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A STUDY OF THREE GROUPS OF COLLEGE 
PREPARATORY STUDENTS WHO DIFFER 

IN RELATIVE ACHIEVEMENT

The purpose of this study was to identify traits 
which are characteristic of three different groups—over- 
achievers, achievers, and underachievers. These groups 
were defined by comparing the ranks of students on standard 
achievement tests with their ranks on intelligence tests. 
The population from which the three grotips was drawn con­
sisted of 151 students of grades nine, ten, and eleven in a 
private preparatory school in Houston, Texas.

Data were gathered from school records, scores on in­
telligence and reading tests, scores on the Ruder Preference 
Record and the Mental Health Analysis, responses to questions 
on the Student Check List, and ratings from a Teacher's 
Rating Scale. Differences between the overachiever, achiever 
and underachiever groups were located by studying the means 
of scores of the separate grotps and the distributions of 
extreme scores.

The overachiever, achiever, and underachiever groups 
were found not to differ significantly in. age, school attend­
ance, grade points earned, or number of subjects carried.

Significant differences found show that the over- 
achiever group contains nearly twice as many girls as boys, 



has less general intelligence and, language ability than the 
other two groups, shows evidence of sensitivity to psycho­
logical pressures, and is rated high by teachers in areas of 
home and class work, class habits, attitudes toward people, 
and attitudes toward school. The underachiever group con­
tains more than twice as many boys as girls, has relatively 
high general intelligence and language ability, seems not 
disturbed by psychological or social pressures. Is rated by 
teachers high in mental alertness and low In conformity to 
patterns of behavior prescribed for the school. The achiever 
group has an Intermediate position between the extremes rep­
resented by the overachiever and the underachiever groups In 
respect to most of the traits investigated.

Conclusions reached in this study add to the under­
standing of groups In which the members have achievements 
differing significantly from their levels of ability.
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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

Among the many perplexing problems facing teachers, 
supervisors, and. administrators is the complex and frus­
trating one of the student whose achievements seem always 
to lag behind his apparent level of ability*  Many educators 
wonder why this should be when they also observe another in 
the same class whose achievements seem always to be better 
than his ability. Buch observed disparities between meas­
ured achievements and abilities lead to the pronouncement 
of hypotheses and the study of some of them. However, there 
remain many problems to solve In the areas of discovering 
and evaluating the factors associated with these disparities.

1. THE PROBLEM

Statement of the problem. This problem la an attempt 
to discover some Of the significant trait differences between 
three groups of students selected by comparing their scho­
lastic achievements as measured by standardized achievement 
tests with their scholastic abilities as Indicated by their 
scores on intelligence tests.

Significance of the study. Moat educators would like 
to know more about these factors which are associated with 
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suocesB in school subjects. Some of these factors are 
fairly obvious but perhaps oversimplified. *Poor  work 
habits*  may accurately describe the able student who falls 
to achieve. *Ctood  steady plugger*  may fit the student with 
low intelligence scores and a good school record. However, 

these phrases do not refer to specific traits or to an 
accurate appraisal of the differences between such students. 
Consequently, administrators and teachers have difficulty 
in employing devices to stimulate the student who does not 
achieve. Perhaps they are even less effective in guiding 
students with scholastic success and low abilities from 
ambitions which seem presently to be warping the students1 
development or to presage eventual major failures. This 
study alms to point out some of the differences which seem 
definitely enough connected with achievement to warrant 
action by teacher and administrator.

Major premises. Students may be separated into three 
groups: overaohlevers, achieversi and underachievers. Each 
group differs significantly in certain traits from the other 
two groups. These differences will show up in data taken 
from tests, grades, rating scales, check lists, and other 
devices.
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2. DESIGN OF STUDX

Population te be etudled. The subjects of this study 
are the students of the ninth, tenth, and eleventh grades 
of a private preparatory high school in Houston, Texas. All 
students of this school are preparing for eventual matricu­
lation at some college. All are enrolled in at least four 
courses from the subject areas of English, mathematics, his­
tory, foreign language, and science. Only those students 
whose records are complete enough to furnish data for the 
study are included.

Data to be used. Test results and other data used 
are all recent, having been collected over the past two 
years. All data are included in the records of the school.

Ranking. Students within each grade will be ranked 
by examining their scores on intelligence tests. The one 
with the highest score will be ranked number one, second 
highest number two, and so forth. In the event that two or 
more students have the same score, they will be assigned a 
rank equal to the average of the ranks which would have 
been assigned to an equal number of students if the scores 
had been different.
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The same eort of ranking of students will be made 

from the sealed scorea of the Cooperative Teste in each of 
two subject-matter areas, English and mathematics.

Index of relative achievement. The achievement rank 
of each student In each subject will be subtracted from the 
Intelligence rank of that student. The differences found 
will be considered Indices of relative achievement. A 
positive difference will be considered an index of over- 
achievement and a negative difference an Index of under­
achievement. A combined index of relative achievement will 
be calculated by adding the two Indices found.

Isolation of groups. In order to establish the three 
different student groups and to separate them adequately 
from each other, each class group will be divided Into five 
approximately equal subgroups according to the size of the 
combined relative achievement indices. Thus, the twenty per 
cent of the group whose indices are most positive, and the 
twenty per cent whose indices are smallest, and the twenty 
per cent whose indices are most negative will be separated 
by two groups: the twenty per cent whose relative achieve­
ment indices are small and positive, and the twenty per cent 
whose indices are small and negative.
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Factors to be studied. The three groups thus defined 

will be studied statistically In order to determine signif­
icant differences in these areas:

1« Age in months.
2. Boy-girl proportion.
3. Intelligence quotient.
4. American Council on Education Psychological Exam­

ination for High School Students.
a. Language scores (grades 9, 10).
b. Quantitative scores (grades 9,10).

5. Reading scores from the Cooperative English Test
C-., Reading Comprehension (grades 10, 11).

6. Grade points.
7. Number of subjects carried.
8. Attendance.
9. Teacher's Rating Scale.

10. Student Check List.
11. Kuder Interest Inventory (grades 10, 11).
12. Mental Health Analysis (grades 10, 11).

3. DEFINITION OF TERMS

Relative achievement Index. This term is defined as 
the difference obtained by subtracting the rank of a student 
on a given achievement test from his intelligence rank. The 
proper algebraic sign is retained to indicate the direction 
of the difference.

Combined relative achievement Index. This term is 
defined as the algebraic sum of the relative achievement 
indices in English and mathematics. For each student, this 
term is a measure of the relationship between his intelli­
gence and his achievement in two scholastic subjects.
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Achievers. In this study the achievers are the 

aembera of the twenty per cent of each class whose combined, 
relative achievement indices are smallest.

Overachievers. These students comprise the twenty 
per cent of each class whose combined relative achievement 
indices have the largest positive values.

Underachievers. These are students in that twenty 
per cent of each class whose combined relative achievement 
indices have the largest negative values.

Significant differences. Differences discovered be­
tween groups shall be considered significant if those dif-*
ferences could have occurred by chance alone no more than 
five times out of one hundred.

Other terms. All other terms used will be consistent 
with the definitions found in Good, Dictionary of Education.

1 4. ORGANIZATION OF REPORT

In addition to this chapter this report consists of 
six additional chapters, a bibliography, and an appendix.

Chapter II contains summaries of representative 
studies, several of which present findings of factors oper­
ating to influence achievement. Other studies reported are 
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more closely associated, with factors of relative achievement 
as investigated. In this study.

Chapter XII defines the most important areas to be 
covered within the scope of the study.

Chapter IV reviews the principal procedures used in 

handling data, ranking students, and separating the groups 
to be studied.

Chapter V describes the statistical theories and for­
mulas used in the treatment of the data of the problem.

Chapter VI contains the results of the study, that 
is, the evidence of trait differences between the groups and 
the degrees of confidence which may be placed In the observed 
differences.

Chapter VII consists of a summary of the trait dif­
ferences discovered, a discussion of the values of the in­
struments used, and a presentation of some.of the challeng­
ing implications.

The Appendix contains copies of the Student Check 
List and the Teacher's Rating Scale.



CHAPTER II

REVIEW OF LITERATURE

Since thia particular problem is concerned, with 
achievement generally and relative achievement specifically, 
some review of these areas is deemed advisable.

It is perhaps unnecessary to develop the concept of 
achievement. As a general idea it has been an ever present 
feature of our culture—related to such divergent criteria 
as social position, personal wealth, and practical useful­
ness. In the field of education, achievement has come to 
mean an acquired characteristic reflecting an ability, ca­
pacity, or tendency to do something. This concept Is quite 
clearly differentiated from intelligence which is considered 
an in-born ability or capacity.

Generally, attempts to measure these capacities make 
use of performances on a test or tests so constructed that 
an achievement or intelligence status of a person can be 
inferred from the observed results. Neither capacity nor 
ability can be measured directly since each consists of a 
complex human factor involving both heredity and environ­
ment. However, both are deemed susceptible of indirect 
measurement, usually by tests.
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Because the abilities Involved are indirectly eval­

uated , their measures have been related to the measures 
obtained from normal groups rather than to an arbitrary 
scale starting at zero. This fact does not restrict their 
usefulness in making comparisons between individuals or 
groups or in making predictions about certain future per­
formances.

The comparison between individuals or between groups 
Is a study in individual differences. To some extent such 
comparison also Involves the idea of trait differences, 
since an individual seems never to be possessed of all 
traits in equal amounts.

Galton is considered to have initiated studies of 
the problems of variability In human nature. A compara­
tively recent review of studies of individual differences 
by Ellis^ led to his conclusion that “laws*  governing vari­

ability were complex and could not be summarized In a few 
2 simple statements. Wechsler*s  work pointed out that in­

dividual differences are real and Important but not as great

3. Ellis, “The •Laws*  of Relative Variability of 
Mental Traits," Psychological Bulletin, 44:31-33, January, 
1947.

^Davld Wechsler, The Range of Human Capacities 
(Baltimore: Williams and Watkins), 1935, p. 155.
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3as has been assumed.. Traxlerv noted, three generally ac­

cepted. assumptions: (1) few individuals have equally strong 
aptitudes in all directions, (2) individuals differ from one 
another in every aptitude, both broad and specific, and (3) 
differences among Individuals and within an individual tend 
to persist.

There is general agreement that groups vary widely 
in achievement and that these variations frequently do not 

4 coincide with like variations in intelligence. Travers, 
after reviewing one thousand studies of attempts to predict 
achievement, concluded that contributions of these studies 
are small. He further observed that tests are based on the 
assumption that an individual's own characteristics are 
responsible for hie success and that a person with the right 
aptitudes will succeed when actually, in our society, un­
planned events shape whole careers and are outside the 
domain of tests. He cited the need of knowledge about the 
extent to which commonly occurring variations in the stu­
dent's environment affect the achievement of various out­
comes.

^Arthur E. Traxler, Techniques of Guidance (New York: 
Harper and Brothers), 1935, pp. 43-44.

4R. N. W. Travers, •prediction of Achievement,*  - 
School and Society, 70:293-4, November, 1949.
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Some of the possible variations which have been 

studied are physical. As an example, Jenkins* 6 found that 

the visual performance of a group of boys was as closely 
associated with school success as their scores on the 
Primary Mental Abilities Teat. He did not find such an 
association for the group of girls he studied.

6H. C. Jenkins, *Visual Performance and Scholastic 
Success,* School Review, 61:544-7, December, 1953.

6Vlola C. Ames, "Factors P.elated to High School 
Achievement," Journal of Educational Psychology, 34:235-36, 
April, 1943.

Many studies such as that of Ames report correlation 
of aptitude tests and scholastic achievement. She found a 
correlation of .54 between the Otis Test and school achieve­
ment and one of .72 between the Otis Test plus a thlrteen- 
trait rating scale and school achievement. From a factorial 
study of fifteen variables she studied she obtained two 
factors: one, the ability to succeed socially which was 
not connected with scholastic achievement, and the other, 
the ability to conform to school situations which was di­
rectly related to school situations which was directly re­
lated to school achievement.

In a factorial study of eighty-eight women psychology
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7students, Carroll concluded that tests of verbal knowledge 

and reasoning ability make independent contributions to the 
prediction of scholastic success. This conclusion has con­
siderable corroboration. Cheln® found that verbal tests 

were the most satisfactory for differentiating between good
9 college students and poor ones. Holsinger and Swineford 

found that the "general*  or g-factor common to many tests 
was a better predictor of success in plane geometry than IQ, 
but not as good a predictor of English achievement. In 
another study designed to find significant differences be­
tween boys and girls In mathematics, Houlahan^ carried out 

a factorial analysis of several factors and also made a 
comparison of his results with those of three previous 
studies. He found that the boys of his population made 
achievements significantly greater than girls, at the same

7J. B. Carroll, *The  Factorial Representation of 
Mental Ability and Academic Achievement,*  Educational and 
Psychological Measurement, 3:330, Vinter, 1943.

®Isldor Chein, *An  Empirical Study of Verbal, Numer­
ical, and Spacial Factors in Mental Organization,*  Psy­
chological Record, 111:91-94, January, 1939.

9K. J, Holsinger and F. Swineford, "The Relation of 
Two Blfactors to Achievement in Geometry and Other Subjects,*  
Journal of Educational Psychology, 37:264, May, 1946, 

i0F. J. Houlahan, "Secondary School Boys1 and Girls1 
Achievement and Intelligence,*  Catholic Educational Review, 
51:298, May, 1953. • 
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time Inferring that "the evidence seems to indicate that 
boys and girls are not really doing the same thing, when 
they are taking these testa."

In an earlier study Embree^ reached the conclusion 

that high school success cannot be more accurately predicted 
for students of one level of intelligence than it can for 
those of the two other levels he studied. He did note the 
tendency of Inter-relationships to be less decisive in cases 
of pupils above the 130 IQ.

Acceleration or non-acceleration in school was not a 
significant factor in the academic achievement of gifted 
students according to the results of Ju st man’s research.* B. * * * * * * 1*2 

In a rather searching investigation of many potential 
factors, Anspaugh1*3 studied 165 superior students and 165 

inferior students. He found significant correlations of 
only a few factors with scholarship. Among factors showing 
no significant correlations were attendance at religious 
services, membership of parents in PTA, social clubs, or 

B. Embree, "Predicting High School Success at
Various Levels of Intelligence," Journal of Educational 
Psychology, 28:90, January, 1937.

^2Joseph Justman, "Academic Achievement of Intellec­
tually Gifted Accelerants and Non-accelerants in Senior High
School," School Review, 62:473,November, 1954.

^*3G. E. Anspaugh, "Qualities Related to High Scholar­
ship in Secondary School," School Review, 61:337-40, September,
1953.
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religiously affiliated groups, available quiet study place 
at home, and home life with one or neither parent. Dating 
was only slightly more common with the inferior students 
who also were absent more often and held more paying after 
school Jobs. More superior students were engaged in school 
service. The most significant correlation was found between 
hours of school work at home and school marks.

Another effort to find relationships between non­
intellectual factors and high school achievement was 
McQuary’s work.^4 In a factorial analysis of twenty-three 

non-lntellectual variables In a population of male freshmen 
at the University of Wisconsin, only two types of variables 

were found to be necessary to account for grade points 
earned by freshmen. One type of factor was made up of pen- 
cll-and-paper tests and rank in high school class. The 
other group of factors found to contribute somewhat to pre­
dicting success consisted of high school rank, size of 
community, high school extra-curricular participation, and 
high school grades. Such factors as the occupational level 
of the student's father proved to be unrelated to success 
in college freshman work.

P. McQuary, “Some Relationships Between Kon- 
intellectual Characteristics and Academic Achievement,8 
Journal of Educational Psychology, 44:225-28, April, 1953.
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A study completed by Gough^5 included an item analy­

sis of the Minnesota Multiphasic Personality Inventory. He 
found that thirty-four of the items correlated .43 with 
Honor Point Ratio, leading to the conclusion that responses 
to these items can contribute significantly to the pre­
diction of academic success.

^Harrison C. Gough, "Factors Relating to the Aca­
demic Achievement of High School Students,* Journal of 
Educational Psychology, 40:75, February, 194S-U

^®R. B. Cattell, "Interpretation of the Twelve 
Primary Personality Factors,* Character and Persoiality, 
13:89, March-June, 1944.

^R. B. Cattell, "Personality Traits Associated 
With Abilities," Journal of Educational Psychology, 
36:486, November^ 1945. 

A statistically sound psychological study conducted 
by Cattell-LG led him to a pertinent conclusion:

Actual experience and statistical treatment show 
that no one factor can account for more than a small 
fraction of the total causation of individual differ 
ences and the magnitude of that fraction can be put 
beyond verbal dispute by precise calculation.

As shown by a later study, Cattell1^ continued to 

search for and define such factors as might be associated 
with ability. He found three personality factors associated 
with mathematics ability and three with verbal ability. In 
addition he made the basic observation that:
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Interrelations of abilities and personality traits 

proceeds causally in both directions, and with direct 
and Indirect connections. Temperamental Interests and 
aversions develop abilities in their service. Abilities 
favor certain kinds of dynamic adjustment.

Schulx and Green-*-®  reported some success In predict­

ing academic achievement with the results of an attitude­
interest questionnaire intended to measure non-Intellectual 
factors associated with academic achievement in college, 
A cross validation of the Instrument yielded, low positive 
correlation coefficients suggestive of a limited but stable 
relationship.

G. Schulz and B. G. Green, "Predicting Academic 
Achievement with a New Attitude-Interest Questionnaire,* 
Educational and Psychological Measurement, 1:64, January, 1953

19V. F. Brown and W. H. Holtzman, "A Study-attitude 
Questionnaire for Predicting Academic Success,• Journal of 
Educational Psychology, 46:83, February, 1955.

vBarbara Kimball, "Case Studies in Educational Fail­
ure During Adolescence," American Journal of Orthopsychiatry, 
23:415, April, 1953.

19A more recent study by Brown and Holtzman showed 
that a study-attitude questionnaire may have unique pre­
dictive value for academic achievement. The instrument they 
used proved to be only slightly related to scholastic apti­
tude but definitely related to achievement.

A clinical approach focussed primarily on under­
standing the problem of underachievement as a whole was re­
ported by Kimball.* 19 20 After working with twenty boys with 



17
high IQ's and. low levels of scholastic achievement at a 
private preparatory school, she concluded, that most of them 
had poor father-relationshipa, were passive and feminine, 
were unable to express negative feelings directly, and were 
more likely to have a history of asthma or hay-fever. In 

21 an earlier work the same author used a sentence completion 
test and the Thematic Appreciation Test to study twenty 
preparatory school boys who were falling badly. The find­
ings Indicated poor relationships with the father and aggres 
slve feelings as a source of anxiety and guilt.

Kurta and Swenson2^ used test data, reports on In­

terviews with teachers, parents, and the children them­
selves, together with classroom observations and newspaper 
clippings to Identify factors In addition to measured In­
telligence which may be related to achievement. Though not 
supported statistically, they concluded that plus achievers 
generally had pleasant home Ilves In which the parents show 
Interest In the children who, In turn, are eager to please 
their parents while the minus achievers have a less pleasant

21Barbara Kimball, *The  Sentence Completion Technique 
In a Study of Scholastic Underachievement,*  Journal of Con­
sulting Psychology, 16:358, October, 1952.

22John J. Kurts and Esther J. Swenson*  "Factors Re­
lated to Over-achievement and Under-achievement in School,*  
School Review, 59:478-80, November, 1951.



18
home atmosphere, are not anxious to please their parents, 
who, in turn, do not expect much of them. In addition, the 
plus achievers appeared to have more supportive peer re­
lations, to be more alert and attentive, to show less aver­
sion for book learning and home-work, and to have higher 
educational and vocational alma than the minus achievers did.

g«tAt the college level Owens and Johnson found a 
somewhat different picture of adjustment in students. The 
group of underachievers they studied by an Item analysis of 
the Minnesota Multiphaslc Personality Inventory were charac­
terized by good social adjustment, a fact which implied that 
social orientation and participation may account for the 
underachievement.

In a searching study of junior high school students, 
Cohler23 24 used questionnaires, tests, ratings, and school 

history data to identify traits of the non-achlevers of 
superior intelligence. He showed that levels of expectancy 
based on mental age were of little value for the bright

23William A. Owens and Wilma C. Johnson, *Some 
Measured Personality Traits of Collegiate Underachievers,* 
Journal of Educational Psychology, 40:43-44, January, 1949.

24Milton J. Cohler, "Scholastic Status of Achievers 
and Non-achlevers of Superior Intelligence," Journal of Educational Psychology, 32:607-10, November, 19417 —
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child and that the bright child does not reach even the 
limited objectives of standard achievement tests though 
favored by high intelligence. Kindergarten attendance, fre­
quency of transfer, and acceleration were other factors 
which had no significant effect on relative achievement.

25Gowen made a later study of the underachieving 
gifted child which supports conclusions already cited in 
this chapter. The gifted underachiever he describes has 
traits of being self-sufficient and unsociable, harder to 
reach, and benefitted less from exposure to normal social­
izing effects of his peers. He is also identified less with 
his parents, who themselves tend to be less supporting of 
him and his increased needs than is the case with over- 
achievers.

SUMMARY

Numerous studies have been undertaken to establish 
the factors predictive of relative achievement. Additional 
investigations need to be conducted for the purpose of 
isolating traits which are characteristic of overachievers, 
achievers, and underachievers.

*"®John Curtis Gowen, *The^Jnderachievlng  Gifted 
Child,*  Journal of Exceptional Children, 21:247-49, April, 
1955.



CHAPTER III

THE SCOPE OF THE STUDY

Population of the study. Students included in this 
study were drawn from grades nine, ten, and eleven of a 
private, four-year high school, A major objective of this 
school is college preparation. Since entrance requirements 
of the school operate to exclude students of low scholastic 
aptitude and those with limited scholastic goals, this pop­
ulation Is not In some ways representative of high school 
students In general.

Sample studied. All students in the three grades 
were studied excepting those who joined the student body 
during the year, those who were repeating a course, and 
those who were absent during the regular administration of 
one or more of the criterion tests. The resulting sample 
represents 84.6 per cent of the total membership of these 
classes. The representativeness of this sample Is furnished 
in Table I, in which the registrations in the three classes 
and the sample are compared as to size, boy-girl proportions, 
mean ages, and mean IQ’s.

— Materials used. The criterion tests used were:
1. Otis Quick-Scoring Mental Ability Test, Gamma 

Edition, Form Em.
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TABLE I

COMPARISON OF SAMPLE WITH POPULATION

Class Boys Girls
Per Cent 

Boys
Per Cent 

Girls
Mean 
Age

Mean 
IQ

1958 P* 31 28 52.5 ^7.5 175.U 113.1
S* 26 25 51.0 U9.0 17U.2 111.3

1957 P 29 31 U8.4 51.6 186.7 113.5
s 2U 28 U6.2 53.8 186.lt 113.2

1956 p 19 17 52.8 H7.2 197.6 117.6
s 16 12 57.2 U2.8 197.6 120.8

Total P 79 76 51.0 h-9.0 185.7 H5.1
s 66 65 50.4 49.6 184.6 114.2

*P - population

*S - sample



22
2. American Council on Education Psychological

Examination for High School Students, 1948 
Edition.

3. Cooperative English Test. Test A: Mechanics
of Expression.

4. Cooperative Algebra Test. Elementary Algebra
through Quadratics.

5. Cooperative Algebra Test. Intermediate:
Quadratics and beyond.

6. Cooperative Plane Geometry Test.
These tests are widely used; the Otis and American 

Council on Education tests are considered valid tests of 
scholastic aptitude and the Cooperative teats valid tests of 
achievement In the areas Indicated by their titles.

The reliability of the Otis Quick-Scoring Test, Gamma 
Edition, Form Em, has been reported as .91.^ The Cooperative 

Elementary Algebra Test Is said to have a reliability of 
.883, the Cooperative Intermediate Algebra Test a reliabil­
ity of .896, and the Cooperative Plane Geometry Test a 

o reliability of .900. While no reference could be dis­
covered in available literature concerning the reliabilities 
of the American Council on Education Psychological Examina­
tion, 1948 High School Edition, or the Cooperative English: 
Test A, these have evolved from other forms whose reliabil­
ities are reported as very close to .90. The continued wide

^Arthur S. Otis, Manual of Directions for Gamma Test, 
World Book CompanyNew York, 1954, p. 5.

^Agatha Townsend, "The Cooperative Mathematics Test 
Program," Educational Records Bulletin, 54:90, July, 1950.
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use of these tests further reflects their stability.

Devices for studying trait differences. School 
records are the sources for such data as age, sex, attend­
ance, grades, and number of subjects. Intelligence quo­
tients were obtained from records of the most recent ad­
ministration of the Otis Qulck-Scoting Test of Mental Ability. 
Language and quantitative scores came from the American 
Council on Education Psychological Examination, 1948 High 
School Edition.

Experimental trials of three Instruments, a Student 
Check List, a Teacher’s Fating Scale, and a Mental Health 
Analysis provided additional data.

The Student Check List was devised to focus the 
attention of students on some areas which were considered, 
by the writer and fellow teachers, to have possible bearing 
on school success, *Self-Analysis*  was Inserted In the 
title because of the Interest many students have shown in 
their own traits. The thirty-eight questions In this device 
required answers to be checked "yes*  or *no*.  A copy has 
been placed In the Appendix.

The Teacher’s Hating Scale was assembled by select­
ing from many similar studies, rating scales, check lists, 
pairs of words and phrases descriptive of traits which could 
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be arranged, bo that one of each pair would, represent one 
extreme while the second would represent the opposite ex­
treme, e.g., lazy - Industrious. Forty-nine such pairs 
were Included. Ratings on a scale of one to five Inclusive 
were Intended to furnish some estimate of forty-nine traits 
for each student with the rating of one assigned to the ex­
treme deemed less desirable and a rating of five assigned 
to the more desirable extreme. An example of this scale 
has been Included In the Appendix.

The stability of this rating scale was estimated by 
using the test-retest method. One month after the rating 
scales had been turned In, eighteen scales were distributed 
to six different teachers with Instructions to rate eighteen 
students, not subjects of this study, who had been rated 
previously by the same teachers. Thirteen of the scales 
were returned. Ratings on them were compared with the orig­
inal ratings. Of the 637 possible ratings, 375, or 58.9 
per cent, showed no change In rating; 230, or 36.1 per cent, 
were changed one place on the scale; 30, or 4.7 per cent, . 
were changed two scale positions; and two, or 0.3 per cent, 
were changed three places on the five place scale. While 
these findings do not establish a definite reliability of 

 this scale, they do Indicate that ratings taken from It tend 
not to vary greatly.
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Kuder Preference Record. The Kuder Preference 

Record purports to measure interests in ten different areas. 
These areas correspond to ten separate scales which are 
designated outdoor, mechanical, computational, scientific, 
persuasive, artistic, literary, musical, social service, and 
clerical. Reliabilities claimed for these scales range from 
.84 to .93.® Kuder preference Record scores are interpreted 

by referring to a profile sheet on which norms are tabulated.

Mental Health Analysis. The Mental Health Analysis 
was devised to assess some of the functionally related 
groups of symptoms of mental health. The reliability re- 

4 ported by the authors is .926 for the complete analysis. 
It is organised into two sections of five categories each. 
Section one is designed to ascertain the presence of mental 
health liabilities in categories labeled behavioral im­
maturity, emotional instability, feelings of inadequacy, 
physical defects, and nervous manifestations. Section two 
Is designed to ascertain the presence of mental health assets

®G. Frederick Kuder, Examiner Manual for the Kuder 
Preference Record, Science Research Associates, Chicago, 
i^srpTTo:-----

1 ^Louis P. Thorpe and Willis V. Clark, Manual of 
Directions, Mentalr HealtfarAnalysis-Secondary Series, 
California Test bureau, Los Angeles, 1946.
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in categories called, close personal relationships, inter­
personal skills, social participation, satisfying work and. 
recreation, and outlook and goals.

Hypotheses to be tested. A major consideration in 
determining the scope of a problem of this kind is the 
number of hypotheses to be tested. The hypotheses of thia 
study are limited to those which may be stated about certain 
trait differences between the individuals in three selected 
groups. Though there are many possible trait differences, 
this study has been limited to those which seem to offer a 
means of describing the selected groups in terms which might 
be used by teachers and administrators to plan more effec­
tively for the Individual’s program, courses, and activities. 
Another practical limitation is that the differences are 
only those which might be reflected in school records, in 
results of testing programs, and in sumiaarles of rating 
scales and questionnaires. No attempt Is made to increase 
the scope of the study by employing complicated devices such 
as projective techniques or special professional services 
such as those of a statistician or a clinical psychologist.

Of the many traits In which the groups chosen for 
this study may differ, these are ones which fit within the 
limits just described:
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1. Age
2. Boy-girl distribution
3. Intelligence
4. Language ability
5. Quantitative ability
6. Reading ability
7. Attendance
8. Grade points
9. Number of subjects

10, Responses to a student's check list
11, Mental health factors
12, Teacher's ratings
The three groups to be studied may be found to differ 

in one or more of these traits.
A convenient means of establishing the pattern of 

this study is by using null hypotheses, which are simple 
statements that the three groups studied do not differ sig­
nificantly in respect to a given trait. “Significant*  dif­
ferences have low probabilities of occurring by accidents 
of sampling and correspondingly high probabilities of being 
characteristic of the groups studied. Tests of “significant*  

differences will be described in Chapter V on Statistical 
Techniques.

SUMMARY

Students included in this study were drawn from 
grades nine# ten, and eleven of a private preparatory 
school.

Tests from the regular testing program of the school 
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were used as criteria of intelligence and achievement. 
Descriptive data were gathered from school records and the 
results of experimental trials of the Mental Health Analy­
sis, the Teacher’s Rating Scale, and the Student Check List 

Hypotheses selected for Investigation were stated
in terms of trait differences between three selected groups 
They were limited to those trait differences which might be 
reflected in school records, teats, and experimental in­
struments used in the school.



CHAPTER IV

PROCEDURES OF STUDY

Data used. The data of thia study of students from 
the classes of 1956, 1967, and 1958 were colleoted during 
the years 1953 - 55. They were taken from school records 
and from the results of a regular testing program of the 
school, supplemented by results of experiments with the 
Mental Health Analysis, the Teacher's Rating Scale, and the 
Student Check list.

Criterion data. The criterion teats were the Otis 
Quick-Scoring Mental Ability Teat, Gamma Edition; the 
American Council on Education Psychological Examination, 
1948 High School Edition; the Cooperative English Teat C^; 
the Cooperative Elementary Algebra Test; the Cooperative 
Intermediate Algebra Test, and the Cooperative Plane Geometry 
Test.

The criterion scores of ability for students of the 
class of 1956 were the raw scores from Otis Tests. For 
students of the class of 1957 and 1958, the criterion scores 
of ability were composite scores formed by adding the raw 
scores from the Otis Test to the raw scores from the Amer­
ican Council on Education Psychological Examination.
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The criterion scores of achievement in English for 

students of the three classes were the standard scores from 
the Cooperative English Test C-p The criterion scores of 
achievement in mathematics were the standard scores from 
the Cooperative Elementary Algebra Test for students of the 
class of 1958, from the Cooperative Intermediate Algebra 
Test for students of the class of 1957, and from the Cooper­
ative Plane Geometry Test for students of the class of 1956. 
These data are tabulated in Tables II, III, and IV.

Banking of students. Criterion scores for each in­
dividual student of the sample were recorded on three inch 
by five inch cards. These cards were then arranged in order 
of decreasing scores for the criterion of ability. The 
student with the highest score was assigned a rank of one, 
the one with the next highest a rank of two, and so forth. 
When criterion scores were the same for two or more students, 
the rank assigned to each was the average of the ranks which 
would have been assigned the same number of students if their 
scores had differed. For example, in Table II students 1, 2, 
and 3 are each given a rank of 2 (the average of 1, 2, and 3) 
since they each have the same score, 73.

The same method of ranking was applied to each student 
for each of the two criteria of achievement. These ranks.
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TABLE II

CUSS OF 1956
SCORES AED KAKKS CF ETUBEKTS OS CHHEHIOS TESTS

Student

Intelligence English Msthesatics

Score Rank Score Rank Score Rank

1 73 2 74 1.5 71 5
2 73 2 74 1.5 69 7
3 73 2 63 9 72 4
4 72 5 63 9 69 7
5 72 5 72 3.5 76 1
6 72 5 62 12 64 16,5
7 69 7 60 15 67 11
8 63 8 72 3.5 65 15
9 67 9 66 5.5 66 13.5

10 66 10 62 12 62 20.5
u 65 11.5 58 19.5 69 7
12 65 11.5 62 12 67 11
13 64 13 57 21 66 13.5
14 63 14 60 15 73 3
15 62 15 63 9 63 18.5
16 60 16 66 5.5 63 18.5
17 57 17.5 55 22.5 68 9
18 57 17.5 64 7 67 11
19 $4 19.5 39 28 56 25
20 54 19.5 59 17.5 5<$ 25
21 53 21 59 17.5 62 20.5
22 50 22 54 24 56 25
23 47 24.5 48 26 57 22
24 47 24.5 60 15 56 25
25 47 24.5 44 27 56 25
26 47 24.5 50 25 75 2
27 44 27 53 19.5 55 28
28 28 55 22.5 64 16.5
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CLASS OF 1957 
SCORES AHD BASKS OF STUDENTS OH CRITERION TESTS

Student

Intelligence English Mathematics

Score Rank Score Rank Score Rank

1 194 1 76 1 61 7
2 187 2 62 12 65 2

183 3 55 25 57 22.5
181 4 70 3 68 1

5 171 5 57 21.5 58 17.5
6 169 6 62 12 59 12
7 168 7 68 42 48
8 164 8 61 14.5 58 17.5
9 163 9.5 55 25 49 41

10 163 9.5 50 32 62
11 162 12 59 17 55 26
12 162 12 67 6.5 54 29.5
13 162 12 53 27 49 41
14 159 14 74 2 58 17.5
15 158 15 58 18.5 64 3
16 157 17.5 52 28 59 12
17 157 17.5 57 21.5 58 17.5
18 157 17.5 60 16 52 36
19 157 17.5 57 21.5 58 17.5
20 154 20 63 10 54 29.5
21 151 21 51 29.5 62 M
22 150 22 64 9 53 33.5
23 149 23 68 60 9.5
24 148 24.5 61 14.5 58 17.5
25 148 24.5 62 12 59 12
26 147 26 46 43.5 54 29.5
27 145 27 57.5 58 '17.5
28 143 28.5 57 21.5 57 22.5
29 143 28.5 47 40 54 29.5
30 141 31 67 6.5 56 24.5
31 141 31 48 36 51 38.5
32 . 141 31 42 49 61 7
33 139 33 55 25 54 29.5
34 135 34 50 32 56 24.5
35 134 35 46 43.5 46 43.5
36 133 36 47 40 44 45.5
37 131 37 65 8 60 9.5
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TABUS IH (continued)

Student

Intelligence English Mathematics

Score Bank Score Rank Score Bank

33 129 38 to to 54 29.5
39 i 128 39 to 50 53 33.5ho 126 to to 36 61 7
M 123 kl to to.5 to 49
H2 ! 120 to 58 18.5 to 43.5
k3 116 *3 to 3^ 39 50
U 113 to,5 to 45 52 36
H5 113 U.5 to to 34 52
b6 112 to to to 51 38.5
hl 108 to 35 51 to ' 17.5
to 107 to to 36 44 to.s
b9 105 to 33 52 43 47
so 101 50 to 40 49 41
51 99 51 50 32 38 51
52 52 51 29.5 52 36
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CIASS OF 1953
SCOBES ABD BARKS OF ST0DEHT8 OH CKITEaiOH TESTS

Student

Intelligence English Mathematic*

Score Rank Score Bank Score Bank

1 171 1 66 1 64 10
2 167 2 58 7 69 2.5
3 164 3 62 3 58 23
It I63 4 57 8.5 63 13
5 156 5.5 60 6 66 7
6 156 5.5 62 3 66 7
7 152 7 5* 12 67 5
8 150 8 52 14 51 35
9 149 9 57 8.5 63 13

10 147 10 44 35.5 61 18.5
11 146 11 44 35.5 62 16
12 143 12 61 5 60 20.5
13 137 13 50 20.5 69 2.5
14 136 14 52 14 59 22
15 135 15 50 20.5 62 16
16 134 16 55 11 61 18.5
17 133 17 44 35.5 64 10
18 131 18 50 20.5 51 35
19 130 19 45 30 51 35
20 129 20 49 23 66 7
21 127 21.5 51 17 68 4
22 127 21.5 52 14 55 26.5
23 126 23 36 48 51 35
24 124 24 46 27 48 40.5
25 123 25.5 47 25 53 30.5
26 123 25.5 45 30 60 20.5
27 121 27 44 35.5 47 42
28 119 28 48 24 46 43.5
29 118 29 56 10 56 24.5
30 114 30 43 38.5 51 35
31 1U 31 62 3 46 43.5
32 110 33 51 17 50 38.5
33 110 33 39 42.5 62 16
34 110 33 30 48 40.5
35 107 35 51 17 56 24.5
36 106 37 29 51 54 28
37 106 37 43 38.5 53 30.5
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TABLS IV (continued)

Student

Intelligence Englieh Matheasatice

Score Rank Score Rank Score Rank

33 106 37 31 5° 63 13
39 105 39 32 *9 38 50.5
to 103 40 41 40 41 48.5
41 100 41,5 44 35.5 55 26.5
42 100 41,5 46 27 70 1
43 99 43.5 38 45*5 53 30.5
44 99 43.5 38 45,5 64 10
45 96 45*5 50 20.5 38 50.5
46 96' 45.5 44 35*5 42 46.5
47 95 47*5 40 41 53 30.5
48 95 47.5 39 42,5 41 48.5
49 92 49 38 45.5 42 46.5
50 91 50 46 27 45 45
51 88 51 38 45.5 50 38.5
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together with criterion scores, are arranged in Tables II, 
III, and IV.

Establishing indices of relative achievement. Having 
established the rank of each student in respect to scholas­
tic ability and in respect to achievement in English and in 
mathematics, two relative achievement Indices were found for 
each student. A relative achievement index for English was 
established for each student by subtracting his English 
achievement rank from his Intelligence rank, retaining the 
proper algebraic sign to Indicate the difference. For in­
stance, In Table II, student number 1 has an intelligence 
rank of 2 and an English achievement rank of 1.5; therefore 
his relative achievement Index for English Is 0.5. The 
same student, with an Intelligence rank of 2 and a math­
ematics rank of 5, has a relative achievement index for 
mathematics of -3.

Adding the two relative achievement indices, 0.5 for 
English and -3 for mathematics, gives a combined relative 
achievement Index of -2.5. These Indices were computed for 
each member of each class and tabulated In Tables V, VI, 
and VII.

The combined relative achievement indices were the 
bases for separating each class into the groups which were 
the subjects of this study.
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TABLE V

CLASS OF 1956
DETERMINATION OF RELATIVE ACHIEVEMENT INDICES 

AND COMBINED RELATIVE ACHIEVEMENT INDICES 
FOR ALL STUDENTS

Student

Relative Achievement Indices

English Mathematics Combined

1 0.5 -3.0 -2.5 a<
2 Ou 5 -5.0 -4,5
3 *7.0 -2.0 -9.0 u**
U -4,0 -2.0 -6.0
5 1.5 4.0 5.5
6 -7.0 -11.0 -18,5 u
7 -8.0 -4.0 -12.0 u
8 -7*0 -2.5 a
9 3.5 -4.5 -1.0 a

10 -2.0 -10.5 -12.5 u
11 -8.0 4.5 -3.5
12 -0.5 0.5 0.0 a
13 -8.0 -0.5 -8.5 u
14 -1.0 11.0 10.0 0*̂
15 6.0 -3*5 2.5 a
16 10.5 -2.5 8.0 0
17 -5.0 8.5 3.5
18 10.5 6.5 17.0
19 -8.5 -5.5 -14.0 u
20 2.0 -5.5 -3*5
21 3.5 0*5 4.0
22 -2.0 * »-3.0 -5.0
23 -1.5 . 2*5  - 1.0 a
24 9.5 -0.5 9.0 0
25 -3.5 -0.5 -4.0
26 -0.5.. .22.5 22.0 0

, - 7-5 -1.0 ' 6.5 ;
* 28 * 5.5 > U.5 ' 17.5 0

♦Denotes achiever 
♦"Denotes underachiever 

♦♦♦Denotes overachiever
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TABLE VI

CLASS OF 1957
DETEBMIKATIOlf OF RELATIVE ACHIEVEMENT DSDICES 

ABD CtoBIBED RELATIVE ACHIEVEMEBT USDICES 
FOB ALL STUDENTS

Student

Relative Achievement Indices

English Matheaatics Combined

1 0.0 -6.0 -6.0
2 -10.0 0.0 -10.0
3 -22.0 -19.5 -41,5 u*
4 1.0 3.0 4.0 a*
5 -16.5 -12.5 -29.0 u
6 -6.0 -6.0 -12,0
7 2.5 -41.0 -38.5 u
8 —6.5 -9.5 -16.5
9 -15.5 -31.5 -47.0 u

10 -22.5 5.0 -17.5 u
11 -5.0 -14.0 -19.0 u
12 5.5 -17.5 -12.0
13 -15.0 -29.0 -44.0 u
U 12.0 -3.5 8.5
15 -3.5 12.0 9.0
16 -10.5 5.5 -5.0 a
17 .-4.0 0.0 -4.0 a
18 1.5 -18.5 -17.5 u
19 -4.0 0.0 -4.0 a
20 10.0 -19.5 -9.5
21 -8.5 16.5 8,0
22 13.0 -n.5 1.5 a
23 18.5 13.5 32.0 o***
24 10.0 7.0 17.0
25 12.5 12.5 25.0 o
26 -17.5 -3.5 -21.0 u
27 -20.5 9.5 -11.0
28 7.0 6.0 13.0
29 -11.5 -1.0 -12.0
30 24.5 6.5 31.0 o
31 -5.0 -7.5 , -12.5
28 . *17.0 1 24.0 * 7.0
33 - ' 8.0 3.5 U.5
34 2.0 9.5 n.5
35 -8.5 -8.5 -17.0 u
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TABLE VI (continued)

Student

Relative Achievement Indices

English Matheruatlcs Combined

36 -4.0 -9.5 -13.5
37 29.0 27.5 56.5 0
38 -8.0 -8.5 -16.5
39 -11.0 5-5 -5.5 a
to 4.0 33.0 37.0 0
41 -6.5 -8.0 -14.5
42 23.5 -1.5 22.0 0
^3 9.0 -7.0 2.0 a
44 -6.5 8.0 1.5 a
4$ ^.5 -7.5 -3.0 a
to 6.0 7-5 13.5
4? -4.0 29.5 25.5 0
48 12.0 2.5 14.5
49 -3.0 2.0 -1.0 a
50 10.0 9.0 19.0 0
51 19.0 0.0 19.0 0
52 22.5 16.0 33.5 0

♦Denotes underachievers 
♦♦Denotes achievers 

♦♦♦Denotes overachievers
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TABLE VII

CLASS OF 1958
DETERMUIATION OF RELATIVE ACHIEVEMEIIT INDICES 

ABD COMBINED RELATIVE ACHIEVEMENT INDICES 
FOR ALL STUDENTS

Student

Relative Achievement Indices

English Mathematics Combined

1 0.0 -9.0 *9.0
2 -5.0 -0.5 -5.5
3 0.0 -20.0 -20.0 u*
4 -^.5 -9.0 -13.5
5 -0.5 -1.5 -2.0 a**
6 2.5 -1.5 > 1.0 a

. 7 •5.0. 2.0 -3.0 a
8 -6.0 -27.0 -33.0 u
9 0.5 -4.0 -3.5

10 -25.5 , -8.5 -34.0 u
11 -2H.S -5.0 -29.O u
12 7.o -8.5 -1.5 a
13 -7.5 ' 10.5 3.0 a
1^ 0.0 -8.0 -8.0
15 -5.5 -1.0 -6.5
16 5.0 -2.5 2.5 a
17 -18.5 7.0 -11.5
18 -2.5 -17.5 -19.5 u
19 -11.0 -16.0 -27.0 u
20 -3.0 13.0 10.0
21 *.5 17.5 22.0 0***
22 7.5 -5.0 2.5 a
23 -25.O -12.0 -37.0 u
2H -3.0 -16.5 -19.5 a
25 0.5 -5.0 -4.5 a
26 -4.5 5.0 0.5 a
27 -8.5 -15.0 -23.5 u
28 4.0 -15.5 -11.5
29 19.0 4.5 23.5 0
30 -8.5 -5.0 -13.5
31 28.0 -12.5 15.5
32 16.0 -5.5 10.5
33 -10.5 17.0 6.5
3^ 3.0 -7.5 -4.5 a
35 18.0 10.5 28.5 0
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TABLE VII (continued)

Student

Relative Achievement Indices

English Mathematics Combined

36 -14.0 9.0 -5.0
37 -1.5 6.5 5.0
38 -13.0 24.0 11.0
39 -10.0 -11.5 -21.5 u .
to 0.0 -8.5 - -8.0
itl 6.0 15.0 21.5 0
U2 14.5 40.5 55.0 0
U3 -2.0 13.0 11.0

-2.0 33.5 31.5 0
^5 25.0 -5.0 20.0 0
U6 10.0 -1.0 9.0

6.5 17.0 23.5 0
U8 5.0 -1.0 4.0 a
49 3.5 2.5 6.0
50 23.0 5.0 28.0 0
51 5.5 12.5 18.0 0

*Denotes underachievers 
♦♦Denotes achievers 

♦♦♦Denotes underachievers
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geparation of groros. Each of the three classes 

was divided into five groups, three of which were subjects 
of this study and two of which served to make distinct 
separations between the three groups studied. Each of the 
three groups contained approximately twenty per cent of the 
class from which it was selected. For example, the class 
of 1956 consisted of twenty-eight possible students for 
study, of which six were selected for each of the three 
groups studied. The class of 1957 consisted of fifty-two 
students, of which ten were selected for each of the three 
groups. The class of 1958 consisted of fifty-one students, 
of which ten were selected for each of the three groups 
studied.

From each class the.students with the largest pos­
itive combined relative achievement indices were placed In 
one group and were called ■overachlevere.• In Tables V, 
VI, and VII they were designated with an *o*  in the columns 
for combined relative achievement Indices,

The students with combined relative achievement in­
dices having the smallest deviation from zero made tip an­
other group called •achievers.* In Tables V, VI, and VII 
they were identified by an •a*  in the columns for combined 
relative achievement indices.
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The students with the largest negative combined, rel­

ative achievement Indices were Included In a third group 
called “underachievers.• In Tables V, VI, and VII they 
were Identified by a *u*  In the columns for combined rel­
ative achievement Indices.

The remaining students were not subjects of this 
study. Some of them had positive and some negative com­
bined relative achievement Indices of intermediate values. 
They were used to make a separation between the three groups 
studied. For example, six students of the class of 1956, 
as shown in Table V, had negative combined relative achieve­
ment indices ranging from -3.5 to -6.0 separating the 
achievers from the underachievers. There were four students 
with positive combined relative achievement Indices ranging 
from 3.5 to 6.5 separating the overachievers from the 
achievers.

The twenty-six overachievers identified in Tables V, 
VI, and VII have combined relative achievement indices 
ranging from 8.0 to 56.5. These indices, together with data 
on age, IQ, language scores, quantitative scores, attendance, 
grade points earned, number of subjects in program, reading 
scores, and sex designation, are tabulated In Table VIII.

The twenty-six achievers Identified in Tables V, VI,
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TABLE VIII

OVERACHIEVERS: FACTORS FROM ACADEMIC RECORDS 
AND COMBINED RELATIVE ACHIEVEMENT INDICES

*M - Male
*F - Female
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Class 2.6 22.0 204 106 286 17 4 50 M*
of 28 17.0 194 103 328 13 4 55 F*

1956 18 17.0 195 117 320 15 4 54 F
14 10.0 203 122 330 15 4 58 M
24 9.0 197 107 330 , 17 4 47 F
16 8.0 198 120 335 15 4 65 M

Class 37 56.5 181 113 56 25 3H 16 4 51 F
of $2 38.5 I85 100 39 16 327 15 5 52 F

1957 HO. • 37.0 182 111 61 17 313 24 5 60 F
23 32.0 194 114 70 25 334 20 4 60 M
30 31.0 179 111 66 27 340 17 4 46 F
47 25.5 182 112 45 14 334 16 4 50 M
25 25.O 189 119 70 20 337 22 5 55 F
42 22.0 184 107 55 20 324 12 4 46 F
50 19.0 190 102 42 18 327 12 4 38 F
51 19.0 186 104 43 14 324 11 4 38 F

Class 42 55.0 181 109 32 22 306 14 4 M
of 44 31.5 181 104 36 22 321 17 4 F

1958 35 28.5 167 106 54 14 311 14 4 M
50 28.0 181 101 37 16 326 14 4 F
47 23.5 171 100 49 12 335 17 5 M
29 23.5 176 113 49 20 331 16 4 F
21 22.0 179 112 51 27 324 19 4 F
41 21.5 176 100 46 18 313 13 4 M
45 20.0 171 114 33 15 310 11 4 F
51 18.0 173 101 37 338 19 ? F

Mean 25.4 184.6 108.8 48.6 18.9 323.6 15.8 4.19



45

TABLE n

ACHIEVERS: FACTORS FROM ACADEMIC RECORDS 
ABD COMBINED RELATIVE ACHIEVEMENT INDICES

*M - Male
*F - Female
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Class 1 -2.5 191 134 327 23 5 65 M*
of 9 -1.0 207 126 314 16 4 59 F*

1956 12 0.0 193 125 317 23 5 57 F
15 2.5 197 122 340 21 5 56 M
23 1.0 207 106 327 9 4 48 F

8 -2.5 195 128 331 22 5 51 F

Claes U9 -1.0 191 98 50 18 324 12 4 41 F
of 22 1.5 190 114 77 20 328 19 5 55 M

1957 u 1.5 181 100 61 15 334 16 4 46 M
^3 2.0 187 98 60 20 341 15 4 42 F
U5 -3.0 189 99 58 17 335 13 4 46 F
17 -4.0 187 113 89 17 329 17 4 58 F
19 -4.0 I89 116 75 27 338 13 4 52 M
4 4.0 185 130 84 29 328 25 5 M

16 -5.0 194 119 79 19 326 15 4 60 M
39 -5.5 183 109 63 18 326 15 4 46 M

Class 26 0.5 169 111 48 30 328 14 4 M
of 6 1.0 175 120 72 28 342 24 5 F

1958 12 -1.5 168 121 66 23 318 16 4 F
» 5 -2.0 169 116 78 28 315 20 4 F

16 2.5 166 119 ’ 57 25 324 ; 19 4 F
22 2.5 172 114 - 59 19 325 20 5 F

7 -3.0 176 128 61 27 336 19 4 F
13 3.0 167 120 56 28 337 23 5 M
48 4.0 171 99- 46 16 329 11 4 M
25 -4.5 188 108 60 16 337 13 4 M

Mean teS£==ss=== -.52 184.1 115.1 65.0 22.0 329.1 17.4 4.34 52.1 ssssxesas
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TABLE X

UNDERACHIEVERS: FACTORS FROM ACADEMIC RECORDS 
AND CCMBINED RELATIVE ACHIEVEMENT INDICES
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Class 3 -9.0 201 132 338 20 5 59 F*
of 6 -18.5 196 132 317 17 4 M*

1956 7 -12.0 196 129 3141 18 5 55 M
10 -12.5 192 127 312 14 4 M
13 -8.5 1914 1214 302 13 5 67 M
19 -16.0 197 1114 335 15 4 46 M

Class 9 -147.0 1814 123 73 29 276 18 5 52 F
of 13 -U.O 192 1114 88 20 316 15 4 55 F

1957 3 -141.5 189 1214 86 3^ 325 23 5. 57 M
7 -38.5 179 123 83 25 323 19 5 54 F
5 -29.0 183 123 814 26 310 22 5

K
D 

vx F
26 -21.0 186 115 60 314 317 14 4 45 M
11 -19.0 182 126 71 28 321 13 4 M
10 -17.5 191 127 71 26 311 21 5 56 M
18 s-17.5 1814 122 69 28 319 16 4 49 F
35 -17.0 193 110 57 27 335 11 4 45 M

Claes 23 -37.0 1814 110 58 20 338 14 4 M
of 10 -3I4.O 175 120 56 35 3214 20 5 M

1958 8 -33.0 171 H7 80 19 320 19 4 F
11 -29.5 1714 117 68 26 332 14 4 M
1$ -27.0 172 107 63 25 331 16 4 M
27 -23.5 169 110 56 21 330 13 4 M
3$ -21.5 177 100 51 18 323 11 4 M

3 -20.0 173 124 86 19 319 19 4 F
IE -19.5 178 108 62 25 322 12 4 M
214 -19.5 177 no 63 15 335 13 4 M

Mean -214.3
1814.2I

118.8 69.3 25.O 322.0 16.2 4. 35 53.5

*M - Male
*F - Female



and VII have combined relative achievement Indices ranging 
from -5.5 to 4.0. Data for this group are tabulated in 
Table IX.

The twenty-six underachievers Identified In Tables 
V, VI, and VII have combined relative achievement indices 
ranging from - 47.0 to -8.5. Data for this group are tab­
ulated in Table X.

Data which may serve the purpose of identifying the 
traits of the overachiever, achiever, and underachiever 
groups are tabulated In the Tables of Chapter VI.

SUMMARY

Criterion tests of Intelligence were the Otis Quick 
Scoring Mental Ability Test and the American Council on 
Education Psychological Examination. Criterion tests of 
achievement were the Cooperative Tests in English, elemen­
tary and intermediate algebra, and plane geometry.

From rankings of each student on criterion tests, 
combined relative achievement indices were computed as 
bases for defining groups of overachievers, achievers, and 
underachievers.



CHAPTER V

STATISTICAL TECHNIQUES

Small sample theory. The treatment of the data of 
this study was based on the use of small sample theories 
and fonBulas. Two basio assumptions were necessary: one, 
that the number of oases Involved Is less than thirty and, 
two, that the universe of values for the trait being studied, 
and as measured, form a normal distribution.3. The use of 

the normal probability table, based on areas out off under 
a normal probability (Gaussian) curve, Is properly excluded 
in small sample studies, slnoe these samples tend to have 
distributions which are peaked rather than normal. And, 
although small sample theories do not lead to precise re­
sults, they do furnish a means of estimating the probability 
that the obtained statistics could have arisen by chance 
alone, thus providing a level of confidence for accepting 
or rejecting the proposed null hypothesis that the two sam­
ples are not different.

Tests of significance. In this study it is Important 
to know whether or not the difference between two means is

^Quinn McNemar, Psychological Statistics, John Wiley 
and Sons, Inc., New Xork, 1945, p. 216.
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significant. Two possibilities exist; these means come 
from two different populations, or these are means of two 
groups which should be considered as two parts of the same 
population.

A. statistic which is valuable as a test of signifi­
cance is •t*  which, simply expressed, is the ratio of any 
normally distributed variate to its estimated standard 
error. The sampling distribution of t has been found to be 
independent of all except one factor, the number of "degrees 
of freedom"2 which, in turn, is a function of the number of 

cases and the statistics concerned with the number of cases. 
The use of t determines a level of confidence in the possi­
bility that a given result may have occurred only by chance. 
Tables of values of t give the level of confidence for 
various "degrees of freedom.The levels of confidence 
most used axe the five per cent and the one per cent levels. 
These show that the computed statistics might have occurred 
five times out of one hundred and once out of one hundred 
times by chance alone.

F. Lindquist, Statistical Analysis In Educational 
Research (Boston: Houghton Mifflin Company, 1940), p. 54.

^Quinn McNemar, op. cit., p. 352.

If, as in this study, a test of the significance of 
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the difference between two means is desired, a convenient 
formula to use is4 *

*J, P. Guilford, Fundamental Statistics in Psychology
and Education (Hew York: McGraw-Hlii7 1950), pp. 213-14.

6E. F. Lindquist, op. cit., p. 57.

/ 2 . 2xj6! * s2

2 in which and Mg are the means of the sample and 5^ and 
Sg^ are the corresponding variances.

Another formula useful for computing the values of 
t when the differences between two unrelated means is con- - 
cerned has been derived by Lindquist6;

^2 > 2where Xd^ and £dg are the sums of the squares of the de­
viations from the respective means and Mg, and n^ and n2 
are the respective numbers of scores involved.

In either case the value of t indicates a level of 
confidence (obtained by reference to the proper table) that 
the difference between the means is due to some causal
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factors. The value of t, regardless of the level of con­
fidence found, does not point to a causal factor or the 
direction In which It operates.

The statistical devices already described are valu­
able within the stated limits. It will be noted that they 
are not easily applied to cases for which only categorical 
Information exists. Since such cases are frequently en­
countered In studying responses to such devices as check 
lists and questionnaires where the category of the response 
Is more Important than Its else or quality, It Is necessary 
to have a means of judging the significance of any differ­
ences observed.

A well established test of significance for use In 
osuch oases Is the quantity chi square (x ) which is useful 

for contingency-type situations In which the fundamental 
problem is that of comparing two or more groups in respect 
to multiple responses. This statistic la computed from the 
formula®

X2 = C 0 - E)2

where 0 Is the observed frequencies In separate categories 
and E Is the expected frequencies, that Is, the frequencies

®Qulnn McKemar, op. clt., p. 199.
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which would exist If there were no relationship between the 
given variablesIt should be noted that ig the sum of 
several separate quantities and that the size of each of 
these is determined by the difference between the observed 
and expected frequencies. In addition, as is true with t, 
it must be assumed that the sampling distribution of fre­
quencies about a given E follows the normal curve. In ef­
fect this rules out frequencies of E so small that the dis­
tribution of frequencies about it would be decidedly skewed. 
Therefore, it is considered a violation of fundamental 
assumptions to apply this technique to cases where individ­
ual categories have frequencies of five or less.

In Investigating the significance of a given value 
of x2 from established tables, it is necessary to know the 

number of •degrees of freedom*  in the contingency-type table 
from which was computed. If that table consists of k 
rows and n columns and the marginal totals are used for 
setting up expected frequencies, then the number of "degrees 

8 of freedom*  is taken to be the product (k - 1) (n - 1).
As in the use of t, the table values specify the 

7Ibld.» pp. 179-180.
®Quinn McHemar, op. clt,, p. 193.
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A probabilities of obtaining a given x value by chance. 

Accordingly, these values are bases for accepting or re- 
o jecting a given null hypothesis. If the size of x 

large enough to reflect a small probability of chance 
occurrence, then the null hypothesis is rejected with the 
resulting Implication that actual differences between groups 
do exist.

Uses of tests of significance. Two methods are used 
for locating differences between groups. One, comparison 
of the means of the groups, is used in cases where the 
available data are scores on tests, ages, attendance, grade 
points, and subjects carried. In these cases t is used as 
the test of significance of the observed differences between 
the means. The other, comparisons of distributions, is used 
with boy-girl ratios, responses to questions In the Student 
Check List, high and low ratings on the Teacher's Bating 
Scale, and extreme scores on the Kuder Preference Record 
and the Mental Health Analysis. In these oases the cate­
gory of the response Is considered Important, so the dis­
tributions are examined by applying the x8 technique.

SUMMARY

Small sample theories and formulas formed the statis­
tical bases for this study.



The significances of differences between means were 
tested by computing values of et*  and comparing these 
values with those found in standard statistical tables.

The significances of distributions were investigated 
by using tests and comparing computed values of x® *ith  

those in standard statistical tables.
Differences or distributions were considered *sig­

nificant * if they could have occurred no more than five out 
of one hundred times by accident of sampling.



CHAPTER VI

RESULTS OF STUDY

The effectiveness of using total relative achieve­
ment indices for defining and separating the overachievers, 
achievers, and underachievers may be Judged by examining 
the statistics in Table XI.

In all cases the achievers have small total relative 
achievement Indices ranging between -6.5 and 4.5. Both the 
overachievers and the underachievers are well separated 
from this group, as may be seen by examination of ranges 
and means of total relative achievement indices.

TESTS OF KULL HYPOTHESES

In accordance with the design of the study null 
hypotheses were tested for each of the trait differences 
studied. The null hypotheses (that there are no differences 
between the overachievers, achievers, and underachievers) 
were accepted if the observed differences could have been 
attributed to chance more than five times out of one hundred. 
The null hypotheses were rejected if the observed differ­
ences could have occurred by chance five times or less in 
one hundred.



TABLE H

ANALYSIS GF COMBINED RELATIVE ACHIEVEMENT INDICES 
BY CLASS AND BY GROUP*

*C<mTuted. from Tables VIII, IX, and X, pages 44, 45, 46.

Class Group
Number 

of 
Pupils

Range of 
Combined 
Relative 

Achievement 
Indices

Mean
Standard 
Deviation

1956 Overachiever 6 8.0 to 22.0 13.83 5.15
Achiever 6 -2.5 to 2.5 -0.U2 1.73
Underachiever 6 -18.5 to -8.5 -12.75 3.57

1957 Overachiever 10 19.0 to 56.5 30.55 10.58
Achiever *10 f . -5.5 to H.O -1.35 3.10
Underachiever 10 v -U7.0 to -17.0 -29.20 11.70

1958 Overachiever 10 18.0 to 55.O 27.15 10.35
Achiever 10 ; A<5 to \ M 0.25 * 2.71

• Underachiever 10r *37.0 to -19.5 -26.1*5 •6.26
*

Overachiever 26 8.0 to 56.5 25.38 10.51
Total Achiever . 26 -5.5 to U.5 -O.52 3.HO

Underachiever 26 -27.0 to -8.5 -24.34 10.61
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Age. Examination of the data in Tables XII and. XIII 
furnishes evidence for acceptance of the null hypothesis 
that the three groips do not differ in respect to age. The 
t-statistics show very small values. The largest, t ■ 1.412, 
reflects the probability that the difference between these 
means might have occurred by chance more than twenty times 
out of one hundred. Such a probability does not permit a 
confident rejection of the null hypothesis even though there 
remains the possibility that factors other than chance may 
have produced the observed difference between the means.

Boy-girl distribution. A summary of the data of 
Tables VIII, IX, and X shows the boy-girl distribution to 
be as indicated in Table XIV. The totals reveal almost 
twice as many girls as boys (seventeen girls, nine boys) in 
the overachiever group, approximately equal numbers (fourteen 
girls, twelve boys) in the achiever group, and slightly more 
than twice as many boys as girls (eighteen boys, eight girls) 
among the underachievers. The distribution of the totals 
could have occurred by chance less than five times in one 
hundred since the value is 6.46.

While these proportions do not hold for any class, a 
degree of consistency is apparent for in no class do boys 
outnumber the girls in the overachiever group and in no
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TABLE XII

AHALISIS OF AGES

Class Group
Humber 

of 
Pupils

Range of 
Kgea in 
Months

Mean Standard 
Deviation

1956 Overachievers 6 194-201t 198,5 3.78
Achievers 6 191-207 198.3 6.35
Underachievers 6 192-201 196.0 2,77

1957 Overachievers 10 179-19^ 185.2 U.MO
Achievers 10 181-19^ 187.6 3.67
Underachievers 10 179-193 186.3 1>A7

1958 Overachievers 10 167-181 175.6 1*.72
Achievers 10 167-188 172.1 6.1U
Underachievers

5S3CaanCE3S9SB9K3BSBESSKESa
10 169-18U 175.0 b.05

TABIZ XIII
<1

DIFFEREHCES CF MEAHS OF AGES 
AKD CORRESPONDING t VALUES

♦0 - overachiever, A - achiever, V *» xinderachiever

f Class of 1956’ ” ' Class of 1957 6 Class of 1958'
- Groups 
Coinpared

Difference 
of Means t

Difference 
of Means t

Difference 
of Means t

*0 - A 0.2 0.061 -2A -1.256 3.5 1.356
0 - U 2.5 ' . 1.190, -1.1 -O.52T 0.6 0.289
A - U 2.3 .I1* 1.3 O.67U -2.9 -1.185
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class do girls outnumber the boys in the underachiever
group*

TABLE XIV
DISTRIBUTION OF BOYS AND GIRLS IN THE 

OVERACHIEVER, ACHIEVER, AND 
UNDERACHIEVER GROUPS

Overaohievers Achievers Underachievers
Class Boys Girls Boys Girls Boys Girls
1966 3 3 2 4 6 1
1967 2 8 6 4 6 5
1968 4 6 4 6 8 2

Total 9 17 12 14 18 8

IQ,. The essential data concerning IQ scores are 
arranged in Tables XV and XVI. The numbers underlined are 
values of t which will not permit the rejection of the null 
hypothesis at the five per cent level of confidence. They 
were read from a standard statistical table which was 
entered at the number of degrees of freedom appropriate for 
the particular group.

The differences observed between means of the over­
achievers and the means of the underachievers (-13.8, 
-11.4, -6.3, and -10.0) are consistent, in each case re­
flecting the higher IQ of the underachievers. The
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TABLS XV

AFAIXSIS GF IQ SCORES

Class Group Huriber
Range of 
Ecores Mean

Standard 
deviation

1956 Overachievers 6 106-122 112.5 7.1H
Achievers 6 1O6-13U 123.5 8.6U
Underachievers 6 lU-132 126.3 6.18

1957 Overachievers 10 100-119 109.3 5-62
Achievers 10 98-130 109.6 IO.25
Underachievers 10 no-127 120.7 5.37

1958 Overachievers 10 100-iiu 106.0 *.98
Achievers 10 99-123 115.6 7.68
Underachievers 10 100-12U 112.3 6.71*

Total Overachievers 26 100-122 103.8 6.37
Achievers 26 98-137 U5.1 10.39
Underachievers 26 100-132 H3.8 8.25



TABLE XVI

DIFFERENCES OF MEANS OF IQ SCORES AND 
CORRESPONDING t VALUES

*0 - overachieverb, A - achievers, U - underachievers.

Class of 1956 Class of 1957 Class of 1958 Total
Groups 

Conroared
Difference 
of Means t

Difference 
of Means t

Difference 
of Means

Difference
___ t____ of Means t

*0 - A -11.0 -2.16 - 0.3 - .077 -9.6 -3.15 - 6.3 -2.66
0 - U -13.8 -3.21 -11, U -UU' -6.3 -2.26 -10.0 -U. 81
A - U -2.8 - .59 -U.l -2.87 3-3 .968 -3.7 -1.39
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differenced observed are also significant since they could 
not have occurred by accident more than five times out of 
one hundred as shown by the values of t (-3.21, -4.41, 
-2.26, and -4.81).

Other significant differences are apparent between 
the mean of all the overachievers and that of all the 
achievers (-6.3), between the mean of the over&chievers and 
that of the achievers (-9.6) in the class of 1958, and be­
tween the mean of the achievers and that of the under­
achievers (-11.1) in the class of 1957. In each of these 
cases the values of t (-2.66, -3.16, and -2.87) warrant re­
jecting the null hypothesis that there are no significant 
differences between the groups. In addition, the direction 
of the differences In the classes, with one exception, lo­
cates the achievers between the overachievers and the under­
achievers in the matter of Intelligence.

The data of Tables XV and XVI, considered in the 
light of the method of defining and Identifying the over- 
achievers, achievers, and underachievers, lead to an ad­
ditional study of the groups. The possibility exists that 
the difference In means of IQ scores may have been biased 
by the design of the study. That is, those with best in­
telligence ranks may have total relative achievement indices, 
which, If positive, are very small but which, if negative.
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have a wider range of values. These students, then, have 
some chances of being labelled achievers, many chances of 
being labelled underachievers, but few chances of being 
among the overachievers.

At the other end of the intelligence ranks, students 
have some chances of being labelled achievers, but many 
more of being labelled overachievers. From the middle of 
the scale students have about equal chances of being placed 
in any one of the three categories.

The design of this study as a major operating factor 
In producing a bias in observed differences in Iq scores 
may be questioned on two counts. First, from Table XVI, 
one of the observed differences between the means (3.3) is 
inconsistent with the rest, another (-0.3) is very close to 
zero, and another (-2.8) Is very small. All three have t 
values sufficiently low (.968, -0.077, and -0.59) to make 
impossible the rejection of the null hypothesis concerning 
these groups.

Second, a study of the frequence polygons in Figure 
1 points up some of the data in Table XV supplemented by a 
frequency polygon showing the IQ distribution of students 
in the grades studied. The considerable amount of over­
lapping of the polygons, with all of the scores of the over­
achievers falling within the range of the scores of the
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underachievers and with seventy-seven per cent of the under­
achievers falling within the range of the scores of the 
overachievers, casts further doubt on the ability of the 
design of the study to produce differences noted in intel­
ligence.

An additional observation is that these observed 
differences follow much the same pattern as found by other 
investigators. Cohler^*  found a steady increase of dis­

parity between intelligence and achievement with increasing 
IQ.

From the above considerations it seems reasonable 
to assume that the design of this study does not include a 
bias which operates effectively enough by Itself to concen­
trate the overachievers among the less Intelligent and the 
underachievers among the more Intelligent members of a 
school class.

Language factor. The language factor of the American 
Council on Education psychological Examination produced 
scores summarised in Tables XVII and XVIII. The observed 
differences (-4.6, -4.0, and -4.35) between the means of

^Milton J. Cohler, "Scholastic Status of Achievers 
and Nonaohievers of Superior Intelligence." Journal of 
Educational Psychology, 32:605-10, 1941.
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TABLE XVH
ANALYSIS C@ LANGUACS SCORES

Class Group Nuriber

Range of 
Language 

Ecores Mean
Standard
Deviation

1$57 Overachievers 10 39 ~ 66 51.7 11.29
Achievers 10 50 - 69 69.6 12.18
Underachievers 10 57-83 71.2 10.21

1958 Overachievers 10 32 - 5^ 12.1 7.77
Achievers 10 16-73 60.3 9.33
Underachievers 10 51-86 61.3 10.16

Total Overachievers 20 32 - 66 13.6 11.13
Achievers 20 16 - 89 61.95 11.73
Underachievers 20 51 - 83 69.3 11.17

TABLE XVIH
/ DnTXCTCfiS CP MEANS OF LANGUT^GE 
SCCfJS Aim COnRESPOISIBG’t VALUES > ■

*0 - overachievere, A - achievers, U - underachievers

Clhsa of 1957 Class Of 1958 Total
Groups 
Corp?, red

Difference 
of iteans t

Difference Difference
of Ifeens t of toans t

*0 - A 
0 - U 
A - U

-11.7 -2.79
-19.5 -3.81
- 1.6 - .868

-13.9 -1.67
-21.9 -5.03
- 1.0 .855

-16.35 -2.93
-20.7 -3.73
- 1.35 -0.801
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the achievers andl the means of the underachievers may well 
have occurred by chance since the corresponding values of 
t (-.868, -.855, and -.804) are small. For these groups 
the null hypothesis must be accepted. For the differences 
found between the overachievers and the achievers and the 
differences between the overachievers and the underachiev­
ers, the null hypothesis is rejected. The rejection may be 
made with confidence at the two per cent level as indicated 
by the smallest value of t (-2.79),

The inferences are that actual language differences 
do exist between the overachievers and the achievers and 
between the overachievers and the underachievers. Further­
more, these differences point to the fact that the over- 
achievers are inferior to both the achievers and the under­
achievers in the amount of language ability they possess.

Since the language factor is a part of one criterion 
test, the significant differences found may be censured as 
being inherent in the design of the study. The validity 
of such a criticism may be investigated by studying language 
factor differences between matched pairs of students, taking 
one of the pair from the overachlever group and the other 
from the underachiever group. The pairs chosen had no age 
differences greater than four months and no 1^*8  differing
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by more than four, these being arbitrary limits set on the 
matching. Ten such pairs were found, and data for them are 
reported in Table XIX.

With the influence of age and intelligence reduced 
to a minimum by the matching, the differences between the 
language abilities of the overachievers and those of the 
underachievers becomes more striking. In only one pair does 
the overachiever have higher language score than the under­
achiever.

Quantitative factor. Tables XX and XXI summarise 
the findings of the study in respect to the quantitative 
scores from the American Council on Education Psychological 
Examination. Values of t falling below the five per cent 
level of confidence have been underlined.

The differences (-8.1, -7.7, -6.9, and -6.6) recorded 
in Table XXI are significant as shown by corresponding t 
values (-4.09, -3.99, -2.67, and -2.63). The class of 1967 
has significant differences between the means of over- 
achievers and underachievers (-8.1) and also between the 
means of the achievers and the underachievers (-7.7). The 
class of 1958 has a significant difference (-6.9) between 
the means of the overachievers and the achievers. The total 
of both classes has a significant difference (-6.16) between
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TABLE m

LANGUAGE SCORES OF MATCHED PAIRS

179.6 179.3 110,3 H2.0 48.6 62.8

Humber of 
Student ___ Age___ IQ

Language
Score

Class *0 *U ;0 u 0 U 0 u

1957'
’23 ’ 35 ' 194 193 114 4 ■' \

110 70, w 57
25 9 189 184 119 123 70 73
47 26 182 186 112 115 45 60

* 1
42 23* * 181 184 109 no 32 58

1958 41 39 176 177 100 100 46 51
35 27 167 169 106 no 54 56
45 8 171 171 114 117 33 80
44 . 18 181 178 104 108 36 62
29 11 176 174 113 117 49 68
21 24 179 177 112 no 51 63

*0 - overachievera

*U - underachievers

Mean
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TABLE XX

ANALYSIS OF QUANTITATIVE SCORES

Class Group
Number of 
Students

Range of 
Scores Mean

Standard 
Deviation

1957 Overachievers 10 . u -.27 19.6 4.45
Achievers : - 10. 17 - 29 . 20.0, t 4.27
Underachievers * 10 20 - 3^ 27.7 ,3.93

1958 Overachievers 10 12-27 18.1 4.37
Achievers 10 ’ 16 - 30 24.0 4.98
Underachievers >10 15 - 35 22.3 5.39

Total Overachievers 20 12 - 27 18.8$ 4.47
Achievers 20 15 - 30 22.0 5.05
Underachievers 20 15 - 35 25.0 5.43

TABLE XXI

DIFFERENCES OF MEANS OF QUANTITATIVE SCORES 
AND CORRESPONDING t VALUES

Class of 1957 Class of 1958 Total
Groups 

Compared
Difference 
of Means t

Difference 
of Means

I 
t

Jifference 
of Means t

*0 - A -0.4 -0.195 -5.9 -2.67 -3.15 -1.40

0 - U -8.1 -4.09 -4.2 -1.81 -6.15 -2.63

A - U -7-7 -3.99 1.7 .694 -3.0 -1.22

*0 - overachievers, A - achievers, U - underachievers.
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the means of the overachlerers and. the underachievers. 
These differences do not warrant making a general statement 
rejecting the null hypothesis that overachlerers, achievers, 
and underachievers do not differ in quantitative ability, 
because the significant differences do not show a consist­
ent pattern.

While the underachiever group of the class of 1957 
shows more quantitative ability than the overachievers or 
the achievers, In the class of 1968 it is the achiever group 
which reveals the greatest quantitative ability.

Reading. The null hypothesis that there are no dif­
ferences between the means of reading scores of the over- 
achievers, achievers, and underachievers can be accepted on 
the basis of the statistics assembled in Tables XXII and 
XXIII. The largest difference (-2.6) occurs twice and the 
corresponding t values (-.854 and -.897) are so small that 
there are few chances of accepting the hypothesis when 
actual differences do exist. While the differences ob­
served suggest that the underachievers have a slight superi­
ority in reading ability, the statistics do not permit such 
a conclusion to be made with any degree of confidence. 
Furthermore, neither the differences nor the corresponding 
values of t suggest that additional scores for each group 
would materially change the results summarised in Tables
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TABLE XXII

AHALTSIS OF READING SCORES

Class Group
Number of 
Students

Range of 
Scores Mean

Standard 
Deviation

1956 Overachievers 6 50 - 65 5^.8 5.76
Achievers 6 U8 - 65 55.5 6.02
Underachievers 4 1^6-67 56.8 7.56

1957 Overachievers 10 38 - 60 H9.6 7.41
Achievers 9 U1 - 60-/ U9.6 5.21
Underachievers 9 U5 - 57 52.1 4.43

Total Overachievers 16 38 - 65 51.56 7,29
Achievers 15 Hl - 65 51.93,' 6.72
Underachievers 13 U5 • 67 53.5^ 5.99

TABLE XXIII

DIFFERENCES OF MEANS OF READING SCORES AND 
CORRESPONDING t VALUES

Class of 1956 Class of 1957 Total

< Groups Difference Difference Difference
Compared of Means t of Means t of Means t

*0 - A -0.7 -d.189. .0.0 0.0 1 -o;37 -0.142

0 - U -2.0 -0.395 -2.5 -O.854 -1.98 -0.811

A - U -1.3 -2.5 -0.897 -1.61 -0.643

*0 - overachievers, A - achievers, U - underachievers
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XXII and XXIII.

Attendance. Tables XXIV and, XXV present the etatle- 
tlos oomputed. from the attendance data. The differences 
between the means of the three groups compared are small 
when compared to the corresponding means. The correspond­
ing t values, with a single exception, do not permit a 

rejection of the null hypothesis at the five per cent level 
of confidence. The single exception (t « 3.24) Indicates a 

significant difference (7,1) which applies only to the 
difference between the means of the total of the achievers 
and the total of the underachievers. This exception, con­
sidered in the absence of additional significant differ­
ences, cannot be used as a basis for rejecting the null 
hypothesis. Consequently the null hypothesis is accepted 
and the Inference drawn that there are no significant dif­
ferences between the overachievers, achievers, and under­
achievers in respect to their attendance records.

Grade points. Tables XXVI and XXVII contain the 
statistics computed from grade point data for the totals 
of the overachiever, achiever, and underachiever groups. 
The differences (-1*6,  -0.4, and 1.2) reported in Table 
XXVII are small and the'corresponding t values (-1.61, 
-0.377, and 1.13) do not permit rejecting the null hypothesis
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TABLE XXIV

ANALYSIS OF ATTENDANCE

*0 - overachiever8, A - achievers, U - underachievers

Class Group Number of 
Students

Range in 
Half Days
Present

Mean Standard 
Deviation

*0 6 286 . 335 321.5 16.49
1956 *A 6 314 - 342 326.0 8.86

»U 6 302 - 341 324.2 2.41

0 10 311 - 340 327.1 9.15
1957 A 10 324 - 341 330.9 5.43

U 10 276 - 335 315.3 14.77

0 10 306 - 338 321.5 10.61
1958 A 10 315 - 342 329.1 8.40

U 10 319 - 338 327.4 6.30

Total 0 26 286 - 340 323.6 12.08
A 26 314 - 342 329.1 8.08
V 26 276 - 341 322.0 7.39

TABLE XXV

DIFFERENCES OF MEANS OF ATTENDANCE AND 
CORRESPONDING t VALUES

Class of 1956 Class of 1957 Class of 1958 Total

Groups 
Compared

Differ­
ence of 
Means t

Differ­
ence of 
Means

Differ­
ence of 

t Means t

Differ­
ence of 
Means t

#0 - A -4.5 -0.539 -3.8 -1.07 -7.6 -1.685 -5.5 -.991
0 - U -2.7 -0.364 n.8 2.1 -5.9 -1.431 1.6 0.566
A - U 1.8 -0.438 15.6 2.09 1.7 b.486 7.1 3.24

*0 - overachievers, A - achievers, U * underachievers
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at the five per cent level of confidence. Therefore the 
Inference drawn is that, in respect to grade points earned, 
no significant differences exist between the overachievers, 
achiever, and underachiever groups.

TABLE XXVI
AKALXSIS OF GRADE POINTS

Group
Number of 
Students

Range of 
Grade Points Mean

Standard 
Deviation

Overachievers 26 11 - 24 15.8 3.17
Achievers 26 9-25 17.4 4.52
Underachieversi 26 11 - 23 16.2 3.15

TABLE XXVII
DIFFERENCES OF MEANS OF GRADE POINTS AND 

CORRESPONDING t VALUES

Difference
Groups Compared of Means t

♦0 - A -1.6 -1.51
0 - U -0.4 -0.377
A - U 1.2 1.13

•0 - overaohievers, A - achievers, U - underachievers.

Number of subjects. An examination of Tables XXVIII 
and XXIX shows that the null hypothesis (that there are no 
significant differences between the overachievers, achievers. 
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and. underachievers in respect to the numbers of subjects 
in their programs) should be accepted. The observed dif- 
fierences (-0.15, -0.16, and -0.01) are small and the 
corresponding values of t (1.21, 1*29,  and .742) provide 
no evidence for rejecting the null hypothesis. The infer­
ence is that overachievers, achievers, and underachievers 
do not differ significantly in the number of subjects in 
their programs.

TABLE XXVIII
ANALYSIS OF NUMBER OF SUBJECTS

Group
dumber of
Students

Range of 
Number of 
Subjects

Mean
Standard 
Deviation

Overachievers 26 4-6 4.19 .394
Achievers 26 4-5 4.35 .476
Underachievers 26 4-5 4.35 .476

TABLE XXIX
DIFFERENCES OF MEANS OF NUMBER OF SUBJECTS 

AND CORRESPONDING t VALUES

*0 - overachievers, A - achievers, U - underachievers

Groups Compared
Difference 
of Means t

♦0 - A -0.15 1.21
0 - U -0.16 X 29
A - U -0.01 ——^2
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Student Check List for Self-Analysis.^ The Check 

List was completed by all (26) of the overachiever group, 
by twenty-five of the twenty-six achievers, and by twenty- 
four of the twenty-six underachievers. Only 1.2 per cent 
of the questions were not answered at all (Instructions for 
the check list contained this provision for oases of in­
decision). Few of the questions evidenced distinctions be­
tween the three groups.

A study of Table XXX locates only four questions 
(18, 22, 27, and 36) in which there are dlstlnot differences 
in ths number of "yes*  answers among the three groups. The 
o test of significance of the distribution of the combined 

answers of these four questions yields a value (xS « 9.87) 

which implies that for this combination of questions chance 
will produce such differences between the overachievers, 
achievers, and underachievers less than onoe out of one 
hundred times. The distribution of *yes*  answers on these 
questions, taken singly, as indicated by values of 2.85 
to 3.64, might occur by chance about ten per cent of the 
time.

The inference may be drawn that overachievers are

^A copy of the Student Check List has been placed in 
the Appendix.
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TABLE XXX

AKALYSIS OF STUDENT CHECK LIST

*

Question

Numbers of Questions 
Answered "Yes’*

- - " 1 •

Numbers of Questions 
Answered "No”

*0 *A ,*0 0 A U

1 18 18 17 8 6 7
2 14 16 17 12 9 7
3 25 25 21 1 0 3
4 7 12 5 18 13 17
5 23 24 21 3 1 3
6 5 6 6 21 17 18
7 8 4 4 17 21 19
8 11 13 12 15 12 12
9 6 • 9 5 20 16 18

10 10 10 7 15 15 17
11 8 5 6 18 20 17
12 13 17 13 9 8 11
13 24 20 22 2 5 2
1U 12 6 13 14 18 U
15 12 . 10 6 14 15 18
16 12 15 16 14 10 7
17 10 15 4 16 10 20
18 20 15 13 5 8 10
19 3 5 2 23 20 22
20 14 15 14 12 10 10
21 13 9 14 11 16 10
22 16 13 9 10 11 15
23 4 3 7 22 22 17
24 10 6 3 16 19 20
25 11 11 12 14 13 U
26 3 5 5 23 20 18
2? 23 20 18 3 6
28 20 21 17 5 7
29 12 13 13 13 12 10
30 6 6 6 19 19 18
31 8 9 4 18 15 19
32 9 12 4 15 13 20
33 9 13 8 17 12 15
3^ 2 3 4 24 22 20
35 23 23 21 2 2 2
36 19 14 10 7 11 12
37 8 9 10 17 16 14
38 10 10 11 16 15 13

*0 - overachievers A - achievers U - underachievers



79
somewhat more likely to consider other members of the class 
better students than themselves (question 18), to memorize 
by both writing and repeating aloud (question 82), to think 
that they get enough rest (question 27), and to worry about 
tests (question 36). The percentages of each of the three 
groups making *yes*  answers to these questions are tabulated 
in Table XXXI.

The columns of *no*  answers in Table XXX reveal four 
questions in which there are distinct differences in the 
frequencies reported for the three groups. Combining the 
frequencies for these four questions (2, 16, 26, 54) and 
using the test of the significance of the distribution, 
results in x2 = 4.60, which reflects a probability of ap­

proximately ten per cent that the distribution occurred by 
chance alone. Accordingly, the null hypothesis, that there 
are no significant differences between the overachievers, 
achievers, and underachievers in respect to their answers 
to these four questions, cannot be confidently rejected.

Consequently, little confidence may be placed in the 
analysis set forth in Table XXXII in which there are some 
indications that underachievers are more likely than the 
other two groups to report themselves as systematic and 
regular in their work (question 2), to consider that they 
volunteer frequently (question 16) to feel dissatisfied



4

80

TABLE XXXI

ANALYSIS OF "YES*  ANSWERS TO FOUR STUDENT 
CHECK LIST QUESTIONS

Overachievers Achievers Underachievers
Number Number Number

Question of "Yes" 
Answers

Per Cent of "Yes" 
Answers

Per Cent of "Yes" 
Answers

Per Cent

18 20 77.0 15 60.0 13 54.2
22 16 61.6 13 52.0 9 37.5
2? 23 88.5 20 80.0 18 75.0
36 19 73.1 14 56.0 10 41.7

TABLE XXXII

ANALYSIS OF "NO" ANSWERS TO FOUR STUDENT 
CHECK LIST QUESTIONS

Overachievers Achievers Underachievers
Number

Questibwiof "No" Per Cent
Number 
of "No" 
Answers

Per Cent
Number 
of "No" 
Answers

Per Cent
Answers

2 12 46.2 9 36 9 29.2
16 14 53.8 10 40 7 29.2
26 23 88.6 20 80 18 75.0
34 24 92.5 22 88 20 83-5
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with average marks (question 26), and. to be less sure that 
they pass in work on time (question 34).

Mental Health Analysis. From the experimental run 
of the Mental Health Analysis, scores were available for 
87.5 per cent of the over&chievers, 68.8 per cent of the 
achievers, and 75.0 per cent of the underachievers from the 
classes of 1956 and 1957. These students were considered 
random samples since presence in school on the day of the 
analysis was administered was the only controlling factor. 
Scores of these students are tabulated in Tables XXXIII and 
XXXIV.

After a study of the range, means, and standard 
deviations of the scores of the Mental Health Analysis re­
vealed no significant differences between the overachievers, 
achievers, and underachiever groups, the writer decided to 
examine only the extreme scores. Accordingly, Tables XXXIII 
and XXXIV were analysed again and a tabulation of scores 
at or above the eightieth percentile, as reported in the 
Manual of Directions, was made for the three groups and re­
ported in Tables XXXV, XXXVI and XXXVII. A aim11ar tabu­
lation of scores at or below the twentieth percentile was 
completed and reported in Tables XXXVIII, XXXIX, and XL. 
Since there appeared only one frequency (3) below five in
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TABLE XXXHI

SCORES OF STUDEHTS ON MENTAL HEALTH ASALISIS 
SUBTESTS OF MENTAL HEALTH ASSETS

Group Class Student C
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Total

Over- Class 1U 20 15 18 15 20 88
achievers of 26 17 13 9 10 19 78

1956 24 20 20 20 16 20 96

42 20 16 18 15 17 86
51 17 10 15 13 18 73
43 20 18 19 13 18 88

Class 37 16 13 12 12 17 70
of 30 13 14 13 13 15 68

1957 50 18 19 17 9 17 80
52 18 18 17 8 17 78
40 16 19 13 15 19 82
25 19 19 20 18 19 95
23 20 16 18 16 19 89
^7 11 15 8 14 18 66

Group >lean 17.5 16.1 15.5 13.3 18.1 81.2

Achievers Class 12 18 17 18 9 18 80
of 9 20 17 18 13 19 87

1956 15 19 18 20 18 18 93

49 19 18 17 11 19 84
45 20 17 20 17 19 93

Class 17 19 13 18 13 19 82
of 16 19 17 19 16 18 89

1957 39 18 13 12 17 18 78
44 19 15 18 14 19 85
22 18 12 14 12 16 72
19 18 8 13 11 16 66

Group Mean 18.8 15.0 17.0 18.1 82.6
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Total

Under- Class 13 20 16 20 16 19 91
achievers of 3 17 16 It 17 19 83

1956 19 17 18 20 20 13 93
7 17 15 17 12 16 H

19 18 15 16 11 19 79
7 20 17 20 19 19 95

Class 5 10 15 13 U 19 68
of 13 18 15 17 15 18 83

1957 3 20 16 19 16 19 90
10 20 18 18 16 20 92
35 19 17 18 15 17 86
26 18 17 It It 18 81

Group Neaa 17.8 16.2 17*2 15.2 18.t 84.6
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TABLE XXXIV

8C0P.ES OP STUDEOTS OH K23TEAL HEALTH AKALXSIS 
SUBTESTS OF KEDTAL HEALTH LIABILITIES

Group Class Student Be
ha

vi
or

al
In

m
at

ur
ity

Et
eo

tlo
na

l
In

st
ab

ili
ty

Fe
el

in
gs

 of
 

In
ad

eq
ua

cy
1

Ph
ys

ic
al

D
ef

ec
ts

Se
rv

ou
s

M
an

ife
st

at
io

ns

Total

Over- Class IM 7 10 15 18 15 65
Achievers of 26 19 17 18 20 19 93

1956 2M 15 17 18 20 18 88

* M2 17 13 20 20 18 88
- 17 '13. 16 19 18 . 83

M3 15 7 11 11 13 57
Class 37 10 8 17 19 17 71
of 30 16 7 11 17 17 63

1957 . $0 11 12 7 18 13 61
52 10 5 IM 18 17 6M
Uo 17 16 15 16 17 81
25 17 18 18 20 20 93
23 16 15 17 19 16 83
M7 IT 1M 10 13 69

Group Mean 1M.6 12.; 1M.8 18.1 16.? .76.p_.___

Achievers Class 12 17 6 11 16 16 66
of 9 19 12 20 19 13 83

1956 15 16 11 16 20 17 80

MO IM 9 9 19 16 67
M5 12 2 7 13 IM M3

Class 17
of 16 17 U 13 19 18 73

1957 39 13 12 10 17 12 6M
MM 13 10 16 20 17 76
22 16 13 15 20 18 82

... 19 ... 18 20 20 92

Group Mean 15.$ 1O.< _23^ 18.3 16.2 7M.8
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sms xmv (€S8Alto$e4)

$l § d

Group Claes Student
1

Total

Cl&sa 13 la u 17 19 19 SI
Achiever# cf 3 17 16 13 18 19 83

1956 19 15 16 17 20 18 76
7 16 13 13 20 17 79

18 18 18 18 20 19 93
7 17 17 20 18 13 90

Close 5 12 3 10 19 12 56
of 13 18 15 18 19 20 90

1957 3 U 13 18 20 X1 87
10 17 U 17 20 18 86
35 17 15 16 20 17 85
86 15 u 16 19 16 77 . .......

Group Mean IM 16,y iM 17.5 S1-1_
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TABLE XXXV

FRSQTJEHCIES OF MENTAL HEALTH ASSETS SCORES
AT CB ABOVE THE EIGHT]eaiy; PEBCEBTILE

Overachievers 1U 5 6 6 1 9 27
Achievers 11 o 6 7 3 9 31
Unilerchlevera 12 5 5 6 3 10 29

TABLE XXXH

AT OB ABOVE THS EIGHTIETH PERCENTILE
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TABLE XXXVII

AHALYSIS OF FREQUENCIES IN TABLES XXXV AND XXXVI

Group
Total Numbers 
of Scores

Per Cent of Possible 
Scores of Groups

Overachievers 53 37.9
Achievers U9 U.5
Underachievers €1 55.8

TABLE XXXVIII

FEEQUEIKIES CF MENTAL HEALTH ASSETS SCORES 
AT 08 BELOW THE TWENTIETH PERCENTILE
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tCABLS XXXIX

FREQUmCIES OF lEIIDlL HEM2EH LIAHILITIES SCOICS 
AT on EDLCM THE TKEOTIEEa

PERCEBTIU.

Underachievers 12 0 1 1 0 1 3
MflRsssesHsaaaieesaReessaGWBBaKsaeMBesHsaBrxcfcseesEssssseseaHsssestst^BMseaassacseeroasa

*

, ’EKSTX XI, y
* 1 J
/AHALTDI3 OF FREQUENCIES 13 

TABLES XXXmi AND XXXIX

Group
Total nurler 
of .scores

Ter cent of Foosible 
scores of group

Cverachievers 21 15.0
Achievers U 12.7
Underachievers 3 2.5
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Tables XXXVII and XL, a test was used to test the sig­
nificance of frequencies reported. The resulting value, 
x2 z 14.16 for two degrees of freedom, indicated that these 

frequencies would not have occurred by chance more than one 
time in one thousand.

An examination of Table XXXVII reveals that the 
largest percentage of scores above the eightieth percentile 
Is reported for the underachievers. Such hi^i scores are 
interpreted in the Manual of Directions for the Mental 
Health Analysis as showing relative freedom from psychologi­
cal problems. This fact also coincides with one revealed 
in Table XL, where the underachievers show the smallest 
percentage of scores below the twentieth percentile. Ref­
erence to the same two tables show the overachievers with 
the lowest percentage of scores above the eightieth per­
centile and the highest percentage of scores below the 
twentieth percentile.

While a pattern is not clearly distinguishable in 
the frequencies reported in each of the ten categories of 
Tables XXXV and XXXVI, such a pattern does appear in the 
ten categories of Tables XXXVIII and XXXIX. In these tables 
three of the scores of the underachievers fall below the 
twentieth percentile, while in each of two categories 
(behavioral Immaturity and close personal relationship) the
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scores of four over&chievers are the only ones recorded. 
In another category (emotional Instability) the over- 
achievers have four scores reported below the twentieth per­
centile while the achievers and underachievers have two 
scores and one score respectively. Unfortunately, such 
small frequencies are only suggestive of conclusions since 
they are not susceptible to accurate tests of significance. 

The inference drawn from these statistics Is that 
underachievers feel themselves somewhat freer from psycho­
logical stresses than do either achievers or overachievers, 
and that overachievers feel these stresses somewhat more 
than either achievers or underachievers.

Kuder Preference Record. The regular administration 
of the Kuder Preference Record produced scores which were 
available for 87.5 per cent of the overachievers, 93.8 per 
cent of the achievers, and 81.3 per cent of the under­
achievers from the classes of 1956 and 1957. These students 
were considered random samples since administration of the 
record was not done selectively. Scores of these students 
are tabulated In Tables XLI and XLII.

A study of the scores, their ranges, and means does 
not reveal significant differences between the overachiever, 
achiever, and underachiever groups. Another analysis of
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TABLE XLI
SCORES OF GIRLS ON KUDER PREFERENCE RECORD

Overachievers
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Class Student

Class . 2U 43 38 19 37 39 26 15 25 46 34
of 28 42 37 . 28 23 23 31 17 5 48 68

1956
37 ^3 21 28 33 20 30 5 14 60 ^3
52. 50 25 14 U7 30 28 15 10 60 36

Class 40 $4 29 31 31 29 45 21 2 68 23
of ^2 25 15 13 27 35 38 24 29 15 63 52
1957 42 29 13 31 20 62 27 19 18 56 61

50 21 11 11 17 51 41 27 21 ^5 66
51 29 8 28 37 36 47 19 12 46 65

Mean 36.2 21.7 24.1 31.1 36.4 33.2 133 13.6 54.7 49.8

Achievers

Class 8 24 20 23 26 51 ‘ 39 3 22 56 52
of 9 43 37 24 37 32 31 14 15 22 70
1956 12 24 30 35 24 32 4o 9 18 45 63

23 56 22 29 41 24 41 20 14 30 44

Class 49 38 35 19 21 51 24 26 27 20 62
of ^3 44 23 12 48 28 25 13 18 55 47
1957 45 28 18 23 4o 4o 41 8 18 65 35

17 21 16 12 16 48 40 15 27 35 75
Mean 3U.8 25.1 22.1 31.6 38.4 35.1 13.5 19.9 41.0 56.0

Under-
Achievers

Class of
1956 
Class

3 44 33 11 36 3^ 44 19 11 20 36

of 9 68 26 26 3U 17 3^ 32 22 49 29
1957 13 46 21 9 20 H3 41 34 14 37 46

5 30 23 18 27 43 34 24 15 56 32
18 35 19 13 30 52 38 16 7 53 54

Mean 44,6 24.4 15.4 39.4 37.8 38.2 25.0 13.8 43.0 39.4
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SABZBXLXI

SCOKES OF B0t8 OS KUDEl PREmESCI KEC(W

1
1

3 ?
1# 5 M 0 H

Overachlerere
1 i 8 g tJ a| 5

Class Student
2 0 to

2 
£

i 1 d 5
0

Class U 29 58 37 57 to 1A 5 21 31 A7
ef 16 66 51 12 51 26 36 18 23 to 23

1956 26 60 51 35 61 to 13 2A 21 15 A8

CUes 23 29 3* 22 U6 to 25 33 U Al 39
ef V? H9 to 26 57 36 to 25 A 32 A2

1957............ .

Mean U6»(. to.6 26A 38.2 2A.A 21.0 16.0 30.6 _3M,

Achievers

CUes 1 70 to 68 u 21 5 10 to to
of I?

1956
39 7 62 to to 10 5 37 32

.CUes ** 38 51 21 53 to 10 27 6 31 63
of 19 U 31 27 56 23 32 23 23 50 2A
1957 * ed 30 36 *3 to to 31 7 35 A9

16 62 30 38 to 87 26 25 5 32 55
39 m; ?3 20 27 28 6 A6 A6

Mean N9.6 37.1 28.6 ^•3 ?0A 29.1 21.3 8.9 39.3 *>5.M

Under*
Achievers

Class
of 6 39 to 53 6M 33 21 17 8 19 63

1956 7 ?5 27 53 Al 11 26 17 A9 Al
13 to 32 55 35 20 26 3 27 55

'lass, 19 u 23 62 25 19 7 9 A6 to
of.
1957 £6 39 Ml 26 36 to 29 £5 9 32 A6

U 23 53 16 to to 38 16 3 39 A8
1 10 N2 U8 20 63 to 23 6 8 35
1 Mean ^.0 28.1 39.9 23.0 17.6 8.1

___

A7.6
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these data was made, tabulating only the extreme scores. 
Table XLIIZ is a compilation of the frequencies of scores 
above the eightieth percentile as shown on the Profile 
Sheet for the Kuder Preference Record. Table XLIV is a 
compilation of the frequencies of scores below the twentieth 
percentile.

Since the small number of frequencies precludes the 
accurate use of contingency tables or tests of significance, 
it is worthwhile only to note the differences suggested. 
Consideration of the tabulation of girls1 scores shows that 
the overachievers have more scores above the eightieth per­
centile than do achievers or underachievers in computational 
and social service areas. An inference which might be drawn 
from the preceding statements is that about half (55.5 per 
cent) of the overaohlevlng girls show strong interest (above 
the eightieth percentile) in computation and about half 
(44.4 per cent) show strong interest in social service.

A review of the tabulation of the boys*  scores fails 
to locate a pattern of the frequencies which might be in­
terpreted as showing either strong or weak interests in any 
of the areas comprising the Kuder preference Record. Com­
bining the tabulation of the boys1 frequencies and the girls1
frequencies produces totals which reveal no definite patterns
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TABLE Tr.rrT

FEEQPEZICIES cf kudeh preferebcs eecord scores
AT OR ABOVE THS Eli ^ETH FERCEHTHE

Girlflt 
Overachlevera 9^2512221^0 23
Achievers 83323350211 23
Underachievers 53100132000 10

Boys: 
Overachlevera 51123013300 U
Achievers „ 7 ,2 0 3 5-0 2 4 1 2 2 21
Underachievers 8 11*2  5 1 1 ; 3 0 2 2 13

tilrls: T~
Overachievers 9242
Achievers 8 112
Underacbievera 5 0 0 3

Boys:
Overachievera 5211
Achievers 7141
Underachievers 8 111

Total:
Overachievera 14 4 5 3
Achievers 15 2 5 3
Underachievers 13 1 1 4

tmt1 ».r.iU.i 1*1,11,11 u, iuBBaeaes»aaeBe*#aae*»saHeeeeaetS8aeacswaBoaBflr8UMeB

Totals 
Overachievei-s 1^ 537^235^^0 37
Achievers v 15 , 5 3 5 8-3 7 * 3 3 3 w 
Underachievers 13 4 ^2 ,< 2 t 5 s 2 , 4 . 5 > 0 a 2 28

w * 11 r * N *■  r.rC Jr

TABU XUV

140140422 
110404216 
0100223 11

0121111U 
0412512 21 
011222112

1522515 33 
I5I6554 37 
0212444 23
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of interests. Therefore, the conclusion is reached, that 
overachievers, achievers, and. underachievers do not differ 
significantly in their responses to the Kuder preference 
Record.

Teacherts Rating Scale.® The experiment with the 

Teacher's Rating Scale produced ratings for 46.2 per cent 
of the overachievers, 50 per cent of the achievers, and 50 
per cent of the underachievers. Frequencies of the extreme 
ratings (1, 2, and 5) are tabulated in Tables XLV and XLVI. 
Since numbers were too small to use tests of significance 
for the distributions of frequencies for each item, such 
tests were performed only for the total distributions in 
each of the four areas into which the scale was divided. 
The null hypothesis, that there are no significant differ­
ences between the three groups in respect to the frequencies 
of extreme ratings, must be rejected in all four areas, 
home and written work, class habits, observed attitudes to­
ward people, and observed attitudes toward school, 

oIn the area labeled *home  and written work,8 x - 9«i3 
indicates that the distribution of the totals for these three 
groups would have occurred between one and two times in one

2Appendlx,
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TA3L8 XLV
TOS2R8 CF ETUDEST3 VHH HS8 KATIES 

CH THS TEACEER'8 EATIHG SCALE

Area Questioa

Htisiber of Btadeate Kith Sigh Eatings
Over*  

Aehievere Keiilevera
Under*  

Achievers

Home enA 1 2 5 3
vrltiea 2 3 5 0

vtxrit 3 5 2 1
it 3 2 1

..... . 5 ..... ....... . 5......... . 6 2

Total 18 20 .........T....................._

Clase 1 2 It 3
bahlta 2 1 9 2

2 A 2
1 2

5 3 1
6 1 1 1

3 U 2
2 2 2

9 3 2 2
10 9 A 3
11 2 1 1
12 A 3 1
13 6 5 2
U 5 6 3
15 2 1 0

2 0 5
1? 1 1 2
18 2 a 2
19 2 i 2
20 6 a 3
n ................9______ 6 8

Total —ft— M
S
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SA3IS XLV (octitlttitipd)

Aye® Queattoa

Rubber of Students Vlth High fating®
OWKF*  

Achievers Achievers
l&idor*

Achievers

Cbeexved 1 9 6 5
attitutes 8 2 0
tovarfi 3 0 0 2
people h 1 0 0

5 2 1
6 1 1 1
7 3 0
8 0 0
9 3 0 0

10 7 5 0
11 2 1 0
12 2 0 8
13 5 6 8
It 1 _______3........... 0

Total N* _____ 31 ........13 .......... . ......

Obaerred 1 2 3 1
attitudLea 8 3 t 2

tos&rd 5 a 2
•cbool e 4 3

5 5 t 1
6 7 . 2

2
8 6 3

_____ 9 ... .. ... M ... . ....... 5_ ......... 4

Total J&. 20
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8Q6SKSS CT STUEOTS VITS MW BATTSOS 
c« m kati®) scaix

Area QuestloR

of Students t’lth Low Ratios
Over'- 

Aehlevers Achievers
Under- 

Achievers

H<xne extil 1 2 2 2
vrittea 2 2 3 N

vork 2 3 3
3 2 4

.. .5 .. 1 , . 3............. N

Total ........ . r „ 13 ... . IT ....... .. ..

Clast 1 3 2 3
habits 2 0 3 1

3 2 A
2 2

5 3 1 It
6 4 3 2
7 1 2 It
6 1 2 1
9 2 2 1

10 1 3 it
11 3 3 6
12 3 1 2
13 1 1 3
U 1 0 2
15 2 1 b
16 2 1 1

* 1 I
18 3 2 2
19 3 3 5
20 1 0 0
21 1 0 0

Total Mt ...... ..... 35_______—51_____
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nn (coutirutod)

Area Queetitii

Rtssber of Studente Vlth Lw Ratlegs
Ovey*  

AcMerere AcSileveire
UrMtef- 

Achlevere

Oteerved 1 1 1 1
Attitu&es 2 1 1 3

tcan&M 3 3 3 2
people U 3 3

5 1 1 3
6 0 1 1
7 0 0 1
8 1 0 1
9 1 1 1

10 1 0 2
n 1 I 2
12 0 2 1
13 I 0 1
1* 1 1 ...............3 ..... ........ .

Total 16 ............ 15......... 25

Obeerved 1 1 0 0
etti.tuS.ee 2 2 2
taverd 3 1 2 3
echool 1 0 0

5 1 0 1
6 1 1 2

1 . 2 1
0 0 2

...... 9...... .... 2 1 A

Total 10 8 17
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hundred by chance alone. The area of •class habits" has a 
distribution of total ratings which could have occurred 
only two times In one hundred by accident of sampling as 
shown by the value 8.17 for In the area of "observed 
attitudes toward people*  the distribution of total fre­
quencies might have occurred less than once in one hundred 
times by chance since x2 fo**  this distribution has a value 
of 16.27, The x2 value of 9.55 found for the area labelled 

"observed attitudes toward school" shows chances of less 
than one in one hundred that the distribution was an ac­
cident of sampling.

The scores contributing most to the totals found in 
each of the four areas of the Teacher’s Rating Scale may 
be identified by eliminating items in which the frequencies 
reported for the overachievers, achievers, and underachievers 
are equal and those in which the three frequencies have no 
differences of more than two. The remaining items have been 
classified in Table XLVII and Table XLVIII, showing the 
group in which fifty per cent or more of the ratings appear. 

Examination of Table XLVII shows that the under­
achiever group received fifty per cent or more of the low 
ratings (1 or 2) on thirteen items of the forty-nine item 
rating scale. Reference to the Teacher’s Rating Scale in 
the Appendix permits identification of these thirteen items.
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TABLE XLVH

(SOUPS HAVING FIFTY PEB CENT 03 MORE OF 
THE LOW RATINGS ASSIGNED AN HEM

toward school

Area Item Group

Hoas end 
vritten vork

5
Underachievers

Class habits 2 Underachievers
U Underachievers
5 Underachievers
7 Underachievers

10 Underachievers
11 Underachievers
13 Underachievers
15 Underachievers
17 Overachievers

Observed attitudes 
toward people 2 Underachievers

5 toderachievers
1U Underacliievers

Observed attitudes 9 Underachievers
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TABLE XLVin

GROUPS WITH FIFTY PER CERT CKl MORE OP 
THE HIGH EATIUGS ASSIGIED A3 ITEM

Area Ite-?! Group

Home and 
vritten vork 1 Achievers

2 Achievers
3 Overachlevers

Class Habits 2 Achievers
It Achievers
5 Achievers

12 Overachlevers
16 Underachievers

Observed attitudes 2 Achievers
toward people 5 Overachlevers

7 ♦Overachlevers
♦Achievers

8 Overachlevers
9 Overachlevers

10 Overachlevers
U Achievers

Observed attitudes 3 Overachlevers
toward school 5 Overachlevers

6 Overachlevers

* Each of these groups received fifty per cent of the hi^i 
ratings assigned this item*
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From such examination and reference the inference may be 
drawn that the underachievere are more likely than the over- 
achievers or the achievers to be late with home or written 
work, laey, habitually distractive, talkative, indifferent, 
erratic, wasteful, mischievous, needing supervision, argu­
mentative, inclined to "show-off,*  and easily upset. While 
such a combination of qualities probably would not be found 
in any single underachiever, there is some indication that 
all of these qualities could be Identified in a large group 
of underachievers.

The achievers did not receive fifty per cent or more 
of the low ratings for any item. The overachievers received 
more than fifty per cent of the low ratings in only one 
item, number 1? in the area of class habits. The implication 
is that considerable numbers of the overachievers are not 
eager to recite.

A similar study of Table XLVIII reveals that few 
underachievers are rated highest (B) on any item excepting 
number 16 in the area of "class habits.*'  While none of the 
achievers received the highest rating on this item and only 
two (16.7 per cent) of the overachievers, there were five 
(38.5 per cent) of the underachievers who were so rated.
One may infer that teachers are inclined to rate more under­
achievers as mentally quick.
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Table XLVIII also shows that the achievers received 

fifty per cent or more of the highest ratings on seven 
items. This fact implies that they are somewhat more likely 
than the other two groups to have their work complete, to 
be oareful and industrious, to be able to concentrate, to 
be quiet rather than talkative, to be cooperative, and. to 
be emotionally stable.

The overachievers, as indicated, in Table XLVIII, 
received fifty per cent or more of the highest ratings on 
ten items. Consequently they, somewhat more than the 
achievers or underachievers, are likely to be considered 
neat, mindful of their own business, modest, cheerful, 
poised, loyal, obedient and responsive, careful of property, 
capable of stimulation, and friendly with teachers.

The observations set forth in the preceding para­
graphs Indicate definite differences between the over- 
achievers, achievers, and underachievers of the population 
when the method of study deals only with the highest and 
lowest ratings.

SUMMARY

The overachiever, achiever, and underachiever groups 
were found to have common characteristics of age, reading 
ability, number of grade points earned, number of subjects
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in their programs, and attendance. No significant differ­
ences between the three groups were discovered in respect 
to these traits and it appears that, for this population, 
they are traits having little or no bearing on the relative 
achievement of students.

Trait differences found in responses to the Kuder 
Preference Record and the Student Check List did not meet 
the criterion of significance. Trait differences located 
in intelligence test scores, boy-girl distribution, lan­
guage scores, the Mental Health Analysis, and the Teacher's 
Rating Scale did meet the criterion of significance.

The significant trait differences in intelligence 
point to the underachievers as the most intelligent of the 
three groups and to the overachievers as the least Intel­
ligent.

The language ability of the overachiever group was 
discovered to be significantly less than that of the 
achievers or the underachievers. This trait difference was 
substantiated when ten pairs of overachievers and under­
achievers were matched to minimise the Influence of IQ and 
age.

Girls outnumbered boys nearly two to one in the 
overachiever group studied. The achiever group had very 
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nearly equal numbers of boys ana girls. Boys outnumbered 
girls more than tvo to one in the underachiever group. The 
observed distribution was significant at the five per cent 
level.

The significant results of the Mental Health Analysis 
pictured the underachiever group as showing very few symptoms 
of social or psychological pressures. The achiever group re­
vealed some of these symptoms. The overachiever group re­
flected more of such pressures than either the achievers or 
underachievers.

According to critical factors on the Teacher's Rating 
Scale the overachiever group had the highest ratings in 
traits involving home and written work, class habits, ob­
served attitudes toward people, and observed attitudes to­
ward school. With the exception of a high rating in mental 
alertness, the underachiever group was found to have the low­
est ratings in these areas. The achiever group had a sig­
nificant number of the highest ratings in home and written 
work, class habits, and observed attitudes toward people.



CHAPTER VII

CONCLUSIONS AND IMPLICATIONS

The problem was to locate and describe traits which 
are characteristic of three groups of college preparatory 
students. These three groups were labelled overachievers, 
achievers, and underachievers. They were defined by com­
paring the ranks of students on criterion tests of achieve­
ment with ranks on criterion tests of intelligence.

Data were gathered from three general sources: 
school records, ratings of teachers, and responses of the 
students themselves on such instruments as tests and check 
lists.

Discovered trait differences were significant enough 
to identify traits which were characteristic of the over- 
achiever, achiever, and underachiever groups drawn from the 
population studied. The identified traits were considered 
descriptive characteristics of these three groups.

CONCLUSIONS

Characteristic traits of the overachiever group. 
This group consisted of students who achieved more than 
might have been expected from their intelligence tests. 
From the results reported in Chapter VI, the overachiever 
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group contains about twice as many girls as boys. These 
students are less well equipped mentally than either the 
achievers or the underachievers, a fact which may be in­
ferred from their relatively low IQ1a and language scores.

A study of the Mental Health Analysis scores shows 
the overaohlevers to reflect more psychological pressure 
than achievers or underachievers. That they tend to be 
somewhat unsure of themselves is indicated by the fact 
that several report feeling others better than themselves, 
worrying about tests, and having few close personal rela­
tionships.

The Teacher’s Rating Scale results adds more to the 
description of the overachiever group. Many of them are 
reluctant to recite in class, that is, they are inclined 
to volunteer little. However, .from a more positive point 
of view, teachers give many overachievers the highest 
ratings in such traits as neatness, poise, loyalty, obedi­
ence and responsiveness, being mindful of own business, 
careful of property,J capable of stimulation, and friend­
liness with teachers.

While the results of the Rating Scale may be ques­
tioned from the viewpoint that these traits are ones which 
teachers would normally apply to •good*  students anyway.
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it must be remembered that these overachievere were se­
lected by using only objective test criteria and that some 
of them are not receiving high grades in their courses. 

Collectively, these traits picture the typical over- 
achiever ae being of relatively limited capacity, somewhat 
aware of his status, but doing well in the business of 
"keeping up*  and in conforming to most of the requirements 
of school.

Characteristic traits of the underachiever group. 
As defined by the criteria, the underachiever group has 
achievements below what might be expected from their 
scores on intelligence tests. The group contains about 
twice as many boys as‘girls. Quite a number of the most 
Intelligent students are found in thia group. Most of 
them also have superior language abilities.

The Mental Health Analysis scores shows that stu­
dents in this group have few symptoms of social or psy­
chological pressures. In none of the ten categories of 
the Mental Health Analysis did the underachievers have 
fifty per cent of the low scores reported. In general, the 
scores of the underachiever group shows them to be better 
adjusted than the achievers dr the overachievers.
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Ab Indicated by a study of ratings from the Teacher’s

Rating Scale, teachers consider the underachievers as men­
tally quick. While the group as a whole earns as many 
grade points and carries as many subjects in their programs 
as the achiever or overachiever grotps, teachers do not 
rate this group highly. The typical underachiever is con­
sidered by his teachers to be lasy, frequently late with 
home or written work, habitually distractive, talkative, 
indifferent, erratic, wasteful, mischievous, requiring 
supervision, argumentative, easily upset, and Inclined to 
"show off.*

Obviously such a collection of traits is seldom 
characteristic of any one underachiever but is likely to 
be observed in a group of several such students. These 
traits reveal the underachiever group as one which finds 
it difficult to conform to school routines.

Characteristic traits of the achiever group. The 
students of this group have achievements which might be 
expected from consideration of their intelligence scores. 
The group consists of about equal numbers of boys and 
girls. The mean IQ of this group is between the extremes 
as represented by the overachievers and the underachievers. 
The distribution of IQ’s indicates that the typical achiever 
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may come from any place in the IQ range. In other words, 
the achiever may be among those of highest, average, or 
lowest ability. The same observation may be made about the 
language ability of the achiever.

A study of the Mental Health Analysis scores also 
places the achiever group between the extremes represented 
by the overachievers and the underachievers. It may be 
inferred that the achiever group is somewhat less respon­
sive to social and psychological pressures than the over­
achievers but somewhat more responsive than the under­
achievers.

The Teacher's Rating Scale did point out that, of 
the three groups, only the achievers did not receive fifty 
per cent or more of the low ratings on items which made dis­
tinctions between the groups. In addition, they did receive 
fifty per cent or more of the high ratings on seven such 
items. These items reveal the achiever as being able to 
concentrate, as usually having home and written work com­
plete, and as being careful, industrious, cooperative, 
emotionally stable, and quiet rather than talkative.

The composite picture of the achiever reveals a stu­
dent who seems to fit into the pattern of school life and 
to make reasonable adjustments to social and psychological 
pressures.
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Traits common to the three groups. Though age, 

reading ability, attendance, number of courses In the stu­
dent’s program, and grade points earned have a logical re­
lation to achievement in general, these traits did not 
provide differences significant enough to distinguish be­
tween the three groups organized by the criteria. Con­
sequently, these traits must be considered common charac­
teristics of overachievers, achievers, and underachievers, 

Reading scores, as measured by the Cooperative
English Test Ci, yielded no significant differences between 
overachievers, achievers, and underachievers. It may be 
inferred that reading abilities are of minor importance in 
distinguishing between the three groups studied.

While differences in interest patterns of the three 
groups might have been anticipated, the Kuder Preference 
Record scores revealed no significant differences. A study 
of the ranges and means of the scores in each of the ten 
scales led to a conclusion that the overachiever, achiever, 
and underachiever groups were much alike In their Interests. 
A study of the extreme scores resulted in much the same 
conclusion, with only a slight suggestion that the under­
achievers might have less definite Interests.

Thirty of the thirty-eight questions in the Student 
Check List received approximately the same distributions
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of Njres*  and *no*  answers from all three groups. Nineteen 
of the forty-nine items on the Teacher’s Rating Scale had 
few extreme ratings for any one of the three groups. These 
questions and items reflect traits common to the three groups.

While the results of this study reveal many traits 
which may be equally descriptive of any one of the three 
groups, these traits were not summarised. They were not in­
cluded in the scope of the study.

IMPLICATIONS

Characteristic traits as aids to understanding stu­
dent problems. The conclusions reached in this study are 
contributions to the accurate description of groups of over- 
achievers, achievers, and underachievers. Though these 
contributions are limited by the scope of the study, they 
Increase the understanding of problems of students by point­
ing out traits which frequently characterize those students.

The traits of the overachievers aid in understanding 
students of limited mental and language abilities who are 
striving to “keep up*  with course content and assignments 
pitched somewhat above their abilities. On the surface, the 
status of the overachiever seems desirable, certainly most 
acceptable to parents, teachers, and school administrators.
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However, some attention must be focussed, on the reasons for 
such overachievement. While most of the reasons may be 
laudable, others may be symptomatic of social or psychologi­
cal Imbalances.

This is especially true since the traits discovered 
reveal the overachievers as being more sensitive to social 
and psychological pressures. While it is difficult to 
evaluate the possible results of such psychological pres­
sures, it seems probable that some may produce ultimate 
frustrations and maladjustments great enough to negate the 
benefits of overachievement. If such results can be fore­
seen, preventive action would be a necessity.

The characteristic traits of the achiever group 
cover a wide range of abilities and adjustments. This group 
has few undesirable traits and few indications of poor ad­
justment or feelings of inadequacy. The characteristics of 
achievers seem to imply that they are generally well adapted 
to the demands of the school program.

The group of underachievers has characteristic traits 
which picture these students as well balanced, able individ­
uals who are frequently non-conformists. From the results 
of the Teacher’s Rating Scale, it is evident that teachers 
recognise their abilities but have not been able to inspire 
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them to additional constructive effort or to complete co­
operation in school routines. Understanding the under­
achievers seems to be especially important because these 
students generally have abilities which could be used for 
much better achievement.

The traits of the overachiever, achiever, and under­
achiever groups suggest the need for investigating impli­
cations such as the following.

Applications of the trait differences. The differ­
ences between the groups in boy-girl distributions with 
girls predominating as overachievers and boys as under­
achievers imply two possibilities. First, there is a strong 
possibility that the girls in this age-range are better 
fitted for academia work than boys are. Second, it is 
equally possible that the converse is true—that academic 
work as organized and presented has been slanted more to 
the capacities and needs of girls. In either case a review 
of the curriculum, course content, and perhaps even methods 
of teaching might be a fruitful means of reducing observed 
disparities.

Another of the thought provoking differences between 
the three groups is the area of general intelligence and 
language ability. The observed occurrence of decreasing 
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relative achievement with Increasing Intelligence and verbal 
ability undoubtedly springe from causes which are numerous, 
complex, and probably interrelated. The fact that so many 
of the most intelligent are underachievers points to a waste 
of talent or at least to a serious lack of application of 
such talent. Again there is the Implication that curriculum, 
courses, and methods of teaching need additional study with 
the specific purpose of finding better means of challenging 
bright pupils.

Several Inferential questions might serve as spring 
boards for such study. Are contents of courses and/or 
methods devised to favor the group intermediate in intelli­
gence? Are methods and contents too inflexible? Is the 
underachiever little stimulated because he is actually 
brighter or mentally quicker than his teachers? Are teachers 
too unfamiliar with the background of experience of the 
underachiever? Answers to these questions may be difficult 
to find and yet a search for them might prove more fruitful 
than relegating reasons for underachievement to ill-defined 
•motivational factors*  or "lack of drive.*

The same problem may be attacked from another angle, 
one perhaps less in harmony with the viewpoints of school 
personnel. One might ask whether underachievement is 
necessarily undesirable. There is the possibility that such 
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underachievement in school work coincides with highly de­
sirable growth in other directions.

The results of the Mental Health Analysis show that 
the underachievers probably have adjusted well to psychologi­
cal pressures. The lack of conformity with school routine 
which teachers are prone to find in the underachiever group, 
together with the energy displayed in many annoying class­
room traits, may presage an innate inventiveness and flair 
for original activity which may ultimately result in the 
greatest good for society. The nonconformist in thought 
and action frequently has been a valuable contributor to 
many areas of progress.

One Incongruity appears in the traits of the under­
achievers. The Mental Health Analysis characterizes the 
underachievers as being well adjusted to psychological 
pressures while one item on the Teacher’s Rating Scale 
characterizes them as being •easily upset.*  These findings, 
on the surface, appear to be contradictory. However, there 
are plausible explanations of the contradictions. The 
Mental Health Analysis, with two hundred items, covers a 
wide range of situations. The single item on the Teacher’s 
Rating Scale refers only to an observed attitude toward 
people, reported by the teachers from classroom situations 
in which the underachiever is likely to be a nonconformist.
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Consequently, teachers may have derived, this characteristic 
from overt behavior which is more reflective of alertness, 
physical energy, and perceptual sensitivity than it is of 
emotional reactions. Consequently, further study is neces­
sary before concluding that a real contradiction of traits 
exists.

Inquiries into the developmental patterns of the 
overachievers and of the underachievers could conceivably 
force conclusions that these are natural patterns of growth 
for these individuals. If so, it would seem logical to 
encourage the overachiever in his pattern of cooperation 
and conformity and also the underachiever in his pattern of 
more original thought and action. At present it would seem 
that the overachiever and the achiever is a pleasure to work 
with in school while the underachiever is more of an annoy­
ance.

Trait differences such as those located and identi­
fied in this problem furnish the setting of complex edu­
cational problems, the solutions of which depend on the use 
of much time, energy,, and intelligence. The value of partial 
solutions to these problems depends to a great extent on the 
degree to which they may be extended to other problems or 
put into active practice.
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STUDEMT CHECK LIST FOR SELF AHALISIS

Name Class ______ Date _________

In order to find out more about things which often affect your 
school work, your teachers would like to have your frank and honest 
answers to each of the following questions. Consider that these 
questions refer to your school work as a whole and hot to any one 
class. Check your answers in the proper coluazn. Do not skip any 
question unless you honestly cannot decide.

Iesv-No
1. Do you enjoy reading and studying from books? 1.

2. Are you usually systematic and regular in your 2.
work?

3. Do you have a good dictionary? 3»

4. Do you usually look up new words in the U.
dictionary?

5. Do you keep a record of assignments where you $.
can easily refer to it?

6. Do you often leave tasks unfinished? 6.

7. Is it hard for you to understand material in 7.
your texts?

8. Is is difficult to understand some of the ex- 8.
planations of your teachers?
Do you usually read an assignment twice? 9.

10. Do you make written notes or outlines of text 10.
jnateriAL?

11. Do you often fall to complete ALL of the assign- 11  
ment

*
*

12. Do you feel that you know your teachers 12*
personally?

13*  Do you ask your teachers questions about the 13. 
lesson when things are not clear?

14. Do you often let your studies go when some 14, 
person asks you to go somewhere?

15. Do you have difficulty in expressing your ideas 15  
clearly in writing?

*

16. Do you frequently volunteer in class? 16.

17. Are you self-conscious about reciting in class? 17.

18. Do you feel that other members of the class are 18.
better students than yourself?

19» Do you have a written study plan or time budget? 19*



-2-
12^

20. Do you often waste time getting started on your 
lessons?

21. Do you often get help from other students when 
you are in difficulty?

22. When you menioriae rules or vocabularies, do you 
write them out and also repeat then aloud?

23. Do outside activities take too much of your time?

2U. Have you ever avoided taking difficult subjects?

25. Do you often let your assignments go until the 
last minute?

26. Are you satisfied with average marks?

27. Do you get enough rest?

28. Do you look over your papers before handing 
them in?

29. Are you Inclined to be lazy?

30. Are you satisfied with your present marks?

31. Do you often study hard without results?

32. Do you usually spend as such time in study as 
you do la class?

33*  Do you take time to look up all mistakes on 
papers that are returned?

3U. Are you often late passing in required work?

35*  Do you make a special effort in preparing tests?

36. Ai’e you worried about your ability to do well 
on teste?

37*  Do you often play records or the radio when 
doing homework?

38. Are you often bothered by telephone calls or 
by members of your family when doing hemework?

Yes No
20.

21.

22.

23*

2k.

25.

26.

27*

28.

29*

30.

31*

32.

33*

3k.

35*

36.

37*

38.
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TEACHEH’S RATUfO SCALE

Beuae Class Date 

In the following rating scale, please encircle the number which
indicates your heat estimate of this student’s traits within the 
range described, by the descriptive words or phrases*

Home and Written Work

1. Frequently incooplete -—— complete 1 2 3 h 5

2. Careless —— careful 1 2 3 b 5

3*  Untidy •—«— neat 1 2 3 U 5

h. Inaccurate accurate 1 2 3 k 5

5. Late —-----—- -------- - on time 1 2 3 k 5

Class Habits

1. Inattentive —————— attentive 1 2 3 4 5

2. Lazy —————— industrious 1 2 3 it 5

3< Easily gives up persistent 1 2 3 it 5

U. Habitually distractive —- usually concentrates 1 2 3 4 5

5*  Talkative ——— quiet 1 2 3 it 5

6*  Slow worker -— fast worker 1 2 3 it 5

7« Indifferent ——————— serious purpose 1 2 3 it 5

8. Difficult to change —— adaptable 1 2 3 it 5

9*  Disinterested —-------- ---------- inquisitive 1 2 3 it 5

10. Erratic------------ - ------------ - — dependable 1 2 3 it" 5

11. Wasteful ———•———-— efficient 1 2 3 4 5

12. Meddlesome -------------- minds own business 1 2 3 4 5

13» Mischievous -------------------------- well-behaved 1 2 3 4 5

1U. Tardy punctual 1 2 3 4 5



15, Kee&s coastanti et^enrleioa •  r^aoureeful*

16, Mentally tlcw ®entally %ulsk

17, Awlds reciting . ——»•»«.  e&®@K to* ***

IS. SexessM by Mstotoe worki on w&toeaaes

19. Shms ttotiStieolt etollen^dL by toe
<lfTleuXt

80. Besento toggeeticsw *•« —»— wwlly tollowl 
iireetiea

Obserw:! AttitMe*  P«$le

1. Me eourteo'ua

2. Argoee tor ©w^. w «—-••  toaper&tive****
- ' r"

3. Betiriiag

4. Better® etoere --• —wi^tol to ©them**

5. Xf-ites to »tow grt »»• —«•»-. ao^est**

6. Fears attest ton », miling to volunteer

7. toleratm teachers --..„&»  considers teantere****
friends

6. Moody .oteerfttl

9. Bervous f  we-l  -tKWWW  •  Nf-WWfl..#  poised.* ***** * * ***

10. Vaeillatins loyal

11. 0-vereauttous —«—-»»«-•» — ©es^etitive*

12. Reserved wee •«►»  w#  gregarious****** **

13. disrespectful respectful

14. XMUy upset <a»ttomUy stable

Observed AttltisSLe® to«r< School

1. Besents school »••<••»«  likes school********

2. Aialeas asbittous

127

12 3 4 5 

12 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5
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3. Indifferent to success  can be etiaulated 1 2 3 M 5 
or fallart 
tittle intemst le •»» —»• goo4 eititws 1 2 3 b 5

*

*
school etfiun

5. Deatropi propwty -•-.h.n.— careful, of propertj 12 3^5

6. Frequently <isci$llne< —•  obedient ted responsive 12 3^5* *

7. Leaves litter about oe&t end orderly 1 2 3 U 5

8. Foor attendance .good attendance 12 3^5

9« Beede constant st^ervleloe*-  can be left on ovn 12 3^5


