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INTRODUCTION

A review of the literature on adolescent under-
achlevenant suggests that many researchers repregenting many
digciplines have shouwn interest in the problem of adoles-
cent underachievement. The litersturs alsoc shows that
attempls to understand the problem or problems for adoles-
cent underachievement have been highly diversified. Thus
far it is belisved by some that adolescent underachievement
can be essociated with & single cause while others feel that
tauses For sdolescent underachievement are multiple and
varied.

Bome fectors wmoel often believed Lo contribute to
sdolescent underachievement are poor mental health {adjuet.
ment problems), poor family relatisns, physiologirsl
abnormalities (vision, hearing, ste.), low sslf-concept,
faulty teaching, poor environmentsl conditions, lack of
proper situdy habita, sod negative sttitudes towsrd school.
Many fectorsz believed to contribute signirficantly to the
provlem of adolescent underachievement have sctuslly felled
to do e». Many resesrchers seem (o have put much effort
into the development of a definitive cauge or csusationg for
underachievement only to find that their efforts rendered
inconclusive or sontradictory evidence as to what the probe
iem of adolescent underachievement ig 21l sbout,

Begardless of the cause or cauvses of underachievement

in adolescents, it is essential for all to realiize thet
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underachievement, for whatever reasons, represents & servicus
waste of talent in manpower end the world of work. Unlsge
goclety creates an environment which szerves to curtsall thie
groszs waaste, the problem is not likely 1o diszappear autn-
mrileally. Conversely, it 1z likely 10 become a R0re serious
problem.

Becsuse of much faconclusive snd contradictory
evidence in the literature, this reesarcher hes chossn 1o
study the problem from the following pointz of view: (1)
personality adjustment (overall mental health): (2) =zelf-
concept (an sspeet of total personality); and (3) atudy
methods and attlituder toward school. In order to canduct
the researchi uwnderschievers, par achlevers, and ovarschievers
have bsen used to investigete the three arveas personzlity,
self-concept, study mathods angd aititudes toward school.

Chapter Une presents the review ol the litersture
as it relates to the three aress under investigstion, l.e.,
personality, self-concept, study methads and stiitudes towsrd
school. Alao, Chepter One presents & theoretical basis for
Purther regearch snd a general hypothesis. The speclfic
hypotheses, research design, instruments used, psmple popu-
lation, and statisticel) analysls for significance will be
pregented in Chapter Two. The odtalned resulte will be
pregented in Chapter Three, while Chapter Four containe g
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discussion of the obtained results in light of the literature,
the implicstions »f these results for further reézesrch, and
recommendations.



CHAPTER 1
BEVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

The litersture relative {0 adovlescent underachlevers,
is highly varied and multitudinous in terms of studiez pre-
viosualy conducted. Before any of these findings are
discussed an order of presentation iz sutlined. The flrst
section, Fart One, will focus on clsssification, 1.e., who
is the underachiever? Part Twp will preszent definitiosne of
underachlievement. Part Three will digcuss the process of
selsction, 1i.e., underachlievers, par achievers, and sver-
echievers. Part Four presents research findings on personale
ity and the adolescent underachiever. Part Flve will have
as its focus regearch literature relative to adolescent
underachievers, adolescent par achievers, and adslegoent
overachievers in relationghip to self-concept., Part Six
presentg lltesrsture on study methods and edolescent under-
achievenent in relationship to adolsscent par schievement
and adolescent overachievessnt, The chapter will conclude
with & susmary of findings, the need for further research

and 2 thesretical basis for the current research.
1. ¢Classification of Achklevemant Levels

In a general way it may be sald that underachievers
are students who fall to live up to expectancy in terms »f
academic schievement as predicted by an l1.:. test or an
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aptitude test. They are generally classifled on the besis
af some standardized 1.G. test or an aptitude test in re-
lationehip to a standerdized schievement test, Wellington
and Wellington® gre eritical of methods used to classifly
under~ and sverachlevers. They osbaerve: “Bezcause the ori-
terisn for selection in these studies are not always clear
or eonsistent, acceptance of these findings or opposing onea,
that certain differences are present, 1s not Justilled. New
research is needad, holding the Factors of selection cone-

atant.” The ides of constandoy and homogeneity as implied by
Wellington and Wellington® 15 supported by Thomndike.

Whenever we combine data from different sohadlis,
dirfevent f;ﬂgrams, or even differsnt teachers, we are
likely to introduce heterogenelity into the eriterion.
An aptitude ecore ig only one fact that characterizes
& person, There are many sthers, snd & number of
theze may 8lso have some gignificance as predictors
af onete achievenent., Thus we find that achievement
as measured bty teachers® grades depends upon whaether
the pupll 12 2 boy or giri. Most of the underachie~
vere in & aixed group are boye; mors ¢ the achievers
are girls. Through some combinatisn of Andugtry,
docility, and bleness girls wansge to wake &
more favorable ression on teachers than baye do,

s differential that iz not gemerally shown on coldly
impersonal standsrdized tests. It might be sdvisable
t2 work with e group of the ssme sex.

1. Burieigh Weilington and Jesn welllngton,
ggg:rnnbi vers: Challenges and Quideliney, Rew York,
11y 31

s 4 3 Pe ®

®1v14, p. 31

3Ravert B. Thorndike, fhe Soncepts of Over- ang
Underachieveasnt, New York, Columbia Uriveraity Boréav of
Fublications, Tsachers College, 1963, pp. 17-18,
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Even though he dses not axplicltly state 4t ag such,
ne can saslily infer from Thomndike's remerks that he favors
standardized teats over tenchers' marks in the process of
classilying under- and overschievers, Eurlacka econcuys vwith
Thorndike on the incldence of underachievement smang boys
&8 compared to girles; 1.e,., the majority of underachievere
sre boys. Bhe axplained: “Qirls conform more clngely o
adult expectatione and that boys place a lower value on
g20d academic work.” HBurlock 4zes not give any support for
her statement that Moyes place léss wlue on efadenle achieve~
ment, nor does Thorndlike substantiste hls suggestion that
teachers 4o not wmark boys objectively. However, other ree-
searchers seem tn agree with Burlock and Thorndiks,

Bricklin and Bricklin® observed that ' school grades
do not take Ints accsunt the childtsz potential capacities.
Teachers' estimates are often bissed by a child's physical
appearance and by the degree to which he oooperstes in
claas.” Humsel and 3&rinﬁhﬁllﬁ concur with the ides that

“g11zabetn B. Murlock, Adolescent Development, New
York, McOraw-Hill, 1367, p. 3& aent Do *

SBarry Bricklin end Patricis Bricklin, Bright child--

gﬁér_a~y“ __Ihe T'zs Sy »f Underachiavement, Kew 1ore,

ment ﬁu;ﬁ% B Intereste. te ts.t Toudes. aaém’l%’ e it
5 a8 rs

and Guidance Journai, Vool ﬁﬁ Hg8s and falues,  Fersannel
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teachers’ marks sire "not arrived at with purs objectivity,'
They further say that some subjects in high schodle nelther
encourage nor amerit mexinsl efforts from bLright students,

It might be inferred from these studlies that each of
the suthors favors standardized tests dver teachers' wmariy
for purposes of claselifying underachlievers, par schlevers,
and overachievers. However, even If teacheres do heve
difficulty warking boys objectively, Lt zeems that something
eise iz operating to cause such & large percentage of boye
to classify as underachievers., BHoms ressarchaers sstimate
that ug to ninety percent ¢ uynderachlevers are boys. It
seemc better tO uze standardized tesgts, based on norse repe
resenting random sampling, which give all ztudente, both
boyr and glirle, ¢ better and an egual chance,

The following guotation from ?haru&ima? ney help to
clarify further the problem of clageificatiza of adolsscent
under- and overachievers:

when ebatrnatima téx been used to study "undere

schieverg” the contragting group has sometimes
consisted of the other extreme group, the & celled
“asverechisvers’ whose schievement 1o wall sbove whst
would he predictes, and sometimes of the bulk of
average achievers who are performing et about the
predicted level. These tuws types of contrasts have
different adventages, pregent somewhat 4ifferent

types of problems, ant present somewhat daiffsrent
types of copelusions. I we can think safely of

']
Thorndike, op. eit., pp. 60-61,
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'degree >f achievemsnt in relation to expected
achlevemant” es a single continuoue variable, d4iffer-
ing in degrees but not in kind, then use of the "over-
achievar’ group may be expected to provide ths maximum
sasunt of infoveation for the amount of data gethered.

The above statements relative (o the twd> extreme
groups, underachievers and overschilevers, as having a
potential for meximum data for the sffort spent, i parti-
cularly sncouraging lnasmuch as this research is focused nan
vaderachieving sdolescents, par achieving adolescents and
overachieving adolescents. Continuling on the subject of
contrasting groups &3 a medie oy classificetion, Th@rnﬂik@:
observess

The sharp difference in achievement between the
contrasting groups will meke them more sensitive, case
for case, tn any genuine difference in related vari-
ables. Thus, thies becomes sn efficient experimental
deeign. However, for the results from such & contrast
of extreme groups (o be interpretable, we must agyume
that the "overachievers' omly guantstively, not quaiie
tatively, are different; i.8., we must sasume thal the
kinds of faetors are associated, though in opposite
directioneg, with over- and underschisvement. Psr ex-
ample, if poor siudy habits are easscliated with the
uanderachiever, we would assume the >pposite ar the
sverachiever.

3haw9 belleves that the must erfficlent wsy t2 ini.
tiate & progran ajimed at identifyiny bright underichievers

8;2;@. p. 61.
Merville C. Shaw, A Definition and Identification
> Academic Underschievers , U.S f£fice of Fducat liet-
number 25249, 1961, waaﬁing%nn, Tolies &sv&rﬂmﬁn% %%iﬁi!m@

ce, p. 17,
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is to begin with available intelligence or aptitude tests.
In his recommendatisne as to how to ldentify underachievers,
he describes three kinds of underachisvers: {!) Situational
underachievers (those studenis rescting ts zome specific
tracmatic situation in their livez that will pess with time
and 80 will the underschievement); (2) Chronic underschievers
{those students reacting to a varlety »f situations in thelr
lives, none of which are likely to change uniesz some kind
of professional intervention is initiated); and (3) Hidden
underachievers (those dzing poorly on achievement tests,
schonl gredes, sptitude tests, and 1.4. tests). Bricklin
and Brlcklinlg and Raph, Goldberg, and Passawll concur with
Shaw sn the riret tws kinda of underachievers,

Wellington and Wellington™®
of research has shown that achievement teets and 1., tests

state that, "a good deal

covey about the same ground; they differ only in purpose.”
This thesis is corroborsted by Remmers and Gege.'’ However,

10 Bricklin ang Bricklin, op. cit., p. ix.

ilyane B. Emph, Miriam L., Goldberg, and A. Merry
Passow, Bright Underachlevers, Mew York, Columbias University,
Teachers College Press, 1960, p. 29.

laﬁclliaat@n and ¥ellington, op, cit., p. 1.

1380 H. Hemmers and H.L, w’ ucalional m&%ux‘ﬁm
ment_and Evaluation, New York, Harper, VU955 p. 2o7.
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it is apposed by some researchers, as might be inferrved from
atatesents from Bhew a2 shown above.

2. A Definitiosn of Underaschievement levels

There are almost sz wany definitionsg for undey.
achievement ag theye sre researchera working on the problem,
Hany differ in quantity while others differ in guality.

Shaw'® defines the underachiever as sne with superior
abllity whose performance, as Judged elther by grudas or
achievement test scores, ie significantly below hiz high
meagured or demonstrated aptitudes or potential for academic
echievement. At least in part, thiz definition conflicts
with Shew & own third category of underachieverg, i.8., the
hidden underachiever, whom he describes as 3 student who
doss poorly on all messures, including aptitude and I.4.
tests. HRaph, Goldberg, and ﬁussawlﬁ define the underachiev-
er as "all those who, fpr whatever reasong, fail t2 develop
their potentialities maximally.” Burlock'® descrives both

underachievers and overachlevers: {1) Underachievement

WMgraw, op. cit., p. 17.

isﬁnph, Galdberg, and Passow, 2p. git., p. 2.

léhurlaek, op. cit., py. BT,
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means autievement below the individual 'z tested capacity;
the undsrachiever's achievements may be favorable in come-
parison with those of his classmates, but they are below
what he is ocupeble of doing; (2) The overachiever iz one
whose performance 1s above his tested abllity; he does
better work than his capacities would lead one Lo expect.
Bricklin and Bricklinl’ descrive the underachiever
ss one whose day-by-day elficiency in school (and elsewhere)
is much poorer than wouid be expected on the beasis of his
inteliigence. From what Huriock and Brieklin and Brickiin
give ap & desoription of underschievement, there can be no
dubt that they acknowledge no such claselification as &
hidden underachiever. Ry their definitions, if & child does
poorly on all seasurss of potantial and achlevemant, how cen
ine assume that he ig cepable of deing more than he does?
According to Thorndike,l® the rirst step in planning
t2 do resgearch on overachievesent and underachlevemen. ia
t2 clarify one's own understanding »f what the tars means.
Vague or faulty concepts have been the source of faults in
many paet studies., Welllngton and wallingtamlg desoribe

pricklin and Bricklin, op. eit,., p. ix.

13’?&’91‘!14313&, . eltn, pyo 1“’2;

1%ye111ngton snd Wellington, gp. cit., p. i.
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the underachiever aag one who appesrs to possess sbllity o
schieve considerably higher grades than his present records
ahow .,

On the bapis of the preceding statements by researche-
ers as to how the underachiever ghould be described (defined),
it seems that the underachiever is at least one whose
acadenic performance is significantly below the level of
axpectancy as measured by teschers*® marks and I.Q. teste, or
standardized achievement tests and standardized 1.Q. tests,

3. Criteris of Belection of Achievement Yevels

Bow much digerepancy must there be before one quali-
fles a2 an underachlever, s par aschiever, or an overachiever?
To be more specifle, how much difference in terms of achiave-
sent (by months, grades, stendardiged tests, and I.G. scores)
mupt there be in order to classily a student as an under-
par, or sverachlever?

Wellington and Wellington®® advocate the following
criteria for selecting underachievers: “As s metter of
expediency, most schools probably set an arbliirary lower
limit for thelir underachlevers. An I1.Q. of 110 bas sften
been the break off point, although, as we have indicated, a
falling studsnt with an average I.Q. is in reality an

20 1pia, p. 14,
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underachiever.” These authors observe that gsome ~f the
research using teachers' marks have not specilied which
system wnz used; research which does gpecify the system used,
2 Wellington and
Wellington also say that it seess more realistic to uge

usually prefers cummiative averages.

separate grades rather than cumulative averages. An explanae
tish for thies preference iz not glven, but one might assume
that et least two factors are belng considerud: {1) Objec-
tivity vs. subjectivity in teschers' marks; and () Varying
degrees of difficulty of sublect mattey. For example,
physics aight be considered much more difficult then crentive
art. Therefore, & student who took physics, when compared
to a student who took cresative art, may dbe placed in an un-
equal and disadvantageous position.

Thorndike-~
following statement:

carroborates thig posliisn with the

If we are pradicting achlevement, an 'A° signi’les
one thing in Fhysles, something else in Yocational

iculture; wne thing at Ysrvard, snd someth #lge
at 8irwash 8tats College. Dliferent schools, different
programs, aven different instractora use the same
symbol system with different aeanings.

Tharndxksza further asserts that there s no wore
& prisri Justification for expecting an exact correspondence

2l1pid, p. 12,
gawhaxndlhe, aps Citss P 4.

*1niq, p. 3.
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of acadenic schievesent with & gcholastic aptitude measure
than there is to expect » parfect correapondence between
height end age.

After completing the section on zelection criteris,
sne might conclude that research on the problem df updesr-
schievement si'ten gerves to conlfuse more then to olarily
becange selection in bssed o whalever system happens Lo
appesl to the particuiar researcher.

%. Fersomality Pectors snd Acadenic Achievement

This section presents resgesrch [indings which
support the beliefl that wderuchlevement lz exclugively o
function of maladjustment, ar &1 lesst thet meladiustsment
plays & major role in sdolescent underachievement. Cone
varsely, evidence aigo will be presanted L5 show that
maladtusiment ig & primary resssn for adslageent pvepe

achievemsnt.
Hurlmcnah ptetes that, more often than not, underw

achieveneant $ig aszpcisted with peresnslity problemg; it
comee from conditions unrelated to school., Bricklin and
kriakalnﬁﬁ support this thesis; they say that the school may
bring osut the maladaptive symptome in the child but that the

aﬁnurlawn, oBs cit., p. WT.
2S8ricklin and Bricklin, 9p. cit., p. 6.
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child bringe thege tralts to sehool, at least in embryonic
farm, Un the asontrary, wﬁwweag fenls that the school can
be and often 1z very demaging to & ehlld's ssli-conoept, on
eapehtial azpect of total personallity.

Peterson®! holds that theve 13 neither @ universal
¢suse nor o universal cure Por underachlevement. He sume
up hie¢ thenry: "Within the Interactlons hetweon o unioue
personality and the individusl’'s perceptuval world lie the
reazong for goholastie fallure.” He argues that if we are
to Juow why one underschlieoves, we wust exazine not under-
aohlevenent, but the iuéivﬁﬁual.a@ Thig {2 & very laportunt
sbhgervation and, 8t leasst In part, msy explain why the prow

sl of underschievement hag npt bYeon well wnderstood.
128,27 in hie work with sdolescents in psyehotherepy

cancludeds

Boh: féﬂfim&m c. Morse,
in, Vol. 3, JaedEry, TOET,

@&1£~¢mnawat“vw§a 1n Eﬁiv@rai%y

ETJmhm Petavssn, ‘The ama&ﬂxmmar and thﬁ umaﬂsaah&ww
Never the Twain Shall Meet,” Phi Delts Kevs
M# 19639 pp. 379381,

Bruig,
2pgward Liss, “mmm%amrmuuum Unresolvad

ﬁnxiaty And Besyitent &samming tt«raa, ggggrggan Journel
BYBRYCNLAEEY o ¥oi. i, %3«’ Wl&
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The complexity of motivation and gausation o8
lesrning dilfionities wmakes the search for etinlogy an
unosasing edventure. There is no single factor in the
problem, and continusug inveetigetion uncovers und dis-
cloper remificstions and interrelationships which are
0ot alone multiple but wvarlable. The peychodynenics
which enter ints an ultimate pioturs »f dysfunction
2re both moseic and protean.

Blaine 0?2} agrees with the preceding suthsrs on
the concept »f maltiple couses Pir underaschievement in
&dalegcents. However, he does say that “like so meny sther
patterne of adolescence, underachisvement does not fall
into the category of psychistric illwess.” In zeuping with
the multiple-cauge position teken by Blalpe, Brickliin amd
aw1¢31&n33 give Pour causes for underschlevement in adnles~
cents. They are: (1) Physical causes {poor vision or
hearing, eic.); (2) Pedagogle or tesmching methods (poor
teaching); (%) Soeislogical causes (homes that devalue educae
tisa and bad environment); (4) Bmotiomal causes (these
nuthore® data suggests that elghty percent of all undere
achisvers are doing poorly because of tengion),

3air1aklin and Bricklin, zp. git., pp. Se9.
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Bricklin snd Bricklin have done extensive dlagnsstic
paychoslogica) and educational testing with underschieving
chlldren and adolescents. Their work has consisted of
paycho~therapy and intensive tutoring on o longitudinel basig
with follow-up several years later. They arrived at a major
conelusion that chronte underachievemsnt patterng are resiate
ant to change, both sducationally end peyehologicelly; there.
fars, prevention is sssentisl.

For many yesrs @wttelha£m33 e worked with emstione
ally disturdbed ohildren at the orthogenic schosl, & laboratory
school connected to the School of BEducation at the University
of Chiesgo. Bettelheim believes that there sre many reasons
for & child or an adolescent to undermchieve. Multiple
causes for academic malfunctioning arve expressed by Gallag-
her ard aarxig.Ea %h@y'atataz "Couses for scholsstic
failure are wany, emotisnal problems being among thew,”

De Hirseh’? studied sdolescents sver s period of
tuenty years st the Pediatric Language Clinie, Columbis

33Bruno Bettelheim, "Thw Decisiosn To Pail
School Heview, Vol. 09, nmumber 14, 1501, pp. 38 i$“1§ﬁ

345, hoswell Gellagher and Herbert I. Harris,
.heal '{%%ku ,_M¢,samanta, New York, Oxford ﬁnive$~

gaxutrina de ﬁiraah, "Two Categories of lLearning
szflauitiea, . Smerie irpal of Orthopeychiatyy, Vil.,
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Freasbyterian Medical Center 1n New York City. Hany of these
adolescents had been referred 4o the cliinle in earller years,
when they were young children, becsuse of lenguage disorders,
n the Wechsler Intelllgzenc

: ¢ deale they wers all intellectu-
ally bright., However, de Hirsch does not describe thelr
range and levels of inteliectual functiomning. wWhen these
children were again seen i thelr adolescent yeaxs, they
were referred to the clinic because of poor scholsstic per-
formance. De Hirach wag able (> separste them ints Lwo
general categories: GQroup "A” was sulfering from sévere,
primeyy emotional disturbance; Group "B suffered {rom &
secondary enptiongl disturbance deriving sut of diflicultly
with language usage. 3She further concluded that Group "A
suffered from a gevere ego lwpeirment menilested Ly & zevers
character disorder. Group "4 was psssive and Oroup "B

wes svertly aggressive and very angry.

The preceding authors are in agreement that under-
achlevenment generally results from multiple causes, poor
mental health being among them. Others teke the position
that poor mental health is the primary ceuse for adolescent
underachievement,

pa;rson36 obgerved through treatment of yosuths having
learning disorders that some children fail to learn up to
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capacity because of inner conflicts {requently not known to
the children themselves., Thies may involve young c¢hildren

as well xs adolescents, Xurtz and ﬁuanaons? studied the
problem of underschievemsnt in both elementary sahool and
high achoasl. Pour methods wers used in the atudy: (1} 3tu-
dent interviews; (2) Parent Interviews; (3) Teacher interviews;
and (&) Classraom observation. The asuthors were concernsd
with gaining insight into the following areas: (1) Home
conditions; (2) Peer relations; (3) Physical and wmental well-
being; (4) Academic inclinations; and (5) Aspirations and
prospects for the future. The suthors repsrt that home
conditions, peer relationshipa, and sental health sf sver-
achieving students were better than thoge »f underachieving
students. Only underschievers &nd overachievers were used.
Eurtz and Swenzon used the Otis Intelligence test and the
Iowa Every-Pupil Test of Besic Dkills to select thelr popula-

tion.
Bnrrettag studied thirty-tws gifted students in
the Toranto Public SBchools, The cage study methdd wez used.

33mn Kurtz and Esther J. Swenson, Pactors Re-
jated t> Over~ichievement and Under-achievement in Schoonl,

5c§9_3¥1 RCV‘“’ vol. ﬁgp 1%1, PP “73-380.

35Hsrry o. Barrmtt, "An Intensive Btudy >f Thirty-
two Gifted Children,’ Persy and Guidance Jaurnal,
VOl. 36. !@m!’. 195‘ ’pl 154 v.:’r
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All of the subjects had intelligence quotliente of 130

or above as measured by the Hanmon-Helson Advanced Test.
The author arrived at the rollowing conclusions from his

study: (1) The pattern of underachlevement iz apparent by
grade five; (2) Gifted children with high achievement in the
elenentary schosl saintain that standard in the secondary
school; sand (3) Children (gilted) with weak performance in
the elemsntary school do even more poorly in the secondary
school. Barrett also concluded that there are eavtional
disturbances among both achieévers and underachlievers. The
aghievers, however, tend to be more aware »f the nature »f
thelr disturbences and to be more consiructive in their
efforte to cope with them. The third of Barretit s {indings
may be explained on the basis that secondary school work iz
nore aspecislized and difficulit. The student who has done
poorly in elementary schonsl has not galned adequate backe

ground to cope with the more difficult subject matter,
Shaw and ﬁtubbsg found significant gifferences be-

tween achlievers and underschlevers on personality and
temperanent soales. Eighty high schosl sophomores were used
ag subjects. To be claessified as 'bright” and thus be in-
gluded in the study, esch subjsct had to score at the

3gﬂarv1xlo C. Shaw and aamas Grubd, "Hoetility and
Able High School unaerachieveru Joun e;Jarﬁnaunzelini

Psychology, Vol. 5, Number R,
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seventy-fifth percentile or above on the test of Frimary $en-
tal Abilities in comparison to hie total class of four hundred
and twelve students. Twenity~two nf the students were under-
achisving feosmnles ond sixteen were underachisving wales,

There were thirty~{ive achiaving females and seventeen males.
The personality tests used were; (1) The 8pcisi Scale from
rys (2) The Cookt Sosle from the

B4FL; and (3) The ¥ ggg P Scales from the Guillfoyd-Zimmerman
Ba gignificant differences were found

between the females on any of the scales. Howsver, among
the boys, & Qifference zignificant at the .05 level wasz
found on the ﬂ;ﬁ&gi*ﬁwggg and the Hoptility Scals of the
100 L5 paperament Survey in favor of the achieve
arg. A difference signilicent at the .01 lsvel was obtained

smong the boye on the Cook o

2f the achievers.
40
Ringness used thres self-rsport devicez in his re-

search wiith underachievers: (1) The Culifornie Teat of

Persapality; (2) hotl stion Blank; and (3)
A Belf~-Test developed by the California State Department of

Mental Hygiene and Educatiasn. The subjects were ninthe-grade

ence Compl

boys with intelligence quotients of 120 or more. Diffsraences

#Opyomas 4. Kingness, "Fmotional Adjustment of
Successful and Nonsuccessful Bright Rinth Grade Boys,” The
Journal of Educetional Hegeaxch, Vol. 53, 1965, pp. 8s.-8T
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were only alight and not ptatiatically significant between
schievera and underachievers ln the aress >f Senge of Pey~
sonal Woreh, Mervoue Symptoms, Family Relations, and School
kelations. Total Personal (self-csncept) and Socisl Adjuet-
pent mesns did not differ gignificantly. No signilficent

differences were shown on the ILotter Sentence Completion
Blank for any of the groups; nor did the 3elf-Tegt show any
differences between the two groups. ﬁingneaﬁal found similer
results in ancther etudy in which he sought to gatablish
differences between achievers and nonachievers on rggressive
paladjustnent.

Hunmel and 3printhali 42 studied one hundred and forty-
seven guburban high school boye who measured high on tests
af academic ability., Cumulative teachers’' marks were used

28 measures of academic achievement, and the Wechslier adult

intelligence Bcale and the School and College Ability Test

were used as measures for determining levels of brightness.
The average 1.Q. was 118 for the total populstion. The

roange, however, was not regported. The aversge cumulative

thhnwas A, Bingness, Affective Differencer Bstween
8ucceseful and Nonsucceesful Bright Ninth Grade Boys, Fere
sonnel and GQuidance Journasl, vol. 43, 1564.65, pp. 600500,

42

Hummel and Sprinthall, op. cit., pp. 38B.195,
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teacher marks wers 'C-" for underschievers, "B~° for par
schievers, and A" for superlor schievera. The three groups
were divided thus: (1) ninety-five underachievers; (2)
twenty-four par achieverasy and (3) twenty-slght superior
achievers., The Strong Vpcetlional Interest Blank and the

Zimmerman Temperspent Survay were also used, The

suthors report that the profile of the superior schisver
guggesty that he is an independent, purposive, and efficlent-
ly organized individual who is likely ¢€o deal with acsademic
tasks, whether interesting or dull, as a necsssary condition
of getting ahead in life. Obversely, the underschisver 1is
legs planful and less thoughtful in his orientetion to life.
He iz inclined to be fatalistic in bhies expectationz concerne
ing ocutcomss Of personel effort. Statistics are nat reported
in thia study.

Taylor,
on underachievemant covering the perisd from 1933 to 1963,
Taylor studied eleventhe-grade students primarily. His find-
ings are stated in terms of underachievenent and factors
which contribute to 1t, as follows: (1) The degree to which
a gptudent is sble to handle his snxisty; (2) The value a

43 pimilar to Wylle, reviewed the literature

aBBanald G. Taylor, "Personality Tralte and Discre-

pant Achievement: A Review, f Counseling
Psychology, Vol. 11, 1964, épi‘%‘g. 28
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student places upon his own worth; {3) The ebility to conform
t3 suthority demmnds; (4) Student s scceptance by peersg (5)
lese confliet over independence-depandence; (&) Activities
centered arcund academic interssts; and (7) The realism of
his goals. Az has been implied in much o the research,
mltiple causes, many of which are not sasily extricaied,
cantribute to underachievement in adolescents.

Bariier in this chapter, the research reported Ly
Blniaeau’hﬁ was discussed briefly. Blaine states: fausal
factore contributing to underschievement are muliiple end
varied.' Blaine gives the following reasons for ascedemis
underachievement: (1) The simplest 1z preccoupation with
other matters such as & relationghip with a loved »ne, the
death of & family member, or {inencial dirfficulties; (2) The
second source of 4lffigulty, which lies deeper below Lhw
surfece than the first end le net essily perceived, iz &
feeling either congeisus or unconscious on the part of the
student that he iz working in a vold, that no one arcund him
cares wvhether he does well oy badly; (3) A third cause sor
underachievement ie a need top fail, a complicated mechanizm
related to the exploitation of children by their parents,
Here the author discugses parsntel goals of such magnitude

a“ﬁlnine, Patience and Portitude, pp. 35-42,

usﬂlnin@, Youth angd Hererdg of Affluence, pp. 2932,
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that they can never be reaghed, and exsggerated parental
eriticism &3 & regponse to poor schoolwork. Eﬁﬁtclhnzu@@
«oncurs with number three above.

Blaine continuess (4) Another resson ls rebellion
againgt authority, ususily a parent or family member; {3)
A factor which acts sz & deterrent to study is & feeling of
basic inferiority; (6) Still another factor is fesr of
aggreapion. Here the student eguates study with sgpression.
Blaine arrived at these six reaschs for underachievement
during the process sf paychotherapy with edolescents who
were having echolastlic difficulties in spite o apparent
intellectusl abllity.

The sbeervation that many adolescents are reacting
to rebellion of authority ls supported by Gallagher and
Harria.h7 It le a form of passive-covert behavior.
Bricklin and aric&iinaa agree with Blaine on the ides of
aggression in adslescent wunderachievesment. They uwe the
term “passive-aggreassive.” Thelr thesies iz thei the
prepive-aggressive child strikes back at his parents where
it is likely to hurt the most, 1.8., their pride in his

“éaettelheim, 2p. sit., pp. o412,

8T6e11agher and Harris, pp. cit., pp. 135-155.
48grickiin and Brickiin, gp. cit., pp. 15.
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achisvement. Ths autiors further stete that thasse sane
sdolescents seldom shaw overt algns of aggreszisa; it iz
glways coverd, Sricklin and Sricxiin aryived at thelr con~
clusion on the begis of saterial 2ollected from pralnesis

2f the Rorschach, Thalr experimestal {underachisvesa)
gubdscte gave mors sggrosslive regponses than the conirsl
(achieving) subjects. Sriekiin and Briox11n’? fountd undere
achievers to ba neurotic in the zensza that thay are sensitive
t2 foglings of anger. The underachiever i3 afrald o express
these feelings o»f anger overtlyj therelsre one 57 the syl
sxpedisnt and ofYectiva sutleta iz through underachisvasent.
This thesls might in soew wey bz ssenciated with Blaine $5ﬁ
¢anelusian that underachievers squate studying wiih agygrey-
slion.

The roparte of Blaine, Gsllegher and Harriz, and
Brickiin and Brickliin suggest that home eitusti:ng aight
cansribute significantiy to sdolescent underachievement.
Eganaalsl soneliwded the Jollosing from & gtudy he cundusted

A%ibig, pp. £2-43.
20B1aine, Potience snd Fortitude, pp. 35-42,

Slgauard Frankel, "A Comparative Study of Achieving
and Underschieving Righ School Boys of High Intellectual

Abllity, " 1 of catione’ ch, ¥2l. 53, 1960
oy l?nilfggazaa,mg_ Edw: @ Fhegearch, » N
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at the Bronx High Sonool of Sclence in Hew York Clty: (1)
Underachlevera c¢come frow homes with less educatisn than
those of achieving siwdents; (2} Underachlevers were sbsent
more often than schievers; and {3) Underachievers, aodre aften
than achievers, had workliog mothers.

gzubal15a used the case atudy mathod to study twenily
cases of adoleecant W ys in & orivate Hew Tngland prapara-
tory school, 1I.Q, s ranged Trom 125 tn 139 with & mean of
131. Scholastic schisvement wan haged on sohdol marks. A
difference bstwaan achiavers and underachiaevers wnz signifi-
cant at the .01 level oY confidenca. Her findings resulted
from a cleszification by 1.8., achos] murks, and data

enllected from the Thematic Apnercgption Test, the Rarschach

Test, and a Jentence Conplstion Test. A control zroup based

on the above eriteris wan used., 3Jhe summarizes her findings
az follows:

The swjor Peatures of the parsonaiity which wae
fesl ig most suscepiible to zcholastic disablillty
are as follows, The flrst and perhaps moat important
thing which appeared congistently in the material wan
g poor father-son relationship. The specific nature
of the relationehip varied from csge to case, but we
never found a warm, close attachmsnt to the father.
The problem of whether or not to $ollow in the father's
fontsteps for a future career was & praminent one

2parbars C. Ximball, “caza stgawa in Bducatlional
Patlure During Advlescence,’ American Journai of Orthoe
histyy, Vol. 23, 1987%, pp%t‘%

*
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with some of the boye recenting such cxpectatizine

on the father s part, sthers being afrald to enter
inty sny compeltitive epltustion with the fathey, iye-
quently we saw a great deal of aggression toward
father flgures in the prajectivs testa, In the
interviewe the fathers were described either ss bhaving
5 ¢lztant relstionship with their zawng 2r as strict
dlsciplinarians who tried to domlnate thelr sons.
Cbviously, neither of thess patterne will lead to o
positive idantirieatiam with the father. In conjunction
with this, an unusually kigh numbar af boys gavs evids
ence of & primarily feminine identificatin. In the
projective waterial we saw = tendency Lo interpret
ambigusus flgures (or those usually seen as men) aa
women, In the interview zaterisl, 4 zlsze sttachaent
to the aother with & feeling of being more like her
than the father zeemed £ be the rule.

Roberts > found very slight diffaresces ln the hame
environment of low achieverg and high achilevers, The saly
significant 4iflarence was that fathers o achicvers wers
younger. Thsre are sonllicting evidences relative Lo
father=-son relationships and acadeslc underachisvemsant.

in & atudy of fifty-seven boys and girls uwho wars
treated by a paychiatrist foxr academic underachiavement,

54

Halder”  »raparted that underachievers Clathers apent a

comparativaly small ansunt of time wisth their sang, Unlixe

34,3, noberts, ' Fectors Affecting the Academic
Underachievement of Bright High School Students,” Journal
pf Educational Reaearch, Vol. 506, December, 1962, pp.

5kaichard A. Holder, “Round Te
ment in Gifted Children,” American Jou
¥ol. 323 gﬁreh‘ 1 » PP 3N

ble on Underachleve~
TRyyl

h 25,00 honeehi 2ty
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Foberts, Holder does not diescuss the age of the father as
a factor for lack of involvement in his son’s life. The
findinge of Kimbeli”’ also are different from those of
Roberts.

Another important sbservation made by Bricklin and
Bwick11n56 is that “when parents do not get along, the ehllid s
security is threatened. Hls pesrsonal sources of strength
are falling him, and he may dovelop many negative reactions,
ongof which may be underachievement.”

Betria,§7 & peychoanalyst, =ztudlied boys ranging in
age from seven tp sixtesn years., Accordingly, he sbserved:
“Out of the study emerged the truism that these bays did
ast learn beceuze they were emstionally disturbed and that
the reason for their emotional disturbance could be traced
ts unfavorable home conditions., However, emstional dise
turbance does not always lead to learning problems.’ Rarris
further s>bperved that husband-and-wife dishamrmony could be

& source of underachlevement,

Pgimball, op. cit., p. BOG-B1S,

56gricklin and Bricklin, 2p. eits, pe 73.

mxr?m n" ml‘l’iﬁi, B ,

ytional Blocks to Learning
Kew York, The Free Press, 1001, k.
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Buch charucteristics as obsessional, worrying,
plessure-seeking, snd neurstic mentioned earlier in thie
chapter, have been ascribed to the underschieving bright
adolescents. Brieklin and Ewia&l&ngﬁ state that "a child
with an obeessional orientatisn rerely hes e cleaveut feeling
about anything »r enyone.” Purther, they observe, he 8ive
truzts his swn abilities and fe¢ likely to spend 8 great Jdes)
of time worrying. Coaversely, Middleton and aathr&mﬁg gan
the underachiever ag one who enjoys having fun and one who
is motivated by pleagurs seeking.

Earlier in this chapter, Bummell and Sprintna1r®®
were gquoted as ceelng the schileving student in & more pusi-
tive 1ight than the underachieving atudent, ﬁarrwttﬂl saw
them as being essentislly the swme, bolh disturbed, bul he
reported that the achlever waz wore aware of his emotional

problems. Brickiin and Bwaeklinéﬁ see both underschisvers

5prickiin and Bricklin, op, cit., p. 54.

39George Middleton and George A. Guthrie, “Fersomality
Syndromes and Academic Achlievepent, g§§£§§;4gr Eduecational
W’ VQI. w’ &Fl'ilg 1%?3 ?pu Jon .

Opuame1l and Sprinthall, op, clt., pp. 388-395,

Blgarrett, op. cit., pp. 192-194.

62pyicklin and Bricklin, op. cit., pp. 167.
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and achlevers overly concemed with achievement, sibeit in
different ways. Both worry about parental approvel or lack
of it.

In suppart of the observation of Bricklila and
Bricklin snd Berrett, Wellington snd Wellington®> make the
following obaervation:

Of the ptudents we interviewsd, many wers physically
sttractive, polsed, and well spoken. Very few exhibited
any sutward persomality meladjustaents. WYhen it bew
comes necessary to assese the pereonality charvacterigtics
of inderachievers, sany studien have found that 1ittle
or no difference exizils between under- and cverachlevers.

The resson for the inconclusive and somewhat omirae
dictory evidence on the relatiomship of total adjusiment to
achisvenent may lie in the praoblems inberent in assessing
perzonality functioning and In the types of instruments
available for sesesoment, as well sz in the varying defini-
tions of underachievement. Or it may be & gpurious nation
indeed that adeguate school perioimmsnce necessarily correlates
with the ccmmonly accepted standards of good adjustment,

The aszumption that total adjustwent messures do nnt
geam 0o furnieh & pubstential esplanation for underschieve-
ment suggestz the need L2 study some of the ¢omponents of
personality which might influence positively or negatively

the lexrner’'s behavisr in school.

63ye111ngton 2ra Wellington, op. eit., pp. 20-2l.
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5. The Self-Concept and Achievement Levels

Problems of atudying pelf-concept and its relstion.
ahlp to adolescent underachisvement have been Tundamentally
the same apg in attempts to study personality in general.
Ressarchers have not bean able to sgree sn what the gell-
soncept 1a. If defined sperationally, one might say that
the gelf.concapt ig what the eelf-concept instruments
neasure, However, this method >0 defining the phrase lende
1tsels to ambiguity and, consaquently, to many interpreta-
tions. Unless regearchesrs and other professinsnalsz conserned
with gelf-concept and underachievement can come to some
conmon sgreement az te what sallf-oconcept means, we are not
ilkely to arrive ot any precise definition of what iz meant
when the concept of gelf iz mentioned. One might be led to
believe that there are As many definitions of "self-cancept’
as there are regearchers concerned with ths phenomensn. The
fallowing paragraphs will be devoted to & definition of the
seli-concept and relatad literature relevant s adolescent
underachievenent, adolescent par schievemsnt, and sdolescent
sverachievement.

The self-concept is percelved by some as 2 single
aspect of an individusal's way of perceiving himeelfl; others
think of the zd {-concept as beling a multiplicity of agpects
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involving the way ne peroelves himself. Braunfainéh BRABIRG,
rizea it thus: '"The conecept of self is & system of ceniral
seanings the individual has about himself and his relations
ts the world sbout him.” Jnrwlld.éﬁ somewhat more specific
than Brownfain, says that the self-concept consists of a
system of ideas, attitudes, appralsals, and commitments per-
taining to one‘s own persom. Andareonéﬁ speaks of a physical
and » psychologionl self-image. 5She alao says that a child
lsarns to appraise himsell both physically and pesychologically
in terms of the atiitudes of others toward him, especielly
those who are significant I his life, such az his parents,
his peers, and his teachersa, Fram another point of view,

Bruck and Bodwin®! ascribe the following characteristics to

Glty 3. Brownfein "gtublility 27 the Self-Canceptimn
23 & Measure »f Peraanality.” Journal of IDTMR I, R :
Peychology, Vol. &7, 1952, pp.

65&.?. Jorsildi ‘Self Understanding in Childhood
¢

and Agglescenca,“ American Faychologist, Vol. 6, 1951, pp.
10?2"1 .

eso.u. Anderson, "The Self-Image: A Theory of Dyonsmics
of Behavior,” Mental Hygiene, Vol. 36, 1952, pp. 227-284,

&7
Max Bruck and Raymond Bodwin, '‘The Relatisnship

Betwoen Self-Concept and the Presence or Absence of Joho-

lastic Underachievement,” Journsl of Clinical Psychclogy,
Vosl. 18’ 196&' p@. lal"laac
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the aslf-concept: (1) Self-confidence; (2) Freedom to ex-
press appropriste feelings; (3) Liking one s self; (4)
Satisfection with one's etiainmentsj and (5) Feelings of
personal apprecistion by others.

caapsrmuithﬁﬂ refers %o the 'sell” and describes it
as "an sbatrection that an individual hae sboutl the atiltudes,
ecapacities, objectives, which he possesses and pursues.’
Even though he uses the term pelf” in isalatlion ia the pre-
ceding guotation, Cooperamith’s book 18 baseu enillreiy on
the geif-concept. Thereiore, Lhis researcher infere that he
is referring to the sell-concept uben e uses the ters
"gell.’

The previously-mentioned literatuire concernitg eslf-
concept hag focused on definitiomns that lend themselves to
interpretations which sugges. ihst the seli-concept is &
complex, multidimensional enticy.

The work of Gmap@ramithﬁg nky serve Lo help clarify
the probiem by providing & definiiion which lends iyizelfl to
a multifaceied descripilon of the problem of selil-coucept.
Cooperealth Jeels that there are wany se.l-cuncepts &nd that
they are dynamic, fluld, and subjewct to change. ie speaks

bﬁﬂt&nl&y Coopersmith, The aAntecedents of Helf~
Egtean, San Franclzeo, W.H. Freeman, s DB, 1=

591014,
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of proficiency in & particular skill and lte rzlationship to
seli~concept in that skill. For example, ii & boy iz the
best runner on the trach term, his seli-concept on the
track team ig going to be very positive, Rowever, 3 this
gaame Loy is & nonreader, hie selfe-concept relative to that
task will be significantly different in 2 negative way ag
he goeg from the track team back to the classroom where he
ie expectied ty read,
haaanbera7ﬂ defines the seifi-coprept &8 1oilowes
e concelive of Lhe seli-immge a8 an att.lude toward
an object. The teym attitude g uged broadly to ine
clude facte, opinions, und values with regare tu ine sslfl,
a3 well as favorable or unfavorable orientation towerd
the seif. 1o other words, this study takes se its
point of depsrture the view that paople have attiiudes
toward sbjects and thet the self 1s ane of the objects
toward which one hae attitudes.

Sricklin end Bricklin'® believe that it is no
exaggeratisn to seay that a young child's sell-worth depends

almost entirely on what his parents think of him. The child
adopts the same sttitude toward himasel! that hles parents
have adopted. Hosenberg - found that & child s self-attitude
(concept) is clogely associated with parental attitudes and

70, Rosenber ' 2 & imppe
. g, foclety and The Adolescent “elf- ,
Princetan, ¥.J., Princet5n URIVET:] €, 1905, P+ D-

Tlpricklin end Brickiin, 2p. ¢it,, p. 33.

723auenbarﬁ, ap. £1t., p. B2,
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interests. His Dbeervations, at least in part, support the
definition given by ﬂnﬂeraan73 eariier in this chapter.

Some researchers will sbject to the notion that the evilv-
ing of & self-concept is & sole function of parental
sttitudes, Others will asgert that the gelf-concept is a
primary functiosn of parental attitudes affecting young
children., If we sccept thiz latter thesie, then we must
alsn accept the principle held by some that the self«concept
iz formed very early in life and dose not lend iteelfl to
change easily.

Bricklin and Brick11n7u’75 state that “the child

who i¢ doling poor school work has a poor image of hime
gelf pnyehalasieally* Every person has some notion of
what he or she iz "worth.” A person with a "healthy"
sengse of self-worth likes himeelf. 7The child with an
“"unhealthy” sense of self-worth thinks of himgel!l as
being & bad and unpleasing child. He reels inwardly
that he 1» disliked by his parents and believes he
degerves to be disliked.”

The idea of the “reality” of one s self-concept hasp
been discussed by some researchers: i1.e., how does one @

concept of himself correlate with the way he really iz or

7
Bwﬂrﬁml, ol ) i«tn, PP. 227"‘2“&0
?“Bric&lin and Bricklin, pp. cit., p. 10,

T1b14, p. 30.



BEVIEW OF THE LITERATURE W

with the way others perceive him? Wylie'C makes the £ollow=
ing sbezervation
I¢ iz implicitly or explicitly assumed by all
theorists that the galf«cancagt is not entirely
*renlistic,” and that isck of “"realisn” may have
peychodynanic significance and iupart&u% behavioral
consequences. The degree that a pergon’s sell-

concept ia reallistic, he is said ts have "insight”
int> elf.

mnrxgeg?7 believey that the adolescent who is
anxious Lo ba accepted by the pocial group but fesls
sacially insdequate devsliope & feeling of personzal insdequoacy.
Stated anather way, the student described here gsuffers from
a low social self-concept,

Bruck and Baﬂu&n?ﬁ atudied gelf-concept and its re-
lationehip to underachievement at three levele: (1) Third
grode; {2) Sixth grade; and {3) Eleventh grade. They used
thirty achdevers and thirty underachlevers. Ths Belf-Concept
Scale of Machover Drew-A-Ferson was used. A relationship
significent &t the .01 lewvel wae establlished between

Touyrte, gp._cit., p. 5.
nﬁn’lmk, s 0’.2:. Pe 3“6;

Bruck and Bodwin, gp. eit., pp. 181.182,
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salf-concept and underachisvemant at a1l levels. Maraefg
&len analysed dats esllevted from over gix hundred students
at altemate grade levels Trom three through eleven. These
students were administered the Coopersmith Beli-Tateem lIne

yentory. The suthor found that to e statement such as "I

feel pretty sure of myself,” twelve percent of third graders
say, “unlike we,” while thirty-Tour percent ol elsventh
groders give this response.

Harsaag further reportz that eighty~four percent o/
the third gradergz were proud of thelr schoolwork, while oaly
fifty-thres percent of the eleventh graderz werc proud of
thelrs., Without any definitive evidence beyond the data
collected on the aXorementioned checklist, Horse concluded
that, from e mental health polnt of wiew, the young child
perceives school as & secure piace Lo be, but az the ehild
grows oider, this confidence diminishes. Morze's cone
clusions iaply that a sigpificant smount oF damage ig done
to the chlild'e self-concept during his experiences with

"Svilliam ¢. Morse, Seir-Concept Dats in the
University School Project,” The Unlvergity of A. .
2f Bducetion Bulletin, Vol.

5019,
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achool personnel and pesrs. Blair and Jaﬂe&sx nake the
following sbaeyvation:

Beanuze many adolegcents nrye the victisg of years
of adverse influence and defecta in school tasks,
pagative attitudes are firamly ontrenched, These adoles~
cents heve developed 2 pror self-imuge and & low asplira-
tional level, which makez it unlikaly that the ordinary
school progrem can have much of an impact upon them.

Blalir and Jones, and Bricklin and aw&ckzzaéﬁ el

cluded that the geli«concept lz almost exclusively u
function of parent-child relstionahipa. On the other hand,

Kaeant >

28 & relative phenomenon, varying from persan to person,

seez the whole notion of self-concept development

He sume it up ss follows:

The development of a self-concept ls aften framed
in abgolute terms. The clagsic statement assumse thet
direct social reinforcesent and ldentivication asdels
have fixed, invariant effects on the child., Pralse and
love from valued coaretakers are assumed to lead the child
to devaiop positlive gelf-evaluations; whereas criticisms
and rejectlon presumably ceause pelf-derogatory beliefs.

It appesrs that ons might infor from Xagen's cosments that
there 12 no one set of eoriteria which can be used to

gl@lena Myers Blair and R, Stewart Jonec, The Py
ggxﬁaﬂ Adolescence for Teachars, New York, M&uaiilu.

aznwicklia and Brieklin, 3p. cit., p. .

&
3Jarumc Kagan, "On The Heed Por Relstiviesm,”
an Peychologist, Yol. 22, 1567, pp. 131-141.
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detazrmine what one‘s seif-concept will be. What makes for
& negative self-concept in one child way have iittle or oo
effect on another,

Shaw, Edason, and Bmll,gh in addition to Shaw and

Alvea,ﬁﬁ established 2 relationship betwaen negative pelf.
attitudes and achlevement but falled tp support the thesis
that a negative seli-attitude iz neceassrily a causal fsctos
in the level of achisvemant. Thelr rssearch was condunted
on a sample of high aschool Juniosrs and zeniors. In Shaw,
Zdaon, and Bell's study, en Adjective Cheok List was uzed
to measgure sell-goncept. In Shaw and Alvaa’ study, the
Bills lndex of Adjustment and Values waz used to msasurs
gelf~concept. -

As messured by & nonpsrametric statistlical technique

{ehi sguare) ?&nkgﬁ found differences betwoen achisving boye

B%erville . Shaw, Kenneth Edeon, and Hugh Bell,
"The 3Self-Concept »f Bright Underachieving HKigh School Students
as Revealed by an Adjective Check Lisgt,” raonne) and

Gulidsnce Journal, Vol. 3%, 1960, pp. 193-156.

a?ﬂcrville C. Shaw and Gerald Alves, "Self-Concept

aof Bright Acsdemic Underachievers,” Personnel and Guidance
_Journal, Vol. 42, 1963, pp. 401-403,

Békartin B. Fink, "Self-Concept ag it Relater to
Academic Underachievement,” in Milton Kornrick, (ed.},

vndoraghievaaant, Springfieid, Illin+isg, Charles 6. Thomus
sners, 2 Po ?3“‘7@.



REVIEW OF THD LITEVATULE 38

and undexachleving boys but found no dilfferences botwoeen
achieving girls and underachieving giris. Gubjects lIn
Fink'e study were matched on the basis of achlaveaent tests
and intelligence guotisnta. Pink used the following instrue
ments in his study: (1) Californis Peychological Inventoary;
{2) Bender-Visual Notor Gestal Test; (3) Druw-A-Purson

Test; (&) Oough Adjective Check List for Pupile; and {5)
Gough Adjective Check List Cor Teachers. The subjects were

tenth-grade high school students. It lg no zurprlse that
the author found no significant differences between the two
groupa of girlg but did find significant differences belween
the boyr ineegmuch &8s most studies indicate that girls reaoct
differently to low gelf-concepts and underschievemsnt. Cone-
versely, CQQperamithB? faund that students low in zelil-
concept are academically snd socinlly ungutcessiul and that
they are pupils who have to live with the unhappy reality

2f thelr inferiority. He finds thie sbaervation to be true
2f both boys and girls. Although it ig not stated, »ne
might assume the term “inferiority’ used by Coopersamith need
not represent "reality' ag has been previcusly mentioned in
this chapter. It might représent the individual's distorted
conception of himaelf and his persanal worth,

BTCoaperamitn, « Cit., po 15,
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canhaﬁs selected tweniy~five underachievers, sxperi~
wmental subjects, and twenty-five achievers, contrpl subjects.
The two groups were selecied from the eleventh grade in
guburban communities frow Westchesgter County, Kew York., The
groups were comparabls with respect to sex, rasce, suoioe-
econamic statup, nationality, age, grade, and intellligence.
All subjects showed messured full-scale l.4.'s of 11% or
more on the HWechsier Adule Intelligence Scale. Cumulative
grade point averages were used (o establish achlevement
levels. The suthor found differences at the .001 level on
six points., Underschievers saw (1} themselves as less
adeguate; (2) themselves &s less acceptable to othera; (3)
their peers &3 less acceptable; (8) adulis as less accepte
able; (5) themselves ss inefficlent and less eflective in
approaches to problems; and (6) themselves as having less
freedon &nd adequacy of emotional expressions. JAT stories
were used to arrive at these conclusions.

In keeping with the cbservatlons of Coopsramiih,
Bricklin and Br&cklinﬁg state: "The underachiever typicalily

&schnrlcs F. Combeg, Perception of 8elf and

&ahalaatic ﬂndarnnhievmmant in the Aeademieuzly Capable,"”
AN surnsl, Vol, 43, number 1, 1964,

%9arick1in and Bricklin, op. eit., p. 15.
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equates his entire sense of self-worth as en individual with
his ability to achieve academically.’ As implied in this
quotation, the student achlieves commensurate with the way he
percelives himself.

Barlier in this chapter the concept of "sspirational
level” and its relationship to selfwconcept were driefly men-
tioned. In his initisl conclusion relstive to aspirational
ievel, cnoyerauithgg gtatea that the absdiute level the
individual sets for himself is unrelated t5 his self-apprailsal
or behavioral poise. This means that the person who dues
not think highly of himself is as likely to get lofty gosals
as 1s the person who concludesz that he is a worthy person,

Wellington and Wellington® make the following
comment about aspiration level and zelf-concept: The re-
lationship between level of agpiration and self-concept is
not necessarily, e&s it would appear on the surface, that
the underachiever has 2 low self-concept.

A discussion of the instruments which have been
used to measure self-concept in previous regearch seems in

order. According to Wyila*agg review o5f the literature,

Ppoopersmith, 3p. eit,., p. 44,
ngallington and Wellington, op, git., p. 3%,

93wy110, ., 2it., p. B5.
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the most frequently used types of lnstrusents for Inferring
overall or general self-regard are gquestionnalres, rating
scales, and adjectiive check liste. The worth of such ree
geerch depends upon the characteristics of the measuring
ingtrumenis used. Many instruments have been used, the
majority of thea only once or twicej and 1ittle or no
information on reliability and construct velidity ias svail-
able for a great meny of Lhese meaguring 1nutrumanta*gg
Hany problems of gelf-imsge regearch, sccording to
naaenhcrg,ga ars technical and methodological. He continuesns
“here is no generally accepted measure of self-esteem, the
phenomensn 12 not easlily smenable to experisental manipulae
tion and the problem of valldoting something so quintessen-
tially phenomenological is difficult in the extreme.” ‘The
statements made by Wylle snd Rosenberg sirongly support the
need for further research. ﬁaaunbvrggﬁ aleo says: Further
research, howsver, musti alsc be concerned with multidimen-
sional typological clasaiflicatione. If we can classify

people into terms o»f meaningful types, we will be better able

93&311&, zit., p» 114,
gﬂnpsanher@, ope 8it., §. F72.

Brvid, pp. 275-276.
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to understand why people with the same level of gelf-esteenm
82 often behave differently.”

Some previous researchers advopoate a need for re~n
sesrch on the subject of self-concept. For exasmple, %y&i@gﬁ
states that "theories for research in the past keve in many
ways been ambiguous, overlapping, and no one theory has
received & large amount of systematic empirical exploration.”
Rosenberg’’ states: ‘It is an unfortunate fect that, al-
though hundreds of seli-eoncept studies have been conducted
in recent years, no generally sccepted meassure of self-
estesm 1g available in the literature.”

In her concluding chapter, Hyliuga

summarizes the
problem:

On the whole, we have found that there are ensugh
positive trends to be tantalizing., On the sther hand,
there is a good desl »f smbigulty in the results, cone-
alderable apparent contradictions among the findings
of wvarisug studles, and & tendency for different methods
to produce different results. In short, the total
accumalation of substantlive findings is aiaappaintingg
especially in proportion tos the great asmsunt of effor
which obviously has been expended.

96%&11&, pp. cit., p. 3.

97Eananvmrm, . 2it., p. 15,

Byyise, op. cit., p. 317
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£. Studly Bethode snd Attitudes
Toward School and Achlevement lLevels

This sectlisn ir devoted to & dlscupalosn of the
relationship between sdoplescent underachlievement and the
adolescent 'z attitude townrd study and spprapriate giudy
methode. 48 hae besn showe 4in the preceding secelions on
perzonaiity end self-concept, ressarchars present confllcote
ing evidence relative to any relatiomshlp between sdolescent
undepashisvement and attitudes tomard study and aiudy nethods.
It in belleved thet tha extent to which s ctudent faile to
develnp a syetem >f gtudying and teohniquase for implawenis.
tion of this syetes will bhe the extent to which hiz leamning
will) be impalived. Purtharmorsz, ¢ pornitive attitude !ward
sohaol may b esecclatad with an appropriste system of
syganizing and planning one'e methads o0 atuedy.,

ﬂurlmukgg statez, “The hettar adiuslted aldonlescant
davalops batter study babits than the posrly adjusted
adolescent who suffers from feelings of insdaguacy and
sastimnal stress.... Adolescents vhoe have learned %5 study
sffectively tend to achlieve more than those who study
ineffectively.”

99&1’1%%, Eﬁ: E;,%,, Wi %aﬁﬁ?.
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Bricklin and Bwinhllnlaﬁ glve sume support to

Bariock's obgervation that adjustment factors and study
methode are @ function of sach other. 'They state: “The
mnjority of books of study habils cannot realily help an
underachiever becouss underachisvement is csused by emptionsl
confijct.” Bricklin and Ewie&linlgl 2lsy say that the child

who $8 inwardly thwerted by emotional conflict cannmt even
learn proper study hablits, Just as he cannot learn other
material taught to him. Thig sbgervatisn has zome leplice~
tions for further imvestigetion and intervention when
improper study methods are discovered. In geveral suburbdban
Magsachugetts gehool systems, Wellington and walzingtanIGQ
studied underachievers asnd conducted some gioup work to
help underachievers overcome poor study habits. They
sumasrized thelir cbasrvatisns thues

of fesiing about the snvironment was the wnderashieves’s

attitude toward studies: These are ambivalent and

confused betueen what others want for thems in comparison

t2 what they want for themselves. Further investi-

gation in comparing these attitudes for under and high
achievere should be undertaken.

100 1ex1in and Bricklin, pp. cit,, p. 108,
*l1u1g, p. 154,
1aaﬂa1xingtan and Wellington ,2p, cit,., p. 68,
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In their Winchester, Messachusetts atudy, Hellington
and Wellington 93 used the Cslifornis Study Methods Survey.
After a pericd of group work with underachieving adolescents,
the authors sbserved popitive changes in two of the areas
tested: (1) Attitude and (2) Piaoning. Mechanice scores
were negative. Siszty-nine percent of the students inter-
viewed by Wellington and Wﬂllinstmnla& indicated that they
spent from one o two hours per night studylng. They
further state: "With the pressure in schoois today, many
achieving junior high snd high achool students epend four
to aix hours per day on their outside homework.' Thirty-

five percent »f the underschiseving students initially

expressed dislike for studying. Over fifty percent said
they tended to put off studying and that they 4id not get

study schedules, ??

Rabertalﬂﬁ compared the study habite of high

schievers and low achlevers at high scehool level, She

1031p4d, p. 85,
i id. p. Gb.

1Pm1g, p. 0.

lﬁgﬁel&n E. Eoberts, "Pactors Affecting The Academic
Underachievement of Bright High School 3Students,” J 1 of
& R Auiii®td XSG ‘_ idy vﬂlu %, mﬁmr' 1962, pp,%

Q F
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found that high-achleving bright students, when compared to
low=-gchieving bright studente, spent more time studyling.
Ber findings were significaent at .01 level of confidence.
carter1$7 studied elghty~three matched peairs of Juniosr

high school students. His objective was to answer the
Tallowing question:t Do underachieverz and overachievers
differ systematically, relative to study methnds and
attitudes toward school as measured by the Califosrnia Htudy
Kethod Survey? A t teat showed better than a .01 level of

confidence on &ll three seales, i.e., sttitudes towards
schoaol, mechanics of atudy, and planning and system in

favor of the overachlevers. Cartarlﬁa reported similer

findings in s previous study welng fifteen hundred high
school students.

Gartamleg in a study using secondary schooli atudents
as subjects found & correlation »f .U% between a8 stody test

1073&ral& B. Carter, ''Cverachievers and Underachieve

ers in the Junior High Bohool,” Callfornia Journal of
Educational Hesearch, Vol. 12, 1%%, Pp. Si-5b,

103Harald D. Garter, Improving the Prediction of

Zohool Achievement by Use of the Callifornie Study sethods

ﬂurvggé‘ gdugatiagg% Administration and Supervision, Vol.
35, 1 » ﬁp. -

10933:31& D. Carter, "Methods of Learning and
Factors in the Prediction of School Success,” Journal of

Paychology, Val. 26, 1948, pp. 249-258,
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and an achlevement test. Two hundred subjecta, which
included one hundred schievers and one hundred underachisve
ers, were used,

serenallo interviewed high school studants who
showed & marked discrepancy between ability and achlevement.
Be concluded that most underachievers had no kind of study
schedule, Among Serene’s vatimsted causes {or underachieve-
ment were leck of astudy, poor planning, end poor organizetlion,

Nortanlll used ninth-grade boys and girls enrolled
in general sclence to study the probdlem of underachlevement
and 1ts relationship to study hablits. The suthor sought to
angwer the following question: Does schievement in ninth
grade general sclence relste more closely to study habits
than to intelliigence, reading ability, and aptitudes? The
gquastion was answered in the negstive.

Bonatl? geveloped a questionnaire of thirty-nine

factors to study two hundred and twenty-nine high schosl

110M1chaa1 ¥, ﬁarmna, An Experiment in Motivational
Counsgeling, ) Guidance Journal, Vol. 31,
1552«53, pp.

11lp.niel P. Borton, “The Kelationship of Study
Rabits and Other Measures 9§ Achievement in Ninth Grede

Gensral Sclence,"” 1 of Expsrimental Education, Vol.
27’ 1958’ Pp. 211”

lladtssa E. Bond, "Analyslis of Fectors Adversely

Affecting Scholarship of S8chool Pupils,' Journal of
Kducational Besearch, Vol. 46, 1952, pp. 1-16,
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gtudents who hed been claspified az underschievers. The
suthor found that all groups of studente with low asarks
claimed that a major reason for inferior scholarship was
that lsck of success in study had caugsed them to develop
a dislike for etudy with ¢onseguant insufficient sttention
given to it. The same groups claimed that it wae 4iffiecult
to improve study habits,
7. Summary, Conclusion and General
Hypothesis

Prom thiz review of the literature it iz spparent
that regearch in underachlevement, per achievement, andg
overachievement has been highly varied. Many researchers
have tried to gieve out the cause or causes {or under-
achievement, per achlevement, and overachievement in
adolescents. Much diversity of opinion exists smong re-
gearchers relative to factors involved in underachlevement,
par achievement, and overachlievement. Further confl.ot
ar differences in spinion prevail relative to clmagification
and selection of subjecte for regearch in underschievement,
par achievement, and overaschievement at all levels.
Appropriate research degigns and relevant hypotheses slso

have been presented as gources of uncertainty and varlied
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1k

apinione., Asg wyliu,lxg Thﬁtﬂdiﬁﬁ,l and Wellington and

walllnstunlls

have indicated, many studies have reporied
inconclusive regults and in some cases the results actually
have bsen mnizleading.

In pome casges, the literature suggests that msal-
adjustment (persopelity) is e prime Isctor contributing t5
underschievenent, Other litereture suggestz that personalily
maladjustment represents but one aspest of the problem of
underachievement and that the probles is sultifaceted.

Self-concept has Leen seen by some, such as

uarue,llﬁ as the primary cause {ar underachlevement. Others

cleinm that study methods and attitude toward zehool contrie-
bute signiflicantly, if not totelly, to the problem »f
underachievement in adolescentsz. Hany other reasons have
been given: family relationghlps, peer relationships,
curriculum, and poor tesching methode, envirsmmental facw
tore, and broken homes.

Myyite, op. eit.
llkTharndka. 2pe it

llﬁwelllngtan and Wellington, 2p. cit.

lléxorae, 2ps GiE.
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Tharndikall? hos made zome specilic sbservations and
recommendations for regesrch models on underachlevement.
For example, he dencunces the use >0 two equivalent forms
of & test administered at different timee. He states this
as follows:

1f we test & group of children with form "4 of

an aptitude test this week and with form 'B" next
woek, we {ail to get ldentical resulis fox sach
individual, for a number of reasons. The most obvious
reagons are: (1) The specific tasks in the tws foras
are different, and some children will be better able
to do cne set of taesks than the other; (Egaﬁane
cehildren will feel better, work & little harder, or
be a 1ittle more attentive on ane osecasiosn than on
the other;y (3) A certaln amount of guessing at angwers
will take place, and zome children will be more
lucky on one oocasion than the other.
Thorndike takes this same pogltion relative to personality
tests, check lists, reting scales, and gquestis-nnaires.
On the basiz of Thorndike's suggestions, it seems insdvig~-
able to use an eguivaient farm of any type >f test and
expect comparable results. Even i one does, he cannot
salely conclude enything from thenm,

On the basis of the review of the litersature,
further regearch was conducted in the three broad areass
(1) Personelity; (2) Self-concept; and (3) Study methods

and attitudees toward school.

117
Thorndike, 9p. c¢it., p. 7.
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It has been showm in the review of the literature
that some researchers agree that personality factors elone
are the antecedents to adolescent underachievement. Cther
researchers fael that peraonality fectors repragsent but
one factor among meny factors contributing to adolescent
underachisvenent., 28t11l others believe that the problem
of underachisvement in sdolescents can be directly nseiciete
ed with poor study habits and nagative esttitudes toward
school, A poor zelfeconcept iz belleved by some resgesrchers
ts be the main factor ¢ontributing to adolescent under-
achievement. It is this great diversity of opinions among
previous researchers that has led to the need for the
current regearch,

The general hypothesgle for the reseazrch is stated
thus: There is no significant differsnce bstween bright
adolegcent underachievers, bright adolescent osverachievers,
and bright adolescent par schlevers on mearures >0 persdn-
ality, self-concept, study methods and attlitude toward
school,

Chapter Tw> will present the methodology followed
in conducting this research.



CHAFTER IX
METHODOLOGY AND PROCEDURE

This chapter presents the procedure used in testing
the general hypothesis proposed in chapter ones. 1t beginsg
with 8 llsting of the specific hypothesesz which are follow-
ed by a pressntation of the test instrumenta used. The
characteristics of the gauple populatiosn snd the statistical

analyals are als> presented.
1. SBpecific Bypotheses

As is explicit in the general hypothesis, this
research hag facused on the relationships betwsen person~
ality, self-concept, study methods and attitudes toward
gchoal in bright adolescent underachievers, bLright edoles~-
cent sverachievers, and bright adolescent par achievers.
Both wmale and female subjects were used.

Rine null hypothesee were formilated and are stated
as follows:

1. There iz no significant difference between total
groups of girls and total groups of boys, i.e., tenith, eleventh.
and twelfth grade underachievers; tenth, eleventh, and twelfth
grade overachlevers; and tenth, sleventh, and tveirth grade
par achievers, on measures 5¢ mental health, self-concept,
and study methode and attitudes toward schosl.

2. There ig nd significant difference between total
groups of girle, L.e., tenth, eleventh, and twelfth grade
underachievers; tenth, eleventh, and twelfth grade over-
achievers; and tenth, eleventh, and twellth grade par achievers,
sn measures of mental healtih, gelf-concept, snd study methodes
and attitudes toward school.
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3. There is no significant differsnce between total
groupe of boys, i1.e,, tenth, eleventh, and twelfth grade
underachievers; tenth, sleventh, and twellth grade overw
achievers; and tenth, eleventh, end twelfth grade par
achlevers, o»n measurss =0 mental health, self-concept, and
study aatﬁnas and sttitudes toward school.

4, There is no significant difference between bhrton+
adslescent underschieving tenth grede boys, bright adoi..-
cent overachieving tenth grade boys, snd bright sdolescent
pay achieving tenth grade boys on seesures of mental health,
sellf-concept, and gtudy methods and attitudes toward school.

5. There is ny slgnificant difference betwsen
oright adolescent underschisving tenth grade giris, bright
adoleacent overschieving tenth grade girls, and briaht
adolescent par schieving tenth grade girls on seasures of
mentel, health, zelfeconcept, and study methods end attitudes
toward school.

&, There is no significant difference between bright
adolescent underachieving =leventh grade boys, bright
adolescent overschisving eleventh grade boys, and bright
adolescent par achisving eleventh grade boy: on meassures
of mental healih, self-concept, and etudy methods and
attitudes toward schosl.

7. There is no significant differsnce bhetween
bright underechieving adolescent eleventh grade girls,
bright overachieving edslescent eleventh grade giris, and
bright par achieving adolescent sleventh grade girle on
measures »f mental health, self-concept, and study methods
and attitudes toward school.

8. There is no significant difference between
bright adoleecent undereachieving twelfth grade dboys,
bright adaleascent owerachieving twelfth grede boys, and
bright adolescent par schieving twelfth grade boys on mess-
ures »f mental health, sell-concept, and study methods and
attitudes toward schosl.

9., There is no glgnificant difference between
bright adolescent underschieving twelfth @radeliirls,
bright adolescent overschieving twelfth grade girla, and
bright adolescent par achieving twelfth grade girls on
meagures of mental health, selfe-concept, and study methode
and attitudes toward gchool.
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2. The Test Instruments

Pilve tescts were used in this research, Two of the
teste, The Callfornis Test of Basie fSkille and The
Californis Mental Maturity Test - 8.F., 1963, were uged for
purposes of selscting the sample population., The other
three, The Californis Teat I Personslity, the Self-Esteen
Inventary, and The California Study Methods Survey tests
were used to meesure mental health gtatus, selfeconcept, and
study methods and attitudes toward school., Each »f the
Pive tests lg diacussed in detell in the parsgraphs which
follow,

Ihe Californis Test of gaaic<§§§11al was uged in

this research to meagsure the zitudent’'s level of achilevement

in the baale academic subject armas:a (1) Reading, (2)
Language and Usage, (3) Arithmetic, and (4) Study Skills.
Study akill scores from this test have not been used in
thiz research bacauge 5 sepsrats tesgt designed to nmeasure
study methods and sttitudes toward school wee ineluded in
the battery »f ilesgtis.

13.p. Ayers, W.E. Kl&ae, v, Wnite, P.W, Weber, g.

Burket, and J4.C. Duran rnia Te 8
Manual, Pore Q, Ievel & arns s 12
PP

Eﬁywra, et al, lbid, 72 pp.
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Skills meagured in the reading sub-test are
recognition of the meaning of words in context; symbol and
sound correspondence; reanognition of directly stated de-
tails; comprehsneion »f the meaning of worde and phrases
expressed in synonymous terms or parallel formg compre-
henslion »f the meaning of ideas by parsphrasing;
identification of main purpose of ideas, sentences, and
paragraphs; perception of relationshipe, 1.e., cause-effect,
time, size, whnle-part, structure of prose and poetry, and
sequence; the drawing »f econclusions Crom given facts and
statements and ideas, and recognition of omitted infore
mation; recognition and interpretation of tone, mond, and
author’s intent.

8kille measured in the language sub-test are the
recognitiosn of correctly and incorrectly spelled wordsg
the recognition and application of rulee of punctuation and
eapitalization; the spplication of correct grammatics)
principles; the selection of the word, phrase, or sentence
which provides the greatest <larity and economy of ex-
pressiong perception 20 the relatisnshlps of different
parts of eentences and recognition of inappropriate re-
lationships; comprehension of suthor's implication in an
incomplete sentence and the selection of the appropriats

ward to eomplete 1it,
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The arithmetic sub-test measures competency in the
use of whole numbers, fractions, decimals, percents, ratios,
faeagures and currency, algebraic squations, geometric fig-
ures, statistica, and lagle.

The standardization of The California Test of Basic

slezu3 waz deeligned to provide norms for all rifty of the

United 3tates and the District of Columbia. ALl zocide-
asconomic groups were included as were all racial and ethnic

groups. At the upper level, secondary, The Califarnia Teet

5L Basic ﬁklllu& correlates with the California Test of Mene
tal ggturitzﬁ ghort form az follows:  €otal reading .71,
total language .74, and total srithmetic .92. For the totel
battery the correlation for the two tests is .78. 7This

correlation does not include the study skills esub-test of

the Celifornia Test of Basic Skills.
The California Test of Nental Maturity® wes uses

to eatablish levels of intellectual functioning. Instead

3Ayers, et al, Ibid. 72 pp.

aAyara, et al, lbid. 72 pp.

581111& W, Clark and Erneat W. Tiegs, Calif>rnie

%ast of ggntal Maturity Manual, Monterey, California Test
reau, .Ljy035, & PP

sclark and Tiege, Ibid. €3 pp.
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of the treditional Intelligence Quotient, scores were
reported as intellscturl status indexes. Thiz allowed the
ressarcher o celect underachlevers, overachievers, and par
achievers by comparing each sublect's anticipated achieve-
ment expanded standard score with the actusl achievement
gcore which he produced on the Califsrnia Test of Bagic
gg&;ﬁgg? The anticipated score shows the level of achisve-
ment the subject should have attained, and the actual

achievement goure showe what he sctually d4id achieve. The

difference between these two scores was used to classify

underachievers, overachievers, and par achievers. Antlei.

pated achievement scores sre determined by both, the

subject's intellectual status index and his gruade level,

Age does not become a4 factor in thle syetem. The Califnrnia
~~~%fl”ﬁnturitf&

I.G., and a total I.G4. Total scdores were uszsed Crom bLoth

yields a8 verbal 1.4., 2 noneverbal

of the tests discussed above for purposes of this research.

The next three tests to be discussed were sslected
for purposes of testing ithe specific hypotheses presented
in gectiosn one of thia chapter,

?CL&FR and Tiege, »p. clt., 72 po.

Sclark and Tlegs, gp. cit.. 53 pp.
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the California Test of Personslity 9, Form AA was
used to measure overall mental health. This ingtrument has
two broad general categories, Perzonal Adjustment and Social
Adjustment. Fach of the broad cstegories hes six sube
categories. The pergonal adjustment esction yields scores
for zelf rellances, sense of personsl worth, sense of person-
&l freedom, feeling of bslonging, withdrawing tendencles,
and nervous symptaose. A total personal adjustoent score
and & percentile ranking can be derived by adding the raw
scores and percentile sceores of the six sub-categories.

The soelal sdjustment section has six sub-categories
also. They are soclal standavds, social sklillis, anti-
sccial tendencles, family relations, school or occupational
relationg, and community relations. Each sub-category
yielde & rew acoye and & percentile ranking as does the
pergonal adjustment section.

FPar purposes of this ressarch, both subwtest soores
and total soores were studied for each group, i.e., under-
achievers, overachievers, and par achievers a4t each of the
three grade levela. A rew soore of forty or less on the
California Test of Personmiity suggests precariosus

9 ‘Louls F. %wm, Willis ¥. Clerk, and irmest .
Caddfarnlas Test x Menunl, Monterey,
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adjustment which might be a signal for sone kind 50 paychow
logical or psychistric intervention., This applies to both
personal adjustment and soclal adjustment and each sube
category elao.

The California Test of Perasonelity 1s & gelf ree
port device consisting of sne hundred and elighty items.
SubJects must respond to esch item by marking "yes' or
“Bo" signifying that the statement foes ar does not apply
to him.

udy Methods %urvgz}e was used in

this research to measure the subject’'s wmethode of study,
techniques of planning for study, snd his gensral attitude
toward school. The California Study Methods Surveyll

yields scoree in the fallowing four areast 1) Attitude
toward school; 2) Mechanice of study; 3) Plamning and
aystem; and 3) Verification.

The test ugzed to measure self-concept was the Jas)f~
» 8 DLty elght item coheok list devised

gteen k) 2

i
¥§2§g. p. 16,

125tenley Coopersmith, Antecedents of Self-Esteem,
San Francisco, W.W. Preeman and Company, 1907, <02 Ph.
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and published by Coopersmith in 1967. Fifty of the items
messure szell-esteem and eight of the items are used 2s
verificetion factazrs - lie ltems. The wean range, accorde
ing to Coopersmith iz 7080,

Secores are derived on the Jeif-Esteem Inventsry by
multiplying the number corrsctl by two, the maximum score
being one hundred. Coopersmith standardized this test on
niddle class caucanian children, but he clalms that it
¢an be used effectively with any group, adults included.
Alsa, he further ¢laims that 1t can be used relisbly with
all ethnic and racial groups regardiesz of soclo-economic
status.

3. The Jample Prpulation

The sample of subjects in this regearch consiets
of three hundred and thlirty onme bright high schosl boys
and girls selected from gradeg ten, eleven, and itwelve,
all from sne high school., The school is locatsd in &
niddle clags ¢aucaglan communiiy absut thirty miler out-
side of the Clty of Boston, Massachusetts, U.S.A.
Initially, the two tests already alluded to for purpose
af selecting the sample population were administeresd tu
the entire schosl population, i.e., tenth, elesventh, and
twelfth grades., I a student was absent on the day he
was scheduled for tesiing, make«up tests were gcheduled for
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him at & later date. This totaled approximately one
thousand studentz. Four hundred and twenty seven studente
gqualified as either underachlevers, overachievers, or par
achievers.

In order to gualify for perticipation in thiszs re-
search, a student must have an I.&8. of 110, or better.
Underachievers must show & discrepancy of minus thirty
points or more between anticlipated achievenent and actual
achlevement. Overachlievers must show & dlscrepancy of plus
thirty pointe or more between anticipated achievement and
actual achievement, Par schievers must show a dizcrepancy
af less than thirty points, plus or minuz. Thirty peints
are equivalent to one acedemic year. Thus, & student who
shovs & minus thirty points iz unders.hieving one yesar as
meagured by the Caplifornia Test of Bmgic fkills.

As was mentioned Lefore imn this chapiter, only sne

school was used in thils research. This was based on
observations made by Thorndike slready aliuded $o in
chapter sne and the regearcher’s attempt to contiosl Toay
guch variablesz &g paychologicsl climate which variez from
schoonl to school, community influence, teachers’' atiitudes,
and divergent curriculm,

Ssvenuy eight underachievers, one hundred and sixe
teen par achievers, and one hundred and thlrty seven

overachlevers particlipated In the research, One Lundred snd
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2ighty four of the subjects were male and onhe hundred and

forty seven were female.
4. Btatistical Anelysis

All the data wes transferrsed to code sheetls, punche
ed on to 1B cards and analysed on the TOSH computer
according to programe baged on the Jatsa-Text Systew, 2
computer language for soelal scisnce research developed at
Harvard University., A one way analysis of veriance was
used to analyze the dete when more than Lwd grups were
involved, When there was testing for differences beiween
anly two groups, t tests were used. The .05 level of
eonfidence was gelected am the minimum level of sgignifi-
cance acceptable in this research.

Chapter three presents the results of the research
and chapter four presentg an interpretatiosn »f the results
and their impllications and recommendations for future re-

gearch.
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BESULTS AND DISCUSSION OF RESULTS
The results of the research are reporied in this

chapter. The focus of this regearch hae been on testing
aut the general hypothesis of no significant difference
between bright adolescent underachievers, bright adolescent
overachievers, and bright sdolescent par achlevers on
measures of selfeconcept, mental hbealth, and study methods

and attitudes toward schvol.
1. Resulta

Three bundred and thirty one subjects particlipated
in the study. Seventy eight were underschievers, one
hundred and sizteen were per achievers, and sne hundred and
thirty seven were overachievers. 7Three grades, tenth,
eleventh, and twelflth, were included and both aale end
female subjects participated. & sunmary of the anslysis
of variance ig presented in light of the speciflic hypothesges,

1. Rypotheals one, There is no significant diffey-~
ence between total groups of boys and total groups of girvias
an aesgures of mental health, geli-concept and study methods
and attitude toward school. Ome hundred snd eighty four
bays and one hundred and forty seven glrls participated in
the research. The twp groups did not show significsant
differences on the self-concept scale., Signilicant
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differences were produced between boys and girls on flve

sub-tests of the Californis Test of Pergonality. A

difference significant at the .05 level was shown on HSelif
Beliance and Feeling of Belonging. On Sociael Standards
& difference significant at the .0) level wasg reported. The

001 level »f eonfidence was achieved on Perspnal YWorth and

Sacial Skills. Total score for the Spcial Adjustment section

sf the persosnality test produced a difference significant

at the .0% level of confidence. All of the differences

shown on the personality test were in favar of the glrle,

1.6., girls produced higher mean scores an all of the above
sub-tests and the tntal score »f the encial adjustment sectiosn.
These results gsuggests that girls are better adiusted then
boys on at least five of twelve sub-tests of the Californie
Tept of Personality.

The two groupe did not show significant differences

an the study methods survey.

2. Ryposthesis two., There is no significeant differ-
snce between total groups of glrle, 1.e,, tenth, eleventh,
and twelfth grade underachievers; tenth, eleventh, and
twelfth grade par achlevers; and tenth, eleventh, and twelfth
grade overachievers on messures O mental health, szelf-
eoncept, and study methods and attitude towerd sgchool. One
hundred and forty seven glrle partieipated in the rezearch.
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Twenty aix were underachievers; forty six, par schlsversj;
and seventy five, overachlevers, Oirls fafled to show
significant differences on any 5f the measures. Therefore,
hypotheals two was supportad.

3. Hypothesis three. Theres is no slgnificant
difference between total groupe of boys, L.e., lenth,
eleventh, and twelfth grade underachieversi tanth, eieventh,
and twelfth grede overachlieverzy and tenth, eleventh, and
twelfth grade par achievers on messures of mental health,
self-concept, and study methods and attitudes towazrd gchool.
One hundred and eighty four boys participated in the re
search. Pifty two were underachieversz, seventy, par achleve
ers; and sixty two, averaschievers. On the measui¢ 3 gell-
esteem, male subjects d4id not show any significant differ-
ences. Hypotheasis three was supporied on thig measure,

Hale subjects produced dilflerences significant at
the .05 level of confidence on sub-tests Rervous Symplime
and Family Relationas of the Californis Test of Personality.

The resultsz suggests that underachieving males show more

nervoug aymptoms and more difflculty with family relisilione
ehips than do par achievers and overachievers. Ulnce only

tws of twelve sub-teals on the Callformis Test of Fersonmsiity

revealed significent differences, hypothesis threc¢ seens

t> be supported on sverall mental health.
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Groupe of msle sublects were differentiated signifi-
cantly on ail subetests and total score alsy on the Calle
fornia Study Methods Survey. ALl differences on thip

mesgure were significant at the 001 level of confidencw.

Tedle I presents the ptatisticel data for study methods on
mule subjects.
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Table I

Statisticnl Kesults Por All Male Subjects On
Study Methods and Attitudes Toward Behool

Group N Attitudes Towsrd 8chool  Hechanics >0 Study

Hean B.0. P ¥ Mean S.D, F F

ye 52 23,942 5,410 12.663 .001 36.615 6.B69 9.530 001

paee 70 28,300 6.2%) 36.786 6.460
owse 62 29.8%9 7.318 41.919 6.144

Ue Underachievers
FA®® Pay Achlevere

g%  Oyerachlevers

CONTINUED ON WEXT PAGE
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Table I
(Continued From Preceding Page)

Btatistivsel Regults For All Male Subjects On
Study Methods and Attitudes Towsrd School

Group N Plaaning and System Total Score

Mean g, ¥ ¥ Mean 2.0, ¥ ¥

e 52 12.538 4.629 7.742 001 T72.942 13.83% 12.721F ,001
pA®e 70 15.371 4.524 83.343 13.537
gews 62 16,438 6.743 86,758 18.419
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It is suggested from dute presented in Table I that under-
schieving males have a more negative attitude toward school
and thet they are more poorly vrgenised for atudy than par
achieving and sverachieving wmales.

4. Rypothesis four. There is no significent
difference bLetween bright adrlescent underschleving tenth
grade boys, bright edsliescent sverschieving tenth grade
bays, and bright sdslescent par achleving tenth grade boysz
on meagures of mental besith; self-aoncept; and astudy
methoads and attitudes towsrd schosl,

Flghty four tenth grade boys participated in this
research. Nineteen of them were claseified as underachiev-
érs, thirty two es par achlgvers, and thirty three as
syerachievers. Rypothesis four Le supported and reteined
Ho significant dlilflerence

wig shown by the apslysis of variance on the messure of
gelf-concept for the three groups »f tenth grade boys.
Tenth grade boys 4id show differences significant
on two sub-teste of the Jtudy Methode Survey. The two
sub~tests were Attitude Toward School and Mechanics of
Btudy. Since two of the three subetests on the Study
Methods Survey produced significant differences, hypothesiy
faur wag rejected, at least in part. These tws sub-~tests
vere signirficant at the .01 level of confidence, Table IX
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presents statistical data relstive to the sub~tests for
tenth grade boyas on study methods end attitudes toward
school,

69
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Table 1

Statistical iesults on Two Sub-Tests of The
Califarnia Study Methods Survey For Tenth Grade Males.

Group K Attitude Toward School Mechanics of Btudy

e

Nﬂm scﬁi F. p- m&n 5.Bc ?a Ps

g» 19 23.632 5.718 3.836 .0% 37.211 6.03% §.268 .0L

PA® 132 26.87% 5.604 B.37%  6.508
Qnes 33 28.81% 6.797 ke.333 5.851
b Mderachievers
b Par Achlevers

*+he Overachievers
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Tenth grade males showed a difference slgnillicent
at the .05 level of confidence on only one subetest of

the Californis Test of Personality. That sub-test wusg

Hervous Symptoms. Slince twelve sub-tests maue up the
total test snd only one sub-test revealed a signlililent
difference, the hypothesis 58 no gignificant difference
must be retained. However, tenth grade underachleving
males can be azsumed to be more nervous than tenth grsde
par achieving males and tenth grade overachleving males.

5. HRypothesgiz five. There is no slignificant
difference between bright adolezcent underachieving tenth
grade girls, bright adolescent overachieving tenth grade
glrle, and bright adolescent par achieving tenth grade
girls on messures 5! mental health, self-cancept, and
study methods and attitude toward achool.

FALty four tenth grade girle participated in the
rasearch. 3even were claseified as underachievers, fifteen
as par achievers, and thirty tw> sg overachievers. Tenth
grade girls d4id not show & significant difference on the
Self-Esteem Inventory. Therefore, hypothesis five was
retained on the measure of selfl-concept. PFurther, tenth
grade girls falled to show a significant dirference sn
bath measures of mental health and study methods and
attitude toward sehool. Hypothesis five wasz retained on

these measures a8laon.
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6. Hypothesis six. There i3 no signiflcant
difterence 5&@*@&% bright sdolescent underachleving eleventh
grade Loys, bright edolescent overschieving eleventh grede
koye, and bright adolescent par achleving slevenih grade
buye on weassures of oentel bealth, se.ll-Conoep., ol atudy
methods and attitude toward szchool.

Seventy one eleventh grade maies partlicelipated ia
thwa ressarch. Twenty were ciasalllied as underachievels,
twenty four were classilied as par achlever., and taanly
sevan were classified ag overachievers. Eleve.th grade
males did not ehow a slgniflcan: difference o the Jeii~
bgteen Inventory. Hypothesls uix . aus dgndlicant diflexe
ence wes sodoained Loy eeil-concept. Llo . enth grede sales
aise feliled ©o ghow & signlficant difteesence 2a 231 of
the sub-tests of the Californie Tesk of Pers-nality and

on &ll three (otal scores of the same sest ales. Tlas,

hypothesis six wag retained on Ihe mental hesith measure.
Eleventh grade asler did show significent disfer-

ences on twd of the three sub-lests o0 the i

éﬁ;ggzmaﬁd the total scorée. Ihe two sub-tects wers A4ttil

the tobal Bgore.

the .0l level. Table 11l presents the stabistical data
far the twd sub-tests and the total score.
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7. Rypothesis geven. There is no significant
d1fference between bright adslescent underachieving eleventh
grade girle, bright sdslescent sverschieving elevenih grade
girle, and bright adolescent par achieving sleventh grade
giris on measures >f sental health, self-concept, and study
pethode and attltudes toward schoosl,

Piity aleventh grade girls participsted in the
research., fSeven wers clagsilied az underachlevers, {ourtesn
ar par achievers, and twenty nine ar oversohlevers.
Bypothesis zeven woz supported on all variables studlied in
the regzearch and wae therelsre retained,

&. Hypothsels eight. There iz no aignificant
difference betwsen bright sdnlescent underschieving twelfth
grede boys, bright adolescent sverachleving twelilth grade
baye, and bright adolesvent par schleving twelfth grade
boys on measurss >f mental heslth, seif-concept, and study
methods and sttitpdes Loward schonl,

Twanty nine twelfth grade boys participated in the
research. Thirteen were classified ze underschlevers, [sure
teen az par achilevers, and iw: as overachlevers. Tuellth
grade males d1d not show any significant differencesz n the
nessure of self-esteen. Thus, hyprthesis eight is supported
on this measgure, Twelfth grade males did not ghow significant

dirferences on tatal seosrea 57 the Califsmmia Test of
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Fersonality but they did show signiflcant differences on
the twn sub-tests, Selif Kelisnce and Rervous Symptome.
Theze differences wers righificant at the .0% level of
canfidence.

Twellfth grade meles alen produced signilicent
ditferencez n all weasures 5f the Cailfarnla Siudy Meihods
Suzrvey except Mechenicsg of Study. & difference signiflcant
at the .0l level wae produced on the sub-lest, Attitudes

Zoward Schoal. On FPlanning and System a difference signifi-
cant at the .05 level was achieved and z difference olgnifi-

gant at the .01 level was produced on the total seare of ihe
Californie Study Methods Zurvey. Table IV presents the
statistical dats on stwdy methods.




Tabls IV
Statistical me ?var "melfth ﬁm &1&9

Groups N Attitudes Toward Siudy Planning and Syestem Tstal 8core

Mean S.D. P. ¥F. Mearns S.D. F. P. Mean S.D. F. P.
L 13 27.385 5.026 6€.08) .01 12.692 3.171 4.386 .05 74,308 15.38 5,550 .01
PASS % 31.286 5.703 17.07T1 &.323 86.07TY 10.937
{ynen 2 %1.500 31.53% 18.500 0.707 102.000 4,283

® Onderachiavers
»e Yer Achilevers

2% uverachievers

HOAA5EY J0 NOISENLSIY UMY S170%Hd

94
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‘The number of osverachieving twelfth grade males
(twa) left some doudt as to the validity of the statistien.
Because of this doubt, & t test was run for differences
between underachisving twelfth grade males and par schieving
tuelfth grade males. HNo significent differences were shown
n the test of gelf«astesn between theae two groups. Also,
only one of the twelve gub-tests of the Californie Test of
Ferscnality produced a significant difference. The sub-
test, Rervous Symptome showed a difference zignlificant at
the .0% level. The difference suggeets that underachieving

twelfth grade boye are more npervous than par echieving
twelrth grede boye, Thim difference war alsy shown when
21)l three groupe were studied, i1.e¢., underachlevers, pay
asochievers, and overachievers,

tn the neasures of gelf-esteen and total personality,
twelfth grade boys support the hypothesies of no significant
difference between underschievers and par achlevers. This
patiern iz simiiar to tenth grade msles and eleventh grade
meles. Algd, the osverall pattern praduced by the three
groups >f twelfth grade boys iz simliler 5 tenth grade boys
and eleventh grade boys in aplte »f the smull nusber of
sverachieving twelfth grade boys. This does give gome sup-
port to the validity of the ststistics reported for all
three graups of twelith grade boys,
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Om £ test results for underachleving and par achiev.
ing twelfth grade boys, significant differences were
produced on Mechanices of Study, Planning and System, and
the total acore of the Study Methods Survey. The difference

was significant at the .08 level o Hechanics nf Study and

Planaing and System. On the total score ths difference was

significant at the .01 level of confidence. The resulis of
the Study Methods Survey suggests that the hypothesis of

n2 significant difference between these twd groups be re-
Jected., Underachievers do not know how to organize and

plan for studying as well as do par achievers. Thege
results are pimilar €5 those for all three groups »f twelfth
grade bLoys and alsp for tenth grade and eleventh grade

boye. Table V presents the statistical resulis,



Table V

Stetistlcal Besults For Twelfth Grade Underachieving and
Par Achleving Males on The Californis Study Methods Survey

Planning and Systes

Group R Mechanics of Study Total Score

Mean 3.D. t P Mean 8.D. £ 4 Hean §.D. L P
U 13 3W.231 £.786 -2.368 .05 12.692 4,171 -2.675 .05 74.308 15.308 -2.895 .01
PARS b 41.357 6.823 17.071 4.323 89.071 10.937
o Underachievers

*%

Par Achievers

SIINSAY 40 NOISSNOSIA ANV SIINGRY

6L
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9. Hypothesis nine. There is no significant
difference between bright adolescent underachieving twelfth
grade girls, bright adolescent overachieving twelfth grade
glrls, and bright adolescent par achieving twelfth grade
girls on measures of mental health, self-concept, and study
methods and attitudes toward school. PForty three twelfth
grade girls participated in the study. Twelve were under-
achievers; seventeen, par achievers; and fourteen, over-
achievers. Twelfth grade girls did not show any significant
difference on measures of self-esteem and the personality
test. Hypothesls nine was supported on these two measures
for twelfth grade girls.

Twelfth grade girls produced a difference signifi-
cant at the .05 level of confidence on the sub-test Attitude

Toward School of the California Study Methods survey . ¥o

significant difference was shown on the sub-tests Mechanics

of Study and Planning and System. Also, no significant

difference was shown on the total score of the California

Study Methods Survey for twelfth grade girls. Hypothegis

nine was supported on all measures of the Study Methods

Survey except Attitudes Toward School. Contrary to other

groups, twelfth grade underachieving girls did not show the
lowest mean on attitudes toward school. The lowest mean
on this measure was shown by twelfth grade par achieving

girls. Table VI presents these results.
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Tabple VI

Statistical Besults On Attitudes Toward Study
For Twelfth Grede Girlis

oeen 27

Group N Attlituder Tows:d YStudy
Hoan B F. P
Underacnievers 12 23.083 1.0 1.052 5
Pay Achlevers &7 7 2G4 4 . 509

Overachievers 14 33,429 6.745
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Chapter four presents & discussion of the resultes,

susmary, conclusions, and recommendationa.



CHAPTER 1V
SUKMARY, CONCLUBIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The purpose »f thisz research was t> investigete
whether or not any significant differencez existed between
bright adolegcent underachievers, bright adolescent par
achisvera, and bright adsnleacent overachievers on measures
of mental heelth, self-concept, and study methods and
gttitudes toward school. Much of the literature gives
gupport to the general hyporthesis of thls rezearch while
there 1is an abundance of literature to Justify & rejection
of the general hypothesis. Thisz conflict in apinion by
previsug ressarchers Jjustifies the need Por further re«
search,

Three hundred and thirty one subjectis participated
in the research. They were tenth, eleventh, and twelfth
grade high schosl boys and girle. Subjects were clasgified
on the basis of test resulte from the California Test of

Bagic 8kills and the Californis Mental Maturity Test, In
srder to gualify for inclusion in the research subjects

had to produce a total 1.4, of at least 110 or better.

In order to test out the hypothesis of no signifi-
cant difference, each sublect was administered the
Californie Test of Personallty, the Coopersmith Self-

Ezteen Inventory, and the Californis Study Methyds Survey.
Ihe results were teated out by an anslysis of variance,




SUMMARY, CONCLUSIORS, AND K-COMMENDATIORS 84

All groups falled to show significent diffeérences
on the gelif-concept scale, Thus, the hypothesis of no
signiricant difference wag supported sn the self-concept
scale. The groups also failed to show significant differ-
ences on total scores of the Californis Test of Personality.

However, significant dirfferences ware ghown on some of the
sub-tests 50 the personality test. Tenth grade underachieve
ing boys and twelfth grade underschieving boys produced a
laer mean scOre on the sub-test, Ne g Symptoma, than

4id thelr par schieving and »sverachieving peers. ainannmﬁl
faund that bays produced Jdifferences on nome 5§ the sub-
teasts of the Celifornia Test of Personaliiy, but they did

not show differences on total gcores.
Twelfth grade underachleving boys slsoe produced a
lower msan seore on the sub-test Self«Belisnce. Twslfith

grade girls 4id not show significent differences on per~
sonality measures.

When total groups of boys, i.e,, underachisvers,
psr achlevers, and overachievers, wers compared, d4iffer-
ences aignificant at the .05 level were shown on the

sub-tests Rervous Symptoms and Family Relstions. Agaln

lrhaaas A, Ringness, "Emotinsnal Adjustment of
Successful and Nonsuccesaful Bright Kinth Grade Boys,
The Jowrnal of Educational Research, Vol. 59, 1965, pp 8-91,
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underachievers achieved the lowest mean szcore, suggesting
Bore nervous symptoms and poor family relatisnships.

When total groupe of girls were compared to total
groups of boys, they produced the following significent
differences on the California Test of Personality: On
Self-Reliance and Feeling of Belonging a difference signl-
ficant at the .05 level wae shown; On Sociml Skills and
Personal Worth, & difference significant at the .001 level

wzs shown end an .01 level »f confidence wag produced for

Spcial Standarde and total score of the Sycisl Adjustment

sectisn,. Girles produced higher mean scores than boye on
all of the sub-categories mentioned above in this paragraph.
This suggests thet girls are better adjueted than boys in
at lesat some categories.

Tenth grads underachleving boys produced resuite
indlcating negative sttitudes toward school end poor
sechanics of study. The dlfferencez were aignificant at
the .05 level of confidence and the .01 level of eonfidence
respectively. Tenth grade giris failed to show any
diffsrences on the mseasure of study msethods and sttitudes
toward school. In reference to the Study Methods Survey,

eleventh grade boys produced significant differences on

Attitudes Toward School, Planning and System, and Total
gcore. Attitude Toward School and Total Score were
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significant at the .001 lsvel. The .01l level of confidence
was schieved on Planning and System. Underschlevers pro-
duced the lowest mean scores on all of the sub-teste
mentioned above. This suggests that underachieving
eleventh grade boys have more regative attlitudes toward
schosl and that they lack adequate planning and organiza-
tion for study when compared to their par schieving and
overschieving peera. Eleventh grade girlis falled t> zhow
& significant difference on any part of the Study Methode
Burvey. Conversely, twelfth grade underschieving boye
evidenced more nagative sttitudes toward schonl end &

less wall organived system »f planmning for study than did
their par schieving end overachleving male classmstes.
Twelfth gmde par achlieving giris produced results which
suggests a more negntive attitude toward schosl than
thelr underachieving and overschieving female classmates.
The difference was significant at the .05 level.

An analysis of variance for all males of each
classification produced results for all sub-tests and total
score of the Study Methods Survey significant st the 001
level of confldence. Again, all ditferenceg were in 1avar
af par achlevers and overachlevers suggesting that under-
achievers are negative toward school and thet their atudy

methods are poor. Total groups »f girls failed to show
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significent differences on the Study Methods Survey.
Carter 2:3 found significent differences between doth male
and lemale achievers and underachievers on methods of
study and attitudes toword aschool. Achievers had better
study hablits and liked school better.

The results of this research support some aspects
of each hypothesis while other aspects had to be rejected.
Consiastently, male underachleving subjects produced
scores which suggest that they are negative in their
attitudes toward achool and that thelr study methods &are
posar. Undarachieving males also seemed to have nore nervous
symptomns than 8id their par achieving and overachieving
counterparts, When total groups were compared, 1.e., males
compared tp femanlies, male subjects showed more perzonality
maladjustments than did femnlee. However, this dats must
be interpreted cautiously since neither group produced
glgnificant differences on most of the personality test,
The difference shown might be attributed to chance., If
not, the number »f gub-tests which did revesl differences

2Barnld D. Carter, “Gverachievers and tUnderachievers
in the Junior High School,” Californis Journal of Education-
3;‘ Mlﬁgﬂ:h, Vol. lﬁ, 1%1, PE - .

3aarald D. Carter, "Improving the Prediction of
School Achievenent by Use of The California Study Methods
Survey,” Educetional Adminietration und Supervision, Vol,
&%, 1959, pp .
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is not great encugh to infer s major pergonality male
adjustment in the males.

The number of underachieving boys who participated
in the research exactly dsubled the number of girls.

Thers were twenty six underachieving girle and fifty two
underachleving boys. This patiern lsg in keeping with the
pattern found in the literature. Underachleving boye far
sut number underachieving girla., This is sinmilar to find-
ings of Hurloek', Brickiin snd Bricklin, and Thorndike®’
the majority of underachievers are boys.

The results »f this research leave gome guestions
unsatisfactorily answered. On the guestion of selfl-
concept, it seems guite clear that sither the subjects in
this research 4id not have gelf-¢mmcepts that were zignifi-
cantly different notwithstanding the classification or
that the instrument uased d4id not measure sell-concept.

The personality test revealed some differences but sverall

uElixsbatm B. Burloek, Ad Luaeant Develspment ,
New York, MoGraw-Mill, 1967, p.

Barry Bricklin and Patricts Bricklin, Bright child-:

Pyor Gradeg: Tl Underachievement, Hew Tork
Briacorta, 3

hievement, Rew York, CQ"\~5‘x f y Bureau of
gggiicafian, Teachers Colle ge, 19&3, gg, 17‘18




SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AKD EFECOMMENDATIONS 89

differences were not fortheoming. More research is needed
on the measure »f perzonality Pfactora.

Male subjests guite clearly indicated that they
had a more negative sttitude toward schoal than the Temale
group, Also, male underachieversz showed & negative atiltude
toward school when compared to par achievers and over-
achievers. Male subjects produced results which suggeste
more disorganized study habits than femmles. Undarschiev-
ing males showed this same pattern when compared to par
achieving moles and overschieving males.

The results achieved on the gelif-concept scale
clearly Justify maintaining the hypostheses for each group
on this measure., If this instrument ig valid and does in
fact messure self«concept, the issue peema clinged: thers
iz no significant difference between adolescent bright
underachievars, adnlescent bright par achlievers, and
adnlescent bright sverachieveys. It ig recommended, how-
ever, that {urther research be conducted, possibly using
the same model ag was used in this research but expanding
1t to inciude other kinds of groups with a lerger numbey
af subjects.

More extensive research iz needed on the tiial
evaluation o»f personality. Like the findings of much

previsue resesrch, the results from the personaiity test im
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thia research leave the researcher with inconclusive
evidence,

Aesultis from the study methods survey guite clearly
revealed that study methods and attitudes toward schosl
are not as good in underschievers as they are in par
schievers and sverachieversz. Evidence on this measure
seems Lo glve adequate information to be helpful to
parenis, teachers, guldance counzelors, administrators,
yaychologlsts, soclal workers and dthers concerned with

problems »f underachievement.
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APFERDIX I
ABSTHACT OF
Personglity, Seif-Concept, Study Mathods and

Attitudes Toward School aend leveis of ﬁch&avgggg%

3t Adolescents in Grades Ten, Eleven,and Twslve ~

This study was undertaken to investigate the
prabler of adolescent underachievement as it relates to
persaneiily, selfl-concept, and study sethode and atititudes
toward sehnol. A sample of three hundred and thirty ons
subJjecte participated in the study. Subjects were
classified ints three categories on the basis of dats
gathered from the Californie Test of Bagic Bkills and the
Celifsrmia Mental) Maturity Teet. The three 2atepgnries
ware underachievers, par schievere, and overachievers.
Both male subjects and female subjects were included from
grades ten, eleven, mnd twelve., A1l sublects had 1.4. '@
of 110 »r better.

In srder to test put the genersl hypothesis of no
significant differences between the three groupe, the
Califsznie Test of Personality, the California Study

Methods Survey, snd the Coopersmith Self-Esteem Inventory

were administered to all of the subjecte,

1Mﬂyfie}a Peterson, Fh.l'. thesls prezented to the
gg,y%ﬁy of Education of the Unlversity of Ottawa, 1909,
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Sublects failed tou show signiflicent differenues
an the gself-esteem inventory., 7The genersl hypothesis of
na significent difference was retsined for &ll groups on
this msasure. Boys produced sighificant differsaces on
spme sub~tezte of the Personelity test when compared o
the girls. The sale underachisvers had lower mean
gooree. Maie underachlevers, alsy, tended to show more
nervous symptome than 4id theiy par achleving and overs
achieving counterparts.

Kale subjects produced significent diiferences on
all categories »f the Celifprnia Jtudy Methods Survey

when coupared 1o females. The male group produced lower
mean goores which suggest that they have more negstive
attitudes toward aschool and that thelr study hebits sre
not 43 good as the femalss. Mals underachievers slsp
achliaved lower mesn soores on the study methods survey
than thelr par achleving and overachleving clasamatesn,
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Actual Achievement Scores For All Subjects

Mean= 737.886
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IFORNIA TEST BUREAU! A DIVISION OF McGRAW-HILL BOOK COMPANY
De! Monte Research Pz-a, Mantzry,, Cahifurria 20242 » Thone (408) 373-2532

Novemb%r 5, 1969

Mr. Mayfield Peterson

Dept. of Rehabilitation and Special Education
Northeastern University

43 Leon Street

Boston, Massachusetts 02115

Dear Mr. Peterson:
In reply to the request you made via telephone, I can state that:

For students in grades 11 and 12, who take Level 4 of the Compre-
hensive Tests of Basic Skills, a difference of 30 points on the
Expanded Standard Score Scale for the examinee's "Total Battery
Score'" is the equivalent of one year on the scale of grade equiva-
lents.

This figure of 30 is an approximate average, for the difference varies
from 28 to 32, depending upon the level of the student's ability. For
your study I would recommend that you use the 30 operationally. The
minor deviations are not worthy even of recognition.

In short, it is safe for you to assume that a person whose actual
scale score is 30 points above his Anticipated Achievement Scale
Score is achieving one year ahead of his expectation. Similarly, a
person whose actual grade score is 30 points below his Anticipated
Achievement Scale Score is underachieving by one year.

If I have failed to supply you with the information you need, please
do not hesitate to call again.

Sincerely yours,

William E. Kline
Director, Test Development

WEK:hj
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October 9, 1968

Professor Mayfield Peterson

Conductor, Prozram for llental Retardation
School of Education

Northeastern University

Boston, Mass, 02115

Dear Professor Peterson:

I am very much interested in your doctoral thesis dealing
with the underachiever. The more I read the more confused I become
with how underachievers can be identified and with the research
dealing with programs to assist these people, 1 have been attempting
to keep up-to-date on research in this area and find the USOZ publi-
cation ERIC the most helpful,

Of course when one reads Robert T, Thorndike's book The
Concept of Over - & Underachievement I wonder again if there is
such a learner as we are attempting to define, There are certainly
many contradictions in the research since seldom do two researchers
use the same criteria to single out the underachiever, 1 feel more
and more that one 1s not an underachiever 'across the board" so to
speak but underachievers in one or two subject areas in most cases,
I do feel that anyone who has ever taught can perceive the good
student after a few days in class and can generally tell when this
person is not doing his work as he should, As you know there are
many variables in the learner, not the least of which are interest,
motivation and maturity. These characteristics are not easy to
hold constant in any study and they become so involved with one's
self concept,

I feel there is a need for a study that will further ex-
plore the various conflicts found in much of the research, Some
attempts are certainly needed to synthesize the rather large amounts
of research done recently, The AERA is having a panel on the topic
at Los Angeles in February, I understand. Will you be there? I
was asked to be a member of this group but unfortunately I cannot

get away at this time,

Concerning the tools to measure achievement and person-
ality, I feel any well standardized achievement test and group
intelligence test will do the task required, The California Study
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Skills test and the California Test of Personality are in my opinion
as good as any group test, I just feel we have to realize the test

limitations and use teacher evaluations to supplement the standardized
test results,

I should hope your study could pull together information on
such things as who are the underachievers, what approaches can be used
by teachers and guidance personnel to help these people learn more
wisely, and what are the relationships between a learner’s self con-
cept and his general level of asperation?

Mrs, Wellington and I look forward to being your guest
March 27,

Cordially yours,

é § ’ D
44.' R

C. Burleigh Uellington
Professor of Fducation

CBW:efg



