .001 level between the two groups on this item.
National socilal studies specialists place more emphasis

on A single set of textbooks suvplemented by an assortment

of pertinent books on various grade or reading levels (Ttem

3) and Materials for overhead projectors (ITtem 22) than

secondary school American history teachers. Disagréement was
significant at greater than the .01 level.
Disagreement between the two groups was significant at

greater than the .02 level on the use of Filmstrips (Item 14)

and Newspapers and news periodicals made available in class-

room and/or librarv (Item 18). National social studies

specialists place more emphasis on these items than secon-
dary school American history teachers.
National social studies specialists place more emphasis

on the use of Two or more textbooks and no supplementary

materials (Item 2}, Films (Item 12), and Commercial TV
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programs (Item 20) than secondary school American history

teachers. Disagreement between the two groups was signifi-

cant at greater than the .05 level on these items.

A study of the data presented in Table V shows that

Section V yielded t-ratios for three items which were not

significant, indicating agreement between the two groups.

Significant t-ratios at greater than the .05 level were ob-

tained for five other items.

TABLE V

COMPARISON OF EMPHASIS PLACED ON CONTEMPORARY AFFAIRS

BY SECONDARY SCHOOL AMERICAN HISTORY TEACHERS

AND NATIONAL SOCIAL STUDIES SPECIALISTS

(QUESTIONNAIRE SECTION V:

CONTEMPORARY AFFAIRS)

Secondary School Nat'l Social
American History Studies
Teachers Specialists Level of
Signifi-
Item M 5.D. M S.D. t cance
1 2.86 1.32 2.46 1.15 1.02 NS*
2 3.44 .80 3.46 .93 - .06 NS
3 3.03 1.12 3.77 JA2 -2.73 .01
4 1.83 1.28 2.31 .99 -1.37 NS
5 1.17 .69 2.46 1.01 -4.28 .001
6 2.25 .89 3.46 .50 ~4.56 .001
7 1.53 .87 2.77 .70 ~4.38 .001
8 2.25 .79 3.31 .82 ~3.68 .001

*Not significant.

The two groups were in agreement on the following:

Special time planned for studying contemporary affairs

(Item 1), General class discussion of contemporary affairs
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(Item 2), and Use of special current events papers for

students in which all students receive the same grade or

reading level paper (Item 4).

National social studies specialists appear to place
more emphasis than secondary school American history teachers

on the following: Use of special current events papers for

students with the papers being provided at least two

on
reading levels (Item 5), Student use of TV and radio reports

for studying contemporary affairs (Item 6), Use of films

and/or filmstrips for studying contemporary affairs ({(Item 7),

and Evaluation of student's work in contemporary affairs

(Item 8). Disagreement between the two groups was signifi-
cant at greater than the .001 level.
Secondary school American history teachers place less

emphasis on Student use of newspapers and/or periodicals for

studying contemporary affairs (Item 3) than national social

studies specialists. Disagreement on this item was signifi-
cant at greater than the .01 level.

An examination of Table VI indicates that Section VI
yielded t-ratios for three items which were not significant
at the .05 level, thus the two groups were in agreement on
these items. Significant t-ratios at greater than the .05
level were obtained for five other items.

Agreement between the two groups was indicated for the

following: Opportunity for all students to voice any opinion
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(Item 2), Administrative control of the teaching of contro-

versial issues {(Item 4), and Teacher control of the teaching

f controversial issues (Item 5).

TABLE VI
COMPARISON OF EMPHASIS PLACED ON CONTROVERSIAL ISSUES
BY SECONDARY SCHOOL AMERICAN HISTORY TEACHERS
AND NATIONAL SOCIAL STUDIES SPECIALISTS
(QUESTIONNAIRE SECTION VI:
CONTROVERSIAL ISSUES)
Secondary School Nat'l Social
American History Studies .
Teachers Specialists Level of
Signifi-~
Iten M S.D. M S.D. t cance
1 3.56 .68 2.69 .72 3.34 .01
2 3.83 .37 3.62 .74 .82 Ng*
3 3.25 .86 3.85 .36 -2.47 .02
4 1.14 .48 1.46 .63 -1.21 NS
5 3.19 .94 3.46 .63 - .86 NS
6 1.72 .87 2.62 .84 ~-2.98 .01
7 1.31 .46 3.38 .62 -8.63 .001
8 1.64 .92 3.62 .62 -6.28 .001

*Not significant.

National social studies specialists appear to place

more emphasis on the Use of audio-visual materials for the

study of controversial issues (Item 7) and Teacher-pupil

planning of controversial issues to be studied (Item 8) than

secondary school American history teachers.

Disagreement on

these items was significant at greater than the .001 level.

Secondary school American history teachers place more

emphasis on the Use of the lecture-discussion method for
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studying controversial issues (Item 1)} than national social

studies specialists. Disagreement on this item was signifi-
cant at greater than the .01 level. Secondary school
American history teachers place less emphasis than national

social studies specialists on the Use of textbooks to study

controversial igsues (Item 6). The difference between the

two groups was significant at greater than the .01 level on
this itemn.

National social studies specialists place more emphasis

on Supportive evidence required of students in discussion of

controversial issues (Item 3) than secondary school American

history teachers. Disagreement on this item was significant
at greater than the .02 level.

The data presented in Table VII indicates that Section
VIT yielded t-ratios for six items which were not signifi-
cant, indicating agreement between the groups. Significant
t-ratios at greater than the .05 level were obtalned for
nine of the items.

The two groups were in agreement on the following:

Special units or lessons used as a means of teaching citizen-

ship (Item 1), Citizenship taught as an integrated part of

the regular course (Item 2), Lead students to increased

knowledge and understanding of the structure and function of

our government (Item 4), Opportunity for students to discuss

and attempt to sclve selected problems of the world (Item 5),
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students encouraged or rejquired to read materials about great

men and women which favorably stress citizenship (Item 10),

and Memorization of proverbs, maxims, etc. required or en-

gggraged (Item 13).

TABLE VII

COMPARISON OF EMPHASIS PLACED ON CITIZENSHIP EDUCATION

BY SECONDARY SCHOOL AMERICAN HISTORY TEACHERS

AND NATIONAL SOCIAL STUDIES SPECIALISTS

(QUESTIONNAIRE SECTION VII:

CITIZENSHIP EDUCATION)

Secondary School Nat'l Social
American History Studies
Teachers Specialists Level of
Signifi-
Item M 5.D. M S.D. t cance
1 1.58 .89 1.92 .73 -1.04 NS*
2 3.33 .62 3.69 .61 -1.50 NS
3 1.47 .99 3.54 .75 -6.71 .001
4 3.56 .60 3.46 .50 .52 NS
5 3.03 .83 3.46 .75 -1.58 NS
6 2.78 .95 3.54 .75 -2.66 .01
7 2,92 .83 3.69 .46 -2.98 .01
8 2.53 1.12 3.54 .63 ~3.42 .01
9 1.89 1.15 2.77 .70 -2.73 .01
10 2.86 1.03 2.54 .63 1.06 NS
11 1.81 1.13 2.69 .72 -2.72 .0L
12 1.56 .93 2.31 .99 -2.39 .05
13 1.58 .79 1.31 .46 1.24 NS
14 1.17 .60 3.38 .62 ~7.86 .001
*Not significant.

National social studies specialists place more emphasis

than secondary school American history teachers on QOppor-

tunity provided for students to participate in community

affairs (Item 3) and Attempts to arrange experiences with

students of other races, nationalities, etc.

(Ttem 14).
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Disagreement was significant at greater than the .001 level
on these items.

Secondary school American history teachers place less
enphasis than national social studies specialists on the

following: Students taught to identify bigotry (Item 6),

Frojects developed to show the contributions of different

ethnic, racial, cultural, etc. groups to the American way of

life (Item 7), Pupils assisted in analyzing their prejudices

(Item 8), Use of student government in the classroom (Item

9), and Students urged to join organizations which stress

citizenship duties (Item 11). Disagreement on these items

was significant at greater than the .01 level.
National social studies specialists place more emphasis

on Tangible rewards given for good citizenship conduct {(Item

12) than secondary school American history teachers. The
difference between the two groups was significant at greater
than the .05 level.

A study of the data presented in Table VIII shows that
Section VIII ylelded t-ratios for five items which were not
significant, indicating agreement between the two groups.
Significant t-ratios at greater than the .05 level were ob-
tained for five other items.

The two groups were in agreement on the following:

Students expected to do library work at times other than the

regular class period (Item 4), Individual reports of library

work (Item 5), Library work used as a means of developing
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research skills {(Item 8}, Librarv work used as a means of

acquiring factual knowledge (Item 9), and Evaluation of

students' library work (Item 10).

TABLE VIIT

COMPARISON Or EMPHASIS PLACED ON THE USE OF THE SCHOOL
LIBRARY BY SECONDARY SCHOOL AMERICAN HISTORY
TEACHERS AND NATIONAL SOCIAL STUDIES
SPECIALISTS {(QUESTIONNAIRE SECTION
VIII: SCHOOL LIBRARY)

Secondary School Nat'l Social
American History Studies
Teachers Specialists Level of
Signifi-
Item M S.D. M S.D. t cance
1 2.00 1.00 2.92 .83 -3.02 .01
2 1.78 .89 3.46 .63 -5.94 .001
3 2.06 .97 3.23 1.05 -3.45 .01
4 3.19 .84 3.46 .63 -1.18 NS*
5 3.36 .71 3.23 .58 .47 NS
6 2.11 .99 3.08 .83 -3.01 .01
7 2.00 1.08 3.31 .72 -3.98 .001
8 3.28 .80 3.46 .63 - .72 NS
9 3.47 .60 3.23 .70 .95 NS
10 2.89 .87 3.38 .74 -1.68 NS

*Not significant.

Secondary school American history teachers appear to

place less emphasis on Small groups of students work in the

library during the regular class period (Item 2) and Library

than national social studies specialists. Disagreement be-
tween the two groups was significant at greater than the

.001 level on these items.
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National social studies specialists place more emphasis
than secondary school American history teachers on the

following: Students work in the library as a class during

the regular class period (Item 1), Individual students work

in the library during the regular class psriod (Item 3), and

General class discussion of library work (Item 6). Disagree-

ment between the two groups was significant at greater than
the .0l level on these items.

The data presented in Table IX indicate that Section IX
yielded t-ratios for three items which were not significant,
thus indicating agreement between the two groups. Siénifi—
cant t-ratios at greater than the .05 level were obtained
for eleven other items.

The two groups were found to be in agreement on the Use

of teacher made tests (Item 1), Objective tests (Item 7), and

Use of essay tests (Item 8).

Disagreement between the two groups significant at a

level greater than the .001 level was found on the following:

Use of standardized tests (Item 2), Use of tests made by a

group of teachers (Item 4), Evaluation based on pupil be-

(Item 10), Evaluation based on students’' self-evaluation

(Item 11), Group performance used for evaluation of individual

students (Item 12), and Student progress or success reported

by some method other than letter or numerical grades (Item

14). National social studies specialists place more emphasis
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on each of these practices than secondary school American

history teachers.

TABLE IX

COMPARISON OF EMPHASIS PLACED ON EVALUATION BY
SECONDARY SCHOOL AMERICAN HISTORY TEACHERS
AND NATIONAL SOCIAIL STUDIES SPECIALISTS
{QUESTIONNAIRE SECTION IX: EVALUATION)

Secondary School Nat'l Social
American History Studies
Teachers Specialists Level of
Signifi-
Item M S.D. M S.D. t cance
1 3.83 .44 3.77 .58 .38 NS *
2 1.31 .70 2.62 1.08 ~4.56 .001
3 1.50 . 80 2.08 .73 -2.15 .05
4 1,00 .00 2.08 1.00 ~4.16 .001
5 1.00 .00 1.62 .84 ~2.52 .02
6 1.44 .68 2.38 1.00 -3.14 .01
7 3.44 .72 3.08 .73 1.40 NS
8 2,67 1.00 3.00 .78 -1.25 NS
9 2.75 1.11 3.38 .92 -2.29 .05
10 1.33 .67 2,92 1.00 ~-6.06 .001
11 1.39 .76 2.62 .84 -4,30 .001
12 1.42 .83 2.62 .84 ~-4,23 .001
13 4.00 .00 1.77 .80 8.49 . 001
14 1.19 .46 3.54 .63 -7.86 .001

*Not significant.

Naticnal social studies specialists place less emphasis

on Student progress or success reported by letter or numeri-

cal grades only (Item 13) than secondary school American

history teachers.

Disagreement between the two groups was

significant at greater than the .00l level on this item.

Secondary school American history teachers place less

emphasis on the Use of teacher-pupil made tests (Item 6) than
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national social studies specialists with the difference
significant at greater than the .01 level.
Disagreement between the two groups was significant at

greater than the .02 level on the Use of departmental tests

(Item 5). National social studies specialists place more
emphasis on this practice than secondary school American
history teachers.

National social studies specialists place more emphasis

on the Use of pupil-made tests (Item 3) and the Use of

combination objective-essay tests (Item 9) than secondary

school 2american history teachers. Disagreement on these

items was significant at greater than the .05 level.

Summary of Findings for Hypothesis I

One of the hypotheses for this study indicates that
there were significant differences in the emphasis placed by
secondary school American history teachers on the practices
included in this study and the emphasis recommended for those
same practices by national social studies specialists. The
hypothesis was accepted or rejected on the basis of the
number of items with t-ratios which were significant at the
.05 level. A majority of the total items must have signifi-
cant t-ratios for the acceptance of the hypothesis.

A summary of the number of items for secondary school
American history teachers and national social studies
specialists which had significant t-ratios, non-significant

t-ratios, and percentages of the total in each category is
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presented in Table X. If the two groups had more than 30
per cent of the total 121 items with significant t-ratios,
the hypothesis that there was a significant difference be-
tween the two groups was accepted, If the two groups had
50 per cent or less, the hypothesis was rejected. The per-
centage of the total items with non~significant t-ratios

served as a measure of agreement between the two groups.

TABLE X

SUMMARY OF THE NUMBER AND PERCENTAGE OF ITEMS WITH
"SIGNIFICANT AND NON-SIGNIFICANT t-~RATTIOS FOR
SECONDARY SCHOOIL AMERICAN HISTORY TEACHERS
AND NATIONAL SCCIAL STUDIES SPECIALISTS

Description Number fercentage
Items with Significant t-ratios 79 65
Items with Non-significant t-ratios 42 35
Total 121 100

An examination of Table X reveals that secondary school
American history teachers and national social studies
specialists had greater than 50 per cent of the items with
significant t-ratios. These two groups had 65 per cent of
the items which were significant at the .05 level. Thus
Hypothesis I was accepted. There was a significant difference
in the emphasis placed by secondary school American history
teachers on the practices included in this study and the
emphasis recommended for those same practices by national

social studies specialists.
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Hypothesis II

Hypothesis II stated that there would be a significant
difference in the emphasis placed by secondary school Ameri-
can history teachers on the practices included in this study
and the emphasis recommended for those same practices by
American history teachers in selected Texas colleges and
universities.

The data for Section I yielded t-~ratios for five items
which were not significant, indicating agreement between the
two groups. Significant t-ratios at greater than the, .05
level were obtained for seven other items, as indicated 1in
Table XI.

The two groups were in agreement on the following items:

Objectives that stress the development of understanding and

behavior (Item 7), Objectives that stress the development of

critical thinking (Item 8), Objectives that stress the

development of research skills (Item 9), and Student partici-

pation in the formulation of objectives (Item 11).

There was significant disagreement between the two

groups at greater than the .001 level on Written unit ocbjec-

tives (Item 1). College American history teachers place
more emphasis on this practice than secondary school American

history teachers.



72

TABLE X1

COMPARISON OF EMPHASIS PLACED ON THE USE OF OBJECTIVES BY
SECONDARY SCHOOL AMERICAN HISTORY TEACHERS AND COLLEGE
AMERICAN HISTORY TEACHERS (QUESTIONNAIRE
SECTION I: OBJECTIVES)

Secondary School
American History College American |
Teachers History Teachers Level of
Signifi-
Item M S.D. M S.D. t cance
1 1.89 .99 2.80 1.05 -3.86 .001
2 2,22 .97 2.70 1.00 -2.02 .05
3 3.50 .55 3.67 .75 ~1.15 NS*
4 3.3% .76 2.90 1.11 2.26 .05
5 2.97 .96 2.47 1.02 2.20 .05
6 3.50 .69 3.00 1.06 2.38 .03
7 2.11 1.12 2.20 1.05 - .34 NS
8 3.39 .68 3.63 .71 ~1.56 NS
9 2.89 .77 2.97 .87 - .40 NS
10 3.11 .66 2.53 1.12 2.58 .02
11 1.75 .95 2.17 1.00 -1.69 NS
12 2.64 1.08 3.20 .83 -2.38 .05

*Not significant.

Secondary school American history teachers place more

emphasis on Objectives that stress the development of social

skills (Item 10) than college American history teachers.
The difference was significant at greater than the .02 level.
College American history teachers place more emphasis

on Written lesson objectives (Item 2} and Evaluation of stu-

dents' progress in reaching objectives (Item 12). The

difference was significant at greater than the .05 level.

Secondary school American history teachers place more empha-

sis on Objectives that stress the development of attitudes
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{(Item 4), Objectives that stress changes in behavior (Item

5), and Objectives that stress learning information (Item 6).

A study of the data presented in Table XII shows that
Section IT yielded t-ratios for seven items which were not
significant, indicating agreement between the two groups.
Significant t-ratios at greater than the .05 level were ob-

tained for five other items.

TABLE XII

COMPARISON OF EMPHASIS PLACED ON CONTENT ORGANIZATION BY
SECONDARY SCHOOL AMERICAN HISTORY TEACHERS AND COLLEGE
AMERICAYN HISTORY TEACHERS {(QUESTIONNAIRE
SECTICN II: CONTENT ORGANIZATION)

Secondary School
American History College American
Teachers History Teachers Level of
Signifi-
Item M S.D. M S.D. t cance
1 3.33 .88 2.80 1.05 2,24 .05
2 2.25 1.21 3.07 .81 ~-3.44 .01
3 1.33 .71 2.57 .96 ~5.93 .001
4 1.53 .87 2.37 1.05 -3.70 .001
5 2.00 1.00 2.43 1.02 -1.85 NS*
6 2.42 1.14 2.60 .84 - .75 NS
7 2.69 .88 3.03 .71 -1.71 NS
8 3.14 .89 3.20 .70 - .31 NS
9 3.00 .78 3.27 .73 ~1.44 NS
10 2.42 .89 2.83 .78 -1.99 NS
11 1.83 .83 2.67 .91 ~3.75 .001
12 2.22 1.00 2.57 .88 -1.43 NS

*Not significant.

Agreement between the two groups was indicated on the

following: Course organized arcund teacher selected prob-

lems (Item 5), Depth studies (Iteﬁ 6), Integration of
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economics into the course (Item 7), Integration of geography

into the course (Item 8), Integration of political science

into the course (Ttem 9), Integration of sociology into the

course (Item 10), and Integration of psychology into the

course (Item 12).
The data presented in Table XII indicate disagreement
between the two groups significant at greater than the .001

level on Unit textbooks (Item 3), Teacher-pupil planned units

(Item 4), and Integration of .anthropology into the course

{(Item 11). College American history teachers placed more
emphasis on these practices than secondary school American
history teachers.

Secondary schocl American history teachers appear to

place less emphasis on Topical unit oxganization (Item 2)

than college American history teachers. Disagreement between

the two groups was significant at greater than the .01 level

on this item.

Secondary school American history teachers appear to

place more emphasis on Chronological organization according

to the organization of a textbook (Item 1) than college

American history teachers. Disagreement between the two
groups was significant at greater than the .05 level on
this item.

A study of the data presented in Table XIII shows that

Section III yielded t-ratios for twelve items which were not
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significant, indicating agreement between the two groups.
Significant t-ratios at greater than the .05 level were

obtained for seven other items.

TABLE XITI

COMPARISON OF EMPHASIS PLACED ON METHODS AND TECHNIQUES
BY SECONDARY SCHOOL AMERICAN HISTORY TEACHERS
AND COLLEGE AMERICAN HISTORY TEACHERS
(QUESTIONNAIRE SECTION ITLI:
METHODS AND TECHNIQUES)

Secondary School
American History College American _
Teachers History Teachers Lével of
Signifi-
Item M S.D. M S.D. t cance
1 3.61 .59 3.20 .87 2.15 .05
2 2.28 .84 2.40 .95 - .59 NS*
3 2.72 .65 3.00 .82 -1.58 NS
4 1.89 .81 2.10 .83 -1.05 NS
5 2.36 .85 2.73 .81 -1.86 NS
6 1.67 .88 1.87 .92 - .97 NS
7 1.94 .94 2.53 .99 -2.59 .02
8 1.53 .76 2.57 .92 ~5.06 .001
9 2.89 | .94 2.43 1.09 1.92 NS
10 2.53 .80 2.33 .87 .98 NS
11 2.92 .76 2.73 .77 .89 NS
12 1.78 .82 1.87 .92 - .43 NS
13 2,11 1.02 2.23 .96 - .53 NS
14 1.53 .60 2.43 .84 ~-4,82 .001
15 1.64 .71 2.70 .86 -5.13 .001
16 3.00 .67 2.87 .72 .77 NS
17 1.28 .61 2.20 .95 -4.63 .001
18 l1.61 .79 1.90 .87 ~1.34 NS
19 1.08 .28 1.97 .91 ~4.65 .001

*Not significant.

Agreement between the two groups was indicated on the

following: Committee work for research projects (Item 2),

Individual research (Item 3), Committee work for projects
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other than research projects (Item 4), Problem solving (Item

5}, Role playing and/or sociodrama (Item 6), Supervised

study (Item 9), Visual presentations by students (Item 10),

Oral reporting by students (Item 11), Student construction of

miniature models, etc. (Item 12), Exhibits of objects, speci-

mens, models, etc. (Item 13), Activities involving visual

presentations by the teacher (Item 16), and Letter writing

by students to persons outside the community (Item. 18).

The data presented in Table XIII indicate disagreement
between the two groups significant at greater than the .001
level for five items. College American history teachers

place more emphasis on Field trips (Item 8), Student inter-

views of resource persons (Item 14), Classroom presentations

Ez'résource persons (Item 15), Specific service projects for

the school and/or community (Item 17), and Letter writing by

students to persons outside the United States (Item 19).

Secondary school American history teachers appear to

place less emphasis on Debates in which students participate

(Item 7) than college American history teachers. Disagree-
ment on this method was significant at greater than the .02
level.

Secondary school American history teachers place more

emphasis on Teacher led discussion (Item 1) than college

American history teachers. Disagreement was significant at

greater than the .05 level on the method.
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The data for Section 1V yielded t-ratios for ten items

which were not significant, indicating agreement betwean the

groups. Significant t-ratios at greater than the .05 level

were obtained for fourteen other items,

Table XIV.

TABLE XIV

as indicated in

COMPARISON OF EMPHASIS PLACED ON THE USE QOF MATERIALS

BY SECONDARY SCHOOL AMERICAN HISTQORY TEACHERS

AND COLLEGE AMERICAN

HISTORY TEACHERS

(QUESTIONNALIRE SECTION IV: MATERIQLS)
Secondary School ’
American History College American
Teachers History Teachers Level of
Signifi~
Item M S.D. M S.D. t cance
1 2.72 1.46 1.47 .76 4.58 .001
2 1.25 .83 1.63 .60 2.06 .05
3 1.92 1.38 3.00 1.06 3.82 .001
4 1.11 .52 3.50 .85 12.82 .001
5 1.53 .99 1.97 .80 1.90 NS*
6 2.36 1.21 2.60 1.08 .89 NS
7 3.06 .85 3.53 .81 2.39 .02
8 3.36 .89 3.63 .75 1.49 NS
9 1.83 1.07 2.43 1.05 2.57 .02
10 2.33 1.08 2.80 .98 2.08 .05
11 2.78 1.00 2.93 1.00 .72 NS
12 2.61 1.06 " 3.03 1.05 1.82 NS
13 1.92 1.04 3.03 1.08 4.68 001
14 2.47 . 1.09 2.93 1.03 1.90 NS
15 2.36 1.18 2.83 .97 1.92 NS
i6 1.64 .82 2.83 1.04 5.52 .001
17 3.08 .68 3.03 .95 .26 NS
18 3.06 .94 3.33 .83 1.41 NS
19 1.19 .62 2.83 .86 8.83 .001
20 1.94 1.00 2.27 .96 1.41 NS
21 L.64 .98 2.70 1.04 4.56 .001
22 2.25 1.04 2.87 1.06 2.65 .02
23 1.17 .44 2.10 .87 4.69 .001
24 3.19 .81 2.70 .86 2.43 .02
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The two groups were in agreement on the following:

Workbooks (Item 5), Teacher's manual to accompany textbook

(Item 6), Wall maps (Item 8), Pictures (Ttem 11), Films

(Item 12), Filmstrips (Item 14), Disc recordings {Item 15),

Reference books (Item 17), Newspapers and news periodicals

made available in classroom and/or library {(Item 18}, and

Commercial TV programs (Item 20).

College American history teachers place more emphasis

of pertinent books on various grade or reading levels (Item

3), One or more textbooks supplemented by an assortment of

pertinent books on various grade or reading levels (Item 4),

Slides (Item 13), Tape recordings (Item 16), Educational TV

programs (Item 19), Materials for opaque projectors (Item

21), and Programmed materials and/or teaching machines (Item

23) than secondary school American history teachers. Dis-
agreement between the two groups was significant at greater
than the .001 level on these methods.

Secondary school American history teachers place more

emphasis on a Common textbook for all students with no

supplementary material (Item 1) than college American his-

‘tory teachers. The difference was significant at greater
than the .001 level.
College American history teachers place more emphasis

than secondary school American history teachers on Chalkhoard

(Item 7), Road maps (Item 9), and Materials for overhead



79

projector (Item 22). Disagreement was significant at greater
than the .02 level. Secondary schocol American history

teachers place more emphasis on Teacher duplicated materials

(Item 24) than college American history teachers. The differ-
ence was significant at greater than the .02 level.
Secondary school American history teachers place less

emphasis on Two or more textbooks and no supplementary

materials (Item 2) and Globes (Item 10) than college Ameri-
can history teachers. Disagreement was significant at
greater than the .05 level.

A study of the data presented in Table XV shows that
Section V yielded t~ratios for five items which were not
significant, indicating agreement between the two groups.
Significant t-ratios at greater than the .05 level were ob-
tained for three other items.

The two groups were in agreement on the following:

Special time planned for studving contemporary affairs

(Item 1), General discussion of contemporary affairs {Item

2}, Student use of newspapers and/or periodicals for study~

ing contemporary affairs (Item 3), Use of special current

events papers for students in which all students receive the

same grade or reading level paper (Item 4), Evaluation of

students' work in contemporary affairs {Item 8).

Secondary school American history teachers place more

emphasis on Use of films and/or filmstrips for studying
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contemporary affairs (ITtem 7). Disagreement was significant

at greater than the .01 level.

TABLE XV

COMPARISON OF EMPHASIS PLACED ON CONTEMPORARY AFPAIRS
BY SECONDARY SCHOOL AMERICAN HISTORY TEACHERS
AND COLLEGE AMERICAN HISTORY TEACHERS
{QUESTIONNAIRE SECTION V:
CONTEMPORARY AFFAIRS)

Secondary School
American History College American
Teachers History Teachers Level of
Signifi-
Item M S.D. M S.D. t cance
1 2.96 1.09 2.87 1.12 .31 NS*
2 3.54 .57 3.10 .98 1.99 NS
3 3.68 .47 3.43 .80 1.11 NS
4 2.39 .67 2.50 1.06 - .38 NS
5 2.86 .83 2.30 1.16 2.27 .05
6 3.25 .63 2.70 .94 2.55 .02
7 3.21 .62 2.60 1.08 | 2.67 .01
8 3.18 .76 2.87 1.06 1.34 NS

*Not significant,

Secondary school American history teachers also place

more emphasis on Student use of TV and radio reports for

studying contemporarv affairs (Item 6). The difference was

significant at greater than the .02 level.
College American history teachers place less emphasis
than secondary school American history teachers on Use of

special current events papers for students with the papers

being provided on at least two reading levels (Item 5).

Disagreement was significant at greater than the .05 level.
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An examination of Table XVI indicates that Section VI
yielded t-ratios for two items which were not significant
at the .05 level, thus the two groups were in agreement on
these items. Significant t-ratios at greater than the .05

level were obtained for six other items.

TABLE XVI

COMPARISON QOF EMPHASIS PLACED ON CONTROVERSIAL ISSUES
BY SECONDARY SCHOOL AMERICAN HISTCORY TEACHERS
AND COLLEGE AMERICAN HISTORY TEACHERS
(QUESTIONNAIRE SECTION VI:
CONTROVERSIAL ISSUES)

Secondary School
American History College American
Teachers History Teachers Level of
Signifi-
Item M S.D. M 5.D. t cance
1 3.56 .68 3.63 .55 - .39 NS*
2 3.83 .37 3.17 1.07 3.30 .01
3 3.25 . 86 3.67 .54 -2.26 .05
4 1.14 .48 1.83 .97 -3.40 .01
5 3.1¢ .24 3.27 1.03 - .30 NS
6 1.72 .87 2.43 1.08 -3.11 .01
7 1.31 .46 2.87 .85 -8.48 .001
8 1.64 .92 2.70 1.13 -4.41 .001

*Not significant,

Agreement between the two groups was indicated for the

Use of the lecture-discussion method for studying contro-

versial issues (Item 1) and Teacher control of the teaching

of controvexsial issues (Item 5).

College American history teachers place more emphasis
than secondary school American history teachers on Use of

audio-visual materials for the studv of controversial issues
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(Item 7) and Teacher-pupil planning of controversial issues

to be studied (Item 8). Disagreement between the two groups
was significant at greater than the .001 level on these
practices.

Secondary school American history teachers place more

emphasis on Opportunity for all students to voice any opinion

(Item 2). The difference was significant at greater than
the .01 level.
Disagreement between the two groups significant at

greater than the .01 level was also found for Administrative

control of the teaching of controversial issues (Item 4) and

Use of textbooks to study controversial issues (Item 6).

College American history teachers place more emphasis on
these practices than secondary school American history
teachers.

College American history teachers place more emphasis

on Supportive evidence required of students in discussion of

controversial issues (Item 3) than secondary school American

history teachers. The difference was significant at greater
than the .05 level.

The data pfesented in Table XVII indicate that Section
VII yielded t-ratios for eight items which were not signifi-
cant, indicating agreement between the groups. Significant
t-ratios at greater than the .05 level were obtained for six

of the items.
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TABLE XVII

COMPARISON OF EMPHASIS PLACED ON CITIZENSHIP EDUCATION
BY SECONDARY SCHOOL AMERICAN HISTORY TEACHERS
AND COLLEGE AMERICAN HISTORY TEACHERS
(QUESTIONNALRE SECTION VII:
CITIZENSHIP EDUCATION)

Secondary School
American History College American :
Teachers History Teachers Level of
Signifi-
ITtem M S.D. M S.D. t cance
1 1.58 .89 1.93 1.12 -1.40 NG*
2 3.33 .62 3.20 .95 .73 NS
3 1.47 .99 2.70 1.10 -5.22 .001
4 3.56 .60 3.70 .53 -1.04 NS
5 3.03 .83 3.03 .91 - .03 NS
6 2.78 .95 3.33 .91 ~2.54 .02
7 2.92 .83 3.30 .82 -1.93 NS
8 2.53 1.12 3.40 .76 -3.86 .00L
9 1.89 1.15 2.43 1.02 -2.21 .05
10 2.86 1.03 2.63 1.05 .98 NS
11 1.81 1.13 2.27 1.12 ~1.85 NS
12 1.56 .93 2.17 1.04 -2.54 .02
13 1.58 .79 1.30 .59 1.67 NS
14 1.17 . 60 3.03 1.05 -8.66 .001

*Not significant.

The two groups were in agreement on the following:

Special units or lessons used as a means of teaching

citizenghip (Item 1), Citizenship taught as an integrated

part of the regular course (Item 2), Lead students to in-

creased knowledge and understanding of the structure and

function of our government (Item 4), Opportunity for students

to discuss and attempt to solve §elected‘2£9blems of the

world (Item 5), Projects develoved to show the contributions

of different ethnic, racial, cultural, etc. groups to the
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American way of life (Item 7), Students encouraged or re-

guired to read materials about great men and women which

favorably stress citizenship (Item 10), Students urged to

join organizations which stress citizenship duties (Item 11),

and Memorization of proverbs, maxims, etc. regquired or en-

couraged (Item 13).
Secondary school American history teachers place less

emphasis than college American history teachers on Opportunity

provided for students to participate in community affairs

(Item 3), Pupils assisted in analyzing their prejudices

(Item 8), and Attemots to arrange experiences with students

of other races, nationalities, etc. (Item 14). Disagreement

was significant at greater than the .001 level on these

items.

College American history teachers place more emphasis on

Students taught to identify bigotry (Item 6) and Tangible

rewards given for good citizenship conduct {(Item 12} than

secondary school American history teachers. Disaéreement

was significant at greater than the .02 level on these items.
College American history teachers also place more

emphasis on Use of student government in the classroom (Item

9) than secondary school American History teachers. The
difference was significant at greater than the .05 level.

A gtudy of the data presented in Table XVIII shows that
Section VIII yielded t-ratios for six items which were not

significant, indicating agreement between the two groups.
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Significant t-ratios at greater than the .05 level were ob-

tained for four other items.

TABLE XVIII

COMPARISON OF EMPHASIS PLACED ON THE USE OF THE SCHOOL
LIBRARY BY SECONDARY SCHOOL AMERICAN HISTORY
TEACHERS AND COLLEGE AMERICAN HISTORY
TEACHERS (QUESTIONNAIRE SECTION
VIIT: SCHOOL LIBRARY}

Secondary School
American History College American
Teachers History Teachers Level of
Signifi-
Item M 5.D. M S.D. £ cance
1 2.00 1.00 2.17 .93 - .71 NS*
2 1.78 .89 2.27 .96 -2.26 .05
3 2.06 .97 2.40 1.17 -1.32 NS
4 3.19 .84 3.67 .54 -2.72 .01
5 3.36 .71 3.03 .91 1.56 NS
6 2.11 .99 2.67 1.04 -2.27 .05
7 2.00 1.08 3.20 .91 -4.78 .001
8 3.28 . 80 3.40 .84 - .63 NS
9 3.47 .60 3.20 .91 1.40 NS
10 2.89 .87 3.20 .91 ~1.38 NS

*Not significant.

The two groups were in agreement on the following:

Students work in the library as a class during the regular

class period (Item 1), Individual students work in the

library during the regular class period (Item 3), Individual

reports of library work (Item 5), Library work used as a

means of developing research skills (Item 8), Library work

used as a means of acquiring factual knowledge (Item 9), and

Evaluation of students' library work (Item 10).
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Secondary school American history teachers appear to

place less emphasis on Library work used as a means of

developing reading skills (Item 7} than college American

history teachers. Disagreement between:the two groups was
significant at greater than the .001 level on this practice.
College American history teachers place more emphasis

than secondary school American history teachers on Students

class period (Item 4). Disagreement between the two groups

was significant at greater than the .01 level.
Disagreement between the two groups was significant at

greater than the .05 level on Small groups of students work

in the library during the regular class period (Item 2) and

General class discussion of library work (Item 6). College

American history teachers place more emphasis on these
practices than secondary school American history teachers.

The data presented in Table XIX indicate that Section
IX yielded t-ratios for three items which were not signifi-
cant, thus indicating agreement between the two groups.
Significant t-ratios at greater than the .05 level were ob-
tained for eleven other items.

The two groups were found to be in agreement on the

Use of teacher—made tests (Item 1), Use of pupil-made tests

(Item 3}, and Use of teacher-pupil made tests (Item 6).
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TABLE XIX

COMPARISON OF EMPHASIS PLACED ON EVALUATION BY SECONDARY
SCHOOL AMERICAN HISTORY TEACHERS AND COLLEGE
AMERICAN HISTORY TEACHERS (QUESTIONNAIRE
SECTION IX: EVALUATION)

Secondary School
American History College American
Teachers History Teachers Level of
Signifi-
Item M 5.D. M S.D. t cance
1 3.83 .44 3.83 .37 .00 NE*
2 1.31 .70 2.57 .96 -5.75 .001
3 1.50 .80 1.57 .80 -~ .33 NS
4 1.00 .00 2.00 .93 -5.06 .001
5 1.00 .00 2.00 .89 -5.35 T.001
6 1.44 .68 1.77 1.05 -1.41 NS
7 3.44 .72 2.60 .88 4.22 .001
8 2.67 1.00 3.50 .55 -4.08 .001
9 2.75 1.11 3.60 .66 -4.02 .001
10 1.33 67 2.17 .93 -4.15 .001
11 1.39 .76 1.87 .96 -2.19 .05
12 1.42 .83 2.17 .93 -3.47 .001
13 4.00 .00 3.10 .87 4.48 001
14 1.19 .46 2.33 1.14 ~5.00 .001

*Not significant.

Disagreement between the two groups significant at a
level greater than the .00l level was found on the following:

Use of standardized tests (Item 2), Use of tests made by a

group of teachers (Item 4), Use of departmental tests (Item

5), Use of essay tests (Item 8), Use of combination objective-

essay tests (Item 9), Evaluation based on pupil behavior in

a variety of situations including social situations (Item -

10), Group performance used for evaluation of individual

students (Item 12), and Student progress or success reported
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by some method other than letter or numerical grades (Item

14). College American history teacherxs place more emphasis
on each of these practices than secondary school American
history teachers.

Secondary school American history teachers place more

emphasis on Objective tests {(Item 7} and Student vrogress or

than college American history teachers. The difference was
significant at greater than the .001 level.
College American history teachers place more emphasis

than secondary school American history teachers on Evaluation

based on student's self-evaluation (Item 11). Disagreement

was significant at greater than the .05 level.

Summary of Findings for Hypothesis I

One of the hypotheées for this study indicated that
there were significant differences in the emphacsis placed by
secondary school American history teachers on the practices
included in this study and the emphasis recommended for those
same practices by American history teachers in selected Texas
colleges and universities. The hypothesis was accepted or
rejected on the basis of the number of items with t-ratios
which were significant at the .05 level. A majority of the
total items must have significant t-ratios for the acceptance
of the hypothesis.

A summary of the number of items for secondary school

American history teachers and college American history
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teachers which had significant t-ratios, non-significant
t-ratios, and vercentages of the total in each category is
presented in Table XX. If the two groups had more than 50
per cent of the total 121 items with significant t-ratios,
the hypothesis that there was a significant difference be-
tween the two groups was accepted. 1If the two groups had
50 per cent or less, the hypothesis was rejected. The per-
centage of the total items with non-significant t-ratios

served as a measure of agrecment between the two groups.

TABLE XX

SUMMARY OF THE NUMBER AND PERCENTAGE OF ITEMS WITH
SIGNIFICANT AND NON-SIGNIFICANT t-RATIOS FOR
SECONDARY SCHOQL AMERICAN HISTORY TEACHERS
AND COLLEGE AMERICAN HISTORY TEACHERS

Description 'Number. Percentage
Items with Significant t-ratios 63 52
Ttems with Non-significant t-ratios 58 48
Total 121 160

An examination of Table XX reveals that the secondary
school American history teachers and college American his-
tory teachers had greater than 50 per cent of the items with
significant t-ratios. These two groups had 52 per cent of
the items which were significant at the .05 level. Thus
Hypothesis II was accepted. There was a significant differ-

ence between the emphasis placed on the practices included
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in this study by secondary school American history teachers
and the emphasis recommended for those same practices by

college American history teachers.

Hypothesis III

It was stated in Hypothesis III that there would be a
significant difference in the emphaéis placed by secondary
school American history teachers on the practices included
in this study and the emphasis recommended for those same
practices by education teachers in selected Texas colleges
and universities.

The data for Section I yielded t-ratios for threc items
which were not significant, indicating agreema=nt between the
two groups. Significant t-ratios at greater than the .05
level were obtained for nine other items, as indicated in
Table XXI.

An examination of Table XXI shows that the two groups

were in agreement on Objectives that stress the development

of attitudes (Item 4), Objectives that stress the develop-

ment of research skillsg (Item 9), and Objectives that stress

the development of social skills (Ttem 10}.

Disagreement between the two groups was significant at

greater than the .001 level on the following: Written unit

objectives (Item 1), Written lesson objectives (Item 2),

Objectives stated in terms of specific behavior (Item 7),

Student participation in formulation of objectives (Item 11},
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and Evaluation of student's progress in reaching objectives

(Item 12). College education teachers place more emphasis
on each of these practices than secondary school American

history teachers.

TABLE XXI

COMPARISON OF EMPHASIS PLACED ON THE USE OF OBJECTIVES
BY SECONDARY SCHOOL AMERICAN HISTORY TEACHERS AND
COLLEGE EDUCATION TEACHERS {(QUESTIONNAIRE
SECTION I: OBJECTIVES)

Secondary School College
American History Education
Teachers Teachers Level of
Signifi-
Item M 5.D. M S.D. t cance
1 1.89 .99 3.54 .68 ~6.84 .001
2 2.22 .97 3.14 .87 -3.83 .001
3 3.50 .55 3.82 .47 -2.17 .05
4 3.39 .76 3.71 .52 -1.48 NG*
5 2.97 .96 3.50 .78 ~2.26 .05
6 3.50 .69 2.93 .70 2.67 .01
7 2.11 1.12 3.11 .90 -3.73 .001
8 3.39 .68 3.71 .59 ~-2.04 .05
9 2.89 .77 2.86 .79 .76 NS
10 3.11 .66 3.21 .82 - .45 NS
11 1.75 .95 2.89 1.01 | -4.55 .001
12 2.64 1.08 3.50 .91 -3.59 .001

*Not significant.

Secondary school American history teachers appear to

place more emphasis on Objectives that stress learning in-

formation (Item 6) than college education teachers. The
difference was significant at greater than the .01 level.

College education teachers place more emphasis than

- Al -
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that stress the development of understanding and concepts

(Item 3), Objectives that stress changes in behavior (Item

5), and Objectives that stress the development of critical

thinking (Item 8). Disagreement was significant at greater
than the .05 level.

A study of the data presented in Table XXII shows that
Section 11 yielded t-ratios for three items which were not
significant, indicating agreement between the two groups.
Significant t-ratios at greater than the .05 level were ob-

tained for nine other items.

TABLE XXII

COMPARISON OF EMPHASIS PLACED ON CONTENT ORGANIZATION
BY SECONDARY SCHOOL AMERICAN HISTORY TEACHERS AND
COLLEGE EDUCATION TEACHERS (QUESTIONNAIRE
SECTION II: CONTENT ORGANIZATION)

Secondary School College
American History Education
Teachers Teachers Level of
Signifi-
Item M 5.D. M S.D. t cance
1 3.33 .88 2.11 .86 5.05 .001
2 2.25 1.21 3.18 .76 -3.84 .001
3 1.33 .71 2,79 .94 -6.85 .001
4 1.53 .87 2.93 .84 -6.06 001
5 2.00 1.00 2.71 .80 -3.00 .01
6 2.42 1.14 2.86 .95 -1.76 NS*
7 2.69 .88 3.21 .86 -2.57 .02
8 3.14 .89 3.29 .80 - .73 NS
9 3.00 .78 3.36 .77 -1.990 NS
10 2,42 .89 3.07 .92 -3.07 .001
11 1.83 .83 2.89 .98 -4.68 .001
12 2.22 1.00 2.71 .92 -2.00 .05

*Not significant.



93

The two groups agreed on Depth studies (Item 6), Inte-

gration ¢of geography into the course (Item 8), and Integration

of political science into the course (Item 9).

Secondary school American history teachers place more

emphasis on Chronological organization according to the

organization of a textbook (Item 1} than college education

teachers. Disagreement was significant at greater than the
.001 level.
Disagreement between the two groups was significant at

greater than the .001 level on the following: Topical unit

organization (Item 2), Unit textbooks (Item 3}, Teacher-

pupil planned units (Item 4), Inteyration of sociology into

the course (Item 10), and Integration of anthrcpology into

the course (Item 11). College education teachers place more
emphasis on each of these practices than secondary school
American history teachers.

College education teachers place more emphasis on

Course organized around teacher selected problems (Item 5)

than secondary school American history teachers. Disagree-~
ment was significant at greater than the .01 level.

Secondary school American history teachers place less

emphasis on Integration of economics into the course (Item

7) than college education teachers. The difference between
the two groups was significant at greater than the .02 level.
Secondary school American history teachers also place

less emphasis on Integration of psychology into the course




(Item 12) than college education teachers.

significant at greater than the .05 level.
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Disagreement was

A study of the data presented in Table XXIIIX shows that

Section III yielded t-ratios for four items which were not

significant, indicating agreement between the two groups.

Significant t-ratios at greater than the .05 level were

obtained for fifteen other items.

TABLE XXITI

COMPARISON OF EMPHASIS PLACED ON METHODS AND TECHNIQUES
BY SECONDARY SCHOOL AMERICAN HISTORY TEACHERS AND -

COLLEGE EDUCATION TEACHERS

SECTION III:

(QUESTIONNAIRE

METHODS AND TECHNIQUES)

Secondary School College
American History Education
Teachers Teachers Level of
Signifi-

Ttem M 5.D. M 5.D. t cance

1 3.61 .59 3.14 .74 2.40 .02

2 2.28 .84 3.04 .78 -3.57 .001L

3 2.72 .65 3.14 .69 -2.35 .05

4 1.89 .81 3.04 .78 ~5.60 .001

5 2.36 .85 3.36 .77 ~4.88 .001

6 1.67 .88 2.64 .67 ~4.63 .001

7 1.94 .94 2.89 .82 ~4.09 .001

8 1.53 .76 2.96 .78 -6.87 .001

9 2.89 .94 2.71 .84 .72 NS*
10 2.53 .80 3.00 .71 -2.33 .05
11 2.92 .76 2.79 .98 .62 NS
12 1.78 .82 2.46 .78 -3.24 .01
13 2.11 1.02 2.57 .78 -1.97 NS
14 1.53 .60 2.82 .80 -6.76 .001
15 1.64 .71 2.71 .92 -5.10 001
16 3.00 .67 3.18 .66 -1.01 NS
17 1.28 .61 3.00 .80 -8.49 .001
18 1.61 .79 2.57 .94 -4.,35 .001
19 1.08 .28 2.36 .89 -6.57 .001

*Not significant.
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Agreement between the two groups was indicated for

Supervised study (Item 9), Oral reporting by students (Item

11), Exhibits of objects, specimens, models, etc. (Item 13),

and Activities involving visual presentations by the teacher

{Item 16)}.
College education teachers place more emphasis than
secondary school American history teachers on the following:

Committee work for research projects (Item 2), Committee

work for projects other than research projects (Item 4),

Problem solving (Item 5), Role playing and/or sociodrama

(Item 6), Debates in which students participate {(Item 7),

Field trips (Item 8}, Student interviews of resource persons

(Item 15), Specific service projects for the school and/or

community (Item 17}, Letter writing by students to persons

outside the community (Ttem 18), and Letter writing by

students to persons outside the United States ({(Item 19). The

difference was significant at greater than the .00l level.
Disagreement between the two groups was significant at

greater than the .0l level on Student construction of

miniature models, etc. (Item 12). College education teachers

place more emphasis on this practice than secondary school
American history teachers.
Secondary school American history teachers place more

emphasis on Teacher-led discussion (Item 1) than college

education teachers. The difference was significant at

greater than the .02 level.
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College education teachexrs place more emphasis on

Individual research (Item 3) and Visual presentations by

students {(Item 10). The difference was significant at
greater than the .05 level.

The data for Section 1V yielded t-ratios for two items
which were not significant, indicating agreement between the
groups. Significant t-ratios at greater than the .05 level
were obtained for twenty-two other items, as indicated in
Table XXIV.

The two groups were in agreement on Wall maps (Item 8)

and Teacher duplicated materials (Item 24).

Secondary school American history teachers place more

emphasis on a Common textbook for all students with no

supplementary material (Item 1) than college education

teachers., Disagreement was significant at greater than the
.001 level. |

Disagreement between the two groups was also significant
at greater than the .001 level for the following: One or

more textbooks supplemented by an assortment of pertinent

books on various grade or reading levels (Item 4), Road maps

{(Item 9), Globes (Item 10}, Films (Item 12), Slides {(Item

13), Tape recordings (Item 16), Educational TV programs

(Ttem 19), Materials for opaque projectors (Item 21),

Materials for overhead projectors (Item 22), and Programmed

materials and/or teaching machines {(Item 23). College edu-

cation teachers place more emphasis on these items than

secondary scheocel American history teachers.
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TABLE XXIV
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THE USE OF MATERIALS

BY SECONDARY SCHOOL AMERICAN HISTORY TEACHERS AND
COLLEGE EDUCATION TEACHERS {QUESTIONNAIRE

SECTION IV: MATERIALS)
Secondary School College
American History Education
Teachers Teachers Level of
Signifi-~
Item M S.D. M S.D. t cance
1 2.72 1.46 1.46 .91 4.50 .001
2 1.25 .83 1.68 .76 -~ 2.26 .05
3 1.92 1.38 2.71 .84 - 2.76 .01
4 1.11 .52 3.39 .77 -12.02 .001
5 1.53 .99 2.00 .89 - 2.00 .05
6 2.36 1.21 3.04 .78 - 2.47 .02
7 3.06 .85 3.50 .68 - 2,18 .05
8 3.36 .89 3.68 . 54 - 1.71 NG*
9 1.83 1.07 3.36 .61 ~ 6.40 .001
10 2.33 1.08 3.61 .56 - 5.58 .001
11 2.78 1.00 3.46 .57 - 3.13 .01
12 2,61 1.06 3.46 .68 - 3.61 .001
13 1.92 1.04 3.36 .81 -~ 5,93 .001
14 2.47 1.09 3.25 .87 ~ 3.15 .01
15 2.36 1.18 3.04 .82 - 2.70 .01
16 1.64 .82 3.21 .77 - 7.14 .001
17 3.08 .68 3.50 .68 -~ 2.13 .05
18 3.06 .94 3.71 .52 - 3.29 .01
19 1.19 .62 3.14 .74 ~10.30 001
20 1.94 1.00 2.71 .84 - 3.30 .01
21 1.64 .98 3.07 .84 - 6.04 .001
22 2.25 1.04 3.36 .72 - 4.66 .001
23 1.17 .44 2.61 .98 - 7.10 .001
24 3.19 .81 3.32 .76 “ .61 NS

*Not significant.

College education teachers place more emphasis than

secondary school American history teachers on A single set

of textbooks supplemented by an assortment of pertinent

books on various grade or reading levels

(Item 3), Pictures

(Item 11), Filmstrips (Item 14), Disc recordings (Item 15),
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Newspapers and news pariodicals made available in classroom

and/or library {(Item 18}, and Commercial TV programs (Item

20). Disagreement was significant at greater than the .01
level.
Secondary school American history teachers place less

emphasis than college education teachers on Teacher's manual

to accompany textbook (Item 6). The difference was signifi-

cant at greater than the .02 level.
College education teachers place more emphasis than
seéondary school American history teachers on Two or more

textbooks and no supplementary materials (Item 2), Workbooks

(Item 5), Chalkboard (Item 7), and Reference books (Item 17}.

Disagreement was significant at greater than the .05 level.

A study of the data presented in Table XXV shows that
Section V yielded t-ratios for two items which were not sig-
nificant, indicating agreement between the two groups.
Significant t-ratios at greater than the .05 level were
obtained for six other items.

The two groups were in agreement on Special time planned

for studying contemporary affairs (Item 1) and General class

discussion of contemporary affairs {(Item 2).

College education teachers place more emphasis than
secondary school American history teachers on Use of gpecial

current events papers for students with the papers being

provided on at least two reading levels (Item 5), Student
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(Item 6), Use of films and/or filmstrips for studying con-

temporary affairs (Item 7), and Evaluation of student's work

in contemporary affairs

(Item 8). Disagreement was signifi-

cant at greater than the ,001 level.

COMPARISON OF EMPREASIS PLACED ON

TABLE XXV

CONTEMPORARY AFFAIRS

BY SECONDARY SCHOOL AMERICAN HISTORY TEACHERS AND
COLLEGE EDUCATION TEACHERS (QUESTIONNAIRE

SECTION V:

CONTEMPORARY AFFATIRS)

Secondary School

College
American History Education
Teachers Teachers Level of
Signifi-
Item M S.D. M S.D. t cance
1 2.86 1.32 2.96 1.09 - .34 NS*
2 3.44 .80 3.54 .57 - .43 NS
3 3.03 1.12 3.68 .47 ~3.07 .01
4 1.83 1.28 2.39 .67 ~2.08 .05
5 1.17 .69 2.86 .83 -7.18 .001
6 2.25 .89 3.25 .63 ~-4,83 .001
7 1.53 .87 3.21 .62 -7.63 .00L
8 2.25 .79 3.18 .76 -4.15 .002

*Not significant.

Secondary school American history teachers place less

emphasis on Student use of newspapers and/or periodicals for

studying contemporary affairs (Item 3) than college education

teachers. The difference was significant at greater than the

.01 level.

College education teachers place more emphasis than

secondary school American history teachers on Use of special

current events papers for students in which all students
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receive the same grade or reading level paper (Item 4).

Disagreement was significant at greater than the .05 level.
An examination of Table XXVI indicates that Section VI
yielded t-ratios for two items which were not significant at
the .05 level, thus the two groups were in agreement on these
items. Significant t-ratios at greater than the .05 level

were obtained for six other 1tems.

TABLE XXVI

COMPARISON OF EMPHASIS PLACED ON CONTROVERSIAL ISSUES
BY SECONDARY SCHOOL AMERICAN HISTORY TEACHERS AND
COLLEGE EDUCATION TEACHERS (QUESTIONNAIRE
SECTION VI: CONTROVERSIAL ISSUES)

Secondary School College
American History Education
Teachers Teachers Level of
Signifi-
Item M S.D. M S.D. 't cance
1 3.56 .68 3.04 1.09 2.59 .02
2 3.83 .37 3.36 .89 2,31 .05
3 3.25 .86 3.32 .85 - .38 NS*
4 1.14 .48 2.36 1.01 -5.86 .001
5 3.19 .94 3.00 .96 .80 NS
6 1.72 .87 2.39 .77 -2.87 .01
7 1.31 .46 3.04 .91 ~9.22 .001
8 1.64 .92 3.29 .92 ~6.72 .001

*Not significant.

Agreement between the two groups was indicated for

Supportive evidence required of students in discussion of

controversial issues (Item 3} and Teacher control of the

teaching of controversial issues (Item 5).
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College education teachers place more emphasis than
secondary school American history teachers on the following:

Administrative control of the teaching of controversial

issues (Item 4), Use of audio-visual materials for the study

of controversial issues (Item 7), and Teacher-pupil planning

of controversial issues to be studied (Item 8). The differ-

ence was significant at greater than the .001 level.
Secondary school American history teachers place less

emphasis than college education teachers on Use of textbooks

to study controversial issues (Item 6). Disagreement was

significant at greater than the .01 level.
Secondary school American history teachers place more

emphasis on Use of lecture~discussion method for studying

controversial issues (Item 1) than college education teachers.
The difference was significant at greater than the .02 level.
Secondary school American history teachers also place

more emphasis on Opportunity for all students to voice any

opinion (Item 2) than college education teachers. Disagree-
ment significant at greater than the .05 level was indicated
for this practice.

The data presented in Table XXVII indicate that Section
VII yielded t-ratios for five items which were not signifi-
cant, indicating agreement between the groups. Significant
t-ratios at greater than the .05 level were obtained for

nine other items.
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COMPARISON OF EMPHASIS PLACED ON CITIZENSHIP EDUCATION
BY SECONDARY SCHOOL AMERICAN HISTORY TEACHERS AND
COLLEGE EDUCATION TEACHERS (QUESTIONNAIRE

SECTION VII:

CITIZENSHIP EDUCATION)

Secondary School College
American History Education
Teachers Teachers Level of
Signifi-
Item M S.D. M S.D. t cance
1 1.58 .89 2,25 1.06 -2.62 .02
2 3.33 .62 3.54 .63 ~1.08 NS*
3 1.47 .99 3.11 .72 -6.82 .001
4 3.56 .60 3.68 .54 - .87 NS
5 3.03 .83 3.21 .77 - .87 - NS
6 2.78 .95 3.36 .77 -2.60 .02
7 2.92 .83 3.39 .82 -2.35 .02
8 2.53 1.12 3.39 .82 ~3.76 .001
9 1.89 1.15 3.21 .77 -5.29 .001
10 2.86 1.03 2.89 .72 - .13 NS
11 1.81 1.13 2.82 .71 ~4.00 .001
12 1.56 .93 2,29 .88 -2,98 .01
13 1.58 .79 1.57 .68 .07 NS
14 1.17 .60 2.75 - .99 -7.21 001

*Not significant.

The two groups were in agreement on the following:

Citizenship taught as an integrated part of the course (Item

2), Lead students to increased knowledge and understanding

of the structure and function of our government (Item 4),

Opportunity for students to discuss and attempt to solve

selected problems of the world (Item 5), Students encouraged

or required to read materials about great men and women

which favorably stress citizenship (Item 10), and Memori-

zation of proverbs, maxims, etc. required or encouraged

{Item 13).
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College education teachers place more emphasis than

sacondary school American history teachers on Opportunity

provided for students to participate in community affairs

(Item 3), Pupils assisted in analyzing their prejudices

(Item 8), Use of student government in the classroom (Item

9), Students urged to join organizations which stress

citizenship duties (Item 11}, and Attempts to arrange ex-

periences with students of other races, nationalities, etc.

(Item 14). Disagreement was significant at greater than the
.001 level.
Secondary school American history teachers appear to

place less emphasis on Tangible rewards given for good

citizenship conduct (Item 12) than college education teachers.

The difference was significant at greater than the .01 level.
College education teachers place more emphasis on

Special units or lessons used as a means of teaching citizen-

ship (Item 1), Students taught to identify bigotry {Item 6},

and Projects developed to show the contributions of different

ethnic, racial, cultural, etc. groups to the American way of

life (Item 7) than secondary school American history teachers.
Disagreement was significant at greater than the .02 level
on these practices.
A study of the data presented in Table XXVIII shows
that Section VIII yielded t-ratios for four items which were

not significant, indicating agreement between the two arouns.
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Significant t-ratlios at greater than the .05 level were

obtained for six other items.

TABLE XXVIII

COMPARISON OF EMPHASIS PLACED ON THE USE OF THE SCHOOL
LIBRARY BY SECONDARY SCHOOL AMERICAN HISTORY
TEACHERS AND COLLEGE EDUCATION TEACHERS
(QUESTIONNAIRE SECTION VIII:

SCHOOL LIBRARY)

Secondary School College
American History Education
Teachers Teachers Level of
Signifi-
Item M S.D. M S5.D. t cance
1 2.00 1.00 2.61 .86 ~2.55 .02
2 1.78 .89 3.07 .80 -5.86 .001
3 2.06 .97 3.04 .94 -3.69 .001
4 3.19 .84 3.25 .63 - .31 NS*
5 3.36 .71 2.89 .98 2.19 .05
6 2.11 .99 2.93 .92 -3.28 .01
7 2.00 1.08 2.61 1.08 -2.37 .05
8 3.28 .80 3.36 .72 - .40 NS
9 3.47 .60 3.14 .83 1.66 NS
10 2.89 .87 3.00 .96 . - .48 NS

*Not significant.

The two groups were in agreement on the following:

Students expected to do library work at times other than the

regular c¢lass period (Item 4), Library work used as a means

of developing research skills (Item 8), Library work used as

a means of acguiring factual Kknowledge {(Item 9), and Evalu-

ation of students' library work (Item 10).

College education teachers place more emphasis than

secondary school American history teachers on Small groups
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period (Item 2) and Individual students work in the library

during the regular class period (Item 3). Disagreement was
significant at greater than the .001 level on these items.
Secondary school American history teachers place less

emphasis on General class discussion of library work (Item

6} than college education teachers. The difference was
significant at greater than the .01 level.
College education teachers place more emphasis on

Students work in the library as a class during the regular

class period (Item 1) than secondary schocl American history

teachers. Disagreement was significant at greater than the
.02 level.
Secondary school American history teachers place more

emphasis on Individual reports of library work (Item 5) than

college education teachers. The difference was significant
at greater than the .05 level.
College education teachers place more emphasis on

Library work used as a means of developing reading skills

(Item 7) than secondary school American history teachers.
Disagreement was significant at greater than the .05 level.
The data presented in Table XXIX indicate that Section
IX yielded t-ratios for two items which were not significant,
thus indicating agreement between the two groups. Signifi-
cant t-ratios at greater than the .05 level were obtained

for twelve other items.
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TABLE XXIX

COMPARISON OF EMPHASIS PLACED ON EVALUATION BY SECONDARY
SCHOOL AMERICAN HISTORY TEACHERS AND COLLEGE EDUCATION
TEACHERS (QUESTIONNAIRE SECTION IX: EVALUATION)

Secondary School College
American History Education
Teachers Teachers Level of
Signifi-
Item M S.D. M S.D. t cance
1 3.83 .44 3.57 .68 1.98 NS*
2 1.31 .70 2.54 .87 -5.50 .001
3 1.50 .80 2.14 .87 -3.08 .01
4 1,00 .00 2.50 .98 ~7.44 .001
5 1.00 .00 2.29 .96 -6.75 .001
6 1.44 .68 2.50 .94 -4.52 *.001
7 3.44 .12 3.36 .81 .43 NS
8 2.67 1.00 3.39 .77 ~3.49 .001
9 2.75 1.11 3.64 .48 -4.14 .001
10 1.33 .67 3.21 .67 -%.20 .001
11 1.39 .76 2.50 .91 ~-5.00 .001
12 1.42 .83 2.54 .82 -5.07 .001
13 4.00 .00 2.46 1.15 7.50 .001
14 1.19 .46 2.93 1.13 -7.47 .001

*Not significant

The two groups were found to be in agreement on Use of

teacher-made tests (Item 1) and Objective tests (Item 7).

Disagreement at greater than the .001 level was found on

the following: Use of standardized tests of achievement

(Item 2), Use of tests made by a group of teachers (Item 4),

Use of departmental tests (Item 5), Use of teacher-pupil

made tests (Item 6), Use of essay tests (Item 8), Use of

combination objective-essay tests (Item 9), Evaluation based

on pupil behavior in a variety of situations including social

situations {(Item 10), Evaluation based on students' self-

evaluation (Item 11), Group performance used for evaluation
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of individual students ({(Item 12), and Student progress or

success reported by some method other than letter or numeri-

cal grades (Item 14). College education teachers placed

more emphasis on each of these practices than secondary
school American history teachers.
Secondary school American history teachers place more

emphasis on Student progress or success reported by letter

or numerical grades only (Item 13} than college education

teachers. The difference was significant at greater than
the .001 level.
College education teachers place more emphasis on Use

of pupil-made tests (Item 3) than secondary school American

history teachers. Disagreement was significant at greater

than the .01 level.

Summary of Findings for Hypothesis III

Hypothesis III indicated that there were significant
differences in the emphasis placed by secondary school
American history teachers on the practices included in this
study and the emphasis recommended for those same practices
by education teachers in selected Texas colleges and uni-
versities. The hypothesis was accepted or rejected on the
basis of the number of items with t-ratios which were signi-
ficant at the .05 level. A majority of the total items must

have significant t-ratios for the acceptance of the hypothesis.
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A summary of the number of items for secondary school
American history teachers and college education teachers
which had significant t-ratios, non-significant t-ratios, and
percentages of the total in each category is presented in
Table XXX. If the two groups had more than 50 per cent of
the total 121 items with significant t-ratios, the hypothesis
that there was a significant difference between the two
groups was accepted. If the two groups had 50 per cent or
less, the hypothesis was rejected. The percentage of the
total items with non-significant t-ratios served as a

measure of agreement between the two groups.

TABLE XXX

SUMMARY COF THE NUMBER AND PERCENTAGE OF ITEMS WITH
SIGNIFICANT AND NON-SIGNIFICANT t-RATIOS FOR
SECONDARY SCHOOL AMERICAN HISTORY TEACHERS
AND COLLEGE EDUCATION TEACHERS

Description Number Percentage
Items with Significant t-ratios 94 78
Items with Non-significant t~ratios , 27 22
Total 121 100

An examination of Table XXX reveals that the secondary
school American history teachers and college education
teachers had greater than 50 per cent of the items with
significant t-ratios. These two groups had 78 per cent of

the items which were significant at the .05 level. Thus



Hypothesis III was accepted. There was a significant differ-
ence between the emphasis placed on the practices included
in this study by secondary school Americén history teachers
and the emphasis recommended for those same practices by
college education teachers.
The Teaching Practices of the Sample
of Secondarv School American
History Teachers

One of the purposes of this study was to determine the
emphasis placed on various teaching practices by a random
sample of secondary school American history teachers.- The
thirty~six secondary school American history teachers were
interviewed, using the guestionnaire as a checklist. Their
answers were recorded, tabulated, and computed. The mean
scores obtained were used in rank ordering of the teaching
practices, as shown in Table XXXI. The items are arranged
in descending order. The maximum possible value was 4,00
and the minimum possible value was 1.00. The actual range

of mean scores was from 4.00 to 1.00.

TABLE XXXI

RANK ORDER BY MEAN SCORES OF TEACHING PRACTICES OF THE
SAMPLE OF SECONDARY SCHOOL AMERICAN HISTORY TEACHERS

JTtem Mean
Section [Numher Item Score
IX 13 Student progress or suvccess reported 4.00

by numerical grades only
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Item Mean
Section {Numbexr Item Score
v 2 Opportunity for all students to voice 3.83
any opinion
IX Use of teacher-made tests 3.83
11T Teacher-led discussion 3.61
VI Use of lecture-discussion method for 3.56
studying controversial issues
VII 4 Lead students to increased knowledge 3.56
of the structure and function of
our government
I 6 Objectives that stress learning in- 3.50
formation
I 3 Objectives that stress the development| 3.50
of understanding and concepts
VIII 9 Library work used as a means of ac- 3.47
guiring factual knowledge
v 2 General class discussion of contempo- 3.44
rary affairs
IX 7 Objective tests 3.44
I Objectives that stress the development| 3.39
of critical thinking
I 4 Objectives that stress the development| 3.39
of attitudes
VIIT Individual reports of library work 3.36
v Wall maps 3.36
IX Chronological organization according 3.33
to the organization of a textbook
VII 2 Citizenship taught as an integrated 3.33
part of the regular course
VIIT 8 Library work used as a means of 3.28
developing research skills
VI 3 Supportive evidence required of stu- 3.25
dents in discussion of contro-
versial issues
Iv 24 Teacher duplicated materials 3.19
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Item M=an
Section |Number Item Score
VI 5 Teacher control of the teaching of 3.19
controversial issues
VIII 4 Students expected to do library work 3.19
at times other than the regular
class period
II 8 Integration of geography into the 3.14
course
I 10 Objectives that stress the development| 3.11
of social skills
Iv 17 Reference books 3.08
Iv 7 Chalkboard 3.06
Iv 18 Newspapers and news periodicals made 3.06
available in classroom and/or
library
v 3 Student use of newspapers and/or 3.03
periodicals for studying contempo-
rary affairs
VII 5 Opportunity for students to discuss 3.03
and attempt to solve selected
problems of the world
IIT 16 Activities invelving visual presen- 3.00
tations by the teacher
1T 9 Integration of political science into 3.00
the course
I 5 Objectives that stress changes in 2.97
behavior
III 11 Oral reporting by students 2.92
VII 7 Projects developed to show the con- 2.92
tributions of different ethnic,
racial, cultural, etc. groups to
the American way of life
I 9 Objectives that stress the development| 2.89
of research skills
ITT 9 Supervised study 2.89
VIIX 10 Evaluation of students' library work 2.89
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Item Mean
Section |Number Item Score
v 1 Special time planned for studying 2.86
contemporary affairs
VIiI 10 Students encouraged or required to 2.86
read materials about great men and
women which favorably stress
citizenship
VII 6 Students taught to identify bigotry 2.78
Iv 11 Pictures 2.78
X 9 Use of combination objective-essay 2.75
tests :
v 1 Common textbook for all students with 2.72
no supplementary material
I11 Individual research 2.72
II 7 Integration of econcmics into the 2.69
course
IX 8 Use of essay tests 2.67
I 12 Evaluation of students' progress in 2.64
reaching objectives
v 12 Films 2.61
I1I 10 Visual presentations by students 2.53
VII 8 Pupils assisted in analyzing their 2.53
Prejudices.
iv 14 Filmstrips 2.47
II 6 Depth studies 2.42
IT 10 Integration of sociology into the 2.42
- course
ITI Problem solving 2.36
IV 6 Teacher's manual to accompany textbook| 2.36
v 15 Disc recordings 2,36
Iv 10 Globes 2.33
i Committee work for research projects 2.28
IT Topical unit organization 2.25
v 22 Materials for overhead projectors 2.25
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Item

Mean
Section |{Number Item Score
v 6 Student use of TV and radio reports 2.25
for studying contemporary affairs
v 8 Evaluation of students' work in con- 2.25
temporary affairs
I 2 Written lesson objectives 2.22
II 12 Integration of psychology into the 2.22
course
IiT 13 Exhibits of objects, specimens, 2.11
Models, etc.
VIII 6 General class discussion of library 2.11
work
I 7 Objectives stated in terms of specific| 2.11
behavior :
VIII 3 Individual students work in the 1i- 2.06
brary during the regular class
period
IT 5 Course organized around teacher 2.00
selected problems
VIII 1 Students work in the library as a 2.00
¢lass during the regular class
period
VIIT 7 Library work used as a means of 2.00
developing reading skills
Iv 20 Commerical TV programs _ 1.94
III Debates in which students participate 1.94
IV A single set of textbooks supplemented| 1.92
by an assortment of pertinent books
on variocus grade or reading levels
Iv 13 Slides 1,92
VII 9 Use of student government in the 1.89
classroom
I Written unit objectives 1.89
ITI Committee work for projects other than| 1.89

research projects
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Item Mean
Section [Numberx Item Score
\'% 4 Use of special current events paper 1.83
for students in which all students
recelve the same grade or reading
level paper
Iv 9 Road maps 1.83
II 11 Integration of anthropology into the 1.83
course
VII 11 Students urged to join organizations 1.81
which stress citizenship duties
III 12 Student construction of miniature 1.78
models, etc.
VIII 2 Small groups of students work in the 1.78
library during the regular class
period
I 11 Student participation in the formu- 1.72
lation of objectives '
VI 6 Use of textbooks to study contro- 1.72
versial issues
IIX Role playing and/or sociodrama 1.67
VI Teacher-pupil planning of contro- - 1.64
versial issues to be studied
v 21 Materials for opaque projectors 1.64
IV 16 Tape recordings 1.64
III 15 Classroom presentations by resource 1.64
persons
ITT 18 Letter writing by students to persons l.61
outside the community
VII 13 Memorization of proverbs, maxims, etc.| 1.58
required or encouraged
VII 1 Special units or lessons used as a 1.58
means of teaching citizenship
VII 12 Tangible rewards given for good 1.56
citizenship conduct
IT1 Teacher-pupil planned units 1.53
IiI Field trips 1.53
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Item Mean
Section |{Number Ttem Score
IIT 14 Student interviews of resource persons| 1.53
v 5 Workbooks 1.53
v Use of films and/or filmstrips for 1.53
studying contemporary affairs
IX 3 Use of pupil-made tests 1.50
VII 3 Opportunity provided for students to 1.47
participate in community affairs
IX 6 Use of teacher-pupil made tests 1l.44
IX 12 Group performance used for evaluation 1.42
of individual students
IX 11 Evaluation based on students' self- 1.39
evaluation
IX 10 Evaluation based on pupil behavior in 1.33
a variety of situations including
social situations
II 3 Unit textbooks 1.33
VI 7 Use of audio-visual materials for the 1.31
study of controversial issues
IX 2 Use of standardized tests 1.31
IIT 17 Specific service projécts for the 1.28
school and/or community
Iv 2 Two or more textbooks and no supple-~ 1.25
mentary materials
IX 14 Student progress or success reported 1.19
by some method other than letter
or numerical grades
v 19 Educational TV programs 1.19
v 23 Programmed materials and/or teaching 1.17
machines
\' 5 Use of special current events papers 1.17
for students with the papers being
provided on at least two reading
levels
VII 14 Attempts to arrange experiences with 1.17

students of other races, nation-—
alities, etc.
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TARLE XXXI"—QQEFinued

Item ' Mean
Section (Number Item Score
VI 4 Administrative control of the teaching| 1.14

of controversial issues

iv 4 One or more textbooks supplemented by 1.11
an assortment of pertinent books on
various grade or reading levels

IIT g Letter writing by students to persons 1.08
outside the U.S.
IX 4 Use of tests made by a group of 1.00
teachers
ix 5 Use of departmental tests 1.00

An examination of Table XXXI reveals that thirty-one of
the 121 practices were in the 4.00 to 3.00 mean score range,
forty items were in the 2.99 to 2.00 range, and fifty were
in the 1.99 to 1.00 range of scores. Five items of

Section I: Objectives were in the 4.00 to 3.00 range, five

items were in the 2.99 to 2.00 range, and two other items
were in the 1.99 to 1.00 range. The practices listed in

Section II: Content Organization were arranged as follows:

three items in the 4.00 to 3.00 range, six items in the 2.99
to 2.00 range, and three items in the 1.99 to 1.00 range.

The practices of Section III: Methods and Techniques were

arranged as follows: two items were in the 4.00 to 3.00
range, seven items were in the 2.99 to 2.00 range, and ten
items were in the 1.99 to 1.00 range of mean scores. Five

items of Section IV: Materials were in the 4,00 to 3.00
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range of scores, eight were in the 2.99 to 2.00 range, and
eleven were in the 1.99 to 1.00 range. Two of the practices

in Section V: Contemporary Affairs were in the 4.00 to 3.00

range of mean scores, three were in the 2.99 to 2.00 range,
and three were in the 1.9% to 1.00 range. The practices for

Section VI: Controversial Issues were arranged as follows:

four practices were in the 4.00 to 3.00 range, none of the
practices were in the 2.99 to 2.00 range, and four were in
the 1.99 to 1.00 range. Three of the items in Section VII:

Citizenship Education were in the 4,00 to 3.00 range, four

were in the 2.99 to 2.00 range, and seven were in the 1.99
to 1.00 range. The practices related to Section VIII:

School Library were arranged as follows: four of the prac-

tices were in the 4.00 to 3.00 range, five were in the 2.99
to 2.00 range, and one was in the 1.99 to 1.00 range of mean

scores. Three of the items for Section IX: Evaluation were

in the 4.00 to 3.00 range, two were in the 2.99 to 2.00
range, and nine were in the 1.99 to 1.00 range of mean scores.

A Comparison of the Emphasis Placed on Teaching

Practices by Secondary School American History
Teachers and the Emphasis Recommended by
Three Groups of Authorities

A review of the results of the treatment of the data
for the items in all nine sections of the questionnaire re-
vealed that the three groups of authorities recommended

greater emphasis than the secondary school American history

teachers placed on certain practices. The secondary school
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American history teachers reported greater emphasis on other

practices than the authorities recommended. A summary of

these findings is pre

sented i1n this section of Chapter III.

The teaching practices on which all three groups of

authorities~--natiocnal

social studies specialists, college

American history teachers, and college education teachers--

recommended greater emphasis than the high school teachers

reported are as follows:

l. Section I, TItem 1l: Written unit objectives;

2, Section I, I
3. Section I, I
progress in reaching
4., Section II,
5. 8ection II,
6. Section II,
7. Section II,
into the course;
8. Section III,
participate;
9. Section III,
10. Section III,
source persons;
11. Section III,
resource persons;
12. Section 1I1I,

for the school and/or

tem 2: Written lesson objectives;
tem 12: Evaluation of studentsg'
objectives;

Item 2: Topical unit organization;
Item 3: Unit textbooks;

Item 4: Teacher-pupil planned units;

Item 11: Integration of anthropology
Item 7: Debates in which students

Item 8: Field trips;

Item 14: Student interviews of re-
ITtem 15: Classroom presentations by

Item 17: Specific service projects

communi.ty;
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13. Section III, Item 19: Letter writing by students
to persons outside the United States:

14, Section IV, Item 2: Common textbook for all
students with no supplementary material;

15. Section IV, Item 3: A single set of textbooks
supplemented by an assortment of pertinent books on various
grade or reading levels;

16. Section IV, Item 4: One or more textbooks supple-
mented by an assortment of pertinent books on various grade
or reading levels;

17. 8Section IV, Item 10: Globes;

18. Section IV, Item 13: Slides;

19. Section IV, Item 1l6: Tape recordings;

20. Section IV, Item 19: Educational TV programs;

2l. Section 1V, Item 21: Materials for opague
projectors;

22, Section 1V, Item 22: Materials for overhead
projectors;

23. Section IV, Item 23: Programmed materials and/or
teaching machines;

24. Section V, Item 5: Use of special current events
papers for students with the papers being provided on at
least two reading levels;

25. Section V, Item 6: Student use of TV and radio

reports for studying contemporary affairs;
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26. Section V, Item 7: Use of films and/or filmstrips
for studying contemporary affairs;

27. Section V, Item 8: Evaluation of students' work
in contemporary affairs;

28. Section VI, Item 6: Use of textbooks to study
controversial issues;

2%9. Section VI, Item 7: Use of audio-visual materials
for the study of controversial issues;

30. Section VI, Item 8: Teacher-pupil planning of
controversial issues to be studied; )

31. Section VII, Item 3: Opportunity provided for
students to participate in comaunity affairs;

32. Section VII, Item 6: Students taught to identify
bigotry;

33. Section VII, Item 8: Pupils assisted in analyzing
their prejudices;

34. sSection VII, Item 9: Use of student government in
the classroom;

35. Section VII, Item 12: Tangible rewards given for
good citizenship conduct;

36, Section VII, Item 14: Attempts to arrange ex-
periences with students of other races, nationalities, etc.;

37. Section VIII, Item 2: Small groups of students
work in the library during the regular class period;

38. Section VIII, Item 6: General class discussion of

library work;
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39. Section VIII, Item 7: Library work used as a means
of developing reading skills;

40. Section IX, Item 2: Use of standardized tests;

41. Section IX, Ttem 4: Use of tests made by a group
of teachers;

42. Section IX, Item 5: Use of departmental tests;

43. Section IX, Item 9: Use of combination objective-
essay tests;

44, Section IX, Item 10: Evaluation based on pupil
behavior in a variety of situations including social
situations;

45, Section IX, Item 1ll: Evaluation based on students'’
self-evaluation;

46. Section IX, Item 12: Group performance used for
evaluation of individual students; and

47. Section IX, Item 14: Student progress or success
reported by some method other than letter or numerical grades.

The following list contains the teaching practices on
which any two of the three groups of authorities recommended
more emphasis than the secondary school American history
teachers indicated:

1. Section I, Item 7: Objectives stated in terms of
specific behavior;

2. Section I, Item 8: Objectives that stress the
development of critical thinking;

3. Section I, Item 11l: Student participation in the

formulation of objectives;
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4. Section II, Item 5: Course organized around
teacher selected problems;
5. Section IT, Ttem 7: Integration of economics into
the course;
6. Section II, Item 10: Integration of sociclogy into
the course;
7. Section III, Item.2: Committee work for research
projects;
8. Section III, Item 3: Individual research;
3. Section III, Item 4: Committee work for projects
other than research projects;
10. Section ITII, Item 5: Problem solving;
1l. Section III, Item 6: Role playing and/or sociodrama;
12, Section III, Item 18: Letter writing by students
to persons outside the community;
13. Section IV, Item 7: Chalkboard;
14, Section IV, Item 9: Road maps;
15. Section IV, Item 12: Films;
lé., Section IV, Item 14: Filmstrips;
17. Section IV, Item 18: Newspapers and news periodicals
made available in classroom and/or library;
18. Section IV, Item 20: Commercial TV programs;
19. Section Vv, Item 3: Student use of newspapers and/or

periodicals for studying contemporary affairs;
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20. Section V, Item 4: Use of special current events
papers for students in which all students receive the same
grade or reading level paper;

21. Section VI, Item 3: Supportive evidence required
of students in discussion of controversial issues:

22. Section VI, ltem 4: Administrative control of the
teaching of controversial issues;

23. Section VII, Item 7: Projects developed to show
the contributions of different ethnic, racial, cultural, etc.
groups to the American way of life;

24. Section VII, Item 11l: Students urged to join
organizations which stress citizenship duties;

25. Section VIII, Item l: Students work in the library
as a class during the regular class period;

26. Section VIII, Ttem 3: Individual students work in
the library during the regular class period;

27. Section IX, Item 3: Use of pupil-made tests;

28. Section IX, Item 6: Use of teacher-pupil made
tests; and

29. Section IX, Item 8: Use of essay tests.

Only one of the three groups of authorities recommended
greater emphasis than the secondary school American history
teachers reported on the following practices:

1. Section I, Item 5: Objectives that stress changes

in behavior;
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2. Section I, Item 9: Objectives that stress the
development of research skills;
3. Section II, Item 6: Depth studies;
4. Section II, Item 12: Integration of psychology
into the course;
5. Section III, Item 10: Visual presentations by
students;
6. Section III, Item 12: Student construction of
miniature models, etc.:
7. Section IV, Item 5: Workbooks;
8. Section IV, Item 6: Teacher's manual to accompany
textbook;
9. Section IV, Item 1l1: Pictures;
10. Section IV, Item 12: Films;
11. Section IV, Item 15: Disc recordings;
12, Section IV, Item 17: Reference books:
13. Section VII, Item l: Special units or lessons used
as a means of teaching citizenship; and
14. Section VIII, Item 4: Students expected to do
library work at times other than the regular class period.
The secondary school American history teachers indicated
greater emphasis than the three groups of authorities on a
number of practices. The following list contains the prac-
tices on which the secondary school American history teachers

placed more emphasis than all three groups of authorities

recommended :
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1. Section I, Item 6: Objectives that stress learning
information;

2, Becticn II, Item 1l: Chronological organization
according to the organization of a textbook;

3. Section IITI, Item 1l: Teacher-led discussion:

4. Section IV, Item 1l: Common textbook for all
students with no supplementary material; and

5. Section IX, Item 13: Student progress or success
reported by letter or numerical grades only.

The secondary school American history teachers placed
greater emphasis than any two of the three authority groups
recommended on the following practices:

1. Section VI, Item 1l: Use of lecture-discussion
method for studying controversial issues; and

2. Section VI, Item 2: Opportunity for all students
to voice any opinion.

The secondary school American history teachers placed
greater emphasis than any single group of the three authority
groups recommended on the following practices:

l. Section I, Item 4: Objectives that stress the
development of attitudes;

2, Section I, Item 5: Objectives that stress changes
in behavior;

3. BSection I, Item 10: Objectives that stress the
development of social skills;

4. Section IV, Item 24: Teacher duplicated materials;:
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5. Section VIII, Item 5: Individual reports of
library work; and

6. Section IX, Item 7: Objective tests.

These findings were used in the formulation of the
conclusions and recommendations for this study, which are

presented in Chapter IV.



CHAPTER IV
SUMMARY AND CONCLUSTIONS

Summary

The purpose of this study was to determine the emphasis
placed on various teaching practices by secondary school
American history teachers selected at random from a six-
county area in North Central Texas and to compare the empha-
sis reported by these teachers with the emphasis recommended
for the same practices by national social studies specialists,
college American history teachers, and college education
teachers.

The instrument used in this study was constructed by
surveying the literature on social studies teaching. A
panel of judges recommended by the National Council for the
Social Studies was used to establish validity for the instru-
ment. Reliability was established in a pilot study involving
twenty-seven secondary school American history teachers.
The instrument was used as an interview check sheet for a
structured interview with thirty-six randomly selected
secondary school American history teachers. The same instru-
ment was used as a questionnaire with the national social

studies specialists, the college American history teachers,

and +ho AATT A . 1
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American history teachers were asked to indicate the degree
of emphasis they place on the practices included in the
study. The three groups of authorities--national social
studies specialists, college American history teachers, and
college education teachers--were asked to indicate the degree
of emphasis they recommended for each practice included in
the study.

The t~technique was employed to determine whether or
not significant differences existed between the emphasis
placed on the practices by the secondary school Amerigan
history teachers and the emphasis recommended by each of the
three groups of authorities--national social studies special-
ists, college American history teachers, and college education
teachers.

Hypothesis I stated that there would be a significant
difference between the emphasis placed on the practices in-
cluded in the study by secondary school American history
teachers and the emphasis recommended for the same practices
by national social studies specialists. In testing
Hypothesis I it was found that more than 50 per cent of the
items yielded t-ratios significant at greater than the .05
level. Therefore, Hypothesis I was accepted. There was a
significant difference between the two groups indicating
disagreement concerning the degree of emphasis which should

be placed on the practices included in the study.
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According to Hypothesis II there would be a significant
difference between the emphasis.placed on the practices in-
cluded in the study by secondary school American history
teachers and the emphasis recommended for the same practices
by college American history teachers. In testing Hypothesis
II it was found that more than 50 per cent of the items
yielded t-ratios which were significant at greater than the
.05 level. Therefore, Hypothesis II was accepted. There
was a significant difference between the two groups indicat-
ing disagreement concerning the degree of emphasis which
should be placed on the practices included in the study.

Hypothesis III stated that there would be a significant
difference between the emphasis placed on the practices in-
cluded in the study by secondary school American history
teachers and the emphasis recommended for the same practices
by college education teachers. In testing Hypothesis III it
was found that more than 50 per cent of the items yielded
t-ratios which were significant at greater than the .05
level, Therefore, Hypothesis II1 was accepted. There was
a significant difference between the two groups indicating
disagreement concerning the degree of emphasis which should
be placed on the practices included in the study.

A rank ordering of the mean scores of secondary school
American history teachers was made to determine which prac-
tices the secondary school teachers emphasized the most.

The results indicated that the practices which received the
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greatest emphasis were the "traditional” or "conventional™
practices. Traditional practices received the greatest
emphasis in the area of objectives, content organization,
methods, materials, and evaluation.

Six lists were made to compare the emphasis placed by
secondary school American history teachers on the practices
included in the study and the emphasis recommended by the
three groups of authorities. Only the items which had
significant t-ratios were included in the lists. The list
of practices on which all three authority groups recommended
more emphasis than secondary school American history teachers
reported contained.forty—seven items. Most of these items
were from the sections of the guestionnaire on methods and
techniques, materials, citizenship education, and evaluation.
There were twenty-nine items for which two of the authority
groups recommended more emphasis than was reported by
secondary school American history teachers. These items
were primarily from the sections of the questionnaire on
methods and techniques and materials. The list of practices
for which only one of the three authority groups recommended
more emphasis than was reported by secondary schooi American
history teachers contained fourteen items. They were mostly
from the materials section of the guestionnaire.

The list of practices on which the secondary school
American history teachers placed more emphasis than was

recommended by either of the three authority groups contained
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five items. These practices were traditional practices.
Another list was made of practices on which the secohdary
school American history teachers placed more emphasis than
was recommended by two of the authority groups. Finally, a
list was prepared of the practices on which secondary schooi
American history teachers placed more emphasis than one of
the authority groups.

Findings, conclusions, and recommendations were formu~

lated on the basis of the findings of this study.

Findings

The data of this study indicated the following findings:

1. A significant difference was found between the
emphasis placed on the teaching practices included in this
study by secondary school American history teachers and the
emphasis recommended for those same practices by national
social studies specialists, college American history teachers,
and college education teachers.

2. The greatest difference was found between the
secondary school American history teachers and college
education teachers in that they disagreed on the degree of
emphasis which should be placed on 78 per cent of the prac-
tices included in the study.

3. The second greatest difference was found between
the secondary school American history teachers and the

natiocnal socilal studies specialists in that they disagreed
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on the emphasis which should be piaced on 65 per cent of the
practices included in the study.

4., The least difference was found between the secondary
school American history teachers and the college American
history teachers in that they disagreed on the emphasis which
should be placed on 52 per cent of the practices included in
the study.

5. It was found that the secondary school American
history teachers disagreed with the three authority groups
on the amount of emphasis for forty-seven of the 121 American

history teaching practices included in this study.

Conclusions

The findings of this study made it possible to reach
the following conclusions:

1. There was a significant difference between the
emphasis placed on the teaching practices included in this
study by secondary school American history teachers and the
emphasis recommended for those same practices by national
social studies specialists.

2. There was a significant difference between the
emphasis placed on the teaching practices included in this
study by secondary school American history teachers and the
emphasis recommended for those same practices by college
American history teachers.

3. Thetre was A Sicni Ficant AdiFfovonma hAarnimmnm kha
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study by secondary schcool American history teachers and the
emphasls recommended for those same practices by college
education teachers.

4. The secondary school American history teachers
continue to emphasize the "traditional" or “"conventional™
practices.

5. The majority of the secondary school American
history teachers have not been greatly influenced by current
research and innovations in social studies education.

6. The secondary school American history teachers
were in closer agreement with college American history
teachers in the areas of content organization, methods and
technigues, and citizenship education.

7. The secondary school American history teachers have
been least influenced by college education teachers in the
area of materials.

8. The three groups of authorities have not greatly
influenced secondary school American history teachers in the

arca of evaluation.

Recommendations
The following recommendations are made as suggestions
for improving the teaching of American history in the
direction indicated by the three authority groups:
1. Secondary school American history teachers should
reconsider the placement of their emphasis on certain teach-

ing practices.
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2. A . greater effort should be made in pre-service
teacher education programs to acquaint prospective teachers
with new materials which are available.

3. In-service education should be provided for
secondary school American history teachers to provide
opportunities for them to become familiar with the methods
and techniques, content organization practices, and evalu-
ation practices recommended by the groups of authorities.

4. Pre-service education should provide additional
opportunities for prospective teachers to practice and ob-
serve the practices recommended by the authorities. These
practices should be emphasized in professional education
courses as well as in history content courses, in addition
to student teaching.

5. Local school districts should investigate ways of
providing more adequate facilities and eqguipment, especially
in the areas of library facilities, supplementary materials,
and audio-visual materials.

6. Attempts should be made to improve communication
between college American history teachers. and college edu-—
cation teachers in order to establish a higher degree of
cooperation between these two crucial areas in the éducation
of secondary school American history teachers.

7. Efforts should be made to improve communication

between college teachers (college American history teachers

and ecrAallocca Advamadbd o 1 - L0 N -
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history teachers in order to provide information on current
research and innovations in the area to the secondary school
teachers. Such a procedure could also keep college teachers
abreast of the actual practices employed by secondary school
American history teachers.

8. Local school districts should take steps to make
professional literature available to secondary school Ameri-
can history teachers in order that they might be continually
informed concerning current trends in social studies edu~-
cation,

9. Local school districts should also investigate the
possibility of providing the services of consultants who are
familiar with current trends in social studies education.

The media centers which are currently being established
in Texas should be able to provide many of these needed
services. Audio-visual materials, the services of consul-
tants, and perhaps supplementary materials could certainly
be provided through these centers.

Additional services could be provided by the colleges
and universities in the six-county area. College facﬁlty
members could serve as consultants and could provide leader-
ship in in-service training programs.

Attempts should be made to establish exemplary éocial
studies programs in this six-county area which would employ
the latest materials and methods. Through a system of inter-

school visitation many of the schools could become acquainted
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with these new materials and methods employed in the

exemplary programs.

Recommendations for Further Research

This study should be replicated in other areas of Texas
to determine if similar conditions exist throughput the
state. Attempts should also be made to determine if similar
conditions exist in other areas of the social studies such
as elementary social studies, political science, and geog-
raphy. Further research should be conducted to determine
whether or not the practices of secondary school American
history teachers in schools which provide more adequate
equipment and materials are different from the practices of
secondary school American history teachers in schools with

less adequate equipment and materials.
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APPENDIX

Mr. Douglas O, John
Box 309
Coppell, Texas

Dear Mr. John:

This is in reply to your letter of September 28, We are
unable to tell you about a questionnaire which could be used
to survey the practices of American history teachers, We axe,
however, enclosing the instruments which we have used in four
of our studies., Perhaps they will give you suggestions on
format,

We are referring your request for lists of social studies
specialists and historians to Merrill F. Hartshorn, Executive
Secretary of the National Council for the Social Studies,

Sincerely yours,
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AR . o oy
. PRSI S e A e AT
P - .o A

Glen Robinson
Director, Research Division
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October 18, 1966

Mr., Douglas O. John
Box 5341 N.T., Station
Denton, Texas 76203

Dear Mr. John:

We have received your letter of October 6 and also a request from
Dr. Glen Robinson of the NEA Research Division for assistance with your

proposed doctoral study.

We do not know of any existing questionnaires which you might use,
but possibly if you outlined further the nature of the information you
wish to gather it would suggest sources with which we could put you in
contact.

Concerning the question of social studies specialists and historians,
we would suggest the names of those on the enclosed list as representative
geographically of the outstanding people in these categories,

We wish you every success with your work.

Cordially yours, ~ -

7 / -
4 o L R
R

Malcolm L. Searle

‘RRILL F. HARTSHORN
31 Sixteenth Street, N.W. MLS: dw

shington, D.C. 20036
enclosure

itor, Social Education
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)1 Sixteenth Street, N.W.
shinglon, D.C. 20036

sistant Secrelary

MARCUS GILLESPIE
)1 Sixteenth Street, N.W.
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wcvtive Assistant

LCOLM L. SEARLE
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voland, Ohlo
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Agsistant Secretary



THE TEACHING PRACTICES OF SECONDARY
SCHOOL AMERICAN HISTORY TEACHERS

Your help is requested in a study of teaching practices
employed in the fteaching of American history in secondary
schools in Texas. Will you please respond to the attached
questionnaire by indicating the degree of emphasis you
belleve American history teachers in secondary schools
should place on each practice in the teaching of American
history.

The questionnaire has been designed as part of a doctoral
study in progress at North Texas State University and is
being used in a survey of a sampling of secondary school
American history teachers in Texas to obtain the degree
of emphasls the teachers place on the practices in the
teaching of American history.

In the right hand column please circle the number which
indicates the degree of emphasis you believe secondary
school American history tecachers should place on each
practice in the teaching of American history.

In rating use the following scales:

- « Much emphasis
Some emphasis

- ~ Little emphasis
No emphasis

SRSV —y
I
I

Please return the completed questlionnalre in the attached
envelope prior to May 30 if possible. Thank you for your
cooperation.

Name

College or university

Department

139



Section I. Objectives. The following refer to the manner 1in which

teaching objectives may be used.

l.
2.
3.

i

[y

5.
6.
7

8.

9.
10.
11.
12.

Written unit objectives ~—remrmr e ——
Written lesson objectlives - e e
Objectives that stress the development of understanding

and COoNCEPLS —mm e e e e e e e
Objectives that stress the development of attitudes ~--w---
Objectives that stress changes in behavior ~-———cmmewee—-
Objectives that stress learning information -—-wemecccmmcmac

Objectives stated in terms of specific tehavior (that is,
what the student must be doing when he reaches the
objective)] ~memmm e e e -
Objectives that stress the development of critical
thinking ——=ewmm e e e
QGbjectives that Stress the development of research skills
Objectives that stress the development of social skills --
Student participation in the formulation of objectives —=-
Evaluation of students' progress in reaching objectives -~

Section II. Content Organization. The following refer to the

in which American history courses can be organized.

Chronological organization according to the organization

Of 8 teXtbOOK —=mmmm o e e e
Topical unit organization —————cemm e
Unit textbooks (small books or pamphlets which deal with
one aspect of American history) -—-—m=mme-—mmecmmcec—c—————
Teacher-pupll planned uUNits = e e e e
Course organized around teacher selected problems (or
inquiry approach) ———e e e e
Depth studies (post holing) ~—=—memc oo e
Integration of economics into the course —weemcvemrrccanwn-
Integration of geography into the course -mmo——emmmmccmaeao
Integration of political science into the course =—wwmwme—am-
Integration of sociology into the course —wrmwmeememcwm———
Integration of anthropology into the course ——————mmmweee.
Integration of psychology into the course ~——emecwommmm———
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Section III. HMethods and Techniques. The following refer to the

teaching methods and technigues often used in the teaching of
American history.

Teacher led discussion ———=—=——mmwaa- e e e e e e
Committee work for research projects mm—mmemmmc o cmc e
Individual research ——w—— o e e
Committee work for prejects other than research projects -
Problem sS0lving = e e e e e
Role playing and/or soclodrama —————-ceecmmcncma e

4 32
4y 32
y 3 2
4 3 2
y 32
4 3 2
4 3 2
4y 3 2
4 3 2
4y 3 2
4y 32
4 3 2
manner
4y 3 2
§ 3 2
4 3 2
4y 32
4y 32
4 3 2
by 32
32
5 3 2
4y 3 2
y 3 2
4y 3 2
y 3 2
y 3 2
4 3 2
y 3 2
b 32
4y 3 2

- Hi e e
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7. Debates in which students participate ——c——emmmmmmme e 4 321
8. TField tripSeecee—— e e e b 321
Q9. Supervised StUQY——rmmerrm e e e e y 321
10, Visual presentations by students ————emmmemcm oo b 321
11, Oral reporting by students ~————emmmmmmc e 4 321
. 12. Student construction of miniature models, et¢. ——-mmmm———a 4 321
13. Exhibits (in the school) of objects, specimens, models,
L. e e e 4 3 2 1
14, Student interviews of resource pPersoNs ~———eecmemeo——eoo—— 4y 321
15, Classroom presentations by resource persons ——eeme—e—e—a—- 321
16. Activities invelving visual presentations by the teacher - 4 3 2 1
17. Jpecific service projects for the school and/or community~ 4 3 2 1
18. Letter writing by students to persons outside the
COMMUNILY ~——e i e e —— b 32 1
19, Letter writing by students to persons outside the U.S, ~=~ 4 3 2 1
Section IV. Materiuals. The following refer to the teaching materials
or combinations of teaching materials frequently used in the teaching
of American history.
1. Common Textbock for all students wlth no supplementary
MALEr1al — e e e e y 321
2. Two or more textbooks and no supplementary materials --—-- 4321
3. A single set of textbooks supplemented by an assortment of
pertinent books on various grade or rcading levels —e——m——e 4y 321
4, One or more textbooks supplemented by an assortment of
pertinent books on various grade or reading levels —m————a 4 3 21
5. WOrkboOKS ==mmmm e e e ———————— 4y 321
6. Teacher's manual to accompany textbool —em—m—mo—cmcmmmo—eoo 4y 321
7. Chalkboard —~—ee e e e e e i e v v e e 4 321
8. Wall Maps =——ece e ——— e ——— ——————— b 3 21
9. ROAG MAPS == —m e e e e e e e e e ————— 4y 32 1
10, GlObES memmm e e e e L 321
11, Pictures ~—e et e e 4 321
12, PIIMS ccmmmmm e e e e e e e e o e 4 3 21
13¢ SliAES e o e o o e o 0 B 0 4 A i o 4 321
14, Fllmstrips ——cmme e em 4 321
15, Disc recordings ——meememmmc e e e e -— 4§ 321
16, Tape recorAingS ————r oo o o e e ot e e e e o e e 4 321
17. Reference books (encyclopedias, almanacs, etc.) ——mm—mam—a 4y 321
18. Newspapers and new periodicals made available in
classroom and/or 1library ———wememc e e h 321
19. Educational TV programs ———e———rmmmcee e c e e e e h 321
20, Commercial TV pPrograms =—m——— e mom o o e 4 3 2 1
21. Materials for opague Drojectors —eme—rmmrmecemc e e —————— 4321
22. Materials for overhead projectors ~—m—cecemco oo b 321
23. Programmed materials and/or teaching machines —me—e—camman b 321
24, Teacher duplicated materials ~——wmme o m e e 4 3 21
Sectlon V. Contemporary Affairs. The following refer to practices
often used in studying contemporary affairs.
1. Special time planned for studying contemporary affailrs
(separate period each week, short period daily, etc.) —--- 4 3 2 1

2



2. General class discussion of contemporary affairs ~ewevemees 4 3 2
3. Student use of newspapers and/or periodicals for studying

contemporary affairs ——ece—eem o e m 4y 3 2
I, Use of special current events papers for students in which

all students receive the same grade or reading level paper- 4 3 2
5. Use of specilal current events papers for students with the

papers being provided on at least two reading levels w-—ecwca L 3 2
6. Student use of TV and radio reports for studying

contemporary affairs —ememeccw e e e e e e e e by 3 2
7. Use of films and/or filmstrips for studying

contemporary affalrs ——m——mmm e e by 3 2
8. Evaluation of student's work in contemporary affailrs ~—ee-- 4§ 3 2

Section VI. Controversial Issues. The following refer to practlces
often used in studying controversial issues.

1. Use of the lecture-discussion metnod for studying

controversial 1SSUES ——a e e e —————————— 32
2. Opportunity for all students to volce any oplnion =—-—wee——wua 4 32
3. Supportive evidence required of students in discussion
of controversial 15SUeS —werm o m e 4y 32
4, Administrative control of the teaching of controversial
18BURS mam o e e e e et e e 4 32
. 5. Teacher control of the teaching of controversial issues --= 4.3 2
6. Use of textbooks to study controversial issues ———c—wmacaua 4 3 2
-T. Use of audio~-visual materials for the study of
controversial 1SSUES —wemmm oo o e 4 3 2
8. Teacher-pupil planning of controversial issues to be
SEUALEA e i s o e et e i e e i e e i 1 y 32
Section VII. Citizenship Education. The following refer to
practices used in c¢itizenship education.
1. Special units or lessons used as a means of teaching
citizenshlp ecem—mocrmmcmcc e e 4 32
2. Citizenship taught as an integrated part of the regular
COUPSE mrorimmiam e or e e e e o e o e o e e s e s s o o e y 32
3. Opportunity provided for students £o participate in
community affairs {(campaigns, service activities, etc.) ~~- 4 3 2
I, Lead students to increased knowledge and understanding
of the structure and function of our government -~—————————- 4 3 2
5. Opportunity for students to discuss and attempt to
solve selected problems of the wWorld ~———weremmcrec e ————— 4 3 2
6. Students taught to identify bigotry ——e—eeemmcccsam e 4y 32
7. Projects developed to show the contributions of different
ethnie, racial, cultural, etc. groups to the American
Way OF 11f@ —mmmem e e 4 3 2
8. Pupils assisted in analyzing their prejudices —~-——emevmmuman 4 3 2
9. Use of student government in the classroom ——emeeeemmmmam———o L 32
10. Students encouraged or required to read materials about
great men and women which favorably stress citizenship —--- 4§ 3 2
11. Students urged to join organizations which stress :
cltizenshlp dubtles ——mrem e e 4 3 2
12. Tanglible rewards gilven for good citizenship conduct «w—wwe- 4y 3 2

3.
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13.
14,

Section VIII.

Memorization of proverbs, maxims, etc. required or

encouraged

P RO RSNy S IS ——

- ———d pna ey D AN e S — A T it a——

Attempts to arrange experiences with students of other
races,

nationalities, etc. «—vw-

3
=

School Library.

school library.

Students
c¢lass perilod

o ey AR ik by BAb bl o S M P /O UMA M A W T Tt A e S B i

work in the library as a class during the repgular

v e A M aw . - e ke LB AN S A A M v ——

Smail groups of students work in the llbrarj durilng the
regular class period -~ s
Individual students work 1In the llbrarv during the regular

class period

e et Ao sy e ey el AR . (T v vy At — 7 =

-t ot At ATA B e A T T S A fE L e e e M e T W e B 8 ey vy e s VMG R Y e Y M v e e el -

Students expected to do library wark at times other than
the repgular class pPeriod ~-—reremem— i e e

Individual reports {(oral or written) of library work ——-=—==- :

General class discussion of 1library work --we-ermeeeoca—oo————
Library work used as a means of developlag reading skills --

Library work used as a means

4

of developing research skills - 4

Library work used as a means of acquiring fac?ual knowledge 4

Evaluation of students!

IX.

of
of
of
of
of
of

library workK m=——r—e e e e

e following refer to the use of the

Ly W W

L Lo Lo L Lo L)L

no
—

INFNEAE LR CENE N
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mvaluation. The following refer to evaluation practices.

teacher-made tests ~—-w-- -

e T n k  hy  —tm vra Arm e e e A o et o —

standardized tests of achievement ~v v emremccecmvme e~

pupll-made tests -—m=w—=

—— A A PP v ke Bl vt i e A s T W e A A e A A

tests made by a group of tedchers —————ew—  cowamme——w.-

departmental tests ~——-=ww

teacher-pupll made tests

B - e et e Ak B T 4.9 S S 4, T A -

o AR o . S i e Al ok Al iyl S A d—

Objective tests (true-false, completion, multiple choice,
matching, and/or seguence QUGSulOH&) -------------------------

Use of essay tests

v b = i o A e A ) P Beh el A ARS S e A s

Use of combinatlon objective-essay tests —ee—mrmmmmvmcwemw .

Evaluation based on pupil behavior in a variety of situations
including social situations -- --
Evaluation based on studentis'’

- —_— ! — A ——— . ok dry o o A ey e R B iy W A A

self-evaluation ——wememewecne—s

Group performance used for evaluation of indlvidual
students (comparing the progress of an individual student

with the progress of a group)

- e o — o s e T A " ———— ann

Student progress or success reported by letter or numerical

grades only

1.
2.
3.
y,

s,

6,
7.
8.
9.

10.
Section
1. Use
2. Use
3. Use
4, Use
5. Use
6. Use
7.
g.
9,

10.

11.

12.

13.

14,

. B A ot Oy Bt (o e ke bl Al

e ke (T Bl D A A s bk by e i e g Bt o ¢ A T Y W At S

Student progress or success reported by some method other
than letter or numerical grades
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NORTH TERAS AREA METRCPOLI

2.0, Box 5327 NTSU
Deaton, Texas 76203

Dirvctar: W. A, Milles, Jr., Ed.D.
North Texas State Univecsity

Associale Director: Robert C. Aden, Ph.O,
Narth Texas State University
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i CENTER FO« SUPPLERENTARY CDUCATIONAL SERVICES

BEne oo { oK g 1201 Maple Strent
SR L oN Telophene: 817 382.517|

Advisory Commitien:

FCbl”L\cLl"y l 3, 1967 : Wilbusn O. Echols, Supt.

Gainesville 1.5,0.
Wayna Hendrick, Supt.
Piana 1,5.0.
G, R, Price, Supt.
Alvord 1.S.D.
8en Smith, Sup®
Pilot Point £S.D.

Chester O, Strickland, Supt.
Oenton 1.5.0.

Professor Danlel Roselle

Social Sclence Dept.

State University of N. Y.

Fredonla, New York

Dear Professor Roselle:

You have been recommended as a social studies specialist
by the Natlonal Council for the Social Studles and I would like
your help in establishing validity for the enclosed question-
naire. This questionnaire is beinp, developed in connection
with a doctoral study now in progress at MNorth Texas State
University. The questionnalire is concerned with the teaching
practices employed by American history teachers in selected
Texas secondary schools. An attempt will be made to determine
the degree of emphasis these teachers place on each practice
included In the questionnaire.

Would you please indicate whether you think each practice
is valid for inclusion in the gquestionnaire, whether you think
it 1s invalld, or whether you are unable to make a decision. -
Please feel free to make comments on any of the practices
included or indicate any aspect of the teaching of American
history not covered in the questionnaire.

If pecssible, please return the completed questionnaire

prior to February 23.

Enclosures

Thank you for your cooperation.

Sincerely,

Douglas 0. John

&_ma J\D.&LCJ?.

Dr. Watt L. Black
Assistant Professor of Education
Chairman, Doctoral Committee
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{22 FOR SUPPLEMENTARY EDUCATIONAL SERVICES

1201 Maple Steent
Tolephone: 317 382.517)

Directors W, A. Miller, Jr., Ed.D. Advisory Committeo:

Narth Texas State Universify

Asscciate Director: Robert C. Aden, Ph.D,
North Texas State University

February 17, 1967

Dear Superintendent:

Your help is requested in a study of the practices

of elghth grade and eleventh grade American history
teachers 1In selected Texas schools. Data for this
study will be collected by interviewing thirty-five
(35) American history teachers in thirty-five (35)

different schools. The schools to be used in the study

Wilburn Q. Echols, Supt,
Gainesville 1.5.0.
Wayne Hendrick, Supt.
Plano 1,5.D.
G. R. Price, Supt,
Alvord 1.5.D.
Ben Smith, Supt.
Pilot Point 1.5.D.
Chester O. Strickland, Supt.
Denton 1S.D.

were chosen by random selection from a list of the schools

in a si1x county area in north central Texas. The names

of the schools and teachers used in the study will remain

confidential.

I would like your permission to interview an
Amerlcan history teacher at the school(s) named on the

enclosed card. With your permission, I will go to that

school and interview a teacher who is willing to grant
an interview, The interview will be conducted during

non-¢lass time convenlent to the teacher between March 1

and April 15.

Will you please check, sign, and return the enclosed

card indicating your willingness to cooperate in this
study by February 28, Thank you for your cooperation.

Sincerely,

Douglas 0. John

Dr. Robert C. Aden
Assoclate Director, NTAM

Center
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Request to interview an American
history teacher at .

Request granted

Request refused

Supt. signature
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AORTH TEXAS ARZA MEVREOPOLAAN (Liioh sOR SUPPLERLNTARY tOUCATIGHAL SERVICES

P.O, Bax $327 NTSU L S B ST ‘ 1201 Maplz Sireel
Denson, Texas 76203 W b NGERET Tclophone: 617 387.5171

(LN

Mirector: W, A, Miller, Jr., E4.O. Advisory Committca:
North Texos Slale University Witburn Q. Echols, Supi,
Assaciate Direcior: Robert C, Aden, Ph.D, Gainesville 1.5.0.
North Tesas State Universiry Wayne Hendrick, Supt,
Plano 1.5.D.
Feb ruary 8 Py 1 96? G. R. Price, Supt.
Alvord LS.D,
Ben Smith, Supt.
Piloi Point 1.5.0.
Chestar Q. Strickland, Supt,
Dear Superintendent: Denton 1.5.0.

Last month you received a request for permission to inter-

view anr American history teacher at the school mentioned on

the enclosed postal card. This interview is needed in connection
with a doctoral study at North Texas State University concerning
the practices of American history teachers. You were asked to
check and return a postal card indlicating your willlingness to
cooperate.

I reallze that you have a busy schedule, but since these inter-
views are belng conducted in a falrly small number of schools .
your cooperation is very important. In order to permit the
completion of this study during the Spring semester, it would

be helpful if you would check and return the enclosed card
indicating your willingness to cooperate by February 13.

Thank you for your help.

Sincerely,

Douglas O. John

Dear Fellow Educator:

May I add my support to Mr. John's request for your help? His
advisory committee, composed of faculty members in both History
and Secondary Education, feels that this study can make a
significant contribution to the preparation of teachers in this
field. Your contribution will be valuable in this study.

Sincerely,

Robert C. Aden
Associate Director
NTAM Center
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Box 5327, N1SU
May 16, 1967

Dr. Edgar B. Wesley
Hacienda Carmel

P. 0. Box 5397

Carmel, California 93921

Dear Dr. Wesley:

You have been recommended as a secondary social studies
education specialist by the Naticnal Council for the Social
Studies, and I would appreciate your help in a study of the
teaching practices of secondary school American history
teachers. Will you please respond to the enclosed gquestion-
naire by indicating the degree of emphasis you believe
secondary school teachers should place on each practice in
the teaching of American history?

The questionnaire has been developed as a part of a doctoral
study in progress at North Texas State University and is be-
ing used in a survey of a sampling of American history
teachers in selected Texas secondary schools to obtain the
degree of emphasis the teachers place on the practices in
their teaching. The responses of the teachers will be
studied in light of the responses of the recommended social
studies education specialists.,

If possible, please return the completed guestionnaire prior
to May 30. Thank you for your cooperation.

Sincerely,

bDouglas 0. John

Dr. Watt L. Black
Chairman, Doctoral Committee

DOJ:mlr

Enclosures
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Box 5327, NTSU
June 9, 1967

Mr. Stanley E. Dimond

4017 University Eigh School
University of Michigan

Ann Arpbor, Michigan

Dear Mr. Dimond:

Several days ago I wrote asking for your cooperation in a
doctoral study presently in progress at North Texas State
University. You were asked to respond to a guestionnaire
by indicating the degree of emphasis you believe secondary
schocl American history teachers should place on each of
the practices included in the questionnaire.

As yet I have not received your completed questionnaire.
Since these guestionnaires were sent to relatively few
respondents, I need your cooperation very badly. I am
enclosing another copy of the guestionnaire in case the
first copy was misplaced. If my instructions are unclear,
I shall be happy to clarify them.

I should very much appreciate your help in this matter.

Sincerely yours,

Douglas O. John

Watt L. Black
Assistant Professor of Education
Chairman, Doctoral Committee

Enc.
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Box 5327, NTSU
Denton, Texas
May 17, 1967

Dr. Thomas D. Franks

Head of the Department of Education
Stephen F. Austin College
Nacogdoches, Texas

Dear Dr. Franks:

Your help is requested in a study of the teaching practices
employed in the teaching of American history in selected
secondary schools in Texas. Will you please designate three
members of your staff to respond to the enclosed questionnaires?

The questionnaire has been designed as part of a doctoral study
in progress at North Texas State University and is being used
in a survey of a sampling of secondary school American histony
teachers in Texas to obtain the degree of emphasis the teachers
place on the practices in the teaching of American history.

Will you please complete the enclosed postal card indicating
the names of the staff members who will respond to the
gquestionnaire? The questionnaires should be returned prior
to May 30 in the envelopes enclosed.

Thank you for your cooperation.

Sincerely yours,

Douglas 0. John

Watt L. Black
Assistant Professor of Education
Chairman, Doctoral Committee

Enc.
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History Department
Name of college or university

Staff members answering guestionnaires:

Department Head
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Box 5327, NTSU
Denton, Texas
June 5, 1967

Several days ago I wrote the head of your department ask-

ing for his cooperation in a doctoral study, presently in
progress at North Texas State University, dealing with the
practices used by secondary school American history teachers.
He was asked to distribute copies of a guestionnaire to three
members of his staff and send me the names of the persons who
would respond to the guestionnaires. He indicated to me that
you were to be one of the respondents.

As yet I have not received your completed gquestionnairse. I
realize that my request came at an inconvenient time. However,
since these questionnaires were sent to relatively few respond-
ents, I need your cooperation very badly. If the materials have
been misplaced, I shall be glad to send you more, or, if my
instructions were unclear, I shall be happy to clarify them.

I should very much appreciate your help in this matter.

Sincerely yours,

Douglas 0. John

Watt L. Black

Assistant Professor of Education
Chairman, Doctoral Committee



153

Box 5327 NTSU
Denton, Texas
May 17, 1967

Dr. Thomas D. Franks

Bead of the Department of Education
Stephen F. Austin College
Nacogdoches, Texas

Dear Dr. Franks:

Your help is requested in a study of the teaching practices
employed in the teaching of American history in selected
secondary schools in Texas. Will you please designate three
members of your staff to respond to the enclosed questionnaires?

The guestionnaire has been designed as part of a doctoral study
in progress at North Texas State University and is being used
in a survey of a sampling of secondary school American history
teachers in Texas to obtain the degree of emphasis the teachers
place on the practices in the teaching of American history.

Will you please complete the enclosed postal card indicating

the names of the staff members who will respond to the question-
naire? The questionnaires should be returned prior to May 30

in the envelopes enclosed.

Thank you for your cooperation.

Sincerely vyours,

Douglas 0. John

Watt L. Black
Assistant Professor of Education
Chairman, Doctoral Committee

Enc.
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Name of college or university

Staff members answering gquestionnaires:

Department Head
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Box 5327 NTSU
Denton, Texas
June 5, 1967

Several days ago I wrote the head of your department ask-

ing for his cooperation in a doctoral study, presently in
progress at North Texas State University, dealing with the
practices used by secondary school American history teachers.
He was asked to distribute coples of a guestionnaire to three
members of his staff and send me the names of the persons who
would respond to the gquestionnaires. He indicated to me that
you were to be one of the respondents.

As yet I have not received your completed questionnaire. I
realize that my reguest came at an inconvenient time. However,
since these questionnaires were sent to relatively few respond-
ents, I need your cooperation very badly. If the materials have
been misplaced, I shall be glad to send you more or, if my
instructions were unclear, I shall be happy to clarify them.

I shcould very much appreciate your help in this matter.

Sincerely yours,

Douglas O. John

Watt L. Black
Assistant Professor of Education
Chairman, Doctoral Committee
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