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OTBODBCTXOX 

A review of the l i t e r a t u r e on adolescent ®nmw~ 

achievement s*sg$est§ that nany researchers representing asny 

discipl ines have shown in te res t in the problem of adoles­

cent underaehleveaetit. The l i t e r a tu re els© shows that 

attempts to understand the problem or problem® for adolas* 

cent anderaofeieveaent have been highly divers i f ied. Thus 

far I t i s believed by eone that adolescent underaeMevesaent 

can be associated with a single eauae while others feel that 

causes for adolescent mideritchleveasent ere multiple and 

varied. 

Some factors aost often believed to contribute to 

adolescent ynderachievement are poor mental health Cadjutt* 

mmt problems), poor family relation®, physiologies! 

abnorasl i t ies (vision, hearing, s t e . ) , low self-ooneept* 

faulty taaehlnt* poor environmental conditions, lack of 

pmp«ic study habits* a*K ftegative a t t i tudes toward nehool* 

Hanjr factor® believed to contribute significant ly to the 

probissi of adolescent uttderachiavetsent have actually failed 

to do so. Hsny researchers seem to have put sueh effort 

in to the developwsat of a definit ive cause or causations for 

undarschleveiaent only to flntf that the i r effort® r$®mwf& 

Inconclusive or contradictory evidence as to what the prob* 

lera of adol©see**t uodarachlevaasnt i t e l l about. 

Ba®ardletst of the e&use or ©suses of ufiearashievaaBfit 

In adolescent®» i t i s essent ia l for s l l to real ise that 
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underaohleveaenty for whatever reasons, represents s serious 

waete of ta lent in asaapower and the world of work, Onleea 

society creates an environment which serves to cur ta i l th is 

gross waste, the $m%l®m Is not l ikaly to disappear auto* 

nmtleally* Conversely* I t i« llfcaly to fescosse a mom serious 

probles*. 

Because of mmh inconelnelve end contradictory 

evidence In the Xltaratura, th i s researcher has chosen to 

study the problem from the following points of views (1) 

personality s44u»ts«ent (overall sjental health}? (2) self-

concept (an aspect of t o t a l personality}i &nd (3) study 

atethods m& a t t i tudes toward school. In order to conduct 

the research! undersohiever®, $&r achievers, and overachlever* 

have been used to investigate the three area® personali ty, 

self-concept, study M thuds end a t t i tudes toward school. 

Chapter One presents the review of the l i t e r a tu r e 

as I t re la tes to the three ares® under invest igat ion, i . e . , 

personality* self^coneept, study asethods and attitude® toward 

school. Also, Chapter One presents a theoret ical fes«$is for 

further research and a general hypothesis. The spscifie 

hypotheses, research design. Instruments used, s«sple- popu­

la t ion , and s t a t i s t i c a l analysis for significance wi l l fee 

presented in Chapter Two. The obtained result® wil l fee 

presented in Chapter Three, while Chspter Four contains a 
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discussion of the obtained resu l t s in l ight of the l i t e r a t u r e , 

the Usplicafcions of these resul ts for further research, and 

r t cosKaenda tloRG* 
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mnm OF THE LITEBATUKI 

The literature relative to adolescent uoderaehiever®, 

is highly varied and multitudinous in terms of studies pm» 

vlously conducted. Before any of these findings are 

discussed an order of presentation is outlined. The first 

section, Fart One, will focus on classification, i.e., who 

is the underachieverf Part Two will present definitions of 

underaehlevenent. Fart Three will discuss the process of 

selection, i.e., underachlevere, par achievers, and over** 

achievera. Part Pour presents research findings on personal* 

Ity and the adolescent underachiever. Part Five will have 

as its focus research literature relative to adolescent 

underachievars, adolescent par achievers, and adolescent 

overaehlevers in relationship to self-concept. Part Slit 

presents literature on study Methods and adolescent under-

achievement in relationship to adolescent par achievement 

and adolescent overachieveiaent. The chapter will conclude 

with a suaaaary of findings, the need for further research 

and a theoretical basis for the current research. 

1. Classification of Achievement Levels 

In a general way it assy be said that underachievars 

are students who fail to live up to expectancy in terms of 

academic achievement as predicted by an I.H, test or an 
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aptitude test. Thay are generally classified on the basis 

of sosuft standardised X,Qa test or an aptitude test in re­

lationship to a standardised achievesient test. Wellington 

and Wellington are critical of Methods used to classify 

under- and ©veraehievers. They observes '-"Because the cri­

terion for selection in these studies are not always clear 

or consistent, acceptance of these findings or opposing ones, 

that certain differences are present, is not Justified, flew 

research is needed, holding the factors of selection con­

stant *!' The idea of constancy m& homogeneity as implied by 
• ft % 

Wellington and Wellington is supported by Thomditee.'3 

whenever we cowbine data from different schools, 
different programs, or even different teachers, we ere 
likely to introduce heterogeneity into the criterion. 
An aptitude score is only one fact that characterises 
a person. There are «any others, and a number of 
these may also have eoaie significance as predictors 
of one*s achlavefseni. Thus we find that achievesient 
as sieasured fry teachers * grades depends upon whether 
the pupil is a boy or girl. Most of the underschie-
vers in a s&xed group are boys$ ŝ ore of the achievers 
are girls. Through S O M combination of industry, 
docility, and agraeableness girls emnage to stafce a 
more favorable impression on teachers than boys do, 
a differential that Is not generally shown on coldly 
Ijspersonal standardised tests. It might be advisable 
to work with a group of the sens sex. 

iC.Burleigh Wellington mh^ Jean Wellington, 
,i4fgFM $MMmm^M^M*Mmi> Sew xsrfc", 
r , JL9U9» P* 31* 

^ b i d i p . 31 

Robert 8. Thomdike, the Concepts of Over- &M 
Onderachievesjant. Hew torfc, Columbia' t?Ri varsi ty sureau 'of 
Publications, Teachers College, 19&3» pp. 17-18. 
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Even though he does not explicitly state it as such, 

one cmn easily infer from Thorndi&s's remarks that he favors 

standardised tests over teachers* marts in the process of 
4 

classifying under- and overaehlevers. lurlocte concurs with 

Thorndll&e on the incidence of matfosmenlovossmt am:>nt; boys 

a® compared to g i r l s j i . e . , the majority of underachlevere 

are boys. She explainedt wQirls conform more elonely to 

adult expectations mnd that boys place a lower value on 

good academic woifc.*' Hurioefc does not give any support for 

her statement that boys ploea less value on academic achieve* 

moat, nor does Thomdlke substantiate his suggestion that 

teachers do not mxk boys objectively, However, other re­

searchers seem to agree with lurloefe and Thorndife®. 

Brlefclin and Brlefciln observed that ' school grades 

do not toko into account the child*s potential capacities. 

Teachers1 estimates are often biased by a child*® physical 

appearance and by the degree to which he cooperates in 

class.™ lium&L and Sprlnthall6 concur with the idea that 

El isabeth B. Burlock. Adolescent nsvelopment,. Hew 
¥ork, J*c6raw-Hili, 19^7, p . WfT * » * - » - * = — » 

Child-* ^Barry Bricklin and Patricia Bricfciin, Bright 
ypftr,,ftrtdsgi The rsyehsi.sgy of ^derschiev^«s^t."isw"Tor¥. 

6: 
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teachers marten are "not arrived at with pure objectivity.* 

They further say that some subject* in high schools neither 

encourage nor merit ajut&mftl efforts from bright students. 

It might be inferred from these studies that each of 

the authors favors standardised tests over toaohof*' mar&s 

for purposes of classifying omdotmctilovors, par achievers, 

and overachlevere. However, even if teachers do teve 

difficulty martang boys objectively, it seems that something 

else is operating to cause such a large percentage of boys 

to classify as underachlevers. Some researchers estimate 

that up to ninety percent of tinderschlcvers are boys. It 

seems better to use standardised tests, based on norms rep­

resenting random sampling, which give all students, both 

boys and girls, a better snd an e^ual chance. 

The following quotation fro® fhomdi&e* may help to 

clarify further the problem of classifieation of adolescent 

under- and overaehleversi 

When contrasting tea been used to study nund«r» 
achieversf' the contrasting group has sometimes 
consisted of the other eatreme group, the so cslled 
"otorochiovmra*' whose achievement is well above what 
would be predicted, and sometimes of the bulk of 
average achievers who are performing at about the 

tredicted level* These two types of contrasts have 
ifferent advantage®, present somewhat different 
types of problems, and present somewhat different 
types of conclusions. If we can think safely ~? 

Tnorndifca, op. e i t . , pp. 60-61• 
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'degree of achievement in relation to expected 
achievement* as a single continuous variable, differ­
ing in degree but not in kind, then use of the over-
achiever'' group may be expected to provide the maximum 
amount of information for the amount of data gathered. 

The above statements relative to the two extreme 

groups, underachievers and overachievers, as having a 

potential for maximum data for the effort spent, is parti­

cularly encouraging inasmuch as this research is focused on 

underachieving adolescents, par achieving adolescents and 

overaehieving adolescents. Continuing on the subject of 

contrasting groups as a media for elassifieation, Thoradike* 

observest 

The sharp difference in achievement between the 
contrasting groups will make them more sensitive, e$tm 
for case* to any genuine difference in related vari» 
ables. Thus, this becomes an efficient experianentai 
design. However, for the results from such a contrast 
of extreme groups to be interpretable, we must assume 
that the 'over&eblever*1' only gguantatlvsly, not quali­
tatively, are different, i.e., we must assume that the 
ainds of factors are associated, though in opposite 
directions, with over* and undemehieevement. For ex­
ample, if poor study habits are associated with the 
underachiever, we would assume the opposite t^r the 
overachiever. 

Shaw^ believes that the most efficient way to ini­

tiate a program aimed at identifying bright underochlevors 

SXblo> p. 61. 

Tierville C. Shaw. "A Peflnitlon and Identification 

T5rn.ce, p. 17, 

http://T5rn.ce
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is to begin with available intelligence or aptitude tests. 

In his recommendations as to how to identify underachievers, 

he describes three kinds of underechieverss (1) Situational 

underachlevers (those students reacting to some specific 

traumatic situation in their lives that will pass with time 

and so will the underachievement)i (2) Chronic underachievers 

(those students reacting to a variety of situations in their 

lives, none of which are likely to change unless some kind 

of professional intervention is initiated}% and (3) Hidden 

underachievers (those doing poorly on achievement tests, 

school grades, aptitude tests, and x.Q. tests). Brlcklln 

and Barieklin and Moan* doldberg, and Passow concur with 

Shaw on the first two kinds of underachievers• 
12 

Wellington m& Wellington state that, ra good deal 

of research has shown that achievement tests and l.Q. testis 

cover about the same ground % they differ only in purpose.fi 

This thesis Is corroborated by Eemmers and Gage.1'- However, 

10 Brlcklln »i^$ Brlokila, oo« cit... p. %*. 

l%ane 8. Baph, Miriam t# Goldberg, and A. „_„„, 
Passow, Bright tlnderaehlevers* Sew fork, Columbia folvarsity, 

Teachers College frees, 19fefe, p. 29. 

Wellington and Wellington, oo» eii.. p. 31. 

__ K. lemmere and St.L. Cage, Educational 
ment and Evaluation. Hew Tor«, Harper, iW^Tp^?"^ 
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it is opposed by some researchers, as might be inferred from 

statements from Shaw as shown above. 

2. A definition of tederaehlevement Levels 

There are almost as many definitions for under-

achievement as there are researchers working on the ptoiblm,* 

Many differ in quantity while others differ in quality* 
lk 

Shaw defines the underachiever a@ one with superior 

ability whose performance, as Judged either by grades or 

achievement test scores, Is significantly below his high 

measured or demonstrated aptitudes or potential for academic 

achievement. At least in part, this definition conflicts 

with Shaw s own third category of underachievers, i.e., the 

hidden underachiever, whom he describes as a student who 

does poorly on all measures, including aptitude and !.•;•.. 

tests, kaph, Goldberg, and fassow define the underachiev­

er as ''all those who, for whatever reasons, fail to develop 

their potentialities* maximally.M 8urlock*v describes both 

underachievers and overachieverst (1) ttooerawhlevesssnt 

* Shaw, op. cit*» p. 17. 

15 
Raph, Goldberg, and Passow, OP. git., p. %m 

16 
Rurioek, O E . cit.» pp. 3k4-3k?» 
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means acMevsmamt below the individual's tested capacity; 

the underachiever*s achievements may be favorable in com­

parison with those of his classmates, but they art below 

what he Is capable of doing; (2) The ovovaonlever la one 

whose performance is above his tested ability; he does 

bettar work than his capacities would lead one to expect. 

Brieklin and Brlcklln"11' describe the underachiever 

as one whose day-by-day efficiency in school (and elsewhere) 

is much poorer than would be expected on the basis of his 

intelligence. From what I&ariock and BrieKlin and Brlcklln 

give as a description of underaehievement, there can be no 

doubt that thay acknowledge no such classification as a 

hidden underachiever. By their definitions, U a child does 

poorly on ail measures of potential and achievement^ how can 

one assume that he is capable of doing more than tm does? 

According to Thomdlfca, the first step la planning 

to do research on overachlevement and undarmcnlevomen^ is 

to clarify one's own understanding of what the term means. 

Vague or faulty concepts have been the source of faults in 

many past studies. Wellington and Wellington1^ describe 

i7Bricklin and Brickiin, oa>.r clt,., p. ix* 

i8Thorndike, op... clt.. pp, 1-2. 

Wellington and Wellington, pp.. cit.. p. I. 
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the underachiever as one who appears to possess ability to 

achieve considerably higher grades than his present records 

show. 

On the basis of the preceding statements by research­

ers as to how the underachiever should be described (defined), 

It seems that the underachiever is at least one whose 

academic performance is significantly below the level of 

expectancy as measured by teachers* marks and I.w;. tests, or 

standardised achievement tests and standardised l.Q. tests* 

3. Criteria of Selection of Achievement Levels 

Sow much discrepancy must there be before one quali­

fies as an uadaraohievor, a par aehlaver, or an overachievert 

To be more apeelfle, how much difference in term® of achieve­

ment (by months, grades, standardised tests, and X«Q* scores) 

must there be in order to classify a student as an under­

pay, or overachlevert 

Wellington and Wellington20 advocate the following 

criteria for selecting underachie vers t As a matter of 

expediency, most schools probably set an arbitrary lower 

limit for their underachlevers* Jta I.Q* of 110 has often 

bmm the break off point, aithou^, as we have indicated, a 

failing student with an average !,$. is in reality an 

Ibid* p. 14. 
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underachiever.* These authors observe that some ^f the 

research using teachers* marks have not specified which 

system was used; research which does specify the system used, 
21 

usually prefers cumulative averages. Wellington «nd 

Wellington also say that it seems more realistic to use 

separate grades rather than cumulative average®. An explana­

tion for this preference is not given, but one might a«®»»# 

that at least two factors are being considered: (1) Objec­

tivity vs. subjectivity in teachers' marksj and (&) Varying 

degrees of difficulty of subject matter. For example, 

physics might be considered much mte difficult than creative 

art. Therefore, a student who took physics, when compared 

to a student who took creative art, may be placed in an un­

equal and disadvantageous position. 

Thomdike corroborate® this position with the 

following statemente 

If we are predicting achievement, an 'A* signifies 
one thing in Physics, something else in Vocational 
Agricultural one thing at Harvard, and something else 
at Sirwash State College* Different schools, different 
programs, even different instructors use the same 
symbol system with different meanings. 

Thorodiks ^ further asserts that there is no more 

a priori Justification for expecting an exact correspondence 

2xXbld, p. 12, 

^fhomdlke, 
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of academic achl^vea^nt with a eeholAatle aptitude amsure 

than there is to aspect a perfect correspondence between 

* s v *wgBWFewr msms^w ^Smir^^ ^ 

Aftor completing the section on solection erltmri** 

£**e .sight conclude that research on the problem of under-

ooMiovommnt tftoa serves to confuse mart than to oiarify 

because selection is based on whatever ayate* happent to 

appeal to the particular reseafthSF. 

*>. fersonality Factors and Aeedsgsle Achievement 

This section p*<eaant& research findings) which 

suggport the belief that uiwSers«jbla^osHnt is oKClUMlveiy a 

function of maladjuatmsfii, or at loast that ml&djuatiisiifit 

plays a major role in adolescent underachievmmant. Con­

versely, evidence al^o will be prsstntea to show that 

maladjustment is a primary reAsao for adsl^seent ^ver-

achievement. 
ok 

ICurlock states that, more often than not* undo** 

achievement is associated with r-treonality problems! it 

comes from conditions unrelated to school. Brlcklln and 

Brlcklln^ support this thesis; they say that the school may 

bring out the maladaptive symptoms in the child but that the 

2%ricklin and Brieklin, po.»_c|t*A p. 64. 
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©Mid brings these t r a i t s to school, at least in embryonic 

form. On the contrary, m*mP* f**0» that the school csn 

be sad often i s vary asaa&ing to a chi ld 's self-concept, an 

essential aspect of total personality. 

Peterson^ holds that there i t neither a universal 

causa nor a universal ourm for underaehlevomotit. ga suss 

up his theory. f!Within the interactions betwe» s untouo 

personality «nd the individual?t perceptual world l ie the 

reasons for scholastic failure." He argues that if we are 

to know why one underschieves, #e must examine not Under-

achievement, but the individual. This i s a mxy important 

observation and, at least in pert* my explain why the pro­

blem of underachievement hm not been well understood• 

L l s t , ^ i» &*@ wilt with adolescents in psychotherapy 

concluded* 

2*tflUifta C. M&rse, * Sotf^Concept Ewtta in (feivarsity 
School FroJect,** T •--••- • •- - — - - - -- - - - • 
Ja» Vol. 34, fernim 

» r s e , 3*lf»conas|t EN 

^ o t o Kstori roa&» Tri« ameeoxcoo* and %m tijadeysjelue* 
»*', JST®* "•iSSi? ^ ^ ******* M T O , 1 , i » *»*-

*%dwatd Lias, "Leaminf Mfficulties* Oftrosolvod 
Anxiety And Beauitant Learning Patterns,y £mrtem Journal 

*L^mmsmm* ^ i . u* i^ i , mp. ^ ^ ^ — « * ~ ^ 
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The complexity of motivation and mmmUm of 
lemming; difficult ies mates the search for etiology an 
unceasing adventure. There i s no single factor in the 
problem* and continuous investi$eti«s uncovers «snd dis­
closes tmmifiastloBa and iaterrelstioiishSps which mm 
not alone multiple but variable. The psychodynamies 
mteioh emtor into an ultimata picture of dysfunction 
are both mosaic and protean* 

Slaine^0*^ agrees with the preeediisg authors on 

tha concept of multiple causes for modimsdiiovamieftt In 

adolescents. However, he does say that wlik® so many «her 

patterns of adolescence, wimmmi&wmmt does not fa l l 

Into the category of psychiatric illness.4t In keeping with 

the multiple-cause position taken W Blaine, ftrtefclln and 

i r i c k i i n ^ give four causes for underachievs««t in adoies-

cents. Thay are. (I) Physical causae (poor vision or 

hoaring, e ic .J j (2) Pedagogic or teaching methods (poor 

teaching) | {$) Sociological causes (horns® that devalue educa­

tion and bad environment)| (&} Emotional causes (these 

authors * data suggests that eighty percent of a l l under-

achievers are doing poorly because of tension). 

38triefcltn and arteklin, PP.* sfrfe., pp. 8-9* 
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ir iekl in and Srickiin have done extensive diagnostic 

psye»&lo«ie«l *®& edweatloaai testing with underachieving 

ehildre*! and adolescents* Their work has consisted of 

psyeho-thowipy and Intensive tutoring on a longitudinal basis 

with follow-up several ymaro la ter . Thay arrived at a major 

conclusion that chronic undirachlevasment patterns are resist­

ant to ettnnmo, both educati«ally mo* psychologically! there­

fore, prevention la wsanti&i. 

For many years tottolhtlm33 has worked with emotion­

ally disturbed children at the orthogenic school, a laboratory 

school connected to the School of Education at the d ive r s i t y 

of Chicago. Bettelheim believes that there are many reasons 

for a child or an adolescent to underachieve. Multiple 

causes for academic malfunctioning are expressed fey feliam* 

her and Harris* they states "CSAHNMI for scholastic 

failure are many, emotional problems being among tham.f> 

0a Hira***^ studied adolescents over a period of 

twenty years at the Pediatric language Clinic, Columbia 

S^sruno BtttollMisj, fThe Decision To Fail,* The 
School mmm* Vol* 69, number 14, x ^ l , pp. 309-lig, 

3^J. toswell Gallagher and Herbert I . Harris, 
l |gHjggl , l s ^ ^ p ^ L 3 t | ^ ^ B g S l s s*** * » * • Oxford Omlvor-

^Katrina do Sirsch, ''Two Categsria© of Learning 
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Presbyterian Medical Center in Hew York City, liany of these 

adolescents had hmm referrtd to the clinic In earlier years, 

when they were young children, because of language disordera* 

On the Wechsiar .intelligence fficaia they were ail intellectu­

ally bright. However, da Blrsch does not describe their 

range and levels of intellectual functioning. Hhen these 

children were again mm in their adolescent years, they 

were referred to the clinic because of poor scholastic per­

formance. Be Hiraeh was able to separate them into two 

general categories $ group ''A" was suffering from severe, 

primary emotional disturbancej Sroup B suffered from a 

secondary emotional disturbance deriving out of difficulty 

with language usage. She further concluded that Group 'A' 

suffered fram a severe ego impairment manifested by e severe 

character disorder. ©roup *A' was passive and ©roup 'B 

was overtly aggressive and very angry. 

The preceding authors are in agreement that under­

achie vement generally results from multiple causes, poor 

mental health being among them* Others take the position 

that poor mental health is the primary cause for adolescent 

underachievement. 

Pearson*^ observed through treatment of youths having 

learning disorders that some children fail to learn up to 

of the Child. New 
3%eroi<3 @, Pearson, Peyehoaaaly»i.g sad The Education 
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capacity because of inner conflicts frequently not known to 

the children themselves. This may involve young children 

as wall as adolescents* Surts and Swenson37 studied the 

problem of underachievement in both elementary school and 

high school. Pour methods were used in the study $ (1) Stu­

dent interviews} (2) Parent Interviews} (3) Teacher interviewsf 

and (A) Classroom observation. The authors were concerned 

with gaining insight into the following areas i (1) Stoma 

conditions; (2) Peer relationsj (3) Fhysical and mental well-

being} (A) Academic inclinations; and (5) Aspirations and 

prospects for the future. The authors report that home 

conditions, peer relationships, and mental health of over-

achieving students were better than those of underachieving 

students. Only underachievers and overachievers were used. 

Kurt?, and Swenson used the Otis Intelligence test and the 

Iowa Every-Fupj.1 Test of »M.lSLWUll *® »•*•** th*lr **l»l«-

tlon. 

Barrett^ studied thirty-two gifted students in 

the Toronto Public Schools. The case study method was used. 

3?John Kurtz and lather J. Swenson, Factors Re­
lated to over-Aehievement and Coder-Achievement in School, 
School Review. Vol. 59, 1951, pp* 472-kSo. 

^Harry 0. Barrett, An Intensive Study of Thirty-
two Sifted Children," Personnel and Guidance Journal* 
Vol. 36, Hovember, isftf, pp* W~t§». ~ ^ 
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Ail of the subjects had Intelligence quotients of 130 

or above as measured by the Henmon-ljeison Advanced.. .Toot* 

The author arrived at the following conclusions from his 

study $ (1) The pattern of underachlevement is apparent bv 

grade five; (2) aifted children with high achievement in the 

elementary school maintain that standard in the secondary 

school| and (3) Children (gifted) with weak performance in 

the elementary school do even more poorly in the secondary 

school* Barrett also concluded thst there are emotional 

disturbances among both achievers and underachiever*?. The 

achievers, however, tend to be more aware of the nature of 

their disturbances and to be more constructive in their 

efforts to cope with them. The third of Barrett • findings 

may be explained on the basis that secondary school work is 

more specialised and difficult. The student who has done 

poorly in elementary school has not gained adequate back­

ground to cope with the more difficult subject matter. 

Shaw and Grubb found significant differences be­

tween achievers and underachievers on personality and 

temperament scales* Eighty high school sophomores were used 

as subjects. To be classified as bright' ®m& thus be in­

cluded in the study, each subject had to score at the 

^morville C. Shaw and James Orubb, ^Hostility and 
Able High School Qnderaehlevers*" Journal of Counseling 
FsycholSy> Vol. 5, number A, lfee. pp.' %pm~r * 
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seventy-fifth percentile or above on the test of Ifrlma.ry Hem-

Mi. Abilities in comparison to hie total class of tmr hundred 

and twelve students* Twenty-two of the students were under­

achieving females and sixteen were underachieving males. 

There were thirty-five achieving females and seventeen males. 

The personality tests used weret (1) IMJja^i-jJg&M *"**» 

*&* JP»Mt t,^Ojqsamoaii ^yfnfe&gl (2) The jfafa.JMfa * « * to® 

ttBSl end (3) The L . ^ . O ^ i B * « • the Mi^afeSJ*s»ttg*a. 

tempsimmmmt,, Survey. go significant differences were found 

between the females on any of the scales. However, among 

the boys, a difference significant at the .03 level was 

found on the ^ocla^jcajs, *««* **« §®MBM&Lj$M&& ®f t a « 

P&W&ZPmFm,$mfi,mm&~®m£% *» ***** of the achiev­

ers . A difference signli/iesni at the ,01 level was obtained 

among the boys on the Cook hosti l i ty gesle* again in favor 

of the achievers. 

ko 
Kingness used three self-report devices in his re­

search with underachie vers. (1) Ife^lL^mlff, , f H l M 
Personality* (2) Jftjftmj; $m$*m, Plff»^-^W..Ifl«ml « * (3) 
A 3e^f-Test developed by the California State Department of 

Mental Hygiene and Education. The subjects were ninth-grade 

boys with intelligence quotients of 120 or more. Differences 

*%homas A, Mni^aess, "laotional Adjustment of 
Successful and Honsueeessful Bright Sinth Orade Soys.te The 
Journal of Educational Research, Vol, 5% 1965, pp. 68-317 
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were only slight and not statistically significant between 

achievers and underachievera in the areas of Sense, of Per-

Ift^fflP*' Total tesonal (self-concept) and Bo^kMJM^:^ 

ment moans did not differ significantly. Hfo signifleant 

differences were shown on the hotter.Sentence Completion 

Blank for any of the groups% now did the gplf-Teot show any 
Al 

differences between the two groups. Ulngpess found similar 

results in another study in which he sought to sst&blish 

differences between achievers and nonachlevers on aggressive 

maladjustment. 
42 

Hummel and Sprlnthall studied one hundred and forty-
seven suburban high school boys who measured high on tests 

of academic ability. Cumulative teachers' marks were used 

as meaauree of academic achievement, and the Wecheler Adult 

iM&*y$£0££^!£M« **»«" the School and Col3s£e ability Test 

were used as measures for determining levels of brightness. 

The average I.Q. was 118 for the total population. The 

range, however, was not reported. The average cumulative 

^Thomas A. Bingnesis, 'Affective Differences Between 
Successful and Honsuccessful Bright Hinth Crade Boy©, ' Per~ 
JJim\.,,fM, <***ft»flc* Jg»Jfi»»A» Yo1* *3» 196k-6§, pp. 600-TOT 

As 
Hummel and Sprinthail, op. clt.. pp. 388*395. 
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teacher marks were 'C-v for underachie vers, *'B»* for par 

achievers, and "AJ' for superior achievers* The three groups 

were divided thus . (1) ninety-five underachieversj (2) 

twenty-four par achievers} and (3) twenty-eight superior 

achievers* The B r m Jm>M&mkJ%&mM* , ! » > ••* *»• 
M ^ r ^ * t » y » ^m^mm^Jm^m. **** a^» *****. n̂e 
authors report that the profile of the superior achiever 

suggests that he is SM independent, purposive, and efficient­

ly organised individual who is likely to deal with academic 

tasks, whether interesting or dull, as a necessary condition 

of getting ahead in life, Obversely, the underachiever is 

less planful and less thoughtful in his orientation to life* 

lie is inclined to be fatalistic in his expectations concern­

ing outcomes of personal effort, statistics are not reported 

in this study* 

Taylor* ̂  similar to Wylie, reviewed the literature 

on underachie vement covering the period from 1933 to 1963. 

Taylor studied eleventh-grade students primarily. 01s find­

ings are stated in terms of underachievement and factors 

which contribute to it, as followss (1) The degree to which 

a student is able to handle hi® anxietyf (2) The value a 

"Itonald 0. Taylor, "fomanality Traits and Discre-

S k S S r S K ' u * iStTfr/flK"**f C3tmse*lp< 
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student places upon his own worths (3) The ab i l i t y to &mf®m 

to authori ty demamdsj (A) student $ acceptance by peer^i 0) 

Less confl ict over inds^ndence-dependeneei (6) Activi t ies 

centered around academic i n t e r e s t s | and (?) The r e a l i i a of 

h is goals* As has been implied in tauch of the research, 

multiple causes, many of which are not easi ly e*tr icate4, 

contribute to underachievement in adolescents. 

lariler in this chapter, the research reported by 
Ilk te 

aiaime^*^ was discussed briefly. Blaine states. ^Causal 

factors contributing to underachievement are multiple and 

varied/ Blaine gives the following reasons for academic 

underachievementt (1) The simplest is preoccupation with 

other matters eueh as « relationship with a loved one, the 

death of a family mm%r$ or financial difficultiesj (2) The 

second source of difficulty, which lies &m$*&w beisw ztw 

surface than the first and is not easily perceived, is a 

feeling either conscious or unconscious on the part of the 

student that he is working in a void, that no one around him 

cares whether he does well or bsdlyi (3) A third cause for 

underachievement is a mm to fail, a complicated mechanism 

related to the eiEploitation of children by their parent®. 

Here the author discusses parental goals of such magnitude 

E l a i n e , mMm«j$BLimmg*» PF- 35-**. 

*5Blaine, im&MtJMmm,iOCOlg!* » - 39-32. 
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that they can never be reached, and exaggerated parental 

criticism as a response to poor schoolwork* Bettelheisr^ 

concurs with number three above. 

Blaine continues$ (A) Another reason is rebellion 

against authority, usually a parent or family member; (5) 

A factor which acts m a deterrent to study is a feeling of 

basic inferiorityj (6) Still another factor is fear of 

aggression, Here the student equates study with aggression. 

Blaine arrived at these sis; reasons t&v undeimchievement 

during the process of psychotherapy with adolescents who 

were having scholastic difficulties in spite of apparent 

intellectual ability. 

The observation that many adolescents are reacting 

to rebellion of authority in supported by Gallagher and 

Barrls.*' It is a form of passive-covert behavior. 

Brlcklln and Brlcklinw agree with Blaine on the idea of 

aggression in adolescent underachievement. They use the 

term rpasslve-aggressive.n Their thesis is that the 

passive-aggressive child strikes? beck at his parents where 

it is likely to hurt the most, i.e., their pride In his 

^^Bettelheim, oju .̂ t.*> pp* 3*9-412* 

'Oailagher and Karris, op. c i t . . pp. 135-155* 

*%ricklin and Sriekiln, on, cit*> pp. 15. 
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achisiraaent. The authors further s tats that these oas* 

adolescents seldom show overt Tigris of aggression $ i t is 

always covert* i r iekl ln and Srlc^lin arrived at their con­

clusion on the basis of material oollected trm protocols 

of the Horschaeh* Their experimental (underachieve*?*) 

subjects gave more aggressive responses than the control 

(achieving) subjects. Brlcklln and aric&lin*^ found \m€er* 

achievers to be neurotic in the lensa that thay are sensitive 

to feelings of anger. The underachiever Is afraid to express 

these feelings of anger overtly j therefore osse of the most 

expedient and effective outlets is through underachievement. 

This thesis might in some way be associated with Blaine ŝ ® 

conclusion that underachievers equate studying wiUh aggres­

sion. 

The reports of Blaine, Gallagher and Harris, and 

Brlcklln and Brlcklln suggest that hmm situations aig£.t 

contribute significantly to adolescent onderachievemant * 
<51 

Fromem! sossjiuded the following from a study he conducted 

^ " - » 4 # pp. 22-2$. 

^laiiw** M f f i M m j^rUtude, pp. 35-42. 

''Edward Frankel, *h Comparative study of Achieving 
and Underachieving Hiftfc School Boys of High Intellectual 
Ability," 
pp. 172*11 
Ability* Jmmksf ^n$!tm£„MMmsk> vox. rs» i960, 
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at the Bronx High School of Science in How fork Citys (1) 

Underachiever!} come frsm homes with less education than 

those of achieving students*% (2} undsrschlevers were absent 

more often than achleversi a»d (3) Uhderaohievors, mors- often 

than achievers, had working mothers. 

Kimball used the «ase study method to study twenty 

eaaoa of adolescent boys in a private Sew England prepara­

tory school. I«9«'• ranged from 123 to 139 with a mean of 

131. Scholastic achla-vament wan based on school marks, A 

difference between achievers and *tnderatthi«ver3 WAS signifi­

cant at the .01 level of confidence. Her findings resulted 

from a classification ^ l.^U, school marks, and data 

collected from the Thematic, Apperception Test, the ftorsehach 

Test, and a Sentence Copolettan Test. A control, group be$e$ 

on the above criteria was used. She summarizes tmr findings 

as follows: 

The major features of the personality which we 
feel is most susceptible to scholastic disability 
are as follows* The first and gmjffimpa most important 
thing which appeared consistently in the material was 
a poor father-son relationship. The specific wtore 
of the relationship varied from case to esse, but we 
mv^r found a warm, close attachment to the father. 
The problem of whether or not to follow in the father's 
footsteps for a future career was a prominent one 

^Barbara C. Eimball, *Case Studies in Educational 
Failure During Adolescence,* ASMrlcan Journal of Ortho­
psychiatry, Vol. 23, 1953* pp.AQ&-A15. 
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with some of the boys reteat iog each expecta t ion 
on the fa ther ' s par t , others being afraid to enter 
into any competitive s i tuat ion with the father, Fre­
quently we saw a great deal of aggression toward 
fa they figures in the projective t e s t* . In tha 
Interviews the fathers were described e i ther es having 
» distant relationship with th s l r o n e >r as s t r i c t 
discipl inar ians who tr ied to dominate the i r sons* 
Obviously, neither of those patterns wi l l lead to a 
posit ive identif icat ion with the father . In conjunction 
with t h i s , an unusually high number sf bays gave evid­
ence of a primarily feminine identificatfon. In the 
projective material we a&w a tendency to in terpret 
ambiguous figures (or those usually seen as men) as 
women. In the interview material , a sisse attac&ayfent 
to the mother with a feeling of being iwre l ike her 
than the father seemed to be the rule . 

fcoberts*^ found very sl ight differences la the hjme 

environment of low achievers and high achievers, the only 

significant difference was that fathers of achievers wer» 

younger. There are gooflicting evidences re la t ive to 

father-son relationships end academic umdoraohieycmant• 

In a study of fifty-seven boys and g i r l s who wars 

treated t^ a psychiatr is t for academic underacMavement, 
*SA 

Holder"^ reported that underachiever* fathers spent a 

comparatively small amsunt of time with ths l r sans, Unlike 

5 % . S . Roberts, -.factors Affecting the Academic 
tihderachlevement of Bright High School Students, ' Journal 
jsVjffiK**'1**1 ^ s e a r c h . Vol. $6, December, 19&2, p p : ™ ~ 

Richard A. Holder, "Kound Table on Underachieve-

V*?i. 32, Starch, 1962, pp. 350-351. 



AEVIEff OF THE UTSmwm 26 

Eoberts, Holder does not discuss the age of the father as 

a factor for lack of involvement in his son's life. The 

findings of Kimball^ also are different from those of 

Aoberta. 

Another important observation made by Srieklln and 
§6 Brlcklln is that when parents do not get along, the child 

security is threatened* 81a personal sources of strength 

are falling him, and he may develop many negative reactions, 

ana of which may be underachievement/' 
57 

Harris, a psychoanalyst, studied boys ranging in 

age from seven to sixteen years. Accordingly* he observed. 

"Out of the study emerged the truism that these boys did 

not learn because thay were emotionally disturbed and that 

the reason for their emotional disturbance could be traced 

to unfavorable home conditions* However, emotional dis­

turbance does not always lead to learning problems*' Harris 

further zhmrvM that husbmnd-and-wlfe disharmony could be 

a source of underachievement* 

Kimball, O J ^ J ^ , p* AQ*M*l$, 

and Brlcklln, 

^Irving B. Harris, jmptionol blocks to ^aratog^ 
Sew York, The Free Press, 19&1, p. 3* "" Mw"*~"̂ *a* 
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Such characteristics as obsessional, worrying, 

pleasure-seeking, and neurotic mentioned earlier in this 

chapter, have b^en ascribed to the underachieving bright 

adolescents. Brlcklln and Brlcklln^ state that tJa child 

with an obsessional orlentotion rarely ha® a elearewt foaling 

about anything or anyone.'" Further, they %hmtwt9 he dis­

trusts his own abilities and is likely to spend a great deal 

of time worrying. Conversely, mdoleton 9m Ontario'* see 

the underachiever as one who enjoys having fun and one who 

is motivated by pleasure seeking. 

Earlier in this chapter, Hummell and SprinthaU^0 

were quoted as seeing the achieving student In a more posl* 
fl 

tive light than the underachieving student. Barrett" saw 

them as being essentially the same, both disturbed, but he 

reported that the achiever was more aware of his emotional 

problems. Brlcklln md iricklinw see both underachievert 

^Bricklin and Brlcklln* o».#, elt»» p. £&• 

SSoeorge Middloton and ©oorge A. ©uthrie, wPersonality 
Syndromes and Academic Achievement/ JowgnoA, of fym&SBB& 
Psychology* Vol. SO, April, 1959* p*/©6-*SF. 

^Ituamell and Sprinthall, o i ^ l t * * PP» 3SS-395* 

S lBarret t , oo^.clt^, pp. 19&-199* 

^Brlcklln and Brlcklln, oo;Bi clt»» pp4 16?. 
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and achievera overly concerned with achievement, albeit in 

different waye. Both worry about parental approval or lack 

of it. 

In support of tho observation of Brlcklln and 

Brlcklln end Barrett, Wellington sad wiliAgtoa^ m m t m 

following observations 

Of the students we interviewed, many «ere physically 
attractive, poised, and well spoken, Vary few exhibited 
any outward porsonality maladjustments, Mien it be­
comes necessary to assess the personality characteristics 
of underachievers, many studies have found that little 
or no difference e&lsts between tm&m* and ovofoehlovoro* 

The reassn for the inconclusive end somewhat contra­

dictory evidence on the relationship of total adjustment to 

achiovement may lie in the problems inherent in assessing 

personality functioning and in the types of instruments 

available for assessment, as well as in the varying defini­

tions of underaehievement. Or it may be a spurious notion 

indeed that adequate school no*fdiBOAee necessarily correlate® 

with the commonly accepted standards of good adjustment. 

The assumption that total adjustment measure® do not 

seem to furnish a substantial explanation for unitAchieve­

ment suggests the need to study some of the components of 

personality which Bight lafluene© positively or negatively 

the learner's behavior in school. 

®%ellington m& Wellington, oo» cit.« pp* 20-21* 
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S. The Self-Concept and Achievement Levels 

Problems of studying self-concept sod i t s relation­

ship to adolescent underachievement have been fundamentally 

the same as in attempts to study personality in general. 

Bssearehers have not been able to &^m$ on whsst the self* 

concept i s . If defined operationally, an* might say that 

the self-concept Is what the self-concept li»trumont« 

measure* However, this methcsd af defining the phrs#« lends 

I tself to ambiguity and, consequently, to many interpreta­

tions. Unless researcher® and other professionals concerned 

with self-concept and underachievement can came to some 

common agreement as to what self-concept means, we are not 

likely to arrive at any precise definition of what i s meant 

when the concept of self i s mentioned. One might be led to 

believe that there are A® mm definitions of "self*conc«ptr 

as there are researchers concerned with the phenomenon. The 

following paragraphs will be devoted to a definition of the 

self-concept and related l i terature relevant to adolescent 

undarachievement, adolescent par achievement, and adolescent 

overacMevemamt. 

The self-concept is perceived by s » e as a single 

aspect of an individual's way of perceiving himself; others 

think of the self-concept as being a multiplicity of aspects 
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involving the way one perceives himself. Br:swnfainv^ summa-

rlsee it thus. "The concept of self Is a system of centra} 

meanings the individual has about himself and his relations 

to the world about him.* Jersild* somewhat more specific 

than Brownfain* says that the self-concept consists of a 

system of ideas, attitudes* appraieals, and commitments per-

taining to one's own person. Anders.m speaks of a physical. 

and » psychological self-image. She also aays that a child 

learns to appraise himself both physically and psychologically 

in terms of the attitudes of others toward him, especially 

those who are significant in his life, such as his parents, 

hie peers, and his teachers. From another point of view, 

Bruck and Bodwin ' ascribe the following characteristics to 

"^J.J, Browmfaln* **St&bility of the Self-Conception 
as a Measure of Personality." Journal of. Abnormal and 8oo.li 
Psychology. Vol. A?, 19*52, pp, 

A.T. Jeralid. Self understanding in Childhood 
and Adolescence/ American.. fsyeholfofirst> Vol. 6, 19§I, pp. 
122-126. 

WC.M. Anderson, "The Self-image: a Theory of Dynamics 
of Behavior," Mental Hygiene, vol. 3$* 1952, pp. 22?-2k4. 

67 
Has Bruck and Baymond Bodwin, 'The Relationship 

Between Self-Concept and the Presence or Absence of Scho­
lastic underachievement,*" Journal of Clinical Psycho log. 
Val. 18, 1962, pp. 181-182. 

http://8oo.li
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the self-concept, ( i ) golf-confidence! (2) Freedom to ex­

press appropriate feelings; (3) Uking one s eelfj (A) 

Satisfact ion with o n e s eti*lrager*taa and (5) Feelings of 

personal appreciation by others . 

Coopersmith^ refers to the "self*' and describes it 

as "an abstraction that an individual has about the attitudes, 

capacities, objectives, which he possesses and pursues.'' 

Even though he uses the term ' self'' in isolation in the pre­

ceding Quotation, Cooperemiih's book is based entirely on 

the self-concept. Therefore, this researcher infers that he 

is referring to the self-concept when he uses the tars. 

self.4 

The previously-mentioned literature concerning sslf-

concapt hae foouaed on definitions that imm themselves to 

interpretations which suggest that the self-concept is a 

complex, multidimensional entity. 

The work of CoamoromiUi ' may serve to help clarify 

the problem by providing a definition whieh lends itself to 

a multifacotod description of the problem of smlf-concept. 

Coopersmith feels that there are many sdf-cuncepts and that 

they are dynamic, fluid, and subject to change, m speaks 

«—MWW.IIII < M « — 1 HI 

^Stanley Coopersmlth, The Antecedents of gelf-
Esteem, San FranciiReo, #.H. Freeway*, 1907,' op, ' I-SKST; " 
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of proficiency in a particular skill and its relationship to 

self-concept in that skill. For example, if a boy is the 

best runner on the track team, his seif-eoncept on the 

track team is going to be very positive* However, if this 

same boy is a nonreader, his self-concept relative to that 

task will be significantly different in a negative way as 

he goes fram the track team back to the classroom where he 

is expected to read* 

kosemberg7 defines the soIf-concept as * ©Howes 

tie conceive of the sell-image as an attitude toward 
an object. The term attitude is used broadly to in­
clude tacts, opinions, and values with regain to U*a self, 
as well as favorable or unfavorable orientation toward 
the self. In other words, this study takes as its 
point of departure the view that people have attitudes 
toward abjecta and that the self is one of the objects 
toward which one has attitudes* 

Brlekllm and Brleklimn believe that it is no 

exaggeration to say that a young child's self-worth depends 

almost entirely on what his parents think of him. The child 

adopts the same attitude toward himself that his parents 

have adopted. HosenbergT found that a child's self-attitude 

(concept) is closely associated with parental attitudes and 

•%. Bosenberg, Eocloty, and The Adolescent Self-Xmmam» 

Frmceton, i . j . , maeotar'mmfhty mm; W , " | T r 5 . ^ ^ 
7 i Br i©kl in and Br l ck l ln , porr ,citjLt *, p . 33 . 
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interests. Bis observations, at least in part, support the 
7-a 

definition given by Anderson J earlier in this chapter. 

Some researchers will object to the notion that the evolv­

ing of a self-concept is a sole function of parental 

attitudes. Others will assert that the self-concept is a 

primary function of parental attitudes affecting young 

children. If we accept this latter thesis, then we must 

also accept the principle held by some that the self-concept 

Is formed very early in life and does not lend itself to 

change easily. 
Brlcklln and Brlcklln7 *7S state that •'the child 

who Is doing po»r school worfc has a poor image of him­
self psychologically. Every person has some notion of 
what he or she is * worth/" A person with a ^healthy'1 
sense of self -worth likes himself. The child with an 
'unhealthy sense of self-worth thinks of himself as 
being a bad and unpleasimg child. Be feels inwardly 
that he is disliked by his parents and believes he 
deserves to be disliked.' 

The idea of the "reality" of one a self-concept has 

been discussed by some researchers! i.e., how does one a 

concept of himself correlate with the way he really is or 

73 
Anderson, op. clt., pp. 227-2AA. 

74 
1 Brlcklln and Brlcklln, pp. clt.. p. 10, 

T5|bJd» F« 30» 
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with the way others perceive him? wylie™ makes the follow­

ing observation. 

It Is implicitly or explicitly assumed by all 
theorists that the @eif«c»eept is not entirely 
^realistic,** and that lack of ̂ realism" may have 
psychodynamic significance and important behavioral 
csneequencee. The degree that a person's self-
concept is realistic, he is aaid to have * insight1' 
into himself. 

a&rloek77 believes that the adolescent who is 

anxious to be accepted by the social group but feels 

socially Inadequate develops a feeling of personal inadequacy, 

Stated another way, the student described here suffers from 

a low social aelf-eamcept* 

Bruck and Bodwlm studied self-concept and its re­

lationship to underachievement at three levelst (1) Third 

gradej (2) Sixth grade} and (3) Eleventh grade. They used 

thirty achievers and thirty underaehlevers. The Sej 

,ft®*M,,M ^ ^ m ^ g S » g M g £ ••• «•*«• * relationship 

significant at the .01 level was established between 

76fcyiief ojb.„£llf„» P. 5* 

"Bur lock, OP. cit.. p. 3H6» 

T8 
Bruck and Bodwln, optiii c l t . . pp. i8 l - l 
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79 

salf-eojteept and undoraeliievemant at a l l levels. Morse l 

also analysed data collected from aver six hundred students 

at alternate grade levels front throe through eleven. These 

students were administered the Coppersmith *eif-BotosB....»l* 

vsntosy. The author found that to a statement such as *x 

fool pretty mire of myself,'8 twelve percent of third graders 

say, "unlike BO," while thirty-four percent of eleventh 

graders give this response. 
Aft 

Horse- further reports that eighty*four percent ?f 

the third graders were proud of their schoolwork, while only 

fifty-three percent of the eleventh graders were proud of 

theirs* without any definitive evidence beyond the data 

collected on the aforementioned checklist, Morse concluded 

that, from a mental health point of view, the young child 

perceives? achool as a secure place to be, but &@ the child 

grows older, this confidence diminishes, Morse's con­

clusions imply that a significant amount of damage is done 

to the child 's self-concept during his experiences with 

^William C« Morse, Self-Concept Data in the 
ftoivorsity School ffrnjoot.' fhe B ^ B S l i * ! M ty$&mmMlffS.! 
tfmMm\tem.MUttm* *«•. SB; January, m% pp* &9-5S. '• • • 
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81 
school personnel and peers* Blair and Jones make the 
following observations 

Because many adolescents are the victlas of years 
of adverse influence m^t defects is school tasks, 
negative attitudes are firmly entrenched* These adoles­
cents have developed a poor self-image $iSid a low aspira­
tions! lovol* which makes it u&likaiy that the ordinary 
school program can have wmh of an impact upon them. 

82 
Blair and Janes, and Brlcklln and Brlcklln con­

cluded that the self-concept is almost exclusively a 

function of parent-child relationships* On the other hand, 
83 

Ragon sees the whole notion of self-concept development 
as a relative phenomenon, varying from person to person* 
He sums i t up as follows 8 

The development of a self-concept i s often framed 
in absolute terms* The classic statement assume® that 
direct social reinforcetisfit and idontlf lest ton models 
have fixed, invariant affects on the child. Praise and 
love from valued caretakers are assumed to lead the child 
to develop positive self-evaluations1 whereas criticisms 
and rejection presumably cause self-dotogetory beliefs. 

I t appears that one mi«ht infer from lagan's comment® that 

there i s no one sot of cr i ter ia which can be used to 

8l01enm i^ers Blair and E, Stewart Jomo?» Th# ftoshol-

p." ear.' 

^Brlckl ln and Brieklln, oo;*,.. $ i t r t p . 30. 

S3 Jerome Kftgam* "On The Heed W®t Belatiwlsm,n 

African JMfimM&&* **• ^ * x^» » • W-l4l* 
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determine what ane's self-concept will be. What makes for 

a negative self-concept in one child may have little or no 

effect on another. 

Shaw, Edaon, and Bell, In addition to Shaw and 

Alves, established a relationship between negative self-

attitudes and achievement but failed to support the thesis 

that a negative self-attitude is necessarily a causal facto, 

in the level of achievement* Their research was conducted 

on a sample of high school Juniors m4 seniors. In Shaw, 

Bdson, and Bell's study, an Adjective Check List was used 

to measure self-concept. In Shaw and Alvaa' study, the 

Bills Indes of Adjustment and values was used to measure 

self-concept. 

As measured hj a nonparametric statistical technique 
86 

(chi square) Fink found differences between achieving boya 

^*Herville c. Shaw, Kenneth Edson, and Hugh Bell, 
'The Self-Concept of Bright Underachieving High School Students 
as Bevealed by an Adjective Check List,*1 Feraonnel and 
guidance Journal. Vol. 39, I960, pp. 193-I9K. 

85 
Merville C. Shaw and Gerald Alves, rS«lf-Concept 

of Bright Academic Underachiever®," personnel and Ouidanee 
Journal. Vol. A2, 1963, Pp. kOl-403* """ * — 

^lartin B. Fink, '* Self-Concept as it Relate® to 
Academic Ohderachievement,p in Hilton komrlck, (ed*), 
Underachievaaent, Springfield, Illinois, Charles g. Thomas 
ftblioSoro, 1965 J P* 73-78. 
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and underachieving boys but found no differences between 

achieving girls and underachieving girls. Subjects in 

Fink's study were matched on the basis of atthleveaieni tests 

and intelligence quotients. Fink useu the following instru­

ments in his studyj (l) California. Psychological Inyen,t.̂ ryi 

(2) lender-Visual ^otor .Oostol Test? (3) ̂ raw-A-pors.an 

dough Adjective Check LIat for Teachers. The subjects were 

tenth-grade high school students. It i& no surprise that 

the author found no significant differences between the two 

groups of girls but did find significant differences between 

the boys inasmuch as most studies indicate that girls react 

differently to low self-concepts and underachievement. Con-
8? 

versely, Coopersmith found that students low in solf-

eoneept are academically and socially unsuccessful and that 

they are pupils who have to live with the unhappy reality 

of their inferiority. He finds this sbservation to bo true 

of both boys end girls. Although it is not stated, »n® 

might assume the term '"inferiority" used by Coopersmith nm4 

not represent "reality* as has* been previously mentioned in 

this chapter. It might represent the individual's distorted 

conception of himself and his persons! worth. 

Coopersmith, op« elt.» p. Ik* 
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Combs®® selected twenty-five underachiever©, experi­

mental subjects, and twenty-five achievers, control subjects. 

The two groups were selected from the eleventh grade in 

suburban communities from Westchester County, lew York. The 

groups were comparable with respect to sex, race, socio­

economic status, nationality, age, grade, and intelligence. 

Ail subjects showed measured full-scale I.Q.'s of 115 or 

more on the ̂ W , « y n M H ^ n , ^ M ^ ^ » ^ i W » Cumulative 

grade point averages were used to establish achievement 

levels. The author found differences at the .001 level on 

six points* Underachlevers saw (I) themselves as less 

adequate* (2) themselves as lees acceptable to others; (3) 

their peers as less acceptable| (A) adults as less accept­

able! (5) themselves as inefficient and less effective in 

approaches to problemsj ami (6) themselves as having less 

freedom and adequacy of emotional expressions* fftT stories 

were used to arrive at these conclusions. 

In keeping with the observations of Coopersmith, 

Brlcklln and Bricklin8^ state5 pThe underachiever typically 

Charles F. Combs, 'Perception of Self and 
Scholastic underachievement In the Academically Capable/' 
***%!& *"* ^l4mc^ .Jaw***!. Vol* A3, number 1, 196A, 

^Brlcklln and Brlcklln, pp. e,it*,» p. 15* 
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equates his entire sense of self-worth as an individual with 

his ability to achieve academically.' As implied in this 

quotation, the student achieves commensurate with the way he 

perceives himself* 

Earlier in this chapter the concept of ''oapiimtlonol 

level1* and its relationship to eelf-coneept were briefly men­

tioned* In his initial conclusion relative to asplrationai 

level, Coopersmith states that the absolute level the 

individual sets for himself is unrelated to his self-appraisal 

or behavioral poise. This mesne that the person who does 

not think highly of himself is as likely to set lofty goals 

as Is the person who concludes that he is a worthy person, 

Wellington and Wellington make the following 

comment about aspiration level and self-concept* The re­

lationship between level of aspiration and self-concept is 

not necessarily, as it would appear on the surface, that 

the underachiever has a low self-concept. 

A discussion of the instruments which have been 

used to measure self-concept in previous research seems in 
92 order. According to wylle's review of the l i te ra ture , 

WtMNWMMMMWMMMM-

^Coopersmith, .op.^elt*, p. 1A&. 

^Wellington mv^ Wellington, op« c i t .» p. 3A* 
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the most frequently used types of instruments tzr inferring 

overall ar general self-regard are questionnaires, rating 

scales, and adjective cheek lists. The worth of such re­

search depends upon the characteristics of the measuring 

instruments used. Many instruments have been used, the 

majority of them only once or twice| and little or no 

information on reliability and construct validity Is avail-

able for a great many of these measuring instruments. 

Many problems of self-image research, according to 
©A 

Bosenberg, are technical and methodological. He continues: 

"There is no generally accepted measure of self-eeteea* the 

phenomenon Is not easily amenable to experimental manipula­

tion and the problem of validating something so quinte®gen-

tlally phenomenological is difficult in the extreme.* The 

statements made by wylie and aooenberg strongly support the 

mm4 for further research. losonborg^ also says. "Further 

research, however, must also be concerned with multidimen­

sional typological classifications* If we can classify 

people Into terms of meaningful type®, we will be better able 

9%ylle, op* citUa p. 114. 

^Bosenberg, S&*~&2&L» »• 272t 
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to understand why people with the same level of self-esteem 

so often behave differently." 

Borne previous researchers advocate a m»0^ for re-
96 

search on the sub Joe t of self-concept. Far example, Sly lie 

states that f'theories for research in the past tmve in many 

ways tmm ambiguous, overlapping, and no one theory has 

received a large amount of systematic empirical exploration .** 

Rosenberg^ states% "It is an unfortunate fact that, al­

though hundreds of self-concept studies have been conducted 

in recent years, no generally accepted measure of self-

esteem is available m the literature." 
98 

In her concluding chapter, w>l*fcr summarises too 

problem: 

On the whole, we have found that there are enou|H 
positive trend® to be tantalising* on the »ther hand, 
there is a good deal of ambiguity in the results, con­
siderable apparent contradictions among the findings 
of various studies, and a tendency for different method® 
to produce different results. In short, the total 
accumulation of substantive findings is disappointing, 
especially in proportion to the great amount of effort 
which obviously has been m 

^Wsanberg, on,. cU.» P* 15. 

***yito* o»« eit». P* 317. 
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6. Study Usthods ®r*d Attitudes 
Toward School and Achievement Levels 

This section is devoted to o discussion of the 

relationship between adolescent underachievement and the 

adolescent's attitude toward study and ̂ pprspriaie study 

methods. &e has been shorn* in the preceding seetlsna on 

personality and eelf-eon^eptj, researchers pre sent conflict** 

log evidence relative to sny relationship between wdoleseent 

unsafecMevemeni end attitudes toward study and study methods. 

It is believed that tho extent to *hlch a student fall* to 

develop a system of studying and techniques f%r Implementa­

tion of tal* system will be the extent to which his le&mlsg 

will be Impaired. PUrthsnsfora, & positive attitude tsward 

school may be associated Kith an appropriate -syeiesi of 

omjaatalag tad plonnUig oaa's mottbodr* of study* 

HUTlook states, "The better adjusted adolescent 

develops better study habit® tha*s the poorly adjusted 

adolescent who suffers from feelings of Inadequacy and 

sstotisnal stress.••• Atfoleseoata nh£ have learned to study 

effectively tend to achieve more than those who study 

ineffectively.'* 

99 
Hurioek, 2&W&I&2.* VP* 3***»3s>7. 
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100 
Bricklin and Srieklin give ease support to 

Hurlock's observation that adjustaont fmotors and study 

methods are a function of each other, they statei "The 

majority of books of study habits cannot really help an 

underachiever because undefachlovemont Is caused by eBotioaal 
101 

conflict** Bricklin and Briekiln also say that the child 

who la inwardly thwarted by emotional conflict cannot even 

lomrm proper study habits, Juot a® he cannot learn other 

material taught to him. This observation has some implica­

tions for further Investigation and intervention when 

improper study methods are discovered* In several suburban 

Massachusetts school systems, Wellington m& Wellington102 

studied underachie vers mi4 conducted some gioup work to 

help undorachievers overcosie poor study habits. They 

-ifcetf their observation® thus2 

One place whore this study did discover similarity 
of feeling about the environment was the underachiever*® 
attitude toward studios. These are ambivalent and 
confused between what others want for them in comparison 
to what tmoy want for themselves* Further investi­
gation in comparing these attitudes for under and high 
achievers should be undort&ken. 

l00Bricklln and Brickiin, op..,., cilt_.» p. IDS. 

l0lIbid, P* 15** 

^Siellimgton and Wellington ,oo, Pit*, p. 68, 
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In their Winchester, Usssachusetts study, Wellington 

and Wellington103 a*** the ̂ Itf.ojn^ Study ^thod,£jMBX» 

After a period of group work with underachieving adolescents, 

the authors observed positive changes In two of the areas 

testedt (1) Attitude and (a) Planning* Mechanics scores 

wore negative* Sixty-nine percent of the students inter­
ior 

viewed by Wellington and Wellington indicated that they 

spent from one to two hours per night studying* They 

further statei 'With the pressure in schools today, many 

achieving Junior high m& high school students spend four 

to six hours pmr day on their outside homework.' Thirty-

five percent of the underachieving students initially 

expressed dislike for studying. Over fifty percent said 

they tended to put off studying and that they did not set 

study schedules.i0^ 
106 

Boberta compared the study habits of high 

achievers and low achievers at hl#s school level. She 

*0%bia» p . 85. 
l c 4 Ib id . p . a . 

10%elen E. Boberts, p Fact ore Affecting The Academic 
nnderacMevoment of Bright High School Students,' Journal of 
IHfrfA^Mft ^JSfeESi* *»** %&* Beeemfeer, 1962, pp.* 
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found that high-achieving bright students, when compared to 

low-achieving bright students, spent more time studying. 

Her findings were significant at .01 level of confidence. 

Carter1®' gtaalod eighty-three matched pairs of Junior 

high school students* Bis objective was to answer the 

following questions Bo underachie vers and overachievers 

differ systematically, relative to study methods and 

attitudes toward school as measured by the California,,.,,Study 

Method Survey? A jt test showed better than a .01 level of 

confidence on all three scales, I.e., attitudes towards 

school, mechanics of study, and planning and system in 

favor of the overachievers. Carter1, reported similar 

findings in a previous study using fifteen hundred high 

school students. 

Carter^* in a study using secondary school student. 

as subjects found a correlation of .4$ between a study test 

10T 
Harold B. Carter, 'Overachievers and Qbderochlev* 

ers in the Junior Sigh School,'5 California"jgurnoi of 
Educational ftasearch. Vol* 18, igo l , pp. "sl-^o*' 

I08 
Harold ®. Carter, 'Improving the Prediction of 

School Achievement by Use of the California Study Methods 

^Harold B. Carter, "Methods of Learning and 
Factors in the Prediction of School Success,'' Journal of 
immsm Vol. 26, 19*8, PP* 3*9-258. — 
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and an achievement test. Two hundred subjects, which 

included one hundred achievers and one hundred underachlev-

ers, were used. 
110 

Serene interviewed high school students who 

shewed a marked discrepancy between ability &M achievement. 

Be concluded that moat underaehievers had no kind of study 

schedule. Among Serenef® estimated causes for underachieve­

ment were leek of study, poor planning, and ps®r organisation. 
ill Borton used ninth-grade boys and girls enrolled 

in general science to study the problem of underachievement 

and its relationship to study habits. The author sought to 

answer the following question? Does achievement in ninth 

grade general science relate more closely to study habit® 

than to intelligence, reading ability, and aptitudes! The 

question was answered in the negative. 

BondiJ* developed a Questionnaire of thirty-nine 

factors to study two hundred and twenty-nine high school 

^^Mtehael F. Serene, 'An Experiment in Motivational 
Counseling, ' luu^X^j^^^mS^J^^^* v^* 3U 
1952-53* PP. S I M S A . 

niBamiel F. Borton, The Relationship of Study 
Habits and Other Meaauree of Achievement in Ninth drade 
General Science,M Journa 
27, 1958, pp* 2il-fT77~~ 

al of Experimental Educationa Vol. 
iiTWiirlri - -tTriT|iwMiiiilimrrrtriV"T---—T--1-JT~fi • m r *nmn T — ^ T T r r r inr'T —• '-"r * *" 

112 
Jesse B. Band, Analysis of Factors Adversely 

Affecting Scholarship of High School Pupils,'' journal, of 
Educational Research. Vol. 46, 195$ 9 pp. 1-16. 
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students who had been classified as underachievere. The 

author found that all groups of students with low marks 

claimed that a major reason for inferior scholarship was 

that lack of success in study hsd caused them to develop 

a dislike for study with consequent insufficient attention 

given to it. The same groups claimed that it was difficult 

to Improve study habits* 

7. Summary, Conclusion and General 
Hypothesis 

From this review of the literature it is apparent 

that research in underachievement, par achievement, and 

overachlevement has been highly varied. Many researchers 

have tried to sieve out the cause or causes for under*-

achievement, par achievement, and overachlevement in 

adolescents. Much diversity of opinion exists among re­

searchers relative to factors involved in underachievement, 

par achievement, and overachlevement. Further conflict 

3r differences In opinion prevail relative to classification 

and selection of subjects for research in underachievement, 

par achievement, and overachlevement at all levels. 

Appropriate research designs and relevant hypotheses also 

have been presented as sources of uncertainty and varied 
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opinions. As *ylie,U3 Thorndlke,11 end Wellington and 
U S 

Wellington have indicated, many studios have reported 
inconclusive results and in some cases the results actually 

have been misleading. 

In SSBSS easts, the literature euggesti that mal-

adjustment (personality) is a prime factor contributing to 

underachievement. Other literature suggests that personality 

maladjustment represents but one aspect of the problem of 

underachievement and that the problem is multifoceted. 

Self-concept has been seen by some, such as 

Horse,13, as the primary cause for underachievement. ethers 

claim that study methods and attitude toward school contri­

bute aignifleantlyf if not totally, to the problem of 

underachievement in adolescents. ffimy other reasons novo 

hmm givent family relationships, peer relationships, 

curriculum, and poor teaching methods, environmental fac­

tors, and broken hases. 

n34*ylie* pBT eltA 

u4Thorndike, ©JbuSMt 
u %el l ing tan and Wellington, op* elt« 

Morse, QJU.^il^ 
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Thorodlke 7 has made some specific observations end 

recommendations for research models on underachievement. 

For eaample, he denounces the use of two equivalent forms 

of a test administered at different times. Be states this 

as follows: 

If we teat a group of children with farm *A" of 
an aptitude test this week and with form ' B" next 
week, we fall to get identical results for each 
Individual, for a number of reasons. The most obvious 
reasons ares (1) The specific t^9K» in the two forma 
are different, and same children will be better able 
to da 3n« set of tasks than the others (2) Some 
children will feel better, work a little harder, or 
be a little more attentive on one occasion than on 
the otherj (3) A certain amount of guessing at answers 
will take place, and same children will be mare 
lucky on one occasion than the other. 

Thomdike takes this same position relative to personality 

tests, check lists, rating scales, land questionnaires. 

On the basis of Thomdike! a suggestions, it seems inadvis­

able to use an equivalent form of any type of toot and 

expect comparable results. Even if one does, he cannot 

safely conclude anything from them* 

On the basis of the review of the literature, 

further research was conducted in the three broad areas: 

(1) Personality} (2) Belf-concept| and (3) Study aiethods 

and attitudes toward school* 

117 
Thomdike, pp. pit., p. 7. 
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It has been shswn In the review of the literature 

that some researchers agree that personality factors stone 

are the antecedents to adolescent under&ehlevement. Other 

researchers feel that personality factors represent but 

om factor among many factors contributing to adolescent 

underachievement. Still others believe that the problem 

of underachievement in adolescents can bo directly associat­

ed with poor study habits and negative attitudes toward 

school. A pus? self-concept It believed fey some researchers 

to be the main factor contributing to adolescent under­

achievement. It is this great diversity of opinions among 

previous researchers that has led to the need for the 

current research* 

The general hypothesis for the research Is stated 

thus: There la no significant difference between bright 

adolescent underachiovers, bright adolescent ovsrmchlevsrs, 

and bright adolescent par achievers on measures of person­

ality, self-concept, study methods and attitude toward 

school. 

Chapter Two will present the methodology followed 

in conducting this research. 
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METHODOLOGY ABB PSOCEBUKI 

This chapter presents the procedure used in testing 

the general hypothesis proposed in chapter one. It begins 

with a listing of the specific hypotheses which are fallow­

ed by a presentation of the test instruments used. The 

characteristics of the sample population and the statistical 

analysis are also presented. 

1* Specific Hypotheses 

As la explicit in the general hypothesis, this 

research has focused on the relationships between pereon-

ality, eelf-caneept, study methods and attitudes toward 

school in bright adolescent underachievers, bright adoles­

cent overaehlevers, and bright adolescent par achievers. 

Both male and female subjects were uaed. 

Bine null hypothoaee were formulated and are stated 

as followst 

1. There is no significant difference between total 
groups of girla and total groups of boys, l*e., tenth, eleventh. 
and twelfth grade underachievers; tenth, eleventh, and twelfth 
grade ovoraehlevers; and tenth, eleventh, and twelfth grade 
par achievera, on measures of mental health, self-concept, 
and study methods and attitudes toward school. 

2. There is no significant difference between total 
groups of girla, i.o«, tenth, eleventh, and twelfth grade 
underachievers; tenth, eleventh, and twelfth grade over-
achievers; and tenth, eleventh, and twelfth grade par achievers* 
an measures of mental health, self-concept, and study methods 
and attitudes toward school. 
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3* There is no significant difference between total 
groups of boys, i.e., tenth, eleventh, and twelfth grade 
underachieversj tenth, eleventh, and twelfth grade over-
achievers| and tenth, eleventh, and twelfth grade par 
achievers, on measures of mental health, self-concept, and 
study methods and attitudes toward school. 

4* There is no olgnlfleant difference between b •***»* 
adolescent underachieving tenth $m$® boys, bright odolv*-
cent ovorachieving tenth grade boys, &m bright adolescent 
par achieving tenth grade boys on measures of mental health, 
self-concept, and study methods and attitudes toward school. 

5* There la no significant difference between 
bright adolescent underachieving tenth grade girls, bright 
adolescent overaehlevlng tenth grade girls, and bright 
adolescent par achieving tenth grade girls on measures of 
mental/ health, self-concept, and study methods and attitudes 
toward school* 

6* There is no significant difference between bright 
adolescent underachieving eleventh grade boys, bright 
adolescent ovorachiaving eleventh grade boys, end bright 
adolescent p&x achieving eleventh grade boys on measures 
of mental health, self-concept, and study methods and 
attitudes toward school. 

7* There la no •igmlfloamt difference between 
bright underachieving adolescent eleventh grade girls, 
bright overaehioving adolescent eleventh grade girls, and 
bright par achieving adolescent eleventh grade girls on 
measures of mental health, self-concept, and study methods 
and attitudes toward school. 

8, There is no elgftlfleant difference between 
bright adolescent underachieving twelfth grade boys, 
bright adolescent ovorachieving twelfth grade boys, and 
bright adolescent par achieving twelfth grade boys an meas­
ures of mental health, self-concept, &nd study methods and 
attitudes toward school* 

9. There is no significant difference between 
bright adolescent underachieving twelfth grade girls, 
bright adolescent ovorachieving twelfth grade girls, and 
bright adolescent par achieving twelfth grade girls on 
measures of mental health, self-concept, and study method® 
and attitudes toward school. 
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2. The Test Instruments 

Five testa were used In this research. Two of the 

t ea t s . The. California Test of Baa lo Ski l i s and Tho 

purposes of selecting the sample population. The other 

three, the California feat of .^roaajillty, the Solf-Bstoom 

Inventory, and The California Study ftethods Survey tests 

were used to measure mental health statu®, self-concept, ant 

study methods and attitudes toward school. Each of the 

five teats i s discussed in detail in the paragraphs which 

follow. 

Th. M l t o U T i t »f 1^1* a m . 1 » . «M« 1. 

this research to measure the student's level of achievement 

in the basic academic subject areast {%) leading, (2) 

Language and Usage, (3) Arithmetic, and (4) Study Skil ls . 

Study sk i l l scores %rm this test have not lemm m®& in 

this research because a separata teat designed to measure 

study methods and attitudes toward school was included in 

the battery of testa» 

XJ.B. Ayors, *?•£• Kline, V. smite, F.H. Weber, 0. 
Burket, and J*C* Buran, California Test of Basic Skills 

Q, Level 4,"' wkifownLoTTosT" Mrim^Wm^Tg Manual, Form Q 
pp. 

Ayers, et a l , HM* ?2 pp. 
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Skills measured In the reading sub-test are 

recognition of the meaning of words in context $ symbol and 

sound correspondence | recognition of directly stated de­

tails; comprehension of the meaning of words and phrases 

expressed in synonymous terms or parallel form; compre­

hension of the meaning of ideas by paraphrasing$ 

Identification of main purpose of ideas, sentences, and 

paragraphs} perception of relationships, i.e., cause-effect, 

time, also, whole-part, structure of proae and poetry, and 

sequence; the drawing of conclusions from given facts and 

statements and ideas, and recognition of omitted infor­

mation! recognition and interpretation of tone, mood, and 

author's intent. 

Skills measured in the language sub-test are the 

recognition of correctly and incorrectly spelled words| 

the recognition and application of rules of punctuation and 

capitalisations the application of correct grammatical 

principlesj the selection of the word* phrase, or sentence 

which provides the greatest clarity and economy of ex­

pression! perception of the relationships of different 

parts of sentences and recognition of inappropriate re­

lationships! comprehension of author*s Implication in an 

incomplete sentence and the selection, of the appropriate 

word to complete It, 
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The arithmetic sub-tast measures competency in the 

use of whole numbers, fractions, decimals* percents, ratios, 

measures and currency, algebraic equations, geometric fig­

ures, statistics, and logic. 

The standardisation of The California Test ofLBasic 
3 

Skills was designed to provide norms for all fifty of the 

United states and the District of Columbia. All socio­

economic groupa were included as were all racial and ethnic 

groups. At the upper level, secondary, The California Test 
4 

of Baaic Skills correlates with the California Test... of men-

tal Maturity^ short form as followst total reading .71, 

tdtal language .74, and total arithmetic .92. Wot the total 

battery the correlation for the two tests la .78. This 

correlation doea not include the study skills sub-test of 

the California Test of Basic Skills* 

2fce California fast of Hsntal Maturity6 was used 

to establish levels of intellectual functioning* Instead 

3 Ayers, et al, Ibid. 72 pp. 

^Ayers, et al, JbJLd.. 72 pp. 

5 
Willie w% Clam and truest W. Tiegs, California 

Teat of Heatal Maturity Manual* Monterey, California test 
Bureau, I9&3» bJ PP* 

6 
Clark and Tiegs, Ib|d. 63 pp. 
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of the traditional Intelligence Quotient, scores were 

reported as intellectual status indexes. This allowed the 

researcher to select underachlevers, overmehlovero, and par 

achievers by comparing each subject*s anticipated mehleve-

ment expanded standard score with the actual achievement 

score which he produced m the C^J^^M^^LJttM^J^ 

ikills*^ The anticipated score shows the level of achieve­

ment the subject should have attained, m& the actual 

achievement score shows what he actually did achieve. Th« 

difference between these two scores was used to classify 

underachiever©, overaehievers, and par achievers. Antici­

pated achievement scores are determined by both, the 

subject's intellectual status index $m& his grade level* 

Age does not become a factor in this system. The .gallf3f|sia 

feat, .of ,^snMi ̂ ft.turltya yields a verbal 1.^,, a non-verts! 

I.Q., and a total I.ft. Total scores were used from both 

of the tests discussed above for purposes of this reeearch. 

The next three tests to be discussed were selected 

for purposes of testing the specific hypotheses presented 

in section one of this chapter. 

i»in i n innuM.mil m "in in 

^Ciark and Tioga, op. clt,., 72 pp. 

aciark and Tiegs, up* c.lt«, 63 pp. 

http://innuM.mil


mmtmum A » nocsDra. 56 

^LmMmmuMik3LMm^m^M 9> **» AA was 
used to measure overall mental health. This instrument has 

two broad general catogorles, Personal Adjustment and Social 

Adjustment. lach of the bm%& categories has six sub­

categories* The personal adjustment section yields scores 

for self reliance®, sense of personal worth, sense of per@$ft*« 

al freedom, feeling of belonging, withdrawing tendencies, 

and nervous symptoms. A total personal adjustment ncsore 

and a percentile ranking can be derived by adding the row 

scores «a& percentile oeoroo of the six sub-categories* 

The social adjustment section has six sub-categories 

also. They are social standards, social skills, anti­

social taaadencies, family relations, school or occupational 

relations, and community relations, Booh sub-category 

yields a raw score and a percentile ranking as does the 

personal adjustment section* 

For m^P^»» »f this research, both sub-test scores 

and total scores were studied for each group, l*e», under­

achlevers, ovormehlevero, and par achievers at each of the 

throe grade levels. A raw score of forty or less on the 

£SMI§Mf,il»fi 9£ MMmU&l *««est® precarious 

9'Louis p. Thorpe, Millie ¥. Clark, and truest w. 
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adjustment which might be a signal f^ some kind of psycho­

logical or psychiatrie Intervention* This applies to both 

personal adjustment and social adjustment and each sub­

category also. 

port device consisting of one bam^m4 and eighty items. 

Subjects must respond to each item by marking *yee' or 

n̂o1* signifying that the statement does or does not apply 

to him. 

this research to measure tfm subject's methods of study, 

techniques of planning for study, and his general attitude 

toward school. The California study Methods Suryey1^ 
W.ii.M.MCTi-lJ.ir.i^n.).MPi.«i«.»iu«i..Li..W.i'i.1,iiiJ!7...^r;.i,iJ,..i^.M.liiw»i>i»-|.i.i ̂ » n.M«»«].|i.--..m-

yields scare® in the following four areast 1) Attitude 

toward school} 2) Mechanics of studyj 3) Planning and 

systems and 4) Verification. 

The tost used to measure self-concept was the i^Mz 

Esteem •foymfaffli*** a fifty eight item check list devised 

U 3 M d . p. 16. 
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and published by Coopersmith in 19^7. Fifty of the items 

measure self-esteem and eight of the Items are used an 

verification factors - lie items. The mean rm$®» accord­

ing to Coopersmith is 70*$0. 

Scores are derived OB the faM^%imJ&B&m. ** 

multiplying the number correct by two, the mximm sc^re 

being one hundred. Coopersmith standardised this test on 

middle class Caucasian children, but he claims that it 

can be used effectively with any group, adults included. 

Also, he further claims that it can be used reliably with 

all ethnic and racial groups regardless of socio-economic 

status. 

3. The Sample Population 

The sample of subject® In this mm&mh cstsslst® 

of three hundred and thirty one bright high school boyt? 

and girls selected from grades ten, eleven, and twelve, 

all from one high school. The school is located in a 

middle class Caucasian community about thirty miles out­

side of the City of Boston, Massachusetts, U.S.A. 

Initially, the two tests already alluded to for purpose 

of selecting the sample population were administered to 

the entire school population, I.e., tenth, eleventh, and 

twelfth grades* If a student was absent on the day ho 

was scheduled for testing, make-up tests were scheduled for 
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him at a later date. This totaled approximately one 

thousand students. Four hundred and twenty seven student® 

qualified as either underaehievsrs, overachlevers, or par 

achievers. 

In order to qualify for participation in this re­

search, a student must have an I . e . of 110, or better, 

IBiderachievers must show a discrepancy of minus thirty 

points or more between anticipated achievement and actual 

achievement. Overachlevers must show a discrepancy of plus 

thir ty points or more between anticipated achievement and 

actual achievement* Far achievers must show a discrepancy 

of less than thirty points, plus or minus* Thirty points 

are equivalent to one academic year. Thus, a student who 

shows a minus thirty points i s underachieving one year » 

measured by the mMmMJmLMJmM^mm* 
As was mentioned h^t&m in this chapter, only $ne 

school was used in this research. This was based on 

observation® made by Thomdike already alluded to in 

chapter one and the researcher's attempt to control for 

such variables as psychological climate which varies trm 

school to school, community influence, teachers' at t i tudes, 

and divergent curricula. 

Seventy might underachlevers, one hundred ai>d six­

teen par achievers, and one hundred and thirty seven 

overachlevers participated In the research* One Lundrod and 
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eighty four of the subjects were male and one hundred a«d 

forty seven were female* 

4. Statistical Analysis 

All the data was transferred to code sheets, punch* 

ed on to IBM cards and analysed on the 7094 computer 

according to program® based on the Bota-Toxt System, a 

computer language for social science research developed at 

mnt&¥& university. A one way analysis of variance was 

used to analyse the data when more than two gmps were 

Involved. When there was testing for differences between 

only two groups, t teats were used. The .05 level of 

confidence was selected as the minimum level of signifi­

cance acceptable in this research. 

Chapter three presents the results of the reeeerets 

and chapter four presents an interpretation of the results 

and their Implication® m& recommendations for future re­

search. 



CBAJrTEB III 

8E80XX8 ABB DISCBSSIOB OF RESCTLTS 

The results of the research are reported in this 

chapter. The focus -of this research has been on testing 

out the general hypothesis of no olgplfleant difference 

between bright adolescent underachlevers, bright adolescent 

overachlevers, and hiIght adolescent par achievers on 

measures of self-concept, mental health, and study methods 

and attitudes toward school. 

1, Bssulta 

Three hundred and thirty one subjects participated 

in the study* Seventy eight were underachlevers, one 

hundred and sixteen were par achievers, and one hundred and 

thirty seven were overachlevers. Three grades, tenth, 

eleventh, and twelfth, were included and both male and 

female subjects participated. A summary of the analysis 

of variance lo presented in light of the specific hypotheses. 

1. Hypothesis on®. There Is no significant differ­

ence between total groups of bays and total groups of girla 

on measures of mental health, self-concept and atudy methods 

and attitude toward school. One hundred and eighty four 

boys and one hundred mi4 forty seven girls participated in 

the research. The two groupa did not show significant 

differences on the self-concept scale. Significant 
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differences were produced between boys and girls on five 

sub-testa of the California Test of ForsonsUty. A 

difference significant at the .05 level was shown on self 

srfaofpo* * ° 4 Peellan of Belonfeing. On SQ5M,,,^ffife^£ 

a difference significant at the .01 level was reported. The 

.001 level of confidence was achieved on personal. ,¥orth and 

gociai Skills. Total acore for the Social, Adjustment section 

of the personality teat produced a difference significant 

at the .05 level of confidence. All of the differences 

shown on the personality test were in favor of the girls, 

i.e., girls produced higher mean scores on all of the above 

sub-tests and the total score of the social adjustment section. 

These results suggests that girls are better adjusted than 

boys on at least five of twelve sub-tests of the California 

Test of.Forsonallty. 

The two groups did not show significant differences 

on the study methods survey. 

2. Hypothesis two. There is no significant differ­

ence between total groups of girls, I.e., tenth, eleventh, 

and twelfth grade underachlevers? tenth, eleventh, and 

twelfth grade per achieversj and tenth, eleventh, and twelfth 

grade overachlevers on measure® of mental health, self-

concept, and study methods and attitude toward school. One 

hundred and forty seven girls participated in the research. 
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Twenty six wore underachleversj forty six, par achieveraj 

and seventy five, overachlevers. Girls failed to show 

significant differences on any of the measures. Therefore, 

hypothesis two was supported. 

3* B^potbesls three. There is no significant 

difference between total groups of boys, I.e., tenth, 

eleventh, m& twelfth grade underachievers1 tenth, eleventh, 

and twelfth grade overacbleverij and tenth, eleventh, and 

twelfth grade par achievers an measures of mental health, 

self-concept, and study methods and attitudes toward school. 

One hundred and eighty four boys participated in the re­

search. Fifty two were underachlevers, seventy, par achiev­

era; and sixty two, overachlevers. On the aeasuie if self-

esteem, male subject® did not show any significant differ* 

enoss. Bypothesls three was supported on this measure. 

Hale subjects produced differences significant at 

the .05 level of confidence on sub-teats Boryouo, $Mm>tim& 

«*<* Family Mlatiô i, of the ^MkU?,m^J^nl,M.lMB.^mi^^* 

The results suggest® that underachieving ®ale® show mora 

nervous symptoms and mare difficulty with family relation­

ships than do par achievers and o^erachievert. Ulnco only 

two of twelve sub-te^ts on the California Test of Forsonollty 

revealed significant differences, hypothesis three gee» 

to be supported on overall mental health. 
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droups of male subjects were differentiated signifi­

cantly on ail sub-tests md total score alsa %® the C.alJL-

f^ml^J^^^Lm^^L^^m.' &11 differences on this 

measure were significant at the .OOl level of confidence. 

Table I presents the statistical data for study methods on 

male subjects. 
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Table I 

S t a t i s t i c a l Result® For All Male Subjects On 
Study Methods and Attitudes Toward School 

Hfiii»WW*1li) ill niim i*'iimi*lWlWWi*iiH'»W *wiimnMiiMMW«ii*i inrtiliin 11 mlTlMWIiliNimniiiriilUfiHiii ii| m in Y 'ii'mlliTu in in iIHH ii nn'i u l i in i 1 • i i|iinmiiifiiii~'|ii ir i i i in*i inm n " i i i i lnrnVi*mir«iiHinriWi| 11 i I l 'i n , n n n i 
*">••nw*rni immmmmimnii'niwui n*mm*. ww^wmniJ i i i . 1 \mm*•IIWWIWI>IWW**II#**T»<W»II«WP'"I^^ i«*t»i»iw*«rn^ifrwaann,!,.n , ,mmmmann 

Broup H Attitudea Toward School Mechanics of Study 
HHHM»iH mil W'«i*wtW*>Wl»WJ("WWW«WT'"ll*«>'»" liHWMMlmWaWLH i * *«Ww*>*»«iW***i*iWiiM«i^mi«W^iirilt^Jlu^ »• n iMW-M^ iWtWWf f im 

Wean S.D. F F Kean S.D. F F 
WIII«P»»«W*W*W«WWW*«M**W*»»**WW >wiiiwwiii^w«iwii«wW>NlMiiMM|^^ .wwrninwii ni> IDHWI »m*»im«w> wjmi—a* <*mk>mm,*mmm*»i^\i*m»mwi<t^'»***M"Mm><^M¥ 

U* 52 23*9*2 5*410 12.663 .001 3&.615 6.869 9.53® *001 

PA** 70 28.300 6.231 39*786 6.460 

O*** $s 29.S39 7*318 41.919 6.144 

•M»W>^l»»*i^*ii l l»»*MW*«»«»^iil»»WtTIIWj»^ 

O W h — i K M i »wMB*<Mlwv»iMMg*i»>»*»Mi<l»t<*»iiM*'^M»it^^ n niKiiiju'i-Wtft*—"—'.-.t**ii«.*»>niii'.a»aW*iMnijmwWriiHi » 

U* Onderachievers 

FA** Far Achievers 

0#«w overachlevers 

COBTIBBSB OK BEXT FAC€ 
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Table I 

(Continued From Preceding Page) 

Sta t i s t ica l Kesults For All Halo Subjects On 
Study Methods and Attitudes Toward School 

MIHWMMWMWMMMIMH^^ i-f^ew^vMtMMuwatMw^ 

©roup B Planning and System Total Score 
tj»iu*i«iiiiimiuwWM»l̂ Wii.m'irnr«,iHWWfirŵ  *T • "'r ••——•— --• ••—-- • •'— - • " — « • '••'"••"•-

Mean g*3>« F 1 Mean B,B. F 1 

U* 58 12.538 4.629 7*742 .001 ?2»$k2 13*333 1B.?12 .001 

FA** 70 15*371 4.SS4 83-343 13.537 

0*** 63 16.435 6.743 86.738 16.419 

— w m « i » ( w i » I W I W I B I i «*ii*irtp»»iiMiniii. ri i f .'mm urn—TY*i~imTiTiiriiTiiTir'f r " r r i i uiin - - - -1 - ••*—1—n r~r~—run ».-.....•• ~ --....• —^. .M.—^- . . . . . . . , -
iMiim * rmi IITIII urn i i n m • •- HIIMHIH—MII mi IIMHH i**nin>nnmn m nftWTfcwHWHn r*iin*nn ,i «.n»«ii.niriiniTrmni,ir —rfirni -rr iwurr nitium i Mill witr iunin **wwwwmm**airi*uwwwIWWM»'<W'*w*wm«ir>m 
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I t i s suggested from data presented in Table I that under* 

achieving males hove a more negative attitude toward oohooi 

and that thay are more poorly organised for study than par 

achieving m& overaofeleving male®. 

4. %poth@#i«i four* There is no significant 

difference between bright adolescent underachieving tenth 

grade boys, bright adolescent ovoimenlovlag tenth grade 

boys, and orisjht odolooeejit par achieving tenth %r®&® toys 

on measures of mental healths eslf-eoneepts and sstudy 

methods and attitudes toward school, 

ShLftftty four tenth &m®$ boys participated in this 

research, nineteen of them were classified as underachiev­

er®, thirty two as par aehievers, and thirty three as 

overachlevers. mFBOtnmoio four i s supported and retained 

*° ***• po^f*Ssto^ ,piy^|of^f* Bo AlgBlfioont olfforeaee 

w&$ *&3®m by the analysis of vsjfioaco on the ®emsure of 

self-concept for the thro© ®,rm&p% of tenth grade boys* 

Tenth grade boys did show differences significant 

OB two sub-tests of the m®UMM$®M~m?m.* The two 

sub-tests were MMMS^m^J^Sl « « ttB»*1tU£L££ 

study. Sine© two of the three sub-testa on the study 

Hathods Purvey pr®4m®& olgnlfioont differences, hypothesis 

four was rejected, at loast in part . These two sub-tests 

were significant at the «01 love! of confidence* Toole I I 
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presents s ta t i s t i ca l data relative to the sub-tests for 

tenth grade boys on study methods and attitudes toward 

school. 
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Table II 

Statistical icesults on Two Sub-Tests of The 
California Study Methods.purvey For Tenth Grade mies 

Group B Attitude Toward School Mechanics of Study 

Mtoen F. Mean 8.0. F. F. 

0* 19 23-632 5*713 3.836 .05 37.211 6.033 5.a68 .01 

FA** 32 26.875 5*604 3®.375 6.588 

0*** 33 28.515 6.797 42.333 5.851 

Underachievere 

Far Achievers 

Overachlevers 
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Tenth grade males showed a difference significant 

at the .05 level of confidence on only one sub-test of 

the California Test of Personality* That sub-test was 

gervous Symptoms. Since twelve sub-tests ms&e up the 

total test and only one sub-test revealed a significant 

difference, the hypothesis of no significant difference 

must be retained. However, tenth grade underachieving 

males can be assumed to be more nervous than tenth grade 

par achieving males and tenth grade overacfcleving males. 

5. Hypothesis five. There is no significant 

difference between bright adolescent underachieving tenth 

grade girls, bright adolescent overachieving tenth grade 

girls, and bright adolescent par achieving tenth grade 

girls on measures of mental health, self-concept, and 

study methods and attitude toward school. 

Fifty four tenth grade girls participated In the 

research* Seven were classified as underachlevers, fifteen 

as par achievers, and thirty two as overachlevers. Tenth 

grade girls did not shew a significant difference on the 

Self-Bateem Inventory. Therefore, hypothesis five was 

retained on the measure of self-concept. Further, tenth 

grade girls failed to show a significant difference on 

both measures of mental health and study methods and 

attitude toward school* Hypothesis five was retained on 

these measures also* 
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6. Hypothesis s ix . There la n© significant 

difference between bright aduie&eent underachieving eleventh 

grade uoy#, bright adolescent otfsx&cht^ving eleventh grade 

boys, and bright adolescent par achieving eleventh grade 

boys on measures of cental heal th , aa&f^ancspi., and study 

methods and a t t i tude toward somool. 

Seventy one eleventh grade mhm participated: In 

the research. Twenty were eiaeolfied && undorachiovox^, 

twenty four ware classif ied as par achieve**, and wenty 

mwm were classif ied as overachlevers. Eleventh grade 

males did mot show a eXgnlfic»U difference m Um gai^-

Mttem lnryentprry* Hypothesis alx ,f no P Ignifleant d i f fer­

ence wa$ 4-etaioed for self -concept. i«2U,,eath grade males 

a lso failed to show a signJUtlcaAt difference aa n i l of 

the oub^toou of the C j O J ^ r j | U J ^ ^ ^ « * 

on a l l three t o t a l scores of the saae t e s t also* Thus, 

hypothesis s ix was retained on the mental he&ith measure* 

Eleventh m®&* males did enow significant d i f fer­

ences on two of the three sub-tests of the a^udy.mafch^s 

•jurveA and the t o t a l suoro* fbe two sub-te^ts w&rc Attitude 

toward .iohoM a*^ l l f j f l l ^ , , ^ , itftlfti* *»• di*,foroi»e woo 

signif icant a t the .001 level on &m3^Sim£L£8&^^ 

Urn t o t a l score. | j a ^ M , . # M . . , M i t e «*• a i e ^ i w w t a t 

the .01 l eve l , table I I I present© the s t a t i s t i c a l d@ta 

for the two sub-tests and the t o t a l score. 
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7* Hypothesis seven• There I s no significant 

difference between b r i$ i t adolescent undorachievlng eleventh 

grade g i r l s , bright adolescent overachlaving eleventh grade 

g i r l s , and bright adolescent pmw achieving eleventh &»de 

g i r l s on measures of montml heal th , self-concept, and study 

methods and a t t i tudes toward school. 

Fifty eleventh grade g i r l s participated In the 

research. Seven were cloottflo6< as underaehlevers, fourteen 

as par aenlevors, and twenty nine as overachlevers. 

Hypothesis seven was supported on a l l variables studied in 

the research and mm therefore retained. 

8. Hyp3th*sls elgM* There i s no significant 

difference between bright adolescent underachieving twelfth 

grade boys, bright adolescent overachieving twelfth grade 

boys, and bright adolescent par achieving twelfth grade 

boys on msmmimM of mental hes&lth, self-concept, and study 

methods and attitude® toward oefiool. 

Twenty nine twelfth grade boys participated in the 

research* Thirteen were classif ied as undoroohlovora, four­

teen as par achievera, and two as overachlevers. Twelfth 

grade males did not show any significant differences on the 

measure of self-esteem. Thus, hypothesis elgfrt i s supported 

on th i s measure. Twelfth grade males did not show significant 

differences on t o t a l scores of the C a l i ^ r n i a Teat of 
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fe r sana l ly but they did ahow significant differences on 

the two sub-tests, 1bM,«to&kmM and jeryoua grMt^a* 

These differences were significant at the ,05 level of 

confidence. 

Twelfth grade wales alas produced isSgnificsant 

differences on a l l measure® of the C^3,ff0fnla istufcilettii^jt 

•ftlff.VfaT * ^ » * i S i » M i » a £ J M * « ' A difference significant 

at the .01 level was produced on the sub-test, Attitudes. 

Toward School. On FXannlr^ anci System a difference signlft-

cant at the .05 level was achieved and a difference signifi­

cant at the .01 level was produced on the total score of the 

California ^tudy ttsthods Survey* Table If presents the 

s ta t i s t i ca l data on study methods. 



Table IY 
S t a t i s t i c a l Jstsolto For Twelfth Grade Hales 

On The California itudy Methods gurvoy 
» W I K I W U B ^ — W * * - * ^ •^»*WWt>»Mlii,|MWlWMtto<OiB* tqtfl'WJH •*3Qi»iHM*ilt.lt<niH«f n W«IW»«—atMWUmWiUmuimil 

W w l " " * - * * i*WiiMHMiQWi>Wil mi iiBMy»*«iWiiui*Wiii«i nw>iWB»»m«M 

u m W u m w r i i M f t w * ' « • > * > • ' " • • > * * 

Groups aT Atti tudes Toward Study Fianning and System Total Hears 

!§ean S.D. F. 
nmtii,iwiwMvii in WIITW*M*—fcwwwHini. wii,^mmmmimmtmsmvmimmimmiin an 

P. Hean 8.0, p . an »*>***» P. F, 
W n W i m n n . i a a w 

if* 13 37*3^5 5*086 6.081 .01 X2.6§t 4.171 4.3©6 .05 74*308 15*3^S 6,550 .01 

FA** 14 31.286 5*703 17.071 4*323 89*071 10-937 

0*** 2 41.500 3.536 10*500 0.707 iOg.000 4, t43 

iWwsii.ijMWWii.i'jniiwi*mi» 3 > U * ui-\**WWM»ffP»>i wyteWiMM niunp»j»TCB *T e^«i«>*<»»f^^B!U»*a«^1»*M*l»»»w« !'•«»»> i 1 « ^ ^ 

* Omooimcliievero 

** Bar Achievers 

*•* OsoToehlovors 
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The number of overachievlag twelfth grade male® 

(two) loft some doubt as to the validity of the statistics 

Socause of this doubt, a *. test was run for difference® 

between underachieving twelfth grade males and par achieving 

twelfth grade males. Ho significant differences were shown 

on the tost of self-esteem between these two group®. Also, 

only one of the twelve sub-test® of the California feat .of 

FefSpmAiity produced a significant difference. The sub-

tsat, nervous Symptoms showed a difference significant at 

the .05 level. The difference suggests that underachieving 

twelfth grade boys are mom nervous than par achieving 

twelfth grade boys. This difference was also shown when 

all three groups were studied, i.e., underachlevers, par 

achievers, and overachlevers. 

On the wmmmim® of self-esteem and total personality, 

twelfth grade boys support the hypothesis of no significant 

difference between underaehievers and pm achievers. This 

pattern is similar to tenth grade males and eleventh grade 

malss. Also, the overall pattern produced by the three 

groups of twelfth grade boys is similar to tenth grade boys 

mv& eleventh grade boys in spite of the ©mall number of 

overachieving twelfth grade boys. 'This does give some sup­

port to the validity of the statistics reported for all 

three groups of twelfth grade boys. 
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On t teat results for underachieving and par achiev­

ing twelfth grade boy®, significant differences were 

produced on Mechanics of $tudy. X*m3MJ&& feaSflsV " * 

the t o t a l score of the ftudy^Sfeafrhods Survey. The difference 

was significant at the ,05 level on MpefowAoo,, of Study and 

Planning and System. On the to t a l icore the difference was 

sign!?leant at the .01 level of confidence. The resu l t s of 
t n * ^tudy fisthods Survey suggests that the hypothesis of 

no significant difference between these two groups be r e ­

jected* ttetderacblevera do not know how to organise and 

plan for studying as well as do par achievera. These 

resul t s are similar to those far a l l three groups of twelfth 

grade boys and also for tenth grade and eleventh grade 

boys. Table V presents the s t a t i s t i c a l r e s u l t s . 



Table 7 

Statistical fiesults For Twelfth Qxm$$ underachieving and 
Far Achieving Males on The California Study methods Survey 

Croup S Mechanics of Study Planning and System Total Score 
>WWiiwM*e^iww»«n» i * mimm*m*,*Qyi*m*amasMmmm*mim\**.mi wi*nm+**09i<i>!•**!>••* I W I I W mom an <mi+nt*nw 

Mean S.D. t F Mean S.D. t F Mean &.J3. t F 
g-ir—n—"———"————-"-•-'•—r* T * - — •—-—,— • -., gyj^,.. inn-tî  i mi I M W ii immj • i IIIIII—I i .wijjm.jnn*! iiiwaMimJ'iuiixrjiXi HI I nwnnniimi H I \nm . i iiwnriiirri"-—UTTTT-| imi tunwigi TTT TMi ir^ ' i - f rr >b*~t *~*^*nrn 1 ' 

0* 13 34.231 8.786 -2.364 .05 12,692 4.171 -2.675 .05 74,308 15.3&8 -3.895 .01 

FA** 14 41.357 6.823 17.071 4.323 39.071 10.937 

* t&iderachievers 

** Par Achievers 
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9. Hypothesis nine. There is no significant 

difference between bright adolescent underachieving twelfth 

grade girls, bright adolescent overachieving twelfth grade 

girls, and bright adolescent par achieving twelfth grade 

girls on measures of mental health, self-concept, and study 

methods and attitudes toward school. Forty three twelfth 

grade girls participated in the study. Twelve were under­

achlevers; 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. Hypothesis 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. No 

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. Hypothesis 

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 VT presents these results. 
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Table n 

S t a t i s t i c a l goottlta On Attitudes Toward Study 
#or fweifth W&mm«tl® 

M*M« oWW^MHaWBi 

Oroup If Attitudes Toward Study 
11 <n.'w i it*. M**WWIWW** 

S t * F. i5* 

utoderoAhlorors 12 

Far Achievera 1? 

overachlevers i4 

29.043 7*077 3*652 .05 

27.294 5.509 

33.429 6.745 

W W W M>«Wi«l l<MjlMM«IM^ll l«^w»«>jlW^.i .^td»^^ •" MSWWl'iWW »lW'IWlUwlJ^hftWMWUWWWW»*tii<l(ii»i»iHiin«Wii.iMIWWIl »» i l lWIWW 
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Chapter four presents a discussion of the results, 

summary, conclusions, and recommendations. 



CftAFTf R IV 

SUKMABT, CONCLUSIONS, AND lOSCOMMlKDATlOJiS 

The purpose of this research was to investigate 

whether or not any significant differences existed between 

bright adolescent underachlevers, bright adolescent par 

achievers, and bright adolescent overachlevers on measures 

of mental health, self-concept, and study methods and 

attitudes toward school* Much of the literature gives 

support to the general hypothesis of this research while 

there is an abundance of literature to Justify a rejection 

of the general hypothesis. This conflict in opinion by 

previous researchers Justifies the need for further re­

search. 

Three hundred and thirty one subjects participated 

in the research. They were tenth, eleventh, and twelfth 

grade high school boys and girls. Subjects were classified 

on the basis of test results from the California Test of 

Basic Skills and the California, .Mental Maturity Test. In 

order to qualify for inclusion in the research subjects 

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

In order to test out the hypothesis of no ssignifi* 

cant difference, each subject was administered the 

California Test of Personality* the Coopersmith Self-

Esteem Inventory, and the Calif omla Study Methods Survey* 

The results were tested out by an analysis of variance. 
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All groups failed to show significant differences 

on the soif-concept scale. Thus, the hypothesis of no 

significant difference was supported on the self-concept 

scale. The groups also failed to show significant differ­

ences on total acores of the California Tost of.. Fe.rsonslity* 
rm*j#Mh»W'*H***M'UHi ••**&&*** wWwflwill—I mWHiiii iaw»tf^>t^^.1|WrftlMm*Ji|^ill^ii'B.*4»HT*^is^»uM»^^tf^Ma^ 

Bowever, significant differences were shown on some of the 

sub-tests of the personality test. Tenth grade underachiev­

ing boys and twelfth grade underachieving boys produced a 

loor mean score on the sub-test, Nervous Symptoms* than 

did their per achieving and overachleving peers. Mngness 

found that boys produced differences on some of the sub­

tests of the California Teatof Personality, but they did 

not show differences on total scores. 

Twelfth grade underachieving boys also produced a 

lower mean score on the sub-test Self-Reliance. Twelfth 

grade girls did not show significant differences on per­

sonality measures* 

When total groups of boys, i.e., underachlevers, 

par achievers, and overachlevers, were compared, differ­

ences significant at the *0$ level wore shown on the 

sub-tests Nervous Symptoms and Family Relations* Again 

».!• mi i im I I n ni-TqieiMim~m— 

^Thomas A, Himgnaes, 'Emotional Adjustment of 
Successful and Nonsuceeseful Bright ninth Grade Boys, 
The Journal of Educational Aescarclu Vol. $9> 1965, pp 88-91* 
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underachlevers achieved the lowest mean score, suggesting 

more nervous symptoms and poor family relationships. 

When total groups of girls were compared to total 

groups of boys, they produced the following significant 

differences on the California Test of Personality. On 

Self-Reliance and Foe|inf of Belonging a difference signi­

ficant at the ,05 level was showni On Social Skills and 
"^ * Hii*WHWWW*WMTit'n<^.IWWHili»HW*IUim«jWW#**Wt 

Personal Worth, a difference significant at the .001 level 

was shown and an .01 level of confidence was produced for 

Social Standards and total score of the Social Adjustment 

section* girls produced higher mean scores than boys on 

all of the sub-catogorlos mentioned above in this paragraph* 

This suggests that girls are better adjusted than boys in 

at loaat some categories. 

Tenth grade underachieving boys produced results 

indicating negative attitudes toward school and poor 

mechanics of study* The differences were significant at 

the .05 level of confidence and the .01 level of confidence 

respectively. Tenth grade girls failed to show any 

differences on the measure of study methods and attitudes 

toward school. In reference to the Study Methods Survey, 

eleventh grade boys produced significant differences on 

Attitudes Toward fNihooi, glaring and, System, and Total 

if core. Attitude Toward gehool and total Score were 
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significant at the .001 level* The .01 level of confidence 

waa achieved ^m Planning and System, underachlevers pro­

duced the lowest mean scores on all of the sub-tests 

mentioned above. This suggests that underachieving 

eleventh grade boys lmv% more negative attitudes toward 

school and that thay lack adequate planning and organisa­

tion for study when compared to their par achieving and 

overaehievlng peers* Eleventh grade girls failed to show 

a significant difference on any part of the Study Wethods 

Purvey. Conversely, twelfth grade underachieving boys 

evidenced more negative attitudes toward school and a 

less well organised aystern of planning for study than did 

their par achieving and overaehievlng male classmates* 

Twelfth giade par achieving girls produced results which 

suggests a more negative attitude toward school than 

their underachieving and overaehievlng female classmates. 

The difference was significant at the .0$ level. 

An analysis of variance for all males of each 

Glaasification produced results for all sub-tests and total 

score of the Study methods Survey significant at the .001 

level of confidence. Again, all differences were in favor 

of par achievers and overachlevers suggesting that under­

achlevers are negative toward school and that their study 

methods are poor. Total groups of girls failed to show 
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significant differences on the Study Methods Survey. 

Carter 2*3 found significant differences between both male 

and female achievera and underachlevers on methods of 

study and attitudes toward school. Achievers had better 

study habits m^ liked school bettor. 

The results of this research support some aspects 

of each hypothesis while other aspects had to be rejected* 

Consistently, male underachieving subjects produced 

scores which suggest that they are negative in their 

attitudes toward school and that their study methods are 

poor* Underachieving males also seemed to have more nervous 

symptoms than did their par achieving and overaehievlng 

counterparts. When total groups were compared, i.e., males 

compared to females, male subjoets showed more personality 

maladjustments than did females* However, this data must 

be interpreted cautiously since neither group produced 

significant dlfferoncea on most of the personality tost. 

The difference shown might be attributed to chance. If 

not, the number of sub-tests which did reveal differences 

in«wn«iiw.m»iiiiiiMi«MiW—w« HHMMIIWPHWWWIII 

2 Harold 0. Carter, Overachlevers and Underachlevers 
in the Junior High School," California jfoumal of Education­
al Beoearch. Vol* 12, 1961, m^T=W. ~—® ~*"**— 

%arold D. Carter, Improving the Prediction of 
School Achievement by Use of The California Study Methods 

45, 1959* pp «55-*hO« 
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is not great enough to infer a major personality mal­

adjustment in the males* 

The number of underachieving boys who participated 

in the research exactly doubled the number of girls. 

There were twenty six underachieving girls and fifty two 

underachieving boys. This pattern la in keeping with the 

pattern found in the literature. Underachieving bay® far 

out number underachieving girls. This is similar to find­

ings of Hurloefc , SrieAlin and Brietelin,5 and Thoradi&e6» 

the majority of underachlevers are boys. 

The results of this research leave some questions 

unsatisfactorily answered. On the question of self-

concept, it seems quite clear that either the subjects in 

this reaearch did not have self-concepts that were signifi­

cantly different notwithstanding the classification or 

that the instrument used did not measure self-concept, 

The personality test revealed some differences but overall 

4 
Elisabeth B. Airlock, Adolescent Development, 

New Tor*, ifcOraw-Hill, 1967* p . p 7 . ~ ~ 
SBarry Brleklia and Patricia Brlcklln, Bright Child; 

£ ? r ^ ^ l o j * * * f g f ^ l 0 ^ - - ° r uladeraxMevementrlew^oTir 

Robert ft. Thomdike, The Concepts of Over- m& 
KnderaPhlevwnt, New York, C_o^^^m^m^mm^t>f 

shers College, 1963 p p . 17-18. 
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differences were not forthcoming. More research Is needed 

on the measure of personality factors. 

Male subjects quite clearly indicated that they 

had a more negative attitude toward school than the female 

group, also, male underachlevers showed a negative attitude 

toward school when eampared to par achievera and over­

achlevers. Hale subjects produced results which suggests 

more disorganised study habits than females. Underachiev­

ing males showed this same pattern when compared to par 

achieving males and overaehievlng males. 

The result® achieved on the self-concept geaie 

clearly Justify maintaining the hypotheses for each group 

on this measure. If this Instrument is valid and does in 

fact measure asIf-concept, the issue seems closed, there 

is no significant difference between adolescent bright 

underachlevers, adolescent bright par eohievers, and 

adolescent bright overachlevers. It Is recommended, how­

ever, that further reaearch be conducted, possibly using 

the ©erne model as was used in this research but expanding 

it to include other Winds of groups with a larger number 

of subjects. 

More extensive research is needed on the tat*.! 

evaluation of personality. Like the findings of much 

previous research, the results from the personality test in 
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this research leave the researcher with inconclusive 

evidence* 

&esults from the study method® survey ô ulte dearly 

revealed that study methods and attitudes toward school 

are not as good in underachlevers as they are in par 

achievers and ovorachiever®. Evidence on this measure 

teems to give adequate Information to be helpful to 

parents, teachers, guidance counselors, administrators, 

psychologists, social workers and othera concerned with 

problems of underachievement. 
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A presentation of causes for underachievement In 
adolescents was the focus of this section of the boot. 

CMld-Brleklin, Barry and Patricia Sricfclln, Brl^t.CMld 

Tills reference presented valid data on eauoos for 
undorachia vement« 

Carter, Harold £»•» 'Ovormohlovoro and underachiever® 
in The Junior tigh School,» mM,9^^^Jm^SLMm^Z 
tionsi Besearcjh, Vol. l a , i s S X H S ^ l ^ W . 

AtTowellent srt lolo presenting the relationship 
of study methods and attitudes toward school to under* 
m& overachlevement* 

Coopersmith, S tan ley ,JMJ^$$®$^M^®&Uz 
gateesa. San Francisco, *f» a. frosman, J5o7» 1-ISI pp. 

This book presents definitions of self-concept «n<S 
an instrument for evaluating self-concept. 

Oallagher, toswell and Herbert X. Harris, MsgMojsjy. 
Problems., of ̂ oj^eooneo. lew tork, Oxford Qhivers l fyw*", 

Multiple causes for underaohleveiiont was the foeuo 
of this section of the book* foroonolity factors were 
presented, 

Lisa, Kdward C , ^learning Bifflenities: un­
resolved Anklety and Mesultant learning Patterns,' American 
i^ms±M^^m^&u^ •;*• "» i9«n» PP. glo-flfr™ 

^Ttie article gives evidence to oummort the claim 
that underachievement has multiple causes and that they are 
not all aeeesaarily related to poor mental health. 

Morse, William C , "8elf*Csi>cept Dmta in ttaiveroity 

$chooi Project,;.m^^mmm^LB^^jmrn^m 
Bulletin, vol. 34T^Sauaryv mfTpP^WWT 

This ar t ic le gives some good theoretical guidelines 
for cause® of negative and positive self-concepts. 
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Thomdike, Kobert A*, The Coftgepfrs of Ovfr- md 
g^derachl a vement« Hew York, Columbia oBIvorsX'ty', Bureau of 
s\MnXcotlo»s;"^oochoro College, 19$3* i-79 PF» 

The book presents constructive criticisms of the 
l i terature and helpful hints for classification of 
underachlevers. Also, suggestions are presented for 
research designs, 

Wellington, C*B. and Jean Meillngtsn, the fader* 

&n excellent monograph with guidelines for research 
models a® well as methods for selecting modoroehlovoro* 

9urvey. of ..Pertinent ieselrclrf l l f ra turs , ' tinaoin, TOTver@lty 
Wmmrm&rWm&e^i^ir^l*^^ pp. 

A presentation of rosearch data on the self-
concept through 1999* *̂* particular interest for this 
rosearch was the author's constructive criticisms of pre­
vious research designs for studying underachlevers* 
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ABSTRACT OF 

AtHtudof Toward,, s£hjoi,iaa ,̂,,,i€,yfM ?*, ,**ttemm\ 
of Aduioscon.ts in grades Ten* Eleven.m4 Twelve 

This study was undertaken to investigate the 

problem of adolescent underachievement as it relates to 

personality, self-concept, and study methods m& attitudes 

toward school. A sample of three hundred and thirty one 

subjocts participated in the study. Subjects- were 

classified into three categories on the basis of data 

gathered from the Câ lf.oymif,,., Teat of Bas^c .Skills and the 

California Mental maturity Test. The three categories 

were underachlevers, par achievers, and overachlevers. 

Both male subjects m& female subjects were included from 

grades ten, eleven, and twelve. All subjects had I.e. s 

of 110 or better. 

In oarder to test out the general hypothesis of no 

significant differences between the three groups, the 

California Test of Personality, the California^stud^ 

Bs&&&L£yasi* m*thB coopersmith mizMmmJm®£$m. 
were administered to all of the subjects. 

*Mayfield Peterson, Ph.P. thesis presented to the 
of Education of the university of Ottawa, 1969, 
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Subjects failed to show significant differences 

on the self-esteem inventory. The general hypothesis sf 

no significant difference was retained for a l l groups on 

th i s measure. Boys produced significant differences an 

some sub-testa of the Personality t e s t when ©oasfmred to 

the g i r l s . The male unooroehiovora had lower iwa*s 

scores. Halo underachlevers, a l so , tended to show more 

nervous symptoms than did their par achlevinf; and over-

achieving counterparts. 

Hale subjects px,vQm&4 significant differences on 

a l l categories of the California Study, sfrthoda, Survey 

when compared to females. The male @x®up produced lower 

mmm scores which suggest that they have more negative 

a t t i t udes toward school and that the i r study habit® are 

not as good as the females. Hals underachievers also 

achieved lower moan scores on the study methods mrm$ 

than their par achieving and overaehievlng elaeommtee* 



ranges of In te l lec tua l Status Index Scores 
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I F D R M I A T E S T B U n E A U A D I V I S I O N O F M c G R A W - H I L L 
Del Monte Research Prr,, Wantarj,, CaliLrna 5J! 

B O O K C O M P A N Y 
42 • Thane ,408) 373-2032 

November 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, 

/vA-/^.^x. T.K&U. 
William E. Kline 
Director, Test Development 

WEK:hj 



DEPARTMENT OF 
EDUCATION TUFTS UNIVERSITY MEDFORD, MASSACHUSETTS 02155 

October 9, 1968 

Professor Mayfield Peterson 
Conductor, Program for Mental 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 underachlevers can be identified and with the research 
dealing with programs to assist these people. I 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. I feel more 
and more that one is 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 realise 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 underachlevers, 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, 

~J '" </ * 
C. Bur le igh Wel l ington 
P r o f e s s o r of Education 

CBW:efg 


