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- Subjects ‘vere mninth qraders in a highly coapetitive
sidvestern suburban schopl. A1l subjects had attended school in the
district for .their entire education. The ."average® group of 49

stydents was compared with the "high ability" group of 124 studonts.
Besults were dnalyied to deteramine whether differences were

statistically significant. It yas found that a competitive, suburbanm .
school environment with a 1arfge population of highly intelligent .

students has ap.adverse e¢ffect on’'the school adjustment of average e
ability students. Average.ability fesales had -poorer attitudas‘tovatd -
"school, both males and females had poorer study habits, ‘temales had

qroatet absences, and both average ability males and females were

. lover than & comparison group in rnading and sathenmatics achievehent.
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/// vy The School Adjustment of Adolesceqts | o
» u\ﬂ.h Average Intellectual Abilt{ 1
in a Higher Ability Suburban School District ’

Charles E. Skipper

4

Miami University $ .

A suburban school environment with a large pdpu'aﬁon of .'_cometitive,l
highly 1ntelligent students has an adveréé effect on the school adjustment of
average ability students who have experienced this environment during their: -
school _careers. - e P . v

- - . 4
' . Average ability students had poorer school adjustment when compared to *

N ,. higher abﬂity group. Females had poorer attitudes toward school while
bo_tn males and females had poorer stﬁdy habits. Only females had greater

absences Both averasﬁe ability males and females Were \ower tban a compariq: '

“~group ‘in reading and mathematics achievement.
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idjustnent of adolescents, with avera.ge mental ability'.‘ who hézf 1ived in che. .

In the diatrict' the verage 1Q is 116 the s ndard deveiation 12.° Ninety-five
percent of the high school graduates \attend some postsecondary 1nst1tution.
School adjustment was defined

n terms attitudes t:oward schools and

study methods as easured by the California Su of Studx Methods (~1958).

peers are agents of socialization.' Peers,- pal‘_ents,-si linga, andAteagh,egs_ area t_he“

'

‘"gignificant oﬂ;ers" that influence the adolescent's se\f concept. Frustration
at school can lead \\to feelings of inadequacy, which in tu n can lead to lower

achievement that might 6therwisa be.highér.. In a .st'udy

' . 4

gt\egs at school. At most grade levela from the third grade hrough high school,

“ ure

.~ "Higher Ability" group which was average on the ouburban norms. The: natfo’nnl

_ mean converted scores fo: t.he‘"Average Abili.ty" group was 277 vith a standdrb,,

.

deviqtion of 3.38. The scores ranged fton dne-third standard deviation abovo\a:rd .

N
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- L 'below the ‘nean. Ths '.'Higher Ability" group had a mean converted score of 290
with a standard, deviarion of 2. 57 and their scores ranged within one-third stsndard

e %’vevistioh above snd below the suburban mean.

Method

v . . .
v i .

= Subjects were sdolescencs in(the ninth grsde of a midwestern subutban

N school who. hs sttended schools in the district for all of their education, This - .
' _ insured that all subjects experienced the same educstionsl environment throughout .
tﬁheir. schoo.l‘rcsreers. ’df the 152 studenrs-(73 males and 79 f'emales) who met the
“+criteria of average mentsl ability 26 msles snd 23 females attended the'district

. 1

’. schbols for sll of their ‘academic careers. Of the 324 students (151 msles snd i

., 1713 females) vho met the ﬁritsria for the compsrison group, 50 msles and-74 fmnale{
hsd attended -al{ nine yesrs. Comparisons between the two groups were made by sex
using a t.wo tailed "q" test and,ﬁ level of .05 for determining if differenees

- -

© were statistically significant, A %

\. ' Results ‘and Discussion '

' ot

* A lifetime of educstional conpstitlon with high}y intelligent peers affects

~  the school adjustment of average ability fenales in a high -ability suburban school

disr.rict more -adversely than average ability msles. Females expressed signif:i-'

csnrly poorer at‘tituc.les toward school and had, poorer study habits ‘conpsreﬂ.ro

. the higher ability femaiés. 'i)iftetenc:\s were’ 'significant at the .01 level. These S

findings indicate 'that‘ average ability fmles are not self assured about academic

activitiesad are not effectivk in‘ rheir ‘use of study methods such’ as’ note tski?\g,‘

using outlines, memorization, and reviewing when compsred/to higher sbi{ity

females. There were no significant: differences in attitudes toward school between

average and higher sbility males, but there were differences in study methods

that were significant at the .05 Ievel.

. e .
\ . . Insert Tables 1 and 2 about here
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oAverage ability femalea but nat! tﬁeit male counterparte had siggificantly

more absences during the B_!rade when compat’ed ta, the higher ability groups.

Average ability fenalea vere absent an average of 9 02 dayf while the higher

’

ebility females were abeent 4 ﬂ daya. This differeSce was significant: at tne
. .05 level. Avetage ability malea ‘had an' average absénce of 5 75 days comp\red to

7.64'.da'ya for the highet ability males. ‘This difference is notlsta’tistically
significant. 5 ' " 5 .
' I ' ’ . ' AN 8 ;

Insert Table 3 about here . ' e

. 4 .
‘.

Both malea and femalea of averag‘mental ability were éignificantly lower

-

. than the higher ,ability groupa on both teacher grades and achievement test scores.

Gtade point'avel.jages in the 8th grade Engliah for average ability iemalea were

1 78, for males 1. 23 while higher ability femalea had grade point averages of

._t2 13 .and males 2 00 In 8th grade mathematics average ability females had grade

"'"F - v . -

point avera?as of 1.26; males\ 1.46 whilednigher ability fenales had 2 34 and ,'

males 2.30. All of these differences were significant at the .01 level.
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Ineert Tables 4 and 5 about here ? = o T N

N : § . ) A’ . ) " / Y
Average ability males and females earned significantly lwer achievement

.

test sc’orea on STEP Reading and Mathematics compared to the highet ability groups.:

. These differences were signifieant 'at the .001 levelr ~ .

»‘. : L d ‘
‘C\'* ¥
"\}f. - - : - 2 RS
RN I _Inaert.'rablea 6 and 7 about here - . . .
A\ W . -
N \,‘, . "
R \ * These findings of poorer school adjuatment for average ability sf.udenta !

odggeata_ that such factors as rigorous calpetition with peers of higher abi,lity,

oA

failun ko neet parental demands for highet gradea, and a failure to meet “group

K . ¢

atlndarda of ‘achievement do lead to negatiw attitudes tqward school, inefficient

o

\



study methoda, greater absence and poore: nchievement. Average@bility females

tend to be more adveraeiy affected than malea. 'l'hey express pooret‘ attitudes and

_ study mathodc and are absent more often. while both mafes and felmﬁea have lower e

achievanen\:. The finding.that females express gteater diaaatiafaction with "school ’ ,

' may be explained by Ehe fact that dissatisfied adolescent girla are more

"

intrapunitive while males are more critical and blame otherp for ‘their dlssatis-

faction. These findings by Getzels and J‘ackson ('1957) auggeat chat femalea are .

» —_—

more likely to blame themselves fot poorer school adjustment while males may not :

intemalize’the_feelinga, but rather’ project their feelinga on others. ’

The -implications of theaé findings for auburban schoola’“are that more.~ ' .,

1 . %
.

resources ahould be put im the counseling and guidance at an early age £or average/ et
’ ’ . 2,

. ability students to help th- understand and accept themaelvea °and to develop

== . "

\better study skills: Teacher;a shouJ,d be-encouraged to understand ‘the, importance

. Ll

x0T

+ of intellectual competition on school adjuetment and evaluation ahmld he A

R

~vrrvrry.-y, '»~—»~--;nt"~'~~1:p~-~.?.’:»-..,'

based pn individual' ‘grovth standards rather than on gtoup atandatﬁa.
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Table 1 ,

1. ) o
b Differences Among Lower and Higher AMty Students in Male, Female and

2

!‘ ) ' Total Groups with Respect té Attitudes Toward- School
|‘ i . . . : ‘\
‘Higher ability grodp = &' Lower ‘ability group  *
.. » -, : A .. - : . : ’
) . . N Meam - ) N Mean D t

< :
. . . Male *  .26" 47.07 Male . .- 26  45.00  2.07  .782 n.s.

" . FPemale 23, 50.65 .. 'Female 23 42,00 ¢ 8.65 2,924

*

g

.\ Total 49 48750 Total 49 43.59  5.16 271w |

~-, ' %% gignificant at the .01 level. ,
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i N N b o "‘Table 2
' Differences Among Lower and liigher ‘Abiljity Students in Male, Female and
¥ / ¢ ) \ LI . ) .
. Total Groups with Respect to Total Study Habits ’ )
. ' ' , \ _ ‘ '
' > Higher ability group . Lower ability group ‘ .
. C N | Meah . a N . Mean ' 'D. t
' : ' ’ ’ {‘\ o ' N .. ' . -~
. Male -~ 26 5\}. 34 Male - 26 45.30 6.04 2.46%
. Female 23 53,86  Femake 23 QGe69 907 3ok
Total 49 2. 53 ‘ Total 49 45.02  7.51 4, 10%kk
Significant at the .02 level . ¢
: | kK Significant at the 01 level \ : ! ' '
e w7 reva sy = iaElee - . e S ~wwgEw w,w - g, - -
*k*x Significant at the .001 level
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L ./ Table3 . Vot \
bifferenc'es Among Lower and Higher Ability Students in ‘Hale', Female and =~ @ B
i F : S - . % 5 a3 .o
P a Total Grbdps with Respect to Days Absent .

[

1 v £ : U .
. d b . * — =
N Higher ability group’ Lowe*biliéy group *
r N : ' -«
. ) . “ T : 4 . ) 3 £ s
b N Mean C » N Mean D ot
. ' v - ) -9 - L] . i . ' o ’ " : 2 ‘- .
Male 26 7.44 Male * 26 5.75 1.69  1.15 n.s.
Female 23 497 . . _Female 23 9.02 4.05  2.30%
Total = . 49 6.28 . Total . 49 7.28 . 1.00 .08 n.s. .
. * Significant beyond the .05 level b SRS S . ' ~ ..
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¢ Teble 4 .

\

Differencee Among Lower and iugher. Ability Studeuts in Male, Female and

Total Groups with Respect to Second Semester ﬁnglieh Grade Point Average B

’
\

. “~ ‘ 3
B s .
_ Higher-ability group . Lower ability group
N  Mean N Mean . D t
"Male . 26 2.00 Male. 26 '1.23 .77 3.58ka%
Female 23 2.73 . Female 23 . 1.78 .95  3.33%x
Total 49 2.34 Total 43 1.48 .86  4.15%x*
d . _ ; ,

'** Significant Seybnd' the .0OL level. .
Rk —Siénifi:c;n: ;e;o;ld the .001 level N -
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. Dit!etencel A-ott Lower qnd Higher Ability Students 1n Hale, ?eule and’ Total
A . P
= Groupn with Respect to Second Senutcr }htheuticc crade Point Average .
o W /- . . '
= nmm abuity group . quer'al'»il:ity.gropp,, E Can, S " 7
. .kl“ J . = - - 4. . i : i j . .
. \b - : . ve e ML
- % Mean N’  Mean p .. T Lo
. ‘ . ‘ N 4 c / .
‘Mald . . 26 -2:80 ' Male . 26 1.46 -..84 araom 5 "
R S U S ~ - - _ p e 2 .
W Female 23 72,36 . . Female - 23  1.26 1.08 1 s9m'~
i & - . o H .
v e ’ . »
* Total 49 'w:sz J ¢ . Total’ 49 1,36 -, .9 B.76%a%
. T . & & " sz R .
o Significant né ;001 level. ,  * . %, o -
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Differences Among Lower and Higher Ahility SCuden.to in Male, Fedale, and /"
. Total Groups with Respect to STEP Reading
- & :
.« . - - =
, M . % .
.. Higher ability group .\ Lover abilfty grou
- . - ¥ . - . - < ' .
= * . . N - . o .. . e
» , -N Mean | N ' Meanm D t.
P . 5 . . E c S b oy,
‘. : g e ,: i et o ) g '.
} Male 26 291,57 _ . “Male 26 . 277.84 13,73 5.55%k
. ‘. . e = -
. . 2 .
Female 23 297.60 Female 23 ?85.13 12:47 . )
Total 49 294.40 Total 49  281.26 13.14  7.06%#k
L]
#%#°Significant at the .001 level’ . / '
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Differences Among Lower ‘and Higher Ability Students in

" I .’

- . ~ Total Groups with Respect fo STEP Mathematic
- N '
"« Higher ability g{qup Lower ability g'roup’
$ .. - ' 4 > -
" . . . v
S e "N‘lean ‘e —~* N '  Mean
“w P ¥ . '.‘ - .1 - - ‘ ~ - - - ‘..
Maler 126" 281.11 - Male 26 268.07 §13.04 5.98%*#
‘ ) L . i
Female 23° . 277.30 Female 2} © o« 265.30  12.00  4.89%%*
| Total . 49 219.32° Tota] B9 ¢ 266.75 12,57 .7.71%k%
L T — T S :
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