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ABSTRACT

A COMPARATIVE STUDY OF SELECTED BACKGROUND FACTORS
RELATED TO ACHIEVEMENT OF MENTALLY ABLE
FIFTH AND SIXTH GRADE STUDENTS

by Frederic E. Keller

The purpose of this study was to discover if there
were differences in selected background factors between
mentally able children, in a relatively homogeneous
community, who achieved above grade level expectancy and
mentally able children who achieved below grade level
expectancy as measured by standardized achievement and
mental maturity tests. Specifically, this research in-
vestigated the following background factors: (1) economic
level of the family, (2) parents' occupational and job
statility, (3) parents' educational level, (4) parents'
vocational aspirations for their children, (5) certain
enrichment factors in the home, (6) child's home responsi-
bilities, (7) stability of the home, and (8) an evaluation
of mentally able fifth and sixth grade children who had
achieved two or more years above grade level expectancy
and those who had achieved two or more years below grade
level expectancy that was made by themselves, theilr

parents, and their teachers.
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The cumulative records of 2,787 fifth and sixth
grade children in thirteen elementary schools were
examlned to determine those students with intelligent
quotient scores of 120 or higher. These subjects were
classified and referred to as mentally able in this
study. It was found that 538 pupils met this require-
ment.

Scores from group standardized tests were converted
to achlevement grade levels. These were compared with
mental age grade levels of subjects who had met the
criterion of mental ability. Those pupils who had
achieved academically two or more years above thelr men-
tal age grade level expectancy and those who had achieved
two or more years below their mental age grade expectancy
were selected as subjects for this study. The former
group were referred to as the Plus group and consisted
of forty-nine subjects, twenty-five boys and twenty-four
girls. The latter group were referred to as the Minus
group and totalled thirty-seven subjects, twenty-three
boys and fourteen girls. In the Plus group the intelli-
gent quotients ranged from 120 to 157 with a mean of
128.6. The intelligent quotient range in the Minus
group was from 120 to 152 with a mean of 124.7.

After the final selection of subjects for inclusion
in the study, further data were obtained through check-

lists, questionnaires, and interviews. The teachers of
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the subjects were asked to rate their pupils on the
Teachers' Evaluation of Pupil Checklist and they were
also asked to administer the Pupils' Self-Evaluation
Checklist. Parents were interviewed to obtain data for
the Parent Questionnaire, and in addition, they were
asked to rate their children on the Parents' Evaluation
of Pupil Checklist.

The results of the checklists of the pupils and
teachers, together with the information from parental
interviews, questionnaires, and checklists concerning
the eighty-six mentally able children, furnished the
data necessary for the completion of this study.

The findings indicated that in the pupill self-
evaluation, the difference between the two groups under
comparison was not statistically significant, thereby
not supporting the hypothesis. A statistically signifi-
cant difference did exist, however, between these two
groups as indicated by both the teacher evaluatlon and
the parent evaluation, thereby giving support to this
hypothesis.

Relevant to the educational level and vocational
aspirations of the parents of the two groups, the re-
sults revealed a statistically significant difference
existed concerning their educational level and the
achievement level of their children, but not a statis-

tically significant difference relevant to their
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vocational asplrations and the achievement level of theilr
children, thereby not supporting the null hypothesis
which stated no statistical significant difference would
exist concerning these two relationships.

The difference in achievement between children from
one parent homes (or a one parent substitute), and those
from two parent homes (or two parent substitutes), was
not statistically significant thereby not supporting the
hypothesis which stated that the difference would be
statistically significant.

In the investigation of certain enrichment factors
in the homes of the Plus and Minus group subjects the
results showed that the difference was statistically
slgnificant thereby supporting the hypothesis.

In this study, statistical measurements were made
by the application of chi-square tests and tables at the
1l per cent level of confidence.

Certain conclusions seemed warranted based on the
findings which were as follows: (1) mentally able children
who had a higher conception of themselves were more likely
to achleve above expectancy than below expectancy although
it was undetermined whether the higher self-concept re-
sulted in higher achievement or whether the better achieve-
ment was a factor in a better self-concept, (2) although
the Plus group subjects as compared with the Minus group

subjects revealed a difference in self-concept that was
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not statistically significant, both thelr teachers and
parents, in their respective evaluations, did indicate

a difference that was significant. It was recognized
under Limitations of the Study that a child's self-
evaluation may vary from the evaluations made of him by
the parents and teachers because of differential inter-
pretations of the Evaluation Checklist questions, (3)

the educational level of parents of mentally able children
1s far more likely to be a determinant of the achievement
level of their children than the factor of vocational
aspilrations of the parents at this social class level,
(4) the difference in achievement of mentally able fifth
and sixth grade children in a relatively homogeneous
socio-economic environment is about the same with re-
spect to whether they are products of one or two parent
homes, and (5) certain enrichment factors in the homes

of mentally able children, such as encyclopedias, number
of books present, magazines to which subscribed, hobbles,
collections, private lessons taken, and membership in
formally organized children's activities, contributed to

differences in the achievement level of such children.
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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION

During the past several decades educators and be-
havioral scientists have investigated variations in
learning of the individual in his home and school milieu
with primary emphasis on psychological and physiological
concepts. Brookover found that

« « « this research has focused on such areas as

intelligence, aspiration level, aptitudes, sensory

impairment, and similar variables. Of growing
importance in recent years is the attention being
given to the processes of interaction between the
learner and his social environment. This sociology
of learning approach reflects an emerging concern
for collecting of information on the social context
within which the student learns rather than on the
characteristics or traits of the student himself as
has been the case in educational psychology.l

Educational researchers, particularly those in com-
parative education, have reccgnized the influence of gross
cultural differences in learning for many years. For in-
stance, children in India and those in the United States

learn to behave differently because of the differences in

lWilbur B. Brookover, Edsel L. Erickson and Lee
M. Joiner, Self Concept of Ability and School Achievement,
(a three-part series under Projects 845, 1636, and 2831,
respectively), (East Lansing, Michigan: Human Learning
Research Institute, Michigan State University, February,
1967), p. 1.




social-cultural environment. In recent years the in-
fluence of subcultural differences, such as soclal class
and minority groups, on the behavior learned in a given
soclety, has also been recognized.

The research in this context has focused primarily
on identifying differences among children of different
soclal strata or ethnic groups. Although gross differ-
ences 1n the achievement of children of different social
strata have been well established, comparatively little
attentlion has been directed toward the variations in
achievement in the social-cultural context of children
in relatively homogeneous social strata.

The early exlstence of underachleving behavior would
seem to imply that underachilevement 1is a problem which is
not unique to the school situation but which stems from
and exists in other areas in the underachiever's life. A
number of studies into the home backgrounds and parental
attitudes and child-rearing practices of the fathers and
mothers of underachlevers have revealed the existence of
some significant differences between families of achilevers
and underachievers.,

2

Granzow,~ as well as Kurtz and Swenson,3 found that

underachievers tend to come from homes where the parents

2K. R. Granzow, "A Comparative Study of Underachievers
and Normal Achievers and Overachlevers in Reading," Disser-
tation Abstracts, XIV (1954), 631-632.

3J. J. Kurtz and E. J. Swenson, "Factors Related to
Overachievement and Underachievement in School,"” School

Review, LIX (1951), 472-480.



have less education than do parents of achievers. They
also concluded that not only do they have less education
but their values tend to be either neutral or negative
with respect to education, while the parents of achievers
tend to value educatlon positively.

5

Bishtonu and Hobbs” both concluded that the relation-

ship which exists between the underachiever and his par-
ents tends to be a more distant one, psychologically
speaking, than which exists between the achiever and his
parents. As Brookover states,

. « « seldom has attention been given to the
development of propositions about how these vary-
ing social background factors become translated
into differential behav%or and achievement pat-
terns in the classroom.

7

Drews' and Winterbottom8 revealed that the parents

of achievers show a greater inclination to push their

MR. C. Bishton, "A Study of Some Factors Related
fto the Achievement of Intellectually Superior Eighth
Grade Children" (unpublished Ph.D. dissertation, Ohio
State University, 1955).

5N. Hobbs, "Motivation to High Achievement,"
Nashville, Tennesee, George Peabody College for Teachers,
1958, (Mimeographed.)

6Br'ookover, op. cit., p. 18.

"Elizabeth M. Drews, "What About the Gifted Child,"
College of Education Quarterly, Michigan State Uni-
versity, III (1957), 3-b.

8M. R. Winterbottom, "The Relation of Need for
Achievement to Learning Experiences in Independence
Mastery" unpublished Ph.D. dissertation, University
of Michigan, 1953.




children toward achievement, not only in school, but in
other areas as well. The parents of underachievers not
only appear to demand less 1n the way of specific per-
formance from their children, but tend also to make de-
mands at a later date than the parents of achievers
usually do.

9 and Ryanlo found that broken homes, working

Roe
mothers, and other family disruptions are present in much
higher proportions among the parents of underachievers.

Although individual differences in achlevement
among students unquestionably result from a variety of
psychological factors, this research is concerned with
selected background factors relative to achievement of
mentally able students in their interaction wlth others

in a social-cultural environment that is relatively

homogeneous.

Statement of the Problem

The purpose of this study is to discover if there
are differences in selected background factors between

mentally able children in a relatively homogeneous

9Anne Roe, "A Psychological Study of Eminent
Psychologists and Anthropologists and a Comparison with
Biological and Physical Scientists," Psychological
Monographs, LX (1953).

loF. J. Ryan, "Personality Differences Between
Under~ and Over-achievers in College," Dissertation
Abstracts, XI, No. 2857 (1951), 967-968"




socio-economic community who achieved above expectancy
and mentally able children who achleved below expect-
ancy as measured by standardized achievement and mental

tests.

Importance of the Study

The problem of the mentally able c¢hild who achieved
below mental age expectancy has been the subject of re-
search and educational literature for several decades.
This research has been primarily focused on the secondary
level. As early as 1924 Richards-Nash stated:

Achievement is not a satisfactory measure of ability

because it 1is an end result depending not on abillity

alone but also on chance, opportunity, and inter-

action of intra-individual factors such as permit
the realization of superior traits.li

In 1945 Thom,12

a medical doctor, reported on the
achievement of superior students who came to his clinic
over a period of ten years. He concluded that emotional
instability, conflicting and unrealistic standards of
parents, poor methods of training, and individual mis-
fortunes as well as adverse circumstances, prevented the

optimum development in children even though psychological

tests showed persistence of their superior ability. 1In

llAlbertine A. Richards-Nash, "The Psychology of
Superior Children," The Pedagogical Seminary, XXXI
(September, 1924), 217.

12Douglas A. Thom and Nancy Newell, "Hazards of
tge High I. Q.," Mental Hygiene, XXIX (January, 19u45),
76.




1952 Wedemeyer13 found that 29.0 per cent of individuals
in the top decile of intelligence who go to college
failed to attain significant achievement in scholarship
because of emotional, educational, personal, financial,
and other problems. The years between 1957 and 1961
brought forth a number of studies by educators such as

Gowan,lu Dye,15 Ford,16

and Liddle.l! These studies
dealt with peer-acceptance and attitudes, as well as
wlth social and emotional adjustments. However, these
studies were conducted on the high school and college
levels. Three studies in particular evidenced the need
for research on the elementary level. Goldberg stated:
Ideally, potential underachievers should be l1ldenti-

fied in early grades and be helped to redirect
their attitudes. Thus far, such ldentification

13Charles A. Wedemeyer, "Gifted Achievers and Non-
Achievers," Journal of Higher Education, XXIV (January,
1952), 29.

1L‘John E. Gowan, "Dynamics of Underachievement of
Gifted Students," Exceptional Children, XXIV (November,
1957), 98-101.

Oyyrtle G. Dye, "Attitudes of Gifted Children
Toward School," Educational Administration and Super-
vision, XLII (May, 1956), 301-308.

16Thomas R. Ford, "Social Factors Affecting
Academic Performance: Further Evidence," School Review,
LXV (Winter, 1957), 415-422,

17Gordon Liddle, "Overlap Among Desirable and
Undesirable Characteristics in Gifted Children," Journal
of Educational Psychology, XLIX (August, 1958), 219-223.




has not been made until the child actually falls

down in his work, which for gifted children

usually does not occur until the latter part of

junior high school.l

Shaw and Grubbs19 hypothesized that the problem of
underachievement in the bright student did not have 1its
origin in the high school. Their study indicated that
the student brought the problem with him from the Junior
high school level. Shaw and McCuen20 conducted a study
in which they hoped to determine the onset of under-
achlevement. They concluded that boys often entered the
first grade as underachievers, while girls achieved high
grades in elementary school and became low achievers in
Junior and senior high school.

The results of these studies indicate that the
problem of achievement below mental age expectancy began

at the elementary school level. Therefore, a study of

thls problem was needed on that level.

18Miriam L. Goldberg, "A Three Year Experimental
Program at DeWitt Clinton High School to Help Bright
Underachievers," High Point, XLI (January, 1959), 6.

lgMerriville L. Shaw and S. Grubbs, "Hostility
and Able High School Underachievers," Journal of
Counseling Psychology, V (Winter, 1958), 206.

2OMerriville L. Shaw and John T. McCuen, "The
Onset of Academic Underachievement in Bright Children,"
Journal of Educational Psychology, (June, 1960).




Hzpotheses

On the basis of information gathered from home and
school interviews as well as data that were compiled from
parent, pupil, ané teacher checklists, the following
hypotheses were formulated:

1. Mentally able children, who have a higher

self-concept in the follewing five key areas,
are more likely to achieve above than below
grade level expectancy when compared with
mentally able children who have a lower self-
concept in these same areas. These five key
areas are as follows: Area I, skills in
learning and competency in subject matter;
Area II, use of mental abilities; Area III,
intellectual motivation; Area IV, attitudes
and relatlonships with peers and teachers;
Area V, self-understanding.

2. Mentally able children, whose parents indicate
a higher concept of them in the above mentioned
five areas, are more likely to achleve above
than below grade level expectancy when com-
pared with mentally able children whose parents
indicate a lower concept of their children.

3. Mentally able children, whose feachers indicate

a higher concept of them in the above mentioned
areas, are more likely to achleve above than

below grade level expectancy when compared



with mentally able children whose teachers
indicate a lower concept of thelr pupils.

L, There is no difference in the relationship
existing between the educational level of
parents and the achievement level of their
children from the relationship existing be-
tween the vocational aspirations of parents
and the achievement level of their children.

5. Mentally able children from two parent homes
(mother and father), or two parent substitutes
(two adults in loco parentis), are more likely
to achieve above grade level expectancy than
children from one parent homes (father or
mother only), or one parent substitutes (only
one adult in loco parentis).

6. Mentally able children from homes where there
is a higher degree of enrichment are more
likely to achieve above grade level expectancy
than mentally able children from homes where

there is a lower degree of enrichment,

Limitations of the Study

This investigation wilill be necessarily limited in
accordance with the following considerations:
1. The subjects to be selected will include only
fifth and sixth grade puplils in thirteen

elementary schools in the city of Hialean,
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Dade County, Florida. This study will not
include Cuban families.

Two identifying factors will be used: (1)

the California Short Form Test of Mental
Maturity, Form S, and, (2) the Stanford
Achievement Test, Intermediate Partial
Battery, Forms J and K. The former test is
administered in the fifth grade and the
latter one 1is administered throughout the
second to sixth grades.

The subjects were further limited by the
criterion of achievement of two or more years
above expectancy cr two or more years below
expectancy as measured by the Stanford Achieve-
ment Test, Intermediate Partial Battery, Forms
J and K.

No attempt will be made to evaluate the guality
of the instruction or the curriculum provided
for the subjects in the study.

Only those students whose test data and about
whom information 1s complete will be included
in this study.

It is recognized that a child's self-evaluation
may vary from the evaluations made of him by
the two adult groups because of differential
interpretations of the Evaluatlon Checklist

questions.
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Definition of Terms

The definitions of the terms used in this study

are as follows:

1.

Mentally able children.--those children, who
while in the fifth and sixth grades, attained
an Intelligence Quotient (I. Q. score), of

120 or above in the California Short Form

Test of Mental Maturity, Form S.
Expectancy.--the level at which a child is
expected to perform based on his mental age
scores.

Above expectancy.--achievement of two or more
years scholastically higher (as measured by
the Stanford Achievement Test, Intermediate
Partial Battery, Forms J and K) than the mental
age grade level as indicated by the California
Short Form Test of Mental Maturity, Form S,
Below expectancy.--achievement of two or more
years scholastically lower (as measured by the
Stanford Achievement Test, Intermediate Partial
Battery, Forms J and K) than the mental age
grade level as indicated by the California
Short Form Test of Mental Maturity, Form S.
Plus group.--the group of subjects who achieved
above expectancy.

Minus group.--the group of subjects who achieved

below expectancy.



The original distribution of I. Q. was developed
by Terman in 1937 and has provided a

. . . common frame of reference for results of

testing various other population samples since

its publication. It provides, too, a basis for
statistical classification of Intelligence

Quotients. Common meanings have come to be

attached to categories defined by certain I. Q.

limits. For example, I. Q.'s from 120 to 139

have been classified as 'superior.'?2l
The term gifted was not used in this classification and,
therefore, in this study the term "superior" has been
equated with the designation, mentally able, namely,
those subjects whose I. Q. was 120 or higher.

In the Dade County school system concern has been
expressed from time to time, through certain directives,
concerning elementary children who are found to be two
or more years below grade level expectancy as measured
by standardized group achievement tests. These children
have been designated as underachievers. In order to
equate the number of years that children are performing
above grade level expectancy for comparative purposes,
two years, therefore, above grade level expectancy was
similarly used in this study.

Organization of the Remainder
cf the Study

Chapter II will deal with a review of related

literature with emphasis on the causes of underachievement

21Lewis M. Terman and Maud A, Merrill, Stanford-
Binet Intelligence Scale, Manual for the Third Revision,
Form L-M (Boston: Houghton Mifflin Company, 1960).
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and particularly those relevant to home conditions.
Following this will be a summary of research findings
concerning underachievement and the gifted child.

In Chapter III will be a description of the sub-
jects, the community under study, and a description of
the procedures that will be used in this research. In
addition, there will be a discussion of the instruments
of investigation, namely, the Parent Questionnaire, the
Pupil Self-Evaluation, the Parent Evaluation, and the
Teacher Evaluation Checklists.

The results of the investigation will comprise
Chapter IV which will begin with the results of the three
evaluations, that 1s, those made by the pupils, the
parents, and the teachers. Following this, respectively,
will be the results of the investigation of the parents'
educational level and their vocational aspirations, a
classification of the Plus and Minus group children ac-
cording to whether they came from two parent homes (or
two parent substitutes), or from one parent homes (or a
one parent substitute), and the results of the degree of
enrichment factors found in the homes of these two groups
of children under comparison.

Chapter V will include a summarization of the
pertinent factors as they relate to the purpose of the
study and to the hypotheses that were set forth in
Chapter I. Following this will be the conclusions that

seem warranted on the basis of the findings of this



14

research. The latter part of this chapter will include
recommendations and implications for further research
based on the results.

Appendices "A" and "B" will include examples of
the varilous instruments of investigation, and Appendix
"C" will show tables indicating chi-square statistical

analyses of the evaluation checklists.



CHAPTER II

REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE

Identification of Mentally
Gifted Children

Since the 1920's great strides have been made in
the identification and education of mentally gifted
children. Studies such as those by Terman1 and Hollings-
wor'th2 have given insight into the characteristics and
needs of gifted children. These and other studies have
pointed to the need for early ldentification of the men-
tally able child.

Such early identification was given additional
stimulus as a result of the armed forces' testing program
administered during World War II.3 These tests revealed

that many mentally gifted men had not been previously

lLewis M. Terman and Others, Mental and Phyzical
Traits of a Thousand Gifted Children, Volume I of Genetic
Studies of Genius (Stanford, California: Stanford Uni-

versity Press, 1926).

2Leta A. Hollingsworth, Gifted Children: Their
Nature and Nurture (New York: Macmillan Company, 1926).

3Educational Policies Commission, Education of
the Gifted (Washington, D. C." National Education
Association, June, 1950).

15
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identified. This was followed by demands for more and
better trained personnel in industry, science, and
technology. The greatest shortages in these areas were
those positions which required high intellectual ability

and specialized training.u

Underachievement of Gifted Children

The problem of underachievement of the gifted was
inferred as early as 1924 by Richards-Nash in a quanti-
tative study of the underachievement of superior children,

Another point to be noted is the fact that mediocre

children can be stimulated to high performance by

proper motivation and thus achieve better than
superior children who cannot be motivated by
ordinary means.>

As more and more studies of the gifted were made,
the problem became more clearly defined. In the early
1950's Gowan became interested in the "underachieving
gifted" as a result of the findings in his doctoral study.
He concluded that ". . . underachievement in academic
work and underachievement in leadership tended to appear
together. . . ."6 In a later article published in 1955

he brought together a number of studies which had findings

uEducational Policies Commission, Manpower and
Education (Washington, D. C.: ©National Education
Association, 1956).

5

Richards-Nash, op. cit., p. 215.

6John C. Gowan, "The Analysis of Leadership in a
Military School" unpublished Ph.D. dissertation,
University of California, Los Angeles, 1952.
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similar to those in his earlier research. It was noted
that in some studies as many as 42.0 per cent of the
gifted were underachieving and in most instances from

6.0 to 9.0 per cent of the gifted were severe under-
7

achievers. In 1957 this study was followed by a paper

in which Gowan again explored the problem of the under-
achieving gifted child. This time he included studies
on causes and prevention of underachievement. The
general conclusions were as follows:

The gifted underachlever appears to be a kind of
intellectual delingquent who withdraws from goals
and active social participation generally. As

a child his 1initial attempts at creative accom-
plishment may not have been seen by others as
"worthwhile" but only as "queer" or "different."
The blocking of this avenue of rewarding behavior
by others, tending as it doces to reinforce his
often over-critical appraisal of the disparity
between his goals and achlevements, may slant his
work libido, stifle his creativity, and consign
him to a routine of withdrawal and escape as the
most tolerable method of insulating his e%o from
hurt in an alien and disinterested world.

In an effort to determine where underachievement in

9

bright children began, Shaw and McCuen” made a study 1in

grade levels one through eleven and classified them as

7John C. Gowan, "The Underachieving Gifted Children:
A Problem for Everyone," Exceptional Children, XXI
(April, 1955), 249.

8Gowan, "Dynamics of Underachievement of Gifted
Students," op. cit., pp. 98-99.

9

Shaw and McCuen, op. cit.
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achievers and underachievers on the basis of the cumula-
tive grade-point average. They found that male under-
achievers tended to receive grades lower than the
achievers beginning at grade one, and that this difference
became significant at the 1 per cent level at grade three.
From grades three to grade ten, the difference increased
in significance every year.

Results for female underachievers indicated that
they actually exceeded achievers in grade-point average
for the first five years of school, although not at a
significant level of confidence. Beginning in grade six
underachievers began a precipitous drop in grade-point
average and remained below the achieving group from grade
six through grade eleven, becoming significant at grade

nine.

Causes of Underachievement

Underachievement of the gifted became a focal point
of research, experimentation and discussion in the 1late
1950's. Attempts were made to discover the underlying
causes of underachlevement and to recommend remedial
practices and methods of preventing underachievement.
Stanfordlo believed boredom, lack of motivation, and
home problems to be the major causes., He stated that

further causes of underachievement were insufficient

105, ¢. Stanford, "The Bright Child Who Fails,"
Understanding the Child, XI (June, 1952), 88.
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mental and emotional stimulation in the classroom, feel-
ings of inferiority based upon sibling rivalry, physical
defects, feelings of inferiority among classmates,
economic needs that have not been met, lack of security

in home relationships between the child and hils parents,
or between the parents themselves, and finally, a home
where one parent is missing because of divorce, desertion,
chronic illness or death, or parents working at different
times of the day or night.

Goughll

listed disagreement between parents over
methods of rearing the child, over-anxiety, fear of the
parents regarding the child's health and safety, divorce
and separations, and sibling rivalry as causes of under-
achievement.

Experimental Programs for
Underachievers

As schools became interested 1n underachievement,
research was undertaken by schools and educators to solve
the problem. Frazier12 reported on the experimental pro-
gram which was conducted at Evanston Township High School
at Evanston, Illinois. He concluded that underachieve-

ment had a variety of causes. As underachlevers were

llH. G. Gough, "Factors Related to Differential
Achievement Among Gifted Persons," University of Cali-
fornia, Berkeley, 1955. (Mimeographed.)

12Alexander A. Frazler, A. Harry Passow, and Miriam
L. Goldberg, "Study of Underachieving Gifted," Educational
Leadership, XVI (November, 1958), 121-125.
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identified, they were able to master skills that were
previously not acquired. Additional conclusions sug-
gested the separation of teaching and guidance functions
and the elimination of grouping.

Under a one year grant, New York City and Columbia
University School of Engineering inaugurated a study of
underachieving gifted students which they entitled
"Talent Preservation Project." This project used ex-
tensive interviews, psychological and psychiatric studies,
projective methods, and social work. Krugman and
Impellizzeri13 found that although the resulting con-
clusions were not final, the New York School System had
put into effect the Higher Horizons Program in thirty-
one elementary schools and thirteen junior high schools
in an attempt to identify and appropriately stimulate
talent of every kind. 1In the Higher Horizon Program,
each school was assigned a full-time counselor, a part-
time psychologist, and a part-time social worker,

Rice,lu

as coordinator of California Project Talent,
a federally funded research program in cooperation with

the California State Department of Education and various

13Morris Krugman and Irene Impellizzeri, "Identi-
fication and Guidance of Underachieving Gifted Students,"
Exceptional Children, XXVI (February, 1960), 282-286,

lMJ. P. Rice, "California Project Talent: A
Unique Educational Development," The Clearing House,
XLII (January, 1968), 305-312.
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local districts, reported on a unique demonstration pro-
gram based on the pioneering research in this field by
Terman, Richards-Nash, Hollingsworth, and others., It
involved differential programing for gifted students in
grades one through nine and was promulgated in four
specific approaches. They were as follows: (1) accel-
eration through the use of summer school, (2) enrichment
in the fine arts, science, and the language arts, (3) a
cooperative counseling and instructional program, and
(4) full-time classes organized for gifted pupils. It
was launched in 1961 and when it was terminated in 1967
it involved approximately 90,000 students.

It was found that the students attending the summer
school made "significantly greater achievement gains as
well as demonstrating more psychological and social
'toughness' than did pupils who were 'skipped.'"

The educational outcomes regarding counseling were
twofold: (1) growth in pupil personality and the under-
standing of the relatedness of social and literary issues
to one's self, and (2) more dialogue with resultant
curriculum modification and change between counselors
and teachers.

The results of the enrichment program and of the
special classes for the gifted were questionable since
the problem of grouping and segregating of pupils posed

as many problems as it resolved. The problems were of
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a social and political nature rather than academic or
scholarly. Teacher bias seemed to be as high as parent
or student bias against the segregation of gifted stu-
dents. In summation, California Project Talent was
rated as a reasonable success. It has shown that edu-
cational programs can be created, planned, developed,
and demonstrated in operational settings.

Background Factors Related to
Underachievement

There have been a number of studies concerned with
the background factors of gifted children and background
factors that were related to their achievement. Terman's
study,lLl made in 1926, was probably the most extensive
ever undertaken concerning gifted children. He found
that they not only exceeded their classmates academically
but were superior in size and in general health, The
gifted displayed unusual skills and a wide variety of
interests. Their achievements were not limited to any
department of school life; they were equally successful
in tests of character and they showed less predisposition
to nervousness than '"normal" children. Furthermore, they
were able to shoulder responsibility more willingly and
cheerfully. They were not only able to study in a more
concentrated fashion but they played harder, had more

hobbies, read more and better books, excelled in athletics,

15Terman, op. cit., p. 81.
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and were animated by the highest sentiments of honor and
integrity.

Terman and Oden16 made a follow-up study of the
group of subjects in 1947 in which they found that the
gifted were better adjusted in all areas than the popu-
lation in general.

Terman later on made still another follow-up study
of his original subjects, a thirty-five years' follow-up
of the superior students, which indicated that,

« » . With few exceptions, the gifted subject be-

came the able adult, superior in nearly every as-

pect to the generality. Thils superiority was
greatest in intellectual ability, in scholastic
achievement, and in vocational achievements.

Physically, the gifted students continued to be

above average as shown in their lower mortality

record and in the health ratings. Clearly, de-
sirable traits tended to go together. No nega-
tive correlations were found between intelli-

gence and size, strength, physical well-being,

or emotional stability.17

Hollingsworth's study, also completed in 1926, was
primarily concerned with the background factors of birth,

family size, and sibling status. On the education of

parents she stated:

16Lewis M, Terman and Melita H. Oden, The Gifted
Child Grows Up (Stanford, California: Stanford Uni-
versity Press, 1947).

17Lewis M. Terman, The Gifted Child at Mid-Life,
Genetic Studies of Genius, Volume V, Thirty-five Years'
Follow-up of the Superior Child (Stanford, California:
Stanford University Press, 1959), p. 143.
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In the majority of cases where the gifted child
has been born since 1915, both parents are gradu-
ates of high school, and in far more cases than
the population at large, both parents are ccllege
graduates.18
Porter in his study of 166 gifted sixth grade
children, in an effort to .further refine and update
Terman's definition of gifted children, applied the
Sixteen Personality Factor Test first used by R. B.
Cattell for adults. He adapted it for the use of ele-
mentary school pupils and found that characteristics
other than intelligence can be used in identifying
gifted children whom he found to be "consistently
superior to the non-gifted in conscientiousness, per-
severance, super-ego strength, self-reliance, self-
sufficiency, resourcefullness, and self-securednesso"19
He stated further that the above characteristics
established "a significant profile for the gifted which

was definable from those of a norm group, ~nd therefore,

useful for guidance purposes,"go

18Hollingsworth, op. cit., p. 185,

19Rutherford B. Porter, "A Comparative Investi-
gation of the Personality of Sixth Grade Gifted Children
and a Norm Group of Children," Journal of Educational
Research, LVIII (November, 19647, I33.

201p44.




25

Hughes and Converse21 in an effort to update
Terman's findings focused more attention on sociological
and environmental factors rather than on purely person-
ality and psychological ones. They criticized Terman's
methodology but not his validity of the portrait of the
gifted child because of the failure of the particular
selection methods to take into account the underachievers
who may have been excluded from his sample because of
arbitrary selection methods. They stated that 1.4 per
cent of the universe should have been included in the
sampling process, not .4 per cent.

Sister M, Raphael, F. D. C.,22 stated that there
was still no one universally accepted definition of
giftedness., Some authorities restricted a definition of
giftedness to Intelligence Quotient, while others ignored
I. Q. in forming a definition. Still other authorities
arbitrarily chose a percentage of the juvenile population
in general intelligence and labeled these children as
23

gifted. Based on the findings of French she concludsd

21Herbert H. Hughes and Harold D. Converse, "Charac-

teristics of the Gifted: A Case for a Sequel to Terman's
Study," Exceptional Children, XXIX (December, 1962), 179-83.

22Sister M. Raphael, "Education for Today's Gifted,"

The Catholic School Journal, LXV (January, 1965), 17-20.

23Joseph L. French (Editor), Educating the Gifted
(New York: Holt, Rinehart and Winston, Inc., 16604).
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that observation was one of the two general approaches
that should be used to ldentify gifted children. The
other method should employ group and individual standard-
ized tests relative to intelligence, specialized apti-
tudes as well as interest inventories and personality
tests.

An investigation made by Tannor24 of a survey of
fifty American cities with a population cver 250,000,
with thirty-four reporting, revealed all but five had a
formalized prcgram for the gifted. Of those cities
having a formalized program, eight were primarily
interested in 1. Q., three were oriented toward creativ-
ity, ten incorporated both criteria. The remaining cities
did not describe their prcgrams.

Most of the cities used a variety of screening
techniques to identify the superior student, the most
popular of which reported was teacher evaluation. Next
in frequency came group achievement tests, followed by
group I. Q. tests and individual 1. Q. tests, maturity
or psychological tests, and finally aptitude and non-
academic tests (manual dexterity, artistic ability, etc.)

A1l systems segregated their children in some way,
mostly in special classes and only six segregated com-

pletely for the whole day. Fewer than half of the cities

2“Shira Tannor, "Survey on the Gifted in Cities
Over 250,000 Population," Exceptional Children, XXXII
(May, 1966), 631-2.
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used skipping, rapid promotions, early admissions, or
ungraded classrooms as a regular rule, although some
tried these on an individual basis or had other adminis-
trative techniques such as cluster or other groupings.
Since Terman's longitudinal studies it has been
generally accepted that the gifted students will show
superiority over the average child in many measurable
dimensions such as physical development and social or
emotional adjustment. Whether this superiority is due
to superior intellect or to the generally superior en-
vironment from which these gifted samples were drawn
has not been clearly determined according to Gallagher

5 1p a study of 181 intermediate grade pupils

and Rogge.
comparing matched pairs of pupils having an I. Q. of 120
with those having an I. Q. of 100, he found no differences
on any of the physical measures between these matched
pairs. They concluded that when environmental differences
are controlled the gifted child does not reveal superior-
ity in physical dimension.

Keller26 reported that our educational system has

been wrong in two aspects regarding the gifted child:

(1) 1t has been concerned chiefly with quality education

25James J. Gallagher and William Rogge, '"The
Gifted," Review of Educational Research, XXXVI (February,
1966), 37-52.

26George C. Keller, "Bright Kids," American Edu-
cation, III (March, 1967), 28-32.
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at the secondary school and college level and neglectful
of the primary schools where the most crucial part of
intellectual develcopment takes place, and (2) it has
wrongly placed too much emphasis on the schools and not
enough on the family life and environment of students.
He asserted that "much of the present evidence
points to the crucial rcle of nurture, not nature.”" In

27 who wrote, "the

support of this he cited Wechsler
range of human physical traits is not really great, and
the range of mental capacities may be less extreme than
is usually supposed."

In further support of his contentions he cited
Pressey,28 who said, "too much stress has been put upon
presumed constitutional genius and tco little on a con-
comitant of favorable factors operating in the growth
years within the family milieu."

Thomas and Crescimbeni29

emphasized the need for the
earliest possible identification of giftedness and early
notification of parents thrcocugh conferences at home with

both parents preferably, or as a substitute, carefully

27David Wechsler, The Measurement and Appraisal
of Adult Intelligence (4th ed.; Baltimore: Williams
and Wilkins, 1953).

28Sidney L. Pressey, Psychological Development
Through the Life Span (New York: Harper and Row, 1957).

29George I. Thomas and Joseph Crescimbeni, Guiding
the Gifted Child (New York: Random House, 1966).
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planned conferences in the school in a sustained effort
to coordinate their efforts continuously from grade one
throughout the elementary school learning experience.

Hildreth30 suggested fourteen characteristics by
which parents could possibly identify giftedness in
their pre-school children and she reiterated the abso-
lute necessity of early identification by the school of
such superior children.

Witty lends support to the foregoing stating that
it was extremely important that the gifted child's
ability be recognized early in his school career so that
proper methods and materials could be utilized to chal-
lenge him., He concluded that "if a gifted child who al-
ready can read is required to follow routine textbook
assignments and 1s forced to read highly repetitious and
largely meaningless materials, he would often develop
unfortunate attitudes and habitsc"31

He cautioned further against overemphasis on I. Q.
testing as an identifier of creative students and states
that "it is well to reiterate that giftedness should be
estimated by observation of a child's behavior. The

child whose performance is consistently remarkable in

30Gertrude H. Hildreth, Introduction to the Gifted
(New York: McGraw-Hill Book Company, 19066).

31Paul A. Witty, "Recent Publicatlions Concerning
the Gifted and the Creative Student," Phi Delta Kappan,
(January, 1965), 221.
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any potentially valuable area might well be considered

gifted."32

Social Factors

The effect of social factors on the academic per-

formance of overachieving and underachieving children
While it did not in-

was the subject of Ford's study.
volve mentally able children, the factors he studied

and his findings seem to be pertinent to this dis-

The factors he analyzed were social class,

cussion.
home conditions, peer relationships, aspiration level,

In reporting his findings,

and academic inclination.

he stated:
Most of the findings of significant differences

between overachievers and underachievers can be
The first

related to fundamental propositions.
is that academic performance of the junior high
the broad

school student must be viewed within
context of socially defined age and sex roles,
aspir-

The second is that parental interest in,
ation for, and relationships with their children
can exert a powerful influence on children's
school work.33
Social adjustment of the gifted has been the sub-
Hollingsworth3q

Ject of many studies throughout the years.

revealed that the extremely gifted children have social

3°Ibid., p. 223.

33Ford, "Social Factors Affecting Academic Per-
Further Evidence," op. cit., pp. 414-22,

Children Above 180 I. Q.;

formances:
World Book Company,

34Leta Hollingsworth,
Origin and Development (New York:

1942).
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difficulty because of the complexity of their play be-
havior and may alienate their peer group because of the
high level of their interest. Boardman and Hildreth's
findings did not agree with those of Hollingsworth.

Their investigations showed that socially "a gifted
child is more likely to behave well intuitively better
than any other child."35 The results of Ford's study

added support to the Boardman and Hildreth investigation.

He concluded that the differences between the very gifted
However,

and the moderately gifted were not significant.

the gifted revealed superior social adjustment when com-

pared with the average.
In recognizing and meeting the needs of the gifted

through physical recreation, DeHaan and Havighurst stated
that "precociousness i1s often recognized by the evidence

of a child's early interest in artistic materials, musi-
They also suggested that

cal instruments, or dramatics."”
. early learning in the home should be given a
including the provision of some

game-like quality,

space for creative work and a variety of materials
types of paper, scilissors, paste,

old magazines, wallpaper books, old

including various
and pieces of

lumber scraps,
clothes, bcocxes, ccnstruction sets,

wire.
"Adjust-

35Rbea K. Boardman and Gertrude Hildreth,
ment Problems of the Gifted," Understanding the Child,

XVII (April, 1948), 44,
3 Robert F. DeHaan and Robert J. Havighurst,

Educating Gifted Children (Chicago: University of

Chicago Press, 1961).




Freehill37 suggested aiding development of the
highly talented through advantageous use of certain com-

munity recreational opportunities as offered by such
youth organizations as the Boy Scouts, Girl Scouts, Camp

Fire Girls, 4-H Clubs, YWCA and YMCA, as well as various
He also suggested other activities

church youth groups.
of special interest such as visits to libraries, museums,

and to government agencies.
Spragens recommended various guidelines in guiding
They were

recreational activities for gifted children.

as follows:
Many gifted children can profit from the
opportunity to learn individual sports such

ll
as tennis, bowling, badminton, archery, golf,

and swimming.
2. Plan games with more complicated rules and

organizational patterns for gifted children.
3. DBe sure that the gifted child's experiences
are meaningful to him and not just a con-

venience for the instructor when using him
as an assistant.

Encourage them to develop special interests
into a hobby.,

Provide books and other instructional materials

on the various sports and activities in which
they have shown an interest and demonstrated

an ability.3
Barbe stated that the widespread acceptance of the

broader concept of giftedness was perhaps the most

Gifted Children and Their
Macmillan Company,

37Maurice F. Freehill,
Psychology and Education (New York:

1961).

38Jane Spragens, '"Recreation for the Gifted Chilaqd,"

Journal of Health, Physical Education, and Recreation,
1965), 53-55.

XXXVI (Aprid,
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important change which had taken place in recent years
in this particular area. No longer must a gifted child
be equally gifted in all areas, although it was true
that today high ability in science was more 1likely a
requisite for the label "gifted" than in previous years.
He stated that,

. » . special programs are being developed today
which recognize that children may be gifted in
some areas and not others and that the goal is

to exploit the gifts of children not for the
benefit of others but for the benefit of the
children themselves. It is being recognized at
last that merely putting together gifted children
with similar characteristics in some areas accom-
plishes 1little educationally. I1f programs are to
be successful there must be intentional differ-
entiation of instructional materials and methods,
different from both the materials and methods in
the regular class and for individual children
within the gifted class.

The characteristic most readily identifiable
in gifted children, varying in both kind and de-
gree, is sensitivity. Whether the sensitivity
is to one or more particular areas of learning,
sensitivity to the feelings of one's fellow man,
i1t is so much a characteristic of giftedness that
it can almost be saild that the two terms are
synonomous . 3

Liddle,uo in his investigations, was concerned with

five areas. Three were positive: intellectual talent,
social leadership, and artistic talent; two were nega-

tive: aggressive maladjustment and withdrawn

39Walter B. Barbe, Psychology and Education of
the Gifted: Selected Readings (New York: Appleton-
Century-Crofts, 1965), pp. 173-174,

OGordon Liddle, "Overlap Among Desirable and
Undesirable Characteristics in Gifted Children," Journal
of Educational Psychology, XLIX (August, 1958), 219-223.
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maladjustment. It was found that the children who were
talented in one of the three positive areas were 1likely
to be talented in the other positive areas and quite
unlikely to be seen as highly maladjusted by their
teachers and classmates.

Plowman suggested that actlivities which may engage
the gifted in an active encounter with academic knowledge
should be part of a planned sequential program rather
than used as motivational devices to arouse momentary
attention or to serve as antidotes for classroom leth-
argy. Such academic experiences should be as follows:

1. English language and American literature--
encourage the talented to gain an appreciation
for style through writing or conversing in the
manners of Shakespeare, Shelley, Blake, and
Poe,

2. Science--point out the importance of develop-
ing intuition and intuitive approaches in
science.

3. Mathematics--encourage growth in this area
through intuitive mathematics, mathematical
games, and seeing mathematics in the world
around us.

b, Social Sciences--relate the past dynamically
to the present from a multitude of perspec-
tives, namely, soc%ological, economic, politi-
cal, and military."l

He stressed the key motivational factors were the
home, school, curriculum, out-of-school experiences, peer
group discussions and instructional media. He emphasized

further that school administrators, counselors,

ulPaul D. Plowman, "Encouraging the Development
of the Talented--In Academic Areas," Education, LXXXVIII
(September, 1967), 35-42.
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psychologists, teachers and students should work con-
tinuously in accord and none of these should "drop out"
along the way.

Wiener explored the attitudes of psychologists and
psychometrists compared with those of administrators,
supervisors, and teachers toward gifted children and
programs for the gifted in a recent study under the
sponsorship of the Gifted Committee of the California
Association of School Psychologists and Psychometrists.
The results indicated that psychologists and psycho-
metrists were more inclined to favor the gifted than the
other groups. The conclusions indicated "there was need
for more education about the field of the gifted, experi-
ence in working with the gifted, and understanding the
gifted, "

In attempting to understand children with learning
problems when the lack of mental ability was not the

43

cause, Borenz and Kaufman concluded that personality
factors should be considered. They discussed five
factors that could be used as a guide by the classroom

feacher in attempting to understand the causation of

uzJean Wiener, "Attitudes of Psychologists and
Psychometrists Toward Gifted Children and Programs for
thﬁ Gifted," Exceptional Children, XXXIV (January, 1968),
354-356.

u3Harold F. Borenz and Melvin E. Kaufman, "Intel-
lectual and Emotional Factors as Related to School
zerformance," Exceptional Children, XXVI (April, 1960),
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underachievement. These factors were listed as:
curiosity, appropriate aggressiveness, positive identi-
fication, appropriate skepticism, and ability to con-
centrate.

Investigation of the relationship between socio-
economic status and pupil achievement extends back over
fifty years. In the literature there were to be found
numerous articles and studies dealing with the subject,
although in some cases the treatment of the data on the
subject was incidental to some other purpose.

Practically all of the investigations have indi-
cated the existence of a definite relationship between
socilo-economic status and scholastic achlevement.
Hilliard and Troxelluu studied the relationship between
informational background, reading readiness, and the
reading progress of primary children. The subjects
were divided into a '"rich background" group and a "meager
background" group. The former group had a significant
advantage in reading readiness, and in the second grade,
averaged six months above the standard in reading. The
latter group averaged one month below the standard.

Frierson conducted a survey comparing upper and

lower socio-economic status, gifted, elementary children

uuG. Hilliard and E. Troxell, "Informational Back-
ground as a Factor in Reading Readiness and Reading
Progress," Elementary School Journal, XXXVIII (March,
1961), 255-263.
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and he divided them into four groups: eighty-eight
gifted upper status, fifty-six gifted lower status,
elghty-six average upper status, and fifty-five average
lower status. On a fourteen point interest inventory
record he found "differences between the gifted and the
average groups were greater in number than differences
between the gifted groups from upper and lower soclo-

economic backgrounds."

However, concerning a personality
inventory including such factors as super-ego strength,
conscientiousness, attentiveness to rules and people,
self-control, consideration of others, and ability to
control emotions, he found "upper status groups (gifted
and average), had group means which were higher than the
two lower status groups."}"5

The data clearly indicated that several differences
between groups of gifted children were assoclated with
differences in the socio-economic background of the chil-
dren. It was equally clear from the data that many
differences between gifted children and average children
existed regardless of the socio-economic background of
the children.

McGillivr'ayu6 recently made the family of the

gifted underachiever a national focus of further

u5Edward C. Frierson, "Upper and Lower Status
Gifted Children: A Study of Differences," Exceptional
Children, XXXII (October, 1965), 83-90.

M6Robert Hilker McGillivray, "Differences in Home
Background Between High-Achieving and Low-Achieving
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investigation. In comparing families of achievers and
underachievers he found no significant differences be-~
tween the two groups on actual data such as size of
family, birth order, number of broken homes, the edu-
cational level of parents, occupational aspirations of
parents, and family income. He did, however, find that
parents of high achievers showed more interest in edu-
cation and in their children generally and concluded
that while the physical environment was roughly the
same for the two groups, the psychological environment
in the home was different and was the crucial variable.
Studies in the sociology of learning recently re-
viewed by Boocock reflected an emerging concern for col-
lecting information on the social context within which
the student learns rather than on the characteristics or
traits of the student himself as has been the case in
educational psychology. Fathers' occupational levels
and other socioc-economic status characteristics were the
most sought after of the social background varlables.
More and more other types of social background data were
being gathered such as the number of specific courses
taken during the teacher's college training, parents'
educational levels, size of the schocl, neighborhood,

amount of income, and the like. She stated that,

Gifted Children: A Study of One Hundred Grade Eight

Pupils in the City of Toronto Public Schools,”" Review
of Educational Research, LXXXVIII (September, 1967),

56-60 0
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. + . somewhat more sophisticated attempts at
understanding the influence of the social context
have dealt with such conditions as teacher-student
ratios, rating of classroom structure, grouping
procedures, competitive vs. cooperative atmos-
pheres, and other related variables. Seldom,
however, was attention given to the development

of propositions about how varying social back-
ground factors became translated into differential
behavior patterns in the classroom. Warnings
against interpreting associations between vari-
ables on the order of socio-economic characteristics
and school behavior as genulne independent-dependent
causal type relationships are frequent but research-
ers have generally not been gulded by these warn-
ings .47

Serious attention has only recently been given to
the search for giftedness among culturally and economi-
cally disadvantaged children. Torrance points out what
he terms "misperceptions" in identifying such students.
First,

. . . anyone who possesses some spark of giftedness
will somehow manage to show this potentlality de-
spite neglect, punishment, and coercive pressures.

Second, often gifted youngsters from dis-
advantaged backgrounds are bound to appear to
middle class teachers and counselors as hopelessly
crude, unsophisticated, withdrawn, strongly
emotional, timid, sometimes fearful, stubborn and
negativistic. Because teachers and counselors will
usually find these traits disturbing, these chil-
dren are repressed in many and varied ways.

Third, lack of verbal facility often veills
creative potentialities and giftedness in other
areas of endeavor.

He concluded that since the learning styles of
economically and culturally disadvantaged children were

different from those to which the school 1s generally

u7Sarane S. Boocock, "Toward a Sociology of Learn-
ing: A Selective Review of Existing Research," Sociology
of Education, XXXIX (Winter, 1966), T73.
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geared, it might be well to apply a checklist of other
factors in play situations or situations geared to their
way of learning. They were as follows:

. + . 1ntense absorption in listening, observing
or doing; use of analogies in speech; tendency to
challenge ideas of authorities; habit of checking
many sources; eagerness to tell others about dis-
coveries; continuing a creative activity after
scheduled quitting time; diverse manifestations
of curiosity; independent action and boldness of
ideas; low degree of distractability; tendency to
lose awareness of time; penetrating observations
and questions; self-initiated learning; special
talents in groug leadership; and a high degree of
humor and wit.%

Self-Evaluation and Teacher Evaluation
Related to Underachievement

In his compendium concerning what research had to

kg

say about self-evaluation, Russell cited four investi-

gations on this subject.

StierSo produced a comprehensive, unpublished
study utilizing personality tests and rating scales in-
volving 325 children in five fifth grades and five
eighth grades in several California schools. The in-
vestigations used sociometric measures, the Califcornia
Test of Personality, and a teacher rating scale of per-
sonality. The results in terms of self-rating on the

California Test of Personality indicated that girls

MBE. Paul Torrance, "Identifying the Creatively
Gifted Among Disadvantaged Children," Education Digest,
XXX (March, 1965), 8-11.

ugD. H. Russell, "What Does Research Say About
Self-Evaluation?" Journal of Educational Research,
XXIX (April, 1943), 561-571.

50

Ibid.
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were better adjusted than boys at both grade levels and
that differences between fifth and eighth grade levels
were insignificant for each sex. He found that girls
consistently rated themselves higher on both self-
adjustment and social adjustment than boys.

In the administration of a twenty-two trait
personality scale yielding a grand total of 409,536
ratings involving 1,542 children and 485 teachers in
grades four through eight, Tschechtlinsl found a ten-
dency for girls to overestimate themselves and for boys
fo underestimate themselves, although the latter tendency
seemed to decline with age.

52

An unpublished study by Tuddenheim confirmed the
fact that girls tended to overestimate their achievement
on paper but he disagreed with Tschechtlin in finding
fhat self-judgment became less favorable with age for
both boys and girls.

53 also agreed that fourth grade girls rated

Bonney
themselves more highly than boys rated themselves on a
group of personality factors.

Another indication of the newer emphasis regarding

sex differences relevant to gifted children was noted in

511pia., II. >°1pid., III.

531pid., IV.
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the findings of Torrance, In examining gifted inter-
mediate grade children he concluded that girls had a
higher self-concept on school-related variables, such

as verbal originality, as well as various socilal aspects
of home and school 1ife, whereas, boys revealed a
superior self-concept over girls in non-verbal origi-
nality.

55 studied

In a recent doctoral dissertation, Bixler
the influence of classroom teachers and peer members upon
212 gifted sixth grade children's self-concept during the
school year from October to May involving six selected
variables. She found that children's self-concept and
peer evaluation moved more toward initial teacher rating
scores in the areas of "School Subjects," "Work Habits,"
and "Mental Ability." However, in the remaining three
areas of "Physical Ability," "Physical Appearance," and
"Social Virtues" self-concept ratings moved more toward
peer evaluations. She found also that girls' self-con-

cept scores moved more toward agreement with 1nitial

ratings than did the scores of boys.

5L‘E. Paul Torrance (Editor), "New Ideas," Third
Minnesota Conference on Gifted Children, Center for
Continuation Study, University of Minnesota, 1961.

55Patricia Ann Bixler, "Changing Self-Concept in
Sixth Grade Class Groups,'" Dissertation Abstracts,
XXVI, No. 7 (January, 1966), 3750.
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56 in his doctoral dissertation, explored

Wiesen,
the relationships among intelligence, organizational
climate in the classroom, and self-concept as a learner,
among 650 ten- and eleven-year-old children. He found
that in positive organizational classroom climates self-
concept was higher among those pupils who had a lower
I. Q. than among those pupils whose I. Q. was higher but
who were located in a classroom of a negative organ-
izational climate. Self-concept was highest, however,
in those classrooms whose organizational climate was
the most positive and among those pupils who had a
higher I. Q.

Brookover, Erickson, and Joiner, in the third and
concluding report on a study of the relationships of
self-concept and achievement, stated that "self-concept
of academic ability refers to behavior in which one in-
dicates to himself (publicly or privately), his ability
to achieve in academic tasks as compared with others en-
gaged in the same task." They perceived self-concept
of academic ability as one of many concepts of self.
Other concepts of self referred to other areas of be-

havior which varied from that involving school per-

formance.

56Henry H. Wiesen, "An Investigation of Relation-
ships Among Intelligence, Organizational Climate in the
Classroom and Self-Concept as a Learner Among Ten and
Eleven Year 0lds," Dissertation Abstracts, XXVI, No. 11
(1966), 6520-6521.
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This study represented the culminating phase of
a continuous six-year longitudinal investigation of the
relationship of self-concept of academic ability to
school achievement among students in one school class
while in the seventh through twelfth grades. They
found that it was not the actual behavior of others
which directly determined the individual's actions but
rather it was "the individual's interpretation of the
expectations and evaluations of significant others which
most influenced his behavior."57 Significant others

were defined as parents, teachers, and peer groups.

Summary of Research

A review of the literature has been presented con-
cerning background factors related to achievement and
underachievement of the mentally able student. The re-
search was focused primarily on particular factors or
traits of subjects on the secondary level. These studies
suggest the need for additiocnal investigatlion on a lower
academic level in an efforft to identify the factors
associated with underachievement as early as possible.
An increasing amount of attention has focused recently
on self-concept related to achievement but the prepon-
derance of these studies have been conducted at the

Junior and senior high school levels as well as at the

57Brookover, op. cit., p. 5.
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college level. Those comparatively few studies that
have been made on the elementary school level have
centered largely on self-concept of academic achieve-
ment as well as teacher evaluation of their pupils.

Realizing the growing importance and emerging
concern about self-concept as a significant factor in
underachievement, this study will attempt to deter-
mine whether or not it is a significant factor related
to achievement of mentally able children in a type of
community in which the social and economic differences
are relatively small.

Since parents and teachers have been defined as
and considered to be significant others as perceived by
the child and thereby exert an influence on their self-
perception, an evaluation by parents and teachers will
be included in an endeavor to determine whether or not
their evaluation are significant factors related to
achievement of mentally able children.

Since the literature has suggested that such back-
ground factors as parents' educational level, occupation,
income, and vocational aspirations as well as enrichment
in and stability of the home, to be background factors
associated with a child's school achievement, this
study will attempt to confirm or disconfirm these find-
ings in a type of community in which socio-economic
differences are not widely divergent but are relatively

undifferentiated.
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In summation, there was no unanimity of opinion

concerning a precise or universal definition of gifted-

ness or of the causes of underachievement. However,

certain conclusions seem warranted on the basis of the

available evidence. They are as follows:

ll

Factors other than Intelligence Quotient,
results of achievement tests, and mental
ability should be considered in taking into
account a definition of giftedness.

Teacher observation as well as specialized
aptitudes and interests are belng considered
to a greater degree in the identification of
the gifted student.

A growing amount of research in recent years
is focusing on sociological factors associated
with giftedness instead of on purely psycho-
logical and physioclogical factors,
Underachievement, especially of the gifted
student, is a costly waste of human resources.
Underachievement, especially cof the gifted
student, should bte discovered earlier in the
academic career of the child.

Underachievement does not begin on the second-
ary level; 1t manifests itself on a lower

academic level.



Ly

The preponderance of evidence indicate a
positive relationship existing between
socio-economic background and school
achievement.

More and more schocl systems are developing
formal programs in providing for the gifted

student and these are being implemented on a

lower level than the secondary level.

9. The antecedents and consequences of self-

concept of academic ability among elementary

school children have not been fully deter-

mined.

There

seems to have been adequate support for the

assumption that many able students fail to achieve at

their level

of grade level expectancy. DMuch research has

been undertaken to determine underachievement origins

and causes.,
no study of
upper-lower
sixth grade

years above

To the authcr's knowledge there has been
a community, classified as lower-middle and
class, comparing mentally able fifth and
subjects who were achieving two or more

and two or more years below age grade ex-

pectancy, with the specific intent of attempting to

determine whether differences in certain of their back-

ground factors were significant as related to achileve-

ment .,
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In order to accomplish this, the city of Hialeah,
Dade County, Flcrida, was selected, studied, and found

to be such a community.



CHAPTER III

DESCRIPTION OF THE SUBJECTS, THE COMMUNITY,
AND THE PROCEDURES THAT WERE USED

IN THIS STUDY

Description of the Subjects

This study involved fifth and sixth grade children
from the regular classrooms of thirteen elementary
schoocls in the community of Hialeah, Dade County, Florida.
Children of Cuban families were not included in this study
because of language difficulties and other barriers to
effective communication. For the 1966-67 academic year
the student population of these thirteen elementary
schools numbered approximately 9,900 of which 2,787 were
fifth and sixth grade children.

Procedures Uzed 1n Selection
of Subjects

The initial selection was based on the results of
group intelligence test data taken from school records
and cumulative folders of the children. The intelli-
gence test score used for each subject was the Cali-
fornia Short Form Test of Mental Maturity that is

regularly given at the fifth grade level in this school

kg
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system. Only those children who had attained an
Intelligence Quotient (I. Q.) score of 120 or higher

in this test were included in the study. They are re-

ferred to in this research as "mentally able" children.

Children's raw test scores from the Stanford
Achievement Test, Intermediate Partial Battery, Forms
J and K, were converted to grade level equivalents,
The second screening process involved a comparison of
these test scores to the mental age levels of the sub-
jects who had attalned the 120 I. Q. level and above.
Those pupils who had achieved academically two or more
years above their mental age grade level are referred
to as the Plus group and those pupils who had achileved
academically two or more years below their mental age
level are referred to as the Minus group. Only these
subjects were selected for this study.

Data were collected on 2,787 pupils drawn from

eighty-seven classrooms in the fifth and sixth grades

from thirteen elementary schools in Hialeah, Dade County,

Florida. Of this number, ninety-one subjects were se-
lected who had attained an intelligence quotient score
of 120 or higher on the above mentioned group intelli-
gence tests and who had achieved two or more years above
expectancy or two or more years below expectancy. Fifty-
two subjects were found to qualify for the Plus group and
thirty-nine were classified as belonging 1in the Minus

group.

| .
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Description of the Community

Hialeah 1s an incorporated city in the northwestern
part of Dade County with an approximate population some-

what in excess of 80,000,1

There 1s a greater concen-
tration of light industry in Hialeah than in any of the
other twenty-six municipalities in the county.

A cursory observation of this community seemed to
indicate a somewhat homogeneous socio-economic character
that could be hypothesized as being classified as lower-
middle and upper-lower class. However, in order to
substantiate this fact and also to determine the extent
to which certain families would not 1lie within these two
aforementioned classifications, an attempt was made to
implement W. Lloyd Warner's Index of Status Characteris-
tics2 in order to assess accurately the socio-economic
character of this community.

In applying Warner's Social Class Egulvalents to the
families of the ninety-one subjects, it was found that
elghty-six came within the range indicating a lower-
middle class and upper-lower class level. Of the remain-
ing five families, three were found to be properly classi-
fied as upper-middle class and two families as fitting

into the lower-lower class. In the final selection of

lEstimated population for 1967 based on the last
official census of 1960.

2w. Lloyd Warner, Marcla Meeker, and Kenneth Eells,
Social Class in America (New York: Harper and Brothers,
1953).
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the eighty-six subjects, the Plus group consisted of
forty-nine pupils, twenty-five boys and twenty-four girls.
The Minus group consisted of thirty-seven pupils, twenty-

three boys and fourteen girls.

Instruments of Investigation

After the eighty-six subjects had been selected for
this study, data were obtained through questionnaires,
interviews, and checklists. The following instruments
were used in this research: (1) a Parent Questionnaire,
(2) a Pupil Self-Evaluation Checklist, (3) a Parent Evalu-
ation Checklist, and (4) a Teacher Evaluation Checklist.

The Parent Questionnaire included the following
factors:

1. Eccnomic level of the family

2. Parents' occupation and job stability

3. Parents' educational level

4, Parents' vocational aspirations for their

children

5. Certain enrichment factors in the home, such

as, number of books and encyclopedias, hobbies
and collectlons, private lessons taken, and
membership in formally organized groups

6. Child's home responsibilities

7. Stability of the home

8. Special health and physical problems
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Each family was personally interviewed and the
totals for each factor were computed for both the Plus
and the Minus groups. At the same time information was
gathered relative to the Parent's Questionnaire, data
were also collected on an evaluation of the child made
by the parents about their child. This evaluation in-
cluded what were considered to be five key areas in the
child's home and school 1life. They are as follows:

Area I, skills in learning and competency in subject
matter, (this includes ability to solve problems, knowl-
edge of subject matter, and ability to see relationships).
Area II, use of mental abilities, (this includes research
skills, ability to work independently, and critical think-
ing ability). Area III, intellectual motivation, (this
includes interest in schocol, motivation toward learning,
and intellectual curiosity). Area IV, attitudes and
relationships with peers and teachers, (this includes
status in peer groups and rapport with teachers). Area
V, self-understanding, (this includes ability to accept
responsibility both in school and at home, a self-under-
standing, and the acceptance of leadership roles).

Based upon these five critical areas, seventeen
specific items were submitted to the parents for their
evaluation. At schocl the child was given the exact
questions in the exact same order for a self-evaluation.
The teacher also was given the same questions in the

Same order for his or her appraisal of the child.




54

The rating scale for these three evaluations was

as follows:

1
4

7

Excellent; 2 = Very good; 3 = Above average;
Average; 5 = Below average; 6 = Poor;

Very poor,

These seventeen items are as follows:

10

10.

11.

12,
13.

14,

I rate his ability to see how things go
together in a problem as

I rate him in reading as

I rate him in arithmetic as

I rate him in English as

I rate his interest in school as

I rate his ability to think things through

for himself as

I rate his ability to find facts in school

library sources as
I rate his ability to do homework on his
own as

I rate his ability to get along with other

boys and girls as

I rate his ability to use knowledge he has as

I rate his ability to get along with teachers

as

I rate his interest in learning new things as

I rate his interest in figuring things out

for himself as

I rate his ability to take responsibility in

school as
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15. I rate his ability to take responsibility at
home as
16. I rate his ability to see both his good side
and his bad side as
17. I rate him on being willing to work as a
leader as
A concept basic to thils research is that academic
behavior and school learning are governed to a certain
extent by a pupil's self-concept as well as by that of
"significant others." Brookover postulated and con-
cluded that "self-concepts resulted from the interpre-
tation of expectations and evaluations held by significant

n3 Two of the most

others as perceived by the student.
important significant others were parents and teachers.
Therefore, the above mentioned seventeen pertinent
questions in five key areas of a child's home and school
life were constructed so as to form the theoretical frame-
work for hypotheses one, two, and three. The questions
submitted to the pupil, to the parent, and to the teacher
were worded identically and listed in the same sequence
in order to maximize the validity and reliability of the
results,

In order to make the results more meaningful and

subject to statistical analysis that was manageable, a

chi-square table for each of the seventeen items was

3Brookover, op. cit., p. 5.
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constructed containing six cells. Ratings 1, 2, and 3
(Excellent, Very good, and Good, respectively), were
combined into a single cell. Rating 4 (Average), be-
cause 1t was largely a modal one with all three groups
of evaluators, was assigned a separate cell. Ratilngs
5, 6, and 7 (Below average, Poor, and Very poor, re-
spectively), were similarly combined into one cell.
This was done for the Plus group and for the Milnus
group. In Appendix "C" are listed the chi-square
tables and computed chi-square test values for each of
the seventeen questions and for each of the three groups
of evaluators. This was done in an effort to determine
whether or not the data confirmed these three hypotheses,
This included hypothesis one, relative to the pupil's
self-evaluation, hypothesis two, relative to the parents'’
evaluation, and hypothesis three, relative to the
teachers' evaluation. The 1 per cent confidence level

was used with two degrees of freedom. The tables for

each of the evaluators for the seventeen items will

appear as follows:

Rating

Group 1-2-3 4 5-6-7

Obs. Exp. Obs. Exp. Obs. Exp.
Freq. Freq. Freq. Freg. Freq. Freq.
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In the investigation of the fourth hypothesis, and
in collecting information about the parents' educational
level, 1t was considered to be more definitive and
appropriate to categorize the data as "high," "medium,"
and "low," rather than dichotomized as "high" and "low."
The high classification included those parents whose
minimal formal education was the completion of two years
or more of a four-year college or university, or the
completion of two years of work at a Junior college.

The medium classification included those parents who
had completed the junior year in high school and up to
the completion of one year of work at a college or uni-
versity, or a year at a junior college. The low classi-
fication included those parents who did not complete the
Junior year in high school.

In assessing the vocational aspirations of the
parents it was similarly decided to make a three-fold
classification in order that this would be comparable
with the classification of the educational level of the
parents.

In determining which vocations could be classified
as high, medium, and low, W. Lloyd Warner's Revised Scale
for Rating Occupations was used and applied. This is in

accordance with Alba M, Edwards' classificationa which

uAlba M. Edwards, Alphabetical Index of Occupations

and Industries, Bureau of the Census, U. S. Department
of Commerce (Washington, D. C.: U. S. Government Print-
1ng Office, 1940).
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was mentioned earlier. A rating of high was assigned to
those subjects whose parental vocational aspirations in-
cluded the highest two classifications on this scale,
namely, "professional and proprietors of large busi-
nesses." A rating of medium was assigned to those sub-
Jects whose families indicated categories three, four,
and five, namely, "clerks and kindred workers," (corres-
ponding to Edwards' category three), and "proprietors of
small businesses." A rating of low was assigned to

those subjects whose families indicated categorles six
and seven, namely, "semi-skilled workers," (corresponding
to Edwards' category four), and "unskilled workers, in-
cluding laborers, domestics, and migrant workers." Also,
those parents who had absolutely no plans for their
children were placed in this category.

After these two tables were completed chi-square
tests were applied in order to determine whether or not
the obtained data confirmed the null hypothesis. Since
the hypothesis was stated in the null form and since a
1l per cent confidence level was consldered more definitive,
this level of significance was used with these tables.

In the investigation of the fifth hypothesis,
whether mentally able children from two parent homes
(mother and father), or two parent substitutes, (two
adults in loco parentis), are more likely to achieve

above expectancy than children from one parent homes
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(father or mother only),or a one parent substitute (only
one adult in loco parentis), the data were collected in
accordance with the Parent Questionnaire and then di-
chotomized using a chi-square table with four cells.

In the investigation of the sixth hypothesis, that
is, whether there is a positive relationship between
certain enrichment factors in the home and a child's
achievement level, the data were gathred in accordance
with the Parent Questionnaire and a six cell chi-square
table was used. For the Plus group and the Minus group
the rating for each was designated as "high," (much
enrichment), "medium," (some enrichment), and "low,"
(l1ittle or no enrichment).

The following are the guidelines for each of the
three categories: High (or much enrichment), included
possession of 100 or more books, one or more complete
sets of a national encyclopedia, a hobby and/or a col-
lection in which the child was currently and actively
involved, the taking of a private lesson (art, music,
dancing, voice), currently or within the past three
years, and a membership in a formally organized group
(Boy Scouts, Girl Scouts, civic swimming, baseball, foot-
ball, or other athletic groups, Little League baseball
or football, Drum and Bugle Corps, etc.); Medium (or
some enrichment), included possesstion of 50-100 books
in the home, a set of a national encyclopedia, an on-

going hobby or collection, or, taking of a private
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lesson as specified above, or, a membership in a formally
organized group in accordance with the stipulations set
forth above; Low (little or no enrichment), would be a
designated category in the event any of the above criteria
in the medium classification were lacking.

A six cell, chi-square table was used to indicate
whether or not there was a significant difference in the

enrichment factors in the homes of the Plus and the Minus

group subjects.



CHAPTER IV
THE RESULTS OF THE INVESTIGATION

The purpose of this chapter is to present the re-
sults of the evaluation checklists as well as the results

of the questionnaires insofar as they are related to the

established hypotheses.

Results of the Pupil Self-Evaluation

The pupil self-evaluation checklists were used to
evaluate the subjects in this study through the opinion
of the subjects themselves, their parents, and teachers.

The seventeen items on the checklists were selected
as a means of rating the subjects in five key afeas:’
(1) skills in learning and competence in subject matter,
(2) use of mental ability, (3) intellectual motivation,
(4) attitudes and relationships with peers and teachers,
and (5) self-understanding.

The data relative to the composite table for the
seventeen items for self-rating by the Plus and Minus
groups showed a computed chi-square value of 6.61 which
compared with an indicated chi-square table value of

9.21 at the 1 per cent level of confidence with two

degrees of freedom. Therefore, there exists no difference

61
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that is statistically significant between these two
groups in their self-evaluation. The self-rating of
eleven of the seventeen items was not consistent with
the first hypothesis while the self-rating on six
questions revealed a significant difference and was,
therefore, consistent with this hypothesis. Suffice
to mention here, the following six items indicated a
significant difference in the self-evaluation made by

the Plus group as compared with the Minus group. These

items are as follows:

Item two (rating in reading), item four (rating in
English), item five (rating in interest in school), item
eight (rating in ability to do homework on his own), item
ten (rating in ability to use knowledge he has), and item
twelve (rating in interest in learning new things). The
chi-square test values for the above ratings are located
in Appendix "C."

It seems pertinent to note also that the item show-
ing the least statistical difference in the evaluatilon
made by the two groups was the subject's "ability to see

both his good side and his bad side." Conversely, the

question revealing the greatest difference statistically

between the two groups was relative to "interest in

school."

The results of the self-rating on the other eleven

questions indicated no significant difference between the

two groups.
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The composite table for the seventeen 1tems for

these two groups in their respective self-evaluation

is as follows:

TABLE 1.--Composite self-rating.

Rating
Group 1-2-3 b 5-6-7
Obs. Exp. Obs. Exp. Obs. Exp.
Freq. Freq. Freq. Freq. Freq. Freq.
+ 443 378.4 261 241.5 129 211.6
- 222 285.7 164 182.4 243 159.4

Computed chi-square value =

6.61.

Results of the Parent Evaluation

The same procedures were used in compiling and

analyzing the data relative to the evaluation of the

subjects made by their parents as was used in the self-

evaluation.

It was found that of the seventeen items,

eleven revealed a significant difference between the

Plus and the Minus group, and on six questions there was

no significant difference.

significant difference were as follows:

Those items revealing a

Item one (rating of ability to see how things go

together in a problem), item two (rating in reading),

item three (rating in arithmetic), item four (rating in

English), item five (rating of interest in school),

item seven (rating of ability to find facts in school
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library sources), item ten (rating of ability to use
knowledge), item eleven (rating of ability to get along
with teachers), item twelve (rating of interest in
learning new things), item fourteen (rating of ability
to take responsibility in school), item seventeen

(rating of belng willing to work as a leader).

The results of the evaluation of the other six
questions indicated no significant difference between
the two groups in the rating made by the parents.

The chi-square test valuves for each individual rating

above are found in Appendix "C."

The composite table for the seventeen items for

these two groups as evaluated by their parents is as

follows:

TABLE 2.--Composite rating by the parents.

Rating
4 5-6-7

Group 1-2-3

Obs. Exp. Obs. Exp. Obs. Exp.
Freq. Freq. Freq. Freq. Freq. Freq.

+ 517 399.2 197 207.7 119 224.5
- 185 301.6 168 153.4 276 164,14

Computed chi-square value = 11.43,
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The complete data after statistical analysis yielded
a computed chi-square test value of 11.43 which compared
with a chi-square table value of 9.21 at the 1 per cent
level of confidence with two degrees of freedom. There-
fore, there exists a difference that is statistically
significant between the Plus group and the Minus group

in their evaluation by the parents.

Results of the Teacher Evaluation

The same procedures were used in complling and
analyzing the data relative to the evaluatlion of the
subjects made by the teachers as were used in the two
previous evaluations. It was found that on the seven-
teen 1tems, two revealed no significant difference be-
tween the Plus and the Minus group. These two items
were related to guestions number fifteen and sixteen,
that is, the rating of the subject's ability to take
responsibility at home and the rating of the ability of
the subject to see both his good side and his bad side.
The results of the remaining items showed a significant
difference existed relative to the teachers' evaluation
of the two groups of subjects. The chi-square test values
for each individual rating given above are located in
Appendix "C." The composite table for the seventeen

items for these two groups as rated by their teachers

is as follows:
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TABLE 3.--Composite rating by the teachers.

Rating

Group 1-2-3 4 5-6-7

Obs. Exp. Obs. Exp. Obs. Exp.
Freq. Freq. Freq. Freq. Freq. Freq.

+ b7 342.5 264 235.9 92 250,2
- 126 259.0 158 177.8 346 190.0

Computed chi-square value = 20.84.

After statistical analysis the data indicated a
computed chi-square value of 20.84 which compared with a
chi-square table value of 9.21 at the 1 per cent level
of confidence with two degrees of freedom. Therefore,
there exists a significant difference that 1s sizeable
between the Plus group and the Minus group in the evalu-
ation of them by their teachers.

In comparing the three groups of evaluators it
seems important to mention that the teachers' evaluation
indicated the greatest significant difference in their
rating of the Plus and Minus group subjects while the
self-rating by the pupils revealed the least significant
difference between these two groups. The parents made

their evaluation closer to that of the teachers than to

that of the children.

Table 4 shows the computed chi-square test values
for the pupils' self-evaluation, the parents' evaluation,

and the teachers' evaluation.
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TABLE 4.--Composite evaluation by the three groups of
evaluators.

Question Self- Parent Teacher
Number Bvaluation Evaluation Evaluation
1 7.54 14.51 15.94
2 14.83 35.30 38.15
3 5.94 13.66 36.60
i 13.36 16.94 16.90
5 15.38 23.18 29.60
6 7.76 8.31 30.87
7 7.93 10.51 28.98
8 10.34 9.64 15.36
9 7.59 1.63 15.96
10 13.69 24.95 31.84
11 2.49 11.68 21.07
12 12.66 27.49 31.30
13 7.85 1.94 20.72
14 5.15 22.78 36.04
15 5.58 6.30 7.53
16 1.12 2,07 5.17
17 4,15 19.59 16.48

The above chi-square data were computed at the 1

per cent level of confidence with two degrees of freedom.

Results of the Investigation of the
Parents' Educational Level and
the Vocational Aspirations
of the Parents

As mentioned previously in Chapter III relative to
the investigation of and collection of information about
the parents' educational level, it was considered to be
more definitive and meaningful to categorize the data as
high, medium, and low, rather than dichotomized as high

and low., The qualifications of these three categories

were given at that time. Table 5 shows the data for the
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educational level of the parents of the subjects of both
the Plus and Minus groups. Five of the Plus group sub-
jects were from a one parent home (father or mother only),
or a one parent substitute (only one adult in loco paren-
tis). Six of the Minus group subjects were from such a

family group situation.

TABLE 5.--Educational level of the parents.

Group High Medium Low
+ 14 57 22
- 8 27 33

Computed chi-square value = 11.41,

After statistical analysis the data revealed a
computed chi-square test value of 11.41, which when com-
pared with the table value of 9.21 at this confidence
level and two degrees of freedom, shows a statistically
significant difference existed between the two groups
under comparison,

In assessing the vocational aspirations of the
parents it was similarly decided to make a three-fold
classification in order that this would be comparable
with the classification relative to the educational
level of the parents. Table 6 gives the data for the
vocational aspirations of the parents of the subjects

of both groups being studied.
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TABLE 6.--Vocational aspirations of the parents.

Group High Medium Low
+ 57 32 4
- 33 23 12

Computed chi-square value = 8,19,

After this table was completed chi-square tests
were applied in order to determine whether or not the
obtained data confirmed the null hypothesis. The com-
puted chi-square test value of 8.19, which when com-
pared with a table chi-square of 9.21 at the 1 per cent
confidence level with two degrees of freedom, indicated
the difference was not statistically significant between
the parents of the two groups of subjects. Therefore,
the findings did not support this null hypothesis since
the data relative to the educationral level of the parents
were significant, whereas, the data relevant to the vo-
cational aspirations of the parents were not significant.

In collecting and analyzing data concerning the
children from two parent homes, or two parent substitutes
(two adults in loco parentis), and children from one
parent homes (father or mother only), or a one parent sub-
stitute (one adult in loco parentis), it was found that
five Plus group subjects and six Minus group subjects
resided in homes with only one parent, or a one parent

Substitute., Table 7 reveals these figures.
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TABLE 7.--Two parent homes (or two parent substitutes)
one parent homes (or one parent substitute).

Group Two Parent One Parent
+ Ly 5
- 31 6
Computed chi-square value = .62,

The chi-square test did not confirm thils hypothesis
since the computed value was only .62 as compared with a
table value of 6.64 at the 1 per cent level of confidence
with one degree of freedom. The difference, therefore,
was not statistically different.

In the investigation of certain enrichment factors
in the home, as mentioned previously, it was decided to
use a three-fold classification because of the many
different criteria by which enrichment could be measured.
The qualifications for high (or much enrichment), medium
(or some enrichment), and low (little or no enrichment),
were explained in Chapter III. Table 8 below indicates
the pertinent data relative to enrichment factors in the

homes of the two groups under comparison.

TABLE 8.,--Enrichment factors in the home.

Group High Medium Low
+ 23 20 6
- 9 12 16

Computed chi-square value = 11.17.
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A chi-square test was used to determine whether or
not there was a statistically significant difference in
the enrichment factors in the homes of the Plus and Minus
group subjects. The computed chi-square test value of
11.17 yielded a result indicating a significant differ-
ence existed between these two groups at the 1 per cent
confidence level with two degrees of freedom since the
table value showed a figure of 9.21.

In summation, the data and statistical analyses
confirmed hypotheses two, three, and six and did not

confirm hypotheses one, four, and five.



CHAPTER V
SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The purpose of this study was to discover i1f there
were differences in selected background factors between
mentally able children, in a relatively homogeneous socio-
economic community, who achieved above expectancy and
mentally able children who achieved below expectancy as
measured by standardized achlevement and mental maturity
tests., Specifically, this research investigated the
following background factors:

1. Economic level of the family

2. Parents' occcupational and job stability

3. Parents' educational level

4, Parents' vocaticnal aspirations for their
children
5. Certain enrichment factors in the home, such

as number of books and encyclopedias, hobbies
and collections, private lessons taken, and
membership in formzlly organized groups

6. Child's home responsibilitiles

7. Stability of the home

8. Special health and physical problems

72



73

9. An evaluation of mentally able fifth and sixth
grade children who had achieved two or more
years above expectancy and those who had
achieved two or more years below expectancy
that was made by themselves, their parents,

and thelr teachers

Methods of Investigation

The literature and research concerning underachieve-
ment of mentally gifted pupils were reviewed. Relatively
little agreement was found concerning precisely what con-
stituted mental giftedness; therefore, an arbitrary defi-
nition of mental-giftedness was established. Any fifth
or sixth grade pupil attending any of the thirteen ele-
mentary schools in the city of Hialeah, Dade County,
Florida, for the 1966-67 school year who had achieved an
average I. Q. score of 120 or more on the California
Short Form Test of Mental Maturity, Form S, was defined
as mentally able.

The cumulative records of 2,787 fifth and sixth
grade children were examined to determine those students
with average I. Q. scores of 120 or higher. It was
found that 538 pupils met this first criterion. The
I. Q. scores of these children were then converted to
mental age grade levels.

Scores from the Stanford Achievement Test, Inter-

mediate Partial Battery, Forms J and K, were converted
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to achievement grade levels. These were compared with
the mental age grade levels of subjects who had met the
criterion of mental ability. Those pupils who had
achleved academically two or more years above their
mental age grade level expectancy and those who had
achieved two or more years below thelr mental age grade
expectancy were selected as subjects for this study.

With these criteria 1t was found that fifty-two of the
538 high I. Q. students achieved two or more years above
expectancy and thirty-nine achieved two or more years
below expectancy. Three subjects from the Plus group and
two from the Minus group were not included in the study
because they were found to lie not within the classifi-
cation as being in the lower-middle or upper-lower class
according to the established classification of W. Lloyd
Warner which was used in this research.

After the subjects had been selected for inclusion
in the study, further data were obtained through check-
lists, questionnaires, and interviews. The teachers of
the subjects were contacted and were asked to rate their
pupils on the Teachers' Evaluation of Pupil Checklist and
they were also asked to administer the Pupils' Self-
Evaluation Checklist. Parents were interviewed to obtain
data for the Parent Questionnaire, and in addition, they
were asked to rate their children on the Parents' Evalu-

ation of Pupil Checklist.



75

The results of the checklists of the pupils and
teachers, together with the information from parental
interviews, questionnaires, and checklists concerning
elghty-six mentally able children, furnished the data
necessary for the completion of this study.

The group that achieved above expectancy consisted
of forty-nine subjects, twenty-five boys and twenty-four
girls. The group that achieved below expectancy con-
sisted of thirty-seven subjects, twenty-three boys and
fourteen girls. 1In the Plus group, twenty-one of the
subjects were fifth grade pupills and twenty-eight were
sixth grade pupils. In the Minus group twenty pupils
were in the fifth grade and seventeen were in the sixth
grade.

In the Plus group the intelligence quotients ranged
from 120 to 157 with a mean of 128.6. The intelligence
quotient range in the Minus group was from 120 to 152
with a mean of 124.7.

Evaluations Made by the Three Groups
of Evaluators

The pupil self-evaluation revealed no statistically
significant difference between the Plus and Minus group
subjects, and, therefore, the findings did not support
the first hypothesis. On the self-rating of eleven items
no significant difference existed while on six of the

items a significant difference did exist.
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The parents' evaluation indicated a statlstically
slgnificant difference existed between these two groups
under comparison and, therefore, the results did support
the second hypothesis. On eleven items a significant
difference was found to exist while on the other six
items no significant difference was in evidence.

The teachers' evaluation showed a statistically
significant difference existed between the two groups of
subjects and, therefore, the findings did support the
third hypothesis. On fifteen of the seventeen items
this same result held true and on only two iltems was the
difference not significant.

The chi-square analysis used was at the 1 per cent

level of confidence with two degrees of freedom.

Educational Level of the Parents

As mentioned previously in Chapter IV relative to
the parents' educational level, the results showed a
computed chi-square value of 11.41 compared with a table
chi-square value of 9.21 thereby revealing the existence
of a statistically significant difference between the
educational level of the parents of the Plus group sub-
Jects compared with the educational level of the parents
of the Minus group subjects.

The mean educational level for the Plus group
parents was 12.9 years and for the Minus group parents

was 10.4 years. Seventeen and seven-tenths per cent of
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the fathers and 6.1 per cent of the mothers of the Plus
group earned college degrees; 9.2 per cent of the Minus
group fathers and 1.8 per cent of the Minus group mothers

had attained a similar educational level.

Vocational Aspirations of the Parents

The comparison of the vocational aspirations of
the parents of the Plus and Minus group chlldren indi-
cated that, although generally the goals set by the
parents of the Plus group were higher, the findings did
not reveal a statistically significant difference at the
1l per cent level of confidence between the vocational
aspirations of the parents of these two groups. Also,
there were more parents of the Minus group children who
did not specify any plans for their children.

Since the findings revealed a statistically signifi-
cant difference between the parents of the two groups
under comparison in one relationship stated in the null
hypothesis, namely, their educational level and the
achievement level of their children, but not a statisti-
cally significant difference in the other expressed
relationship, that 1s, the vocatlional aspirations of
the parents and the achievement level of their children,

the null hypothesis, therefore, was not confirmed.
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Children from Two Parent Homes and
One Parent Homes

Although there was a slightly higher per cent of
Minus group children living with one parent only, or with
a one parent substitute, the findings indicated that the
difference between the two groups was not statistically
significant at the 1 per cent confidence level and,

therefore, did not support hypothesis five.

Enrichment Factors in the Home

In the investigation of certain enrichment factors
in the homes of the Plus and Minus group subjects, the
application of a chi-square test revealed that there was
a statistically significant difference in such home
factors in that the computed chi-square test value was
11.17, at the 1 per cent level of confidence, compared
with a chi-square table value of 9.21. Therefore, the

findings confirmed this sixth hypothesis,

Conclusions

The following conclusions seem to be warranted on
the basis of the findings of this comparative study of
mentally able fifth and sixth grade chlldren achieving
above and below expectancy:

1. Mentally able children who had a higher self-

concept in the following five key areas were
more likely to achieve above than below grade

level expectancy when compared with mentally
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able children who had a lower self-concept in
these same areas. These five key areas were
as follows: Area I, skills in learning and
competency in subject matter; Area II, use of
mental abilities; Area III, intellectual
motivation; Area IV, attitudes and relation-
ships with peers and teachers; Area V, self-
understanding.

Mentally able children who had achieved two or
more years above grade level expectancy and
mentally able children who had achieved two
or more years below grade level expectancy
revealed no statistically significant differ-
ence in their self-rating, whereas, their
parents and teachers, in their respective
ratings of the two groups, indicated a vari-
ation that was statistically significant. It
was recognized under Limitations of the Study
that a child's self-evaluation may vary from
the evaluations made of him by the parents and
teachers because of differential interpretations
of the Evaluation Checklist questions.

The educational level of parents of mentally
able children was far more likely to be a
determinant of the achievement level of their
children than the factor of vocational aspir-

ations of the parents.
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4, Mentally able children from one parent homes
(or a one parent substitute), were only very
slightly less likely to achieve above grade
level expectancy than mentally able children
from two parent homes (or two parent substi-
tutes). This difference was not statistically
significant at the 1 per cent confldence level
as evidenced by the fact that the computed
chi-square test value was .62 compared with
an established chi-square table value of 6,64,

5. Certain enrichment factors in the home such
as encyclopedias, number of books present and
magazines to which subscribed, hobbies, col-
lectilons, private lessons taken, and member-
ship in formally organized children's activities,
contributed to differences in the achievement

level of mentally able children.

Recommendations

The following recommendations are made, based upon
the data that were analyzed and upon the conclusions that
were drawn from this study:

l. Elementary classroom teachers should be furn-

ished with information relative to certain
background factors as they may relate to

achievement.
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As soon as mentally able children are identi-
fied by the school, the parents should be
notified to such effect in order to encourage
them to provide enrichment materials and
activities for their chilldren.

Since this study as well as the literature

has 1ndicated that boys outnumber girls as
underachievers, special cooperative planning
between the school and the home should be pro-
vided for them,

Since certailn background factors are related
to achievement of mentally able children and
since the teacher evaluation indicated the
most significant difference from the child's
self-evaluation, the possibility should be
explored of providing released time for
teachers for home visitation during the school
year in order to better understand these cer-

tain background factors as they are related

to achievement.

Implications for Further Research

The following suggestions are made as 1implications

for further research:

1‘

A follow-up of this group of mentally able
children at the eleventh and twelfth grade
level might be conducted as a means of deter-

mining their longitudinal achievement.
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2. A study might be made to determine the earliest
age at which the underachieving mentally able
child can be identified and remedial programs
inaugurated.

3. Case studies might be made of children revealed
in this study whose achievement as measured by
group achievement tests was found to be two or
more years below age grade level.

4, A study might be conducted to investigate
other background factors as they may relate to
achievement of mentally able elementary school
children.

5. A study might be undertaken comparing achieving
and underachieving mentally able elementary
puplils in an effort to correlate certain back-

ground factors as they may relate to achieve-

ment.
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PARENT QUESTIONNAIRE

IDENTIFICATION FACTORS

Name Sex
Age ‘ Grade
Birthdate Sehool

ECONOMIC LEVEL

Do you own your home? Yes No
Do you rent your home? Yes_ No__
Value
Yearly income of Father Mother of Home
Below $5,000
$5,000 - $7,500
$7,500 - $10,000
$10,000 - $12,500
$12,500 - $15,000
$15,000 - $20,000
Over $20,000
Child has his/her own room ( );
shares with others __ (number).
OCCUPATION AND JOB STABILITY
Name Occupation Job Title
Father
Mother

How long have you been in your present position?

Father Mother

Father

Mother

What 1is your source of income?

a. Inherited wealth
b. Earned wealth

¢c. Profits and fees
d. Salary

e. Wages

f. Private relief
g. Public relief
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HOUSE TYPE
§153- Condition
Very large Very good
Large Good
Medium Medium
Small Bad
Very small Very bad

DWELLING AREA

Very high Average
High Below average
Above average Low

Very low (slum districts)

PARENTS' EDUCATIONAL LEVEL
Highest grade completed: Father Mother

6 or less

7
8

9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16 (College graduate)
Above 16 (Post graduate)

PARENTS' VOCATIONAL ASPIRATIONS FOR THEIR CHILDREN:

Father's vocational aspirations for the child
Mother's vocational aspirations for the child

HOME RESPONSIBILITY
Child's home responsibilities
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STABILITY OF THE HOME
Child living with natural parents (or two parent
substitutes)
Child living with one parent (or one parent
substitute)
ENRICHMENT FACTORS IN THE HOME

Number of books in the home

Number of encyclopedias in the home

Number of magazines subscribed to

Number of hobbies and/or collections

Number of series of private lessons taken

Membership in formally organized groups:

If yes, how many

No

Which organizations?

SPECIAL HEALTH AND PHYSICAL PROBLEMS

Does the child have a speclal problem in any of
the following:

Extreme Emotional

Speech
Problems
Hearing
Rheumatic fever
Sight
g Tuberculosis
Aller
&y Other Serious
Diabetes Illness
Epilepsy MajJor Operations

Heart
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PUPILS' SELF-EVALUATION CHECKLIST

Pupil's Name

10.

11.

1l2.

Please rate yourself on the following items. You
may have difficulty in answering some of these, but 1f
so, please make the very best judgment you can. Please
check the proper rating as shown below. Thank you for
your cooperation.

Excellent; 2 = Very good; 3 = Above average;

1 =
4 = Average; 5 Below average; 6 = Poor;
7 = Very poor

I rate my ability to see how
things go together in a pro-
blem aS...Q..ll.lll..l.l.‘ll.

I rate myself in reading as..

I rate myself in arithmetic

as.l..lll.l.‘.ll...ll..l.lb.‘
I rate myself in English as..

I rate my interest in
SChOOLl 8S:ieeeascscsssnsssscne

I rate my ability to think
things through for myself as.

I rate my ability to find
facts and use school library

materials 8S.eesooos s ens s o

I rate my ability to do home-
WOPrK On my OWN aS.ecsessossces

I rate my ability to get
along with other boys and
girls aS..eeeseacecseeenens

I rate my ability to use and
apply the knowledge I have as

I rate my ability to get
along with my teachers as....

I rate my interest in
learning new things aS.......

123 4568

|

— —— —— — — — —



13.

14,

150

16.

17.

I rate my interest in

figuring things out for

myself aS.iseeeseans

I rate my ability
responsibility in

I rate my ability
responsibility at

I rate my ability
both my good and my bad

side as...

I rate myself as being
willing to work as a leader

as...

o e o o

90

to take

school as..

to take

home as....

to see

o e

.

LK)
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PARENTS' EVALUATION OF PUPIL CHECKLIST

Pupil's Name

Please rate your child on the following items. You
may have difficulty in answering some of the items, but
if so, please make the very best estimate you can. Please
check the appropriate rating as shown below. Thank you
for your cooperation.

1 = Excellent; 2 = Very good; 3 = Above average;
4 = Average; 5 = Below average; 6 = Poor;
7 = Very poor.

1. I rate his ability to see
how things go together in
a problem @S.eeeasescecocens [

2. I rate him in reading as....  __ __ __ __ __ __ __

3. I rate him in arithmetilc as. [
4, I rate him in English as.... e
5

. I rate his interest in
SChOOl @S.issaesssesonaascens e

6. I rate his ability to
think things through for
himself @S.eeseeceossocacnns [

7. I rate his ability to find
facts and use school
library materials aS........ e

8. I rate his ability to do
homework on his own aS...... e

9. I rate his ability to get
along with other boys and

girls aSu..oloao.ooo.oootno

10. I rate his ability to use
and apply the knowledge he

has as..oooooooocoicotoocoo

11. I rate his ability to get
along with his teachers as.. e e — —

12. I rate his interest in
learning new things aS...... e o — —
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14,

15.

16.

17.

92

I rate his interest in
figuring things out for

himself as.-.....--.... oooooo

I rate his ability to take

responsibility in school as..

I rate his abilility to take

responsibility at home as....

I rate his ability to see
both his good side and his

bad side @S.ecetereccnoscssons

I rate him on being willing

to work as a leader aS.ceeeee
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TEACHERS' EVALUATION OF PUPIL CHECKLIST

Pupil's Name

Please rate your child on the following items. You
may have difficulty in answering some of the items, but 1if
so, please make the very best estlmate you can. Please
check the appropriate rating as shown below. Thank you
for your cooperation.

Excellent; 2 = Very good; 3 = Above average;
Average; 5 = Below average; 6 = Poor;

1
N
7 Very poor.

1. I rate his ability to see
how things go together 1in
a problem aS..eeseasveevonenne o —

2. I rate him in reading as..eeee __ . o  — —
3. I rate him in arithmetlic as... _ _ __ __ — —

4., I rate him in English as...... __ ___ __ _ — — —

5. I rate his interest in school

OS ¢ o666 0 060000000 s s 0 000000l e s — —— — ——

6. I rate his ability to think
things through for himself as. __ __ ___ . _ — —

7. I rate his ability to find
facts and use school library

mater‘ials AS e s s s s s 0000 0000000 — et — — ————

8. I rate his ability to do
homework on his own as..eevees o o m — —

9. I rate his ability to get
along with other boys and

ZLITLS BS.eerernnsssonmntsssnst o — —

10. I rate his ability to use and
apply the knowledge he has as. __ __ __ — — — —

11. I rate his ability to get
along with his teachers @Seees o o — —

12. I rate his interest in learn-
ing new things @S...eecerrerts o e — — —



13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

b

I rate his interest in
figuring things out for

himself as.oonoootoooatoooo

I rate his ability to take

responsibility in school as

I rate his ability to take

responsibility at home as...

I rate his ability to see
both his good side and his

bad side aS.ieeesn Ceees e

I rate him on being willing

to work as a leader as....

—— cm— Gm— ca—— m——  —w—  ———
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TABLE 9.--Self evaluation--I rate my abllity to see how
things go together in a problem as.

Rating

Group 1-2-3 4 5-6-7

Obs. Exp. Obs. Exp. Obs. Exp.
Freq. Freq. Freq. Freq. Freq. Freq.

+ 19 18.8 24 19.3 6 10.8
- 14 14.2 10 14.6 13 8.1

Question one, self-evaluation--The results indlcate
no significant difference between the two groups.

TABLE 10.--Self-evaluation--I rate myself in reading as.

Rating
—o- 4 5-6-7
Group 1-2-3
Obs. Exp. Obs. Exp. Obs. Exp.
Freq. Freq. Freq. Freq. Freq. Freq.
+ 31 25.0 14 12.5 4 11.4

- 13 18.9 8 9.4 16 8.6

Question two, self-evaluation--The results indicate
a significant difference between the two groups.
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TABLE 11.--Self-evaluation--I rate myself in arithmetic

as.
Rating
Group 1-2-3 4 5-6-7
Obs. Exp. Obs. Exp. Obs. Exp.
Freq. Freq. Freq. Freq. Freq. Freq.
+ 26 21.5 15 14.8 8 12.5
- 12 16.3 11 11.2 14 9.4

Question three, self-evaluation--The results indicate
no significant difference between the two groups.

TABLE 12.--Self-evaluation--I rate myself in English as.

Rating
Group 1-2-3 Y 5-6-7
Obs. Exp. Obs. Exp. Obs. Exp.
Freq. Freq. Freq. Freq. Freq. Freq.
+ 26 22. 20 17.0 3 9.6
- 13 16.7 10 13.0 14 7.3

Question four, self-evaluation--The results indicate
a significant difference between the two groups.
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TABLE 13.--Self-evaluation--I rate my interest in school
as.

Rating

Group 1-2-3 n 5-6-7

Obs. Exp. Obs. Exp. Obs. Exp.
Freq. Freq. Freq. Freq. Freq. Freq.

+ 31 24.5 14 13.1 4 11.5
- 12 18.5 9 9.9 16 8.6

Question five, self-evaluation--The results indicate
a significant difference between the two groups.

TABLE 14.--Self-evaluation--I rate my ability to think
things through for myself as.

Rating

Group 1-2-3 4 5-6-7

Obs. Exp. Obs. Exp. Obs. Exp.
Freq. Freq. Freq. Freq. Freq. Freq.

+ 28 23.9 14 12.5 7 12.5
- 14 18.1 8 9.4 15 9.4

Question six, self-evaluation--The results indicate
no significant difference between the two groups.
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TABLE 15.--Self-evaluation--I rate my ability to find
facts and use school library materials as.

Rating
Group 1-2-3 4 5-6-7

Obs. Exp. Obs. Exp. Obs. Exp.
Freq. Freq. Freq. Freq. Freq. Freq.

+ 30 23.9 14 16.5 5 8.5
- 12 18.0 15 12.4 10 6.4

Question seven, self-evaluation--The results indi-
cate no significant difference between the two groups.

TABLE 16.--Self-evaluation--I rate my ability to do homework
on my own as.

Rating

Group 1-2-3 4 5-6-7

Obs. Exp.
Obs. Exp. Obs. Exp.
Freq. Freq. Freq. Freq. Freq. Freq.

+ 25 21.6 21 18.8 3 8.5
- 13 16.3 12 14,2 12 6.4

Question eight, self-evaluation--The results indicate
a significant difference between the two groups.
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TABLE 17.--Self-evaluation--I rate my ability to get along

with other boys and girls as.
b

Rating
Group 1-2-3 4 5-6-7
Obs. Exp. Obs. Exp. Obs. Exp.
Freq. Freq. Freq. Freq. Freq. Freq.
+ 29 22.8 7 10.2 13 15.9
- 11 17.2 11 7.7 15 12.0

Question nine, self-evaluation--The results indicate
no significant difference between the two groups.

TABLE 18,--Self-evaluation--I rate my ability to use and
apply the knowledge I have as.

T S
Rating
Group 1-2-3 4 5-6=7
Obs. Exp. Obs. Exp. Obs. Exp.

Freq. Freq. Freq. Freq. Freq. Freq.

+ 26 19.3 15 14,2 8 15.4
- 8 14.6 10 10.7 19 11.6

Question ten, self-evaluation--The results 1ndicate
a significant difference between the two groups.
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TABLE 19.--Self-evaluation--I rate my ability to get along
with my teachers as.

Rating

Group 1-2-3 4 5-6=7

Obs. Exp. Obs. Exp. Obs. Exp.
Freq. Freq. Freq. Freq. Freq. Freq.

+ 25 21.6 12 12.5 12 14.8
- 13 16.3 10 9.4 14 11.2

Question eleven, self-evaluation--The results indi-
cate no significant difference between the two groups.

TABLE 20.--Self-evaluation--I rate my interest in learning
new things as.

Rating

Group 1-2-3 4 5-6-7

Obs. Exp.
Obs. Exp. Obs. Exp.
Freq. Freq. Freq. Freq. Freq. Freq.

+ 31 26.8 12 10.8 6 11.4
- 16 20.2 7 8.1 14 8.6

Question twelve, self-evaluation--The results indi-
cate a significant difference between the two groups.
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TABLE 21.--Self-evaluation--I rate my interest in
figuring things out for myself as.

Rating
Group 1-2-3 4 5-6-7

Obs. Exp. Obs. Exp. Obs. Exp.
Freq. Freq. Freq. Freq. Freq. Freq.

+ 27 22.8 15 13.6 7 12.5
- 13 17.2 9 10.3 15 9.4

Question thirteen, self-evaluation--The results
indicate no significant difference between the two groups.

TABLE 22.--Self-evaluation--I rate my ability to take
responsibility in school as.

Rating
Group 1-2-3 4 5-6-7
Obs. Exp. Obs. Exp. Obs. Exp.
. Freq. Freq.
Freq. Freq. Freq. Freq
+ 21 17.1 16 15.3 12 16.5

- 9 12.9 11 11.6 17 12.3

- -=-The results 1n-
uestion fourteen, self evaluation
dicateQno significant difference between the two groups.
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TABLE 23.--Self-evaluation--I rate my ability to take
responsibility at home as.

Rating

Group 1-2-3 i 5-6-7

Obs. Exp. Obs. Exp. Obs. Exp.
Freq. Freq. Freq. Freq. Freq. Freq.

+ 25 24.5 15 11.4 9 13.0
- 18 18.5 5 8.6 14 9.9

Question fifteen, self-evaluation--The results in-
dicate no significant difference between the two groups.

TABLE 2U4.,--Self-evaluation--I rate my abllity to see both
my good side and my bad side as.

Rating

Group 1-2-3 4 5-6-7

Obs. Exp.
Obs. Exp. Obs. Exp.
Freq. Freq. Freq. Freq. Freq. Freq.

+ 21 22.8 17 14.8 11 11.4
- 19 17.2 9 11.2 9 8.6

ion--The results in-
n sixteen, self-evaluat
dicateQﬁgsgiznificant éifference between the two groups.
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TABLE 25.--Self-evaluation--I rate myself on being willing
to work as a leader as.

Rating

Group 1-2-3 y 5-6-7

Obs. Exp. Obs. Exp. Obs. Exp.
Freq. Freq. Freq. Freq. Freq. Freq.

+ 22 19.3 16 14.2 11 15.4

- 12 14,6 9 10.7 16 11.6

Question seventeen, self-evaluation--The results
indicate no significant difference between the two groups.

The Parents' Evaluation

TABLE 26.--Parent evaluation--I rate his ability to see
how things go together in a problem as.

Rating

Group 1-2-3 4 5-6-17

Obs. Exp. Obs. Exp. Obs. Exp.
Freq. Freq. Freq. Freq. Freq. Freq.

+ 31 25.6 14 12.0 L 11.4

- 14 19.3 7 9.0 16 8.6

--The results indi-
uestion one, parent evaluation
cate aQsignificant,difference between the two groups.
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TABLE 27.--Parent evaluation--I rate him in reading as.

Rating

Group 1-2-3 4 5-6-7

Obs. Exp. Obs. Exp. Obs. Exp.
Freq. Freq. Freq. Freq. Freq. Freq.

+ 39 26.2 9 13.6 1 9.1
- 7 19.8 15 10.3 15 6.8

Question two, parent evaluation--The results indi-
cate a significant difference between the two groups.

TABLE 28.--Parent evaluation--I rate him in arithmetic as.

Rating

Group 1-2-3 4 5-6-7

. Exp.
Obs. Exp. Obs. Exp. Obs
Freq. Freq. Freq. Freq. Freq. Freq.

+ 34 26.7 11 12.0 4 10.2

- 13 20.2 10 9.0 14 7.7

i tion--The results in-
uestion three, parent evalua
dicateQa significant,difference between the two groups.
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TABLE 29.--Parent evaluation--I rate him in English as.

Rating

Group 1-2-3 4 5-6-7

Obs. Exp. Obs. Exp. Obs.. Exp.
Freq. Freq. Freq. Freq. Freq. Freq.

+ 31 22.2 12 14.2 6 12.5
- 8 16.8 13 10.7 16 9.4

Question four, parent evaluation--The results indi-
cate a significant difference between the two groups.

TABLE 30.--Parent evaluation--I rate his interest in
school as.

Rating

Group 1-2-3 4 5-6-7

Obs. Exp. Obs. Exp. Obs. Exp.
Freq. Freq. Freq. Freq. Freq. Freq.

+ 33 23.3 9 8.5 7 17.1
- 8 17.6 6 6.4 23 12.9

--The results indl-
uestion five, parent evaluation
cate aQsignificant Jifference between the two groups.
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TABLE 31.--Parent evaluation--I rate his ability to think
things through for himself as.

Rating

Group 1-2-3 i 5-6-7

Obs. Exp. Obs. Exp. Obs. Exp.
Freq. Freq. Freq. Freq. Freq. Freq.

+ 28 24.5 17 15.3 4 9.1
- 15 18.5 10 11.6 12 6.8

Question six, parent evaluation--The results indi-
cate no significant difference between the two groups.

TABLE 32.--Parent evaluation--I rate his ability to find
facts and use school library materials as.

Rating

Group 1-2-3 4 5-6-7

Obs. Exp. Obs. Exp. Obs. Exp.
Freq. Freq. Freq. Freq. Freq. Freq.

+ 26 21.6 16 13.6 7 13.6
- 12 16.3 8 10.3 17 10.3

--The results in-
uestion seven, parent evaluation
dicateQa significant’difference between the two groups.
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TABLE 33.--Parent evaluation--I rate his ability to do
homework on his own as.

Rating

Group 1-2-3 4 5-6-7

Obs. Exp. Obs. Exp. Obs. Exp.
Freq. Freq. Freq. Freq. Freq. Freq.

+ 22 17.0 16 14,2 11 17.6
- 8 12.9 9 7.7 20 8.6

Question eight, parent evaluation--The results in-
dicate no significant difference between the two groups.

TABLE 34,--Parent evaluation--I rate his ability to get
along with other boys and girls as.

Rating
Group 1-2-3 4 5-6-7
. Exp.
Obs. Exp. Obs. Exp. Obs
Freq. Freq. Freq. Freq. Freq., Freq.
+ 28 27.3 12 10.2 9 11.4
- 20 20.6 6 7.7 11 8.6

parent evaluation--The results in-

Question nine, {fference between the two groups.

dicate no significant d
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TABLE 35.--Parent evaluation--I rate his ability to use
and apply the knowledge he has as.

Rating
Group 1-2-3 4 5-6-7
Obs. Exp. Obs. Exp. Obs. Exp.
Freq. Freq. Freq. Freq. Freq. Freq.
+ 32 21.6 11 12.0 6 15.3
- 6 16.3 10 9.0 21 11.6

Question ten, parent evaluation--The results indi-
cate a significant difference between the two groups.

TABLE 36.--Parent evaluation--I rate his ability to get
along with his teachers as.

Rating

Group 1-2-3 4 5-6-7

Obs. Exp. Obs. Exp. Obs. Exp.
Freq. Freq. Freq. Freq. Freq. Freq.

+ 30 22.2 7 10.2 12 16.5
- 9 16.8 11 7.7 17 12.4

--The results
uestion eleven, parent evaluation
indicage a significané difference between the two groups.
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TABLE 37.--Parent evaluation--I rate his interest in
learning new things as,

Rating

Group 1-2-3 i 5-6-7

Obs. Exp. Obs. Exp. Obs. Exp.
Freq. Freq. Freq. Freq. Freq. Freq.

+ 39 27.3 7 11.4 3 10.2
- 9 20.6 13 8.6 15 7.7

Question twelve, parent evaluation--The results
indicate a significant difference between the two groups.

TABLE 38.--Parent evaluation--I rate his interest in
figuring things out for himself as.

Rating

Group 1-2-3 4 5-6-7

Obs. Exp. Obs. Exp. Obs. Exp.
Freq. Freq. Freq. Freq. Freq. Freq.

+ 29 26.2 13 13.6 7 9.1
- 17 19.8 11 10.3 9 6.8

Question thirteen, parent evaluation--The results
indicate no significant difference between the two groups.
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TABLE 39.--Parent evaluation--I rate his ability to take
responsibility in school as.

Rating

Group 1-2-3 4 5-6-7

Obs. Exp. Obs. Exp. Obs. Exp.
Freq. Freq. Freq. Freq. Freq. Freq.

+ 30 20.0 10 10.8 S 18.2

- 5 15.0 9 8.1 23 13.7

Question fourteen, parent evaluation--The results
indicate a significant difference between the two groups.

TABLE 40.--Parent evaluation--I rate his ability to take
responsibility at home as.

Rating

Group 1-2-3 4 5-6-7

Obs. Exp. Obs. Exp. Obs. Exp.
Freq. Freq. Freq. Freq. Freq. Freq.

+ 30 24,7 11 11.4 8 12.5
- 14 18.9 9 8.6 14 9.4

Question fifteen, parent evaluation--The results
indicate no significant difference between the two groups.
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TABLE 41.--Parent evaluation--I rate his abllity to see
both his good side and his bad side as.

Rating

Group 1-2-3 4 5-6-7

Obs. Exp. Obs. Exp. Obs. Exp.
Freq. Freq. Freq. Freq. Freq. Freq.

+ 23 20.0 14 16.7 12 12.5
- 12 15.0 15 12.4 10 9.4

Question sixteen, parent evaluation--The results
indicate no significant difference between the two groups.

TABLE 42.--Parent evaluation--I rate his being willing to
work as a leader as.

Rating

Group 1-2-3 b 5-6-7

Obs. Exp. Obs. Exp. Obs. Exp.
Freq. Freq. Freq. Freqg. Freq. Freq.

+ 32 22.8 8 8.0 9 18.2
- 8 17.2 6 6.0 23 13.7

Question seventeen, parent evaluatlon--The results
indicate a significant difference between the two groups.
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The Teachers' Evaluation

TABLE 43.--Teacher evaluation--I rate his abllity to see
how things go together in a problem as.

Rating

Group 1-2-3 4 5-6-7

Obs. Exp. Obs. Exp. Obs. Exp.
Freq. Freq. Freq. Freq. Freq. Freq.

+ 27 21.0 16 13.6 6 14,2

- 10 15.8 8 10.3 19 10.7

Question one, teacher evaluation--The results in-
dicate a significant difference between the two groups.

TABLE 44,--Teacher evaluation--I rate him in reading as.

Rating

Group 1-2-3 4 5-6-7

Obs. Exp. Obs. Exp. Obs. Exp.
Freq. Freq. Freq. Freq. Freq. Freq.

+ 37 24.5 10 10.8 2 13.6
- 6 18.5 9 8.1 22 10.3

Question two, teacher evaluation--The results 1ndi-
cate a significant difference between the two groups.
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TABLE 45.--Teacher evaluation--I rate him in arithmetic as.

Rating

Group 1-2-3 it 5-6-7

Obs. Exp. Obs. Exp. Obs., Exp.
Freq. Freq. Freq. Freq. Freq. Freq.

+ 30 21.6 17 14.8 2 12.5

- 8 16.2 9 11.1 20 9.4

Question three, teacher evaluation--The results in-
dicate a significant difference between the two groups.

TABLE 46.--Teacher evaluation--I rate him in English as.

Rating

Group 1-2-3 4 5-6-7

Obs. Exp. Obs. Exp. Obs. Exp.
Freq. Freq. Freq. Freq. Freq. Freq.

+ 30 22.2 17 11.4 2 15.3
- 8 16.7 9 8.6 20 11.6

Question four, teacher evaluation--The results indi-
cate a significant difference between the two groups.



115

TABLE 47.--Teacher evaluation--I rate his interest in

school as.
Rating
Group 1-2-3 4 5-6-7
Obs. Exp. Obs. Exp. Obs. Exp.

Freq. Freq. Freq. Freq. Freq. Freq.

+ 35 24,5 9 8.0 5 16.5
- 8 18.5 5 6.0 24 12.4

Question five, teacher evaluation--The results in-
dicate a significant difference between the two groups.

TABLE 48.--Teacher evaluation--I rate his ability to think
things through for himself as.

Rating

Group 1-2-3 4 5-6-7

Obs. Exp. Obs. Exp. Obs. Exp.
Freq. Freq. Freq. Freq. Freq. Freq.

+ 24 17.6 23 17.0 2 13.1
- 9 14,2 7 12.9 21 9.9

Question six, teacher evaluation--The results indi-
cate a significant difference between the two groups.
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I rate his ability to
brary facilities as.

Rating
Group 1-2-3 4 5-6-7
Obs. Exp. Obs. Exp. Obs. Exp.
Freq. Freq. Freq. Freq. Freq. Freq.
+ 31 21.6 15 13.6 3 13.6
- 7 16.2 9 10.3 21 10.3

Questlon seven, teacher evaluation--The results
indicate a significant difference between the two groups.,

TABLE 50.--Teacher evaluation--I rate his ability to do
homework on his own as.

Rating
Group 1-2-3 4 5-6-7
bs. Exp.
Obs. Exp. Obs. Exp. 0
Freq. Freq. Freq. Freq. Freq. Freq.
+ 22 16.0 20 18.2 7 14.8
- 6 12.0 12 13.7 19 11.1

tion--The results
tion eight, teacher evalua
indicagge: signif%caﬁt difference between the two groups.
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TABLE 51.--Teacher evaluation--I rate his ability to
get along with other boys and girls as.

Rating

Group 1-2-3 4 5-6-7

Obs. Exp. Obs. Exp. Obs. Exp.
Freq. Freq. Freq. Freq. Freq. Freq.

+ 22 19.2 17 11.4 10 16.5

- 12 14.6 3 8.6 22 13.7

Question nine, teacher evaluation--The results in-
dicate a significant difference between the two groups.

TABLE 52.--Teacher evaluation--I rate his ability to use
and apply knowledge he has as.

Rating

Group 1-2-3 4 5-6-7

Obs. Exp. Obs. Exp. Obs. Exp.
Freq. Freq. Freq. Freq. Freq. Freq.

+ 23 16.0 23 18.2 3 14.8
- 5 12.0 9 13.7 23 11.2

Question ten, teacher evaluation--The results indi-
cate a significant difference between the two groups.
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TABLE 53.--Teacher evaluation--I rate his abllity to get
along with his teachers as.,

Rating

Group 1-2-3 4 5-6-7

Obs. Exp. Obs. Exp. Obs. Exp.
Freq. Freq. Freq. Freq. Freq. Freq.

+ 30 20.5 10 10.2 9 18.2

- 6 15.5 8 7.7 23 13.7

Question eleven, teacher evaluation--The results
indicate a significant difference between the two groups.

TABLE 54,--Teacher evaluation--I rate his interest in
learning new things as.

Rating

Group 1-2-3 4 5-6-7

Obs. Exp. Obs. Exp. Obs. Exp.
Freq. Freq. Freq. Freq. Freq. Freq.

+ 35 23.3 11 13.1 3 12.5
- 6 17.6 12 9.9 19 9.4

Question twelve, teacher evaluation--The results
indicate a significant difference between the two groups.
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TABLE 55.--Teacher evaluation--I rate his interest in
flguring things out for himself as.

Rating

Group 1-2-3 4y 5-6-7

Obs. Exp. Obs. Exp. Obs. Exp.
Freq. Freq. Freq. Freq. Freq. Freq.

+ 28 21.0 17 14.8 4 13.1

- 9 15.9 9 11.1 19 9.9

Question thirteen, teacher evaluation--The results
indicate a significant difference between the two groups.

TABLE 56.--Teacher evaluation--I rate his ability to take
responsibility in school as.

Rating
1-2-3 4 5-6-7
Group -
Obs. Exp. Obs. Exp. Obs. Xp.
Freq. Freq. Freq. Freq. Freq. Freq.
+ 34 21.0 8 9.1 7 18.8

- 3 15.9 9 6.8 26 14,2

luation--The results
uestion fourteen, teacher eva
indicage a significant éifference between the two groups.
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TABLE 57.--Teacher evaluation--I rate his ability to
take responsibility at home as.

Rating

Group 1-2-3 4 5-6=7

Obs. Exp. Obs. Exp. Obs. Exp.
Freq. Freq. Freq. Freq. Freq. Freq.

+ 19 16.0 27 25.6 3 7.4
- 9 12.0 18 19.3 10 5.6

Question fifteen, teacher evaluation--The results
indicate no significant difference between the two groups.

TABLE 58.--Teacher evaluation--I rate his ability to see
both his good side and his bad side as.

Rating

Group 1-2-3 4 5-6-7

Obs. Exp. Obs., EXp. Obs. Exp.
Freq. Freq. Freq. Freq. Freq. Freq.

+ 21 16.5 17 17.6 11 14.8

- 8 12.4 14 13.3 15 11.1

Question sixteen, teacher evaluation--The results
indicate no significant difference between the two groups.
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TABLE 59.--Teacher evaluation--I rate him

on being willing
to work as a leader as.

Rating

Group 1-2-3 b 5-6-=7

Obs. Exp. Obs. Exp. Obs. Exp.
Freq. Freq. Freq. Freq. Freq. Freq.

+ 29 20.0 7 8.5 13 20.5
- 6 15.0 8 6.4 23 15.5

Question seventeen, teacher evaluation--The results
indicate a significant difference between the two groups.
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