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ABSTRACT

GIFTED UNDERACHIEVERS AND
FACTORS AFFECTING UNDERACHIEVEMENT

The study aims to clarify the relationship between the characteristics of gifted
underachievérs at the wuniversity level and reasons for underachievement.
Underachievement among gifted university students regarding their personality
characteristics, home and parental variables, teacher and school related factors were

examined.

The students from Bogazici University in Istanbul, who have already demonstrated
their intellectual ability and high academic performance in a selective and external
standardized university entrance examination constituted the sample. SAAS-R ‘(School
Attitude Assessment Survey-Revised) instrument were administered to 91 underachievers
to examine the reasons of underachievement. The instrument employed five sub-scales:
Academic self-perceptions, attitudes toward teachers, attitudes toward school, goal
valuation and motivation/self-regulation. In addition to an instrument, interviews were
made with 30 underachievers to make further explanations and to check the findings

obtained from the SAAS-R instrument.

Findings indicated that the five sub-scales of the SAAS-R instrument can be used to
explain the reasons of underachievement among gifted underachievers at Bogazici
University. Among the five sub-scales; motivation seemed to be the most exploratory
factor. On the other hand, results from the interview indicated that students’ responses
were parallel with the findings from the SAAS-R instrument. Recommendations based on
the results of the study for the teachers, advisors, counselors, researchers and families are

discussed.



OZET

USTUN YETENEKLI BASARISIZ OGRENCILER VE
BASARISIZLIGI ETKILEYEN NEDENLER

Bu c¢alisma {iniversite diizéyinde Ogrenim goren ancak basarisizlik gosteren iistiin
yetenekli Ogrencilerin Ozellikleri ile basarisizliklarimin nedenleri arasindaki iliskiyi
belirlemek amacimi tasimaktadir. Bu amagla, dgrencilere ait kisilik ozellikleri, ev ve

ailelerine yonelik etkenler, okul ve 6gretmenler ile iligkili etkenler aragtiriimistir.

Calismanin  Srnekiemini, {iniversite giris smmavinda iistiin performans gostererek
yaklagik olarak 1.3 milyon 6grenci arasindan yiizde ikilik dilim icerisinde Bogazigi
Universitesi'ne girmeyi basarmug ogrenciler olusturmaktadir. Bogazi¢i Universitesi’nde
bagarisizlik sergileyen listiin yetenekli Ogrencilerin basarisizlik nedenlerini belirlemek
tizere 91 ogrencive SAAS-R (Okul tutumu Slgme anketi) isimli anket uygulanmistir.
Ayrnica, 30 basarisiz Ogrenci ile de, derinlemesine miilakat yapilarak basarisizlifin
nedenleri lizerine daha detayli bilgi toplanmis ve anket sonuglarinin sunanmasi amact

glidiilmuigtiir.

Sonuglar; SAAS-R anketinin Bogazigi Universitesi’nde okuyan basarisiz konumdaki
iistiin yetenekli Ogrencilerin bagarisizlik nedenlerini degerlendirmede kullanilabilecek
gegerli bir anket olduguna isaret etmektedir. Anketin dayandigi bes boyuttan birisi olan
motivasyon etkeni diger dort boyuta gore daha agiklayic1 gérilmektedir. Bunlara ek olarak,
miilakat degerlendirmeleri de, anketten elde edilen bulgulan destekler niteliktedir.

Sonug¢ olarak, ¢alismanin bulgulan iistiin yetenekli basarisiz dgrenciler ile ilgili
literatiirde gecen agiklamalara yeni bir destek saglamustir. Ogretmenler, rehberlik ve
damsmanlik uzmanlari, aragtirmacilar ve aileler agisidan ¢aligmanin bulgularina dayanarak

yapilabilecek oneriler tartisilmigtir.

Vi
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1. INTRODUCTION

Education of the gifted has been taken seriously in most of the ancient and modern
societies. The strong emphasis given to this issue may be due to the fact that gifted
individuals are regarded as a valuable source for any idealistic and foresighted society

for the sake of maintaining and improving its existence.

However, although the identification and education of these gifted population is of
great importance to all modern societies of our time this phenomenon has come out with
a highly complex and hard-to-define nature. Most of the researchers are attempting to
define giftedness from various perspectives, but it is still not possible to specify a
common definition for this concept. Besides, identification of giftedness is another
complex issue and researchers are proposing various procedures for the identification
process such as teacher referral, behavioral characteristics, standardized tests, IQ tests,

parent nomination, peer nomination and self nomination (Adkins and Cooper, 1993).

Regarding the characteristics of such an outstanding population, it can be
concluded that gifted individuals comprise a heterogeneous group each being capable of

displaying diverse set of traits.

Moreover, in our traditional classroom environments, it is often observed that
needs and capacities of some of the gifted learners can be unidentified, ignored, or
underestimated. This situation, in turn, gave birth to a sub-population called gifted

underachievers.

It can be seen from the gifted literature that this is an issue in education and
researchers are trying to propose possible solutions and prevention methods against this
underachievement phenomenon. In their attempts to find out cures to this syndrome,
some are approaching from an identification point of view and some from defining the
characteristics of underachieving students. In general, it is evident in the literature that
home and parental variableé, teachers and school related variables and personality

characteristics like perfectionism, disorganization, low motivation, self-concept



development, fear of failure, locus of control, low self-esteem, feeling withdrawn,
feeling isolated, feeling anxious, feeling aggressive, feeling depressed, etc. are

considered to be some of the possible factors affecting underachievement among gifted

students.

This study is an attempt to search for finding out possible reasons of

underachievement among some university students who are considered gifted.
1.1. General Statement of the Problem

The underachievement problem is seldomly studied among college and university
level students. The aim of this study is to focus on this issue by clarifying the
relationship between the characteristics of gifted underachievers at the university level
and reasons for this underachievement. For this purpose SAAS-R (School Attitude
Assessment Survey-Revised) instrument, developed by McCoach (2000) was used. In
addition to the survey, an interview accommodating 89 items was administered to 30
underachieving gifted students. As part of the study, home and parental variables, school
related factors and some personality characteristics of the underachiever sample have

been examined.

1.2. Review of the Literature

1.2.1. Historical Overview of Gifted Education

It can be recognized from the history that most of the societies who have ancient
roots have had a strong interest in dealing with the issue of giftedness. According to
Colangelo and Davis, (1997) identifying and educating gifted youth has intrigued
virtually all societies in recorded history. The concept and existence of giftedness
attracted the attention of those societies because “giftedness is arguably the most

precious natural resource a civilization can have” (Sternberg and Davidson, 1986).



As Ziegler and Heller (2000) state, exceptional achievements have always held
interest of mankind, whether they be found in folklore, sagas, everyday encounters,

theology, philosophy, art or recently in empirical science.

On the other hand, how these societies valued giftedness may differ from our
contemporary point of views. As Davis and Rimm (1998) point out whether a person is
judged “gifted” depends upon the values of the culture. General academic skills or
talents in more specific aesthetic, scientific, economic, or athletic areas have not always

been judged consciously as desirable “gifts”.

In this respect, it is possible to see unfolding different scenarios regarding
giftedness in different civilizations. However, commonly, the ones who are judged as
having a special gift actually “led their society and directed the history by using their
creativity, heroism, problem solving abilities and their power in convincing the others as

well as their insights, inventions and discoveries. (Akarsu, 2001).

In ancient Sparta, military skills were valued so exclusively that “giftedness” was
defined by outstanding combat, warfare and leadership skills (Colangelo and Davis,
1997). Besides, babies with physical defects or who otherwise were of questionable

value were flung off a cliff (Meyer, 1965).

In Athens, on the other hand, “social position and gender determined
opportunities” (Davis and Rimm, 1998). Upper-class young boys went to private schools
for academics and physical fitness training (Colangelo and Davis, 1997). Plato’s
Academy charged no fees and selected both young and women based on intelligence and

physical stamina, not on social class (Davis and Rimm, 1998).

In Rome, “architecture, engineering, law and administration” (Davis and Rimm,
1998) were highly valued and although higher education was reserved for males, some

gifted women emerged who greatly affected Roman society (Good, 1960)

In early China, Chinese “anticipated several principles of modern gifted and

talented education. They accepted a multiple talent concept of giftedness, valuing



literary ability, leadership, imagination, originality and such intellectual and perceptual

abilities as reading speed, memory, reasoning and perceptual sensitivity (Tsuin-Chen,
1966).

Education and identification of the gifted has also gained attention of the Ottoman
Empire. In order to educate gifted youth, they have founded Enderun, a palace school.
“It is one of the oldest institutions offering gifted education in history. Founded by
Murat 1T in mid 15% century, developed in an educational center for educating pages to
take high positions in Ottoman administration by Mehmet the Conqueror; the Enderun
has fulfilled this function over four centuries (Akarsu, 1991). As Akarsu (1991) states,
Enderun reflects a combination of Plato’s ideas as was expressed in his Republic and of

Renaissance influence. Some of the characteristic features of Enderun included:
!

® Selection of students based on abilities and talents.

® A well-balanced curriculum consisting of liberal arts, physical education and

vocational training.

® The systematic and long continued training of the body, high standards in physical
development.

® Emphasis upon music including choral music, integrating music and mathematics.

® Freedom allowed in choice of subjects in accordance with the natural bent of
individual student.

® Juxta positioning of learning and living environments.

® Carefully guided merit system consisting of rewards and punishment.

Davasligil (2000) states that it was the aim of Enderun to select the most talented
among a larger population in a step-by-step basis in order to train them to accomplish
governmental tasks. Such an aim was different from the process used to select high
ranking government officials in Europe in those times where the duties and

responsibilities were being distributed according to ascribed status rather than talent.



1.2.2. Gifted Education Today

The development of the interest in gifted education has started with the efforts of
some people like Sir Francis Galton, Alfred Binet and Lewis Terman. Among those
people, Sir Francis Galton contributed with the earliest significant research and writing

on intelligence and intelligence testing (Colangelo and Davis, 1997).

Modern intelligence tests, on the other hand, had their roots in France in the 1890s
(Davis and Rimm, 1998). Alfred Binet and Lewis Terman dealt with the issue of
developing tests to identify the gifted. However, as Sattler (1992) stated, interest in
intelligence and intelligence testing had a long history and dated back to 2200 B.C.

Considering the spread of studies on giftedness throughout USA, the launch of
Soviet satellite, the Sputnik, seems to have an alerting and encouraging effect on the
development of studies in USA. To Tannenbaum (1979), “the launch of Sputnik was a
glaring and shocking technological defeat” for American society. After this launch,
“more reports compared the quality and quantity of American versus Russian education
and especially the numbers of American versus Russian children being trained in

defense-related professions (Davis and Rimm, 1998).

On the other hand, the issue of the education of the gifted population has not
gained valuable and necessary attention in contemporary Turkish Education system.
According to Akarsu, (2001) Turkey has been witnessing the development of gifted
education in other countries without participating in this rapidly growing field. She
states that tiny efforts which have started in 1960°s and seem to be reinforced in 1990’s,
through the active involvement of a group of families, educators and some education
foundations have not exerted enough influence to break the strong resistance towards
gifted education observed in the Ministry of National Education as well as in some

education circles.

According to a law dated 1983; it is possible to see definitions of gifted and
talented separately. The gifted is defined as the one who scores 130+ in IQ tests and

talented is defined as the one who scores 110+ and exhibits superior artistic and



technical ability (Davasligil, 1999). However, as Davasligil (1999) reports the nature of
the definitions did not change in a new Circular dated 2000 and the definition of

giftedness and talent stayed one-dimensional, excluding creativity and non-cognitive

measures.
1.2.3. Defining Giftedness

In the extensive literature of gifted education, it is possible to address various
conceptions of giftedness among the researchers and practitioners of the field. Moreover,

it can be concluded that “there is no one agreed-upon definition that is universally

accepted” (Fatouros, 1993; Davis and Rimm, 1998).

However, contrary to this diversity among viewpoints towards defining giftedness
in the most appropriate way, most of the experts agree on the significance of reaching
this population. As cited in Forster (1993), the NSW (New South Wales, Australia)
Committee on the Education of the Talented Child recognized talented and gifted
children as a “valuable resource” and similarly, George (1993) stated that many, though
not all, people will agree that gifted and talented children have special needs and special
problems. They also have special and sometimes immense, talent to give to society. He
then states that it is a duty to them to cultivate their abilities and to society to help
prepare tomorrow’s leaders and talent. More able children are the most precious natural

resource in the world and one that cannot be allowed to be squandered.

On defining giftedness, there seems to be two different distinctions made by
researchers. Some (e.g. Akarsu, 2001; Winner, 1996; Gagne, 1995; Davis and Rimm,
1998; Roets, 2000) separate the concepts of giftedness and talent. While some others
(e.g. Tannenbaum, 1992; Betts and Neihart, 1988; Renzulli, 1978; Maker, 1996;
Sternberg, 1997; Ramos-Ford and Gardner, 1997) prefer to explain giftedness as

incorporating different aspects and dimensions in it.

In fact, according to Fatouros (1993), definitions range from being very open-

ended, where a large proportion of children are described as having talents in a variety of



areas, to very specific definitions which limit gifted population (in Australia) to the top 5

per cent as determined by IQ testing.

Gagne (1995), acknowledges that children have potential in one or more areas that
can be developed. He differentiated between gifts and talents, stating that individuals
initially possess gifts in a variety of domains (i.e., intellectual, creative, sensorimotor,
others) that are developed through a variety of catalyst and that these gifts lead to talent.
It follows from this relationship that talent necessarily implies the presence of well

above average natural abilities; one cannot be talented without first being gifted.

In terms of their meanings the words gifted or gift are differentiated from the
words talented or talent. Davis and Rimm (1998) state that dictionaries list “talent” as
one meaning of “gift” and vice versa. Besides, Akarsu (2001) proposes that in England

the word “ability” is preferred to include both the meanings of “gift” and “talent”.

Similarly, Roets (2000) summarizes operational definition of “gifted” as a high
ability that is inherited is a personality trait and “talented” as natural ability that is

developed by person’s initiative.

Finally, Cavenagh (1993) cites the definitions of gift and talent which are adopted
by NSW (New South Wales in Australia) Association for Gifted and Talented Children
in its policy document. In that statement gifted students are described as those with the
potential to exhibit superior performance across a range of areas of endeavor while
talented ones are described as those with the potential to exhibit superior performance in

one area of endeavor.

As it is clearly seen, these definitions are realistically open-ended, not specifying
rigid percentages of the population nor insisting that a particular test be used to make

Jjudgments (Fatouros, 1993).

Additionally, Fliegler (1961), as cited in Callahan (1997), suggests a separation of
categories in his definition of giftedness as a superior general intellectual potential and

ability (approximately 120+); a high functional ability to achieve in various academic



areas commensurate with general intellectual ability; a high-order talent in such special
areas as art, music, mechanical ability, foreign languages, science, mathematics,
dramatics, social leadership and creative writing and a creative ability to develop a novel

event in the environment. This definition probably includes about 15 to 20 percent of the

population.

The definitions of giftedness, on the other hand, incorporates many factors, such as
intelligence, creativity and leadership skills (Dalzell, 1997). In a more inclusive
classification in the Marland Report (Marland, 1972) gifted and talented children are

recognized in six domains according to demonstrated achievement and/or potential

ability:

e General intellectual ability

e Specific academic aptitude

e Creative or productive thinking
e Leadership ability

e Visual and performing arts

e Psychomotor ability

In earlier attempts of defining giftedness intelligence seems to be the only
criterion. According to Runco (1997) for many years, general intelligence was
emphasized in theories of giftedness and the IQ was the assessment used to identify
gifted individuals. Terman (1926), as cited in Cline (1999), in his longitudinal studies of
giftedness, used high IQ as the measure of intelligence and giftedness. Later on,
definitions witnessed new perspective and theories and different researchers defined
giftedness in various forms. As Ackerman (1997) summarized, more complex
definitions of giftedness were developed. These multi-dimensional definitions varied,
while some focused on intellectual ability (Sternberg, 1985) or diverse abilities

(Gardner, 1983), some others were more holistic (Betts and Neihart, 1988).

Schoon (2000) proposes that over the few decades the definition of giftedness has
changed from being a one-dimensional c.onception linking giftedness to high intelligence

to multi-dimensional conceptions acknowledging the existence of outstanding ability in



different domains. Runco (1997), contrary to Terman (1926), summarized and reported
from Renzulli (1978), Albert and Runco (1986), Milgram (in press) and Tannenbaum
(1983) that, talent is more than just general cognitive ability. Sarouphim (2000) reports

that Renzuili (1978) added a motivation component (task commitment) as an important

element in his definition of giftedness.

Renzulli’s (1978) definition, which defines gifted behaviors rather than gifted

individuals is as:

Gifted behavior consists of behaviors that reflect an interaction among three basic clusters of
human traits- above average ability, high levels of task commitment and high levels of
creativity. Individuals capable of developing gifted behavior are those possessing or capable
of developing this composite set of traits and applying them to any potentially valuable area
of human performance. Persons who manifest or are capable of developing an interaction
among the three clusters require a wide variety of educational opportunities and services that
are not ordinarily provided through regular instructional programs.

Besides, Maker (1996) from a different perspective defined giftedness as “the

ability to solve complex problems in effective, efficient, elegant and economical ways”.

With respect to intelligence, on the other hand, Gardner (1983) rejected the unitary
construct of intelligence and proposed a multi dimensional definition in which he
identified seven discrete intelligences. Later to this theory as described in Ziegler and
Hiller (2000), Gardner included the two more dimensions. He differentiates types of

intelligence as follows:

e Linguistic Intelligence: This includes the sensitivity to the definitions of words as
well as affective language based memory skills.

e Logical Mathematical Intelligence: Here general logical and special mathematical
thinking abilities are referred to.

e Spatial Intelligence: This form of intelligence refers to the conception and
perception of space as well as abilities involving spatial memory and thought
processes.

e Bodily-Kinesthetic Intelligence: Psychomotor abilities of this type are needed, for

example in achievements in the fields of athletics or dance.



e Musical Intelligence: This includes not only musical competencies in the

narrowest of senses, but also includes mood and emotion.

e Intrapersonal Intelligence: This refers to a sensibility regarding ones own sensory

world.

e Interpersonal Intelligence: This concept of social intelligence refers primarily to
the ability to differentially perceive the needs of others.

e Naturalistic Intelligence: The ability to discern patterns in the living world.

o Existential Intelligence (in myth, art, science, philosophy) and

e Spiritual Intelligence.

Gardner labels the last two intelligences as candidates due to the lack (so far) of

empirical validation (Ziegler and Heller, 2000)
1.2.4. Identification of the Gifted and Talented

The sole purpose of identification is to guide the educational process and serve
youth (Feldhusen, 1989). However, it is not always easy to achieve those goals, because
identification of the gifted child is problematic. There is no single clear-cut method that
can be used to identify gifted students and confusion still reigns as to what “gifted” and
“talented” mean. The debate on how IQ tests identify giftedness continues to rage
(Cline, 1999).

According to Renzulli and Purcell (1996), questions regarding identification of
students with high abilities have lingered in the field at the local level for at least half a
century. Specifically, these questions are: “How will we define giftedness?” and “how

can we ensure the identification of all students with abilities and talents?”.

Feldhusen, Hoover and Sayler (1990) propose that the ideal identification system

has not been developed — so far.

It is seen from the literature that the early attempts in identification process were

relying only on intelligence tests. Later, with the emergence of new ideas and new



theories on the nature of giftedness and that of intelligence, various forms of

identification procedures and techniques were utilized in the field.

For instance, Roets (2000) reports that students shall be assessed for identification
purposes through standardized and non standardized procedures which have validity and
reliability; standardized measures like standardized intelligence tests (scores at or above
2" and 3" standard deviation and/or 97" percentile or above) and standardized
achievement tests (95-97™ percentile in composite or specific subject), non-standardized
measures (school performance and recommendation); checklists, rating scales of

teachers, peers, parents, or self, etc.

In contrast, Davidson (1986) expressed strong frustration with formal testing,
rating and nomination procedures, including the use of point systems and cut-offs. To
Davidson, such procedures do not allow students actually to demonstrate their abilities

in areas in which they are interested and talented.

Instead, he recommends that, as cited in Davis and Rimm (1998), students who
score in the 90™ percentile or above on intelligence, achievement, or creativity tests
(according to local norms) have clear needs and should automatically be placed in gifted

programs.

Adkins and Cooper (1993) propose that the identification procedures need to be

ongoing and should include the following:

® Teacher referral

e Behavioral characteristics
@ Standardized tests

e IQ tests

© Parent nomination

@ Peer nomination

e Self nomination
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It is also evident in the literature that different schools and/or different countries

apply various forms of identification procedures.

Renzulli and Purcell (1996) summarized from the literature that in USA, while the
1Q score is still a predominant feature in identification plans, 80 per cent of states use
definitions that, include creativity, approximately 70 per cent use definitions that include

artistic abilities and slightly more than half the states use definitions that include

leadership abilities.

Davis and Rimm (1998) report that the SAT-M (Scholastic Aptitude Test-
Mathematics) and the SAT-V (Scholastic Aptitude Test-Verbal) and to a lesser extent
the American College Testing Program (ACT) tests, are used to identify high-level
mathematical and verbal reasoning talent among seventh graders for the Study of
Mathematically Precocious Youth (SMPY) and Talent Search programs. Benbow and
Minor (1990) report that — based on research with adolescents who scored above 700 on
the SAT-M or above 630 on the SAT-V; the 1 in 10.000 range — mathematically talented

and verbally talented students represent two distinctly different forms of intellectual

giftedness.

In the same line, Johnson and Gentry (2000) while discussing “admissions
portfolio for a graduate program”, report that both the GRE (General Record
Examination) and the Miller Analogy Tests are traditional selection criteria — score 500+
on one or more portions of the GRE — and are still an option for those who choose to

submit this as evidence of higher reasoning abilities.

In China, students are very carefully chosen — to the University of Science and
Technology of China (USTC) offering programs for gifted youth — from among a
national pool of bright and dedicated youngsters who, despite being no more than age 14
and still studying in what might be called junior or senior high school in the US, have
completed the work of high school and have successfully passed the rigorous National

College Entrance Examinations with distinctions (Robinson, 1992).
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In Russia, the selection of students for admission to special schools was
undertaken with great care to ensure that only the best and brightest of Soviet youth
were enrolled. Often admission interviews and examinations were offered only to
winners of the prestigious Mathematical Olympiads conducted in every region of the
Soviet Union. Students who completed the entrance cxamination successfully and whose
interview was judged satisfactory were invited to special summer schools that served as
final screening devices. Only applicants who survived this three-step application process

were admitted to the schools (Donoghue, Karp and Vogeli, 2000).

In Taiwan, such criteria as a score higher than two standard deviations above the
mean on the IQ test; a grade point averége in the top 2 per cent of their school peers at
the same grade, or a score higher than two standard deviations above the mean on an
achievement test covering major subjects in the curriculum (Wu, 2000) were used in
identification. Additionally, the ones who have a grade point average in the top 1 per
cent of their school peers at the same grade in mathematics or science, or have

demonstrated an outstanding performance in a national or international competition

(Wu, 2000) were identified as gifted.

1.2.5. Characteristics of the Gifted

Gifted and talented learners are not a homogeneous group. To the contrary, they
are many, varied and unique. (Reis and Small, 2001) According to some researchers
(Schmitz and Galbraith, 1985) there is no one portrait of a gifted student. Talents and
strengths among the gifted vary as widely as they do with any sample of students drawn

from a so-called average population.

Gifted children as a distinctive population are characterized by their high cognitive
potential (Mares, 1993). In the literature it is possible to find different compilations of

characteristics for the gifted and talented, some are really extensive and some not.

However, although such variability occurs among the gified and talented,

according to Passow (1981) despite the tremendous variation that exists among a group
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of gifted and talented children, they do have many characteristics that differentiate them

from other learners.

to:

For instance, according to Feldhusen (1989) gifted learners:

have the ability to learn more rapidly than average ability students
are able to deal with complex and abstract concepts

are ahead of their peers in basic skills |

have advanced verbal ability and

have a developed use of thinking skills.

In a different list by Laycock (1957) the characteristics of the able are described as

be capable of a high level of abstract thought

explicitly demonstrate a high degree of curiosity

have a wide range of interests and hobbies

have an exceptional insight and depth of knowledge about interests and hobbies
be a good reader

learn easily and to be able to cope with complicated ideas or information

have a good vocabulary

be able to work independently for long periods at interesting and challenging tasks.
be quick to respond to new or unusual ideas

have an original and lively imagination

be very mature socially

have a good sense of humor.

In addition to above outlined ones, Clark (1997) compiles an extensive list of

characteristics:

e An extraordinary speed in processing information
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A rapid and through comprehension of the whole idea or concept

An unusual ability to perceive essential elements, underlying structure,

patterns in relationships and ideas
A need for precision in thinking and expression

An ability to relate a broad range of ideas and synthesize commonalities among

them

A high degree of ability to think abstractly that develops early

Appreciation of complexity; finding myriad alternative meanings in even the

most simple issues or problems

An ability to learn in an integrative, intuitively nonlinear manner
An extraordinary degree of intellectual curiosity

An unusual capacity for memory

A long concentration span

A fascination with ideas and words

An extensive vocabulary

Ability to perceive many sides of an issue

Argumentativeness

Advanced visual and motor skills

An ability from an early age to think in metaphors and symbols and a

preference for doing so

Ability to visualize models and systems

Ability to learn in great intuitive leaps

High idiosyncratic interpretations of events

Awareness of detail

Unusual intensity and depth of feeling

A high degree of emotional sensitivity

Highly developed morals and ethics and early concern for moral and existential
issues

Unusual and early insight into social and moral issues

An ability to empathetically understand and relate to ideas and other people
An extraordinarily highv energy level

A need for the world to be logical and fair



¢ Conviction of correctness of personal ideas and beliefs.

In the same line, Akarsu (2001), based on her experience with gifted children,

takes some more characteristics into consideration:

Extraordinary performance over peers in at least one talent area

Proficiency in language |

Curiosity and intense interest in certain subjects

®

Rapid learning

Powerful memory

]

High sensitivity

Unusual forms of expression

Openness to challenges

@

Friendship with elder

®

Adapting to new situations easily

Love of reading

1.2.6. Defining Underachievement

The underachievement among gifted students is one of the most problematic issues
in the field of gifted education in addition to ones faced in defining giftedness and

finding appropriate ways to educate the gifted in accordance with their high potential.

The problem of the underachieving gifted student is one for social concern as well
as one of individual welfare and happiness. It is costly for any society today to lose the
potential contributions which gifted students could give. Underachievement is a learned
behavior and to reverse the patterns of underachieving students proves more difficult in

later years after attributes and behavioral patterns have been established (Hughes, 1993).

Underachievement among the gifted has been a focus of research for over 35 years
(Emerick, 1992). However, despite considerable number of studies done over this period

of time, as Reis and McCoach (2000) state the process of defining underachievement,
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identifying underachieving gifted students and explaining the reasons for this

underachievement continues to stir controversy among practitioners, researchers and
clinicians.

This controversy, as usual, leads to different definitions of underachievement and
in turn these diverse attempts portray various aspects regarding the nature of
underachievement. According to Reis and McCoach (2000) no universally agreed upon
definition of underachievement currently exists. This might be due to different
perceptions of researchers about the characteristics of the issue and/or due to its

“content” and “situation specific” nature (Delisle and Berger, 1990).

In defining underachievement, researchers mainly focus on the potentials and
performances of gifted students. Reis and McCoach (2000) note that definitions of gifted
underachievement as a discrepancy between potential and performance are by far the
most common. In a similar way, Richert (1997) states that although many studies use
more technical definitions, the discrepancy between potential and actual productivity

secems to be part of all definitions.

Clark (1997) defined underachieving gifted student, as someone who has shown
exceptional performance on a standardized test and who, nevertheless, does not perform

as well as expected for students of the same age on school-related tasks.

Similarly, Whitmore (1985) defined underachievement as academic performance
that is significantly lower than predicted, based on some reliable evidence of learning
potential. In different words, Neihart and Robinson (2000) stated that underachievement
might be defined as school attainment significantly below ability level. Reis and
McCoach (2000), on the other hand, collected various definitions of underachievement
from the literature, which all base on the discrepancy between potential and

performance.

e High potential as evidenced by intelligence, achievement tests, or tests of specific

aptitude, teacher observation, grades; underachievement as evidenced by
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discrepancy between performance and potential, by Baum, Renzulli and Hebert,
(1995)

e Large discrepancy between school performance and potential, by Butler-Por
(1987)

¢ Discrepancy between potential and actual performance, by Dowdall and Colangeio
(1982)

¢ Evidence of giftedness included standardized achievement test scores, scores on
tests of general aptitude, or other indicators of potential for well-above average
academic performance. Evidence of underachievement included average or below
average academic performance as assessed by test scores, grades and teacher
observations, by Emerick (1992)

¢ High aptitude scores but low grades and achievement test scores, or high

achievement test scores but low grades due to poor daily work, by Whitmore
(1980)

Shaw and McCuen (1960) connects this reliance to academic school grades as
being a reference to discrepancy with ability, to social significance of school grades,
their implications for the education future of pupils and the importance attributed by the

school system to the personal judgment embodied in the grading system.

Raph, Goldberg and Passow (1966), on the other hand, add a new aspect to these
definitions. They accept the gifted underachiever as the one who not only fails to
achieve the academic level of which he is capable, but is often also found to be lagging

behind the achievement levels of the contemporary of average ability.

As it is clearly seen from the definitions which more or less point out the same
themes of underachievement, standardized achievement test scores and academic
performance of students (including course grades, test scores, etc.) are commonly

utilized in determining who the gifted underachievers are.
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1.2.7. Identifying Underachievers

Identification of gifted underachievers is another problematic issue and it is
important as well as that of giftedness itself. According to Whitmore (1985) three factors
led to emphasis in identifying underachievers: The first is the increase in the use of test,
the second is the increase in teacher referrals for special education services because of
learning or behavioral problems and the third is the increased effort to recognize and

develop the potential abilities of culturally different and minority children.

Kwung-Won (1990) categorizes underachievers into five groups in which one
group shows low grades and high test scores, second group displays low test scores and
high grades, a third group consistently performs below their level of capability, while
some show underachievement in only certain subjects or concentrations. The last group

of underachievers is hidden, or they are the kind of students whose underachievement

goes unnoticed.

Clark (1997) on the other hand, differentiates between two groups of
underachievers: “situational underachievers” underachieve only on occasion, as when a
particularly difficult home problem erupts or a clash occurs with one particular teacher
and “chronic underachiever” whose pattern recurs again and again, presenting a problem

particularly resistant to remediation.

At this point of the discussion, how researchers identify underachievers gains
value. Butler-Por (1993) argues that to identify gifted underachievers, it is necessary to
establish the presence of a large discrepancy between the students’ school achievements
and some manifestation of the child’s high potential such as inteliigence, creativity,

teachers’ and parents’ observations.

Besides, it is also crucial to determine some identification criteria due to the fact
that overgeneralizations or more limited criteria used in identification process may yield
poor results. Therefore, as Reis and McCoach (2000) argued, any system of defining,
identifying and eventually reversing underachievement should include students whose

classroom performance falls significantly below their standardized test performance.
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Reis and McCoach (2000) also suggest that students may not be classified

underachievers unless they have exhibited low performance for at least 2 year.

In addition to necessary time span in identification process, it should also be noted
that not having any kind of “diagnosed learning disability” (Reis and McCoach, 2000)
for underachievers is essential for the assessment of underachievement of

underachievers in the most appropriate and effective way.

Butler-Por (1987) suggests some procedures in identifying gifted underachievers

in a classroom:

o Identification of discrepancies between cognitive abilities expressed in formulating
questions and hypothesis and normal school performance in the accomplishment
of assignment, homework and test

e Identification of great differences between general and expertise knowledge
derived from extensive reading at home and failure to complete reading
assignments at school

e Comparison between the following of wide interests outside the school with the
minimal effort invested in school projects

e Combined student and teacher evaluation of academic strengths and weaknesses,
academic personal choices and effort incepted in the different subjects

e Consulting parents, previous teachers and professional personnel at school, on
students’ learning habits and social behavior. A consistent drop in scholastic
performance of approximately two years indicates that the student is

underachieving
1.2.8. Characteristics of Underachievers and Reasons for Underachievement

Gifted underachievers differ from their achieving counterparts in certain aspects.
These stem from their characteristics that further lead to underachievement syndrome.
However, in literature there are no commonly accepted views among researchers
regarding the characteristics of gifted underachievers. Although their explanations

underlie the same parameters for both the reasons for and characteristics of
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underachievement, there are also many different perspectives for wide ranges and kinds
of parameters. These diverse viewpoints results from the fact that, as Butler-Por (1993)
states underachieving students, like all students, differ from each other not only in their
home background, but also in their own way of coping with their problems. One cannot
expect all underachievers to have the same characteristics. In the same sense, Reis and
McCoach (2000) note that synthesizing the hypothesized characteristics of gifted
underachievers becomes a nearly impossible task. They then propose the idea that for
cach personality trait common to gifted underachievers, there are many other
underachieving gifted students who do not exhibit that trait. They also state that,
regarding measurement issues, most of the research that investigates common
characteristics of underachieving students has employed qualitative, clinical, or single
subject research methodology. However, very few large-scale quantitative studies have

examined the legitimacy of these hypotheses.

The characteristic behaviors of underachieving gifted students have been.studied
extensively since 1950s (Clark, 1997) but as it is outlined above, researchers have
emphasized various dimensions to varying degrees. Generally speaking, some
researchers (e.g. Butler-Por, 1993; Clark, 1997) mainly concentrate on three factors
associated with underachievement among the gifted: Home and parental variables,
personality characteristics and school related factors. Some other researchers (e.g. Davis
and Rimm, 1998; Reis and McCoach, 2000) offer a composite of related characteristics.
Those three factors and the ones, which are not spelled together with these three form

the basic reasons for underachievement.

Rimm (1997) states that procrastination, incomplete assignments, disorganization
and careless work become typical symptoms that initiate underachievement syndrome
for these students. According to Davis and Rimm (1998) poor study habits, peer
acceptance problems, poor school concentration and home and school discipline
problems support the pattern of underachievement. It is also evident that if a child does
not see a relationship between efforts and outcomes, he is not likely to make an effort to

achieve (Davis and Rimm, 1998).
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Besides, underachievement is tied intimately to self-concept development.
Children who see themselves in terms of failure eventually begin to place self-imposed

limits of what is possible (Delisle and Berger, 1990).

Butler-Por (1993) also adds locus of control, fear of failure, need affiliation and
fear of success as an additional to self- concept as reasons of underachievement. In
explaining locus of control, he cited Laffon et al. (1989) who report that gifted
underachievers tend to attribute their academic failures to external forces outside
themselves. In terms of need affiliation, he describes that underachieving patterns of

behavior in gifted students can stem from unfulfilled social needs.

Perfectionism, on the one hand, is also a crucial attribute of gifted underachievers.
Adderholt-Elliot (1989) named five characteristics of perfectionistic students that
contribute to underachievement: procrastination, fear of failure, an all-or-nothing
mindset, paralyzed perfectionism (if there is a risk of failure, do nothing) and
workaholism (which leads to burnout, depression and a lost balance among school,

family and friends).

Another important trait in underachievement is low self-esteem. Davis and Rimm
(1998) state that these students do not believe they are capable of accomplishing what

their family or teachers expect of them or what they should expect of themselves.

Clark (1997) also proposes the idea that another cause of underachievement unique
to gifted learners stems from their varied and numerous interests. They may, without
proper guidance, extend their interests in too many areas, engage in too many activities
and be unable to set appropriate priorities. According to Davis and Rimm (1998) this
intense interest and/or leadership in and out of school activities act as a defensive
avoidance behavior and these activities are less threatening or in which they feel like
winners. They also note that success in these activities essentially compensates for

academic failures.

Another contributing factor is competition. The classroom where competition and

comparative evaluation are heavily stressed is a serious problem for underachievers
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(Davis and Rimm, 1998). Rimm (1997) explains that when the curriculum becomes
more complex or when students enter high grades where peer populations are more
intellectually competitive, gifted children feel as though they are not as intelligent as
they believed they were earlier. Some learn more appropriate study habits. Others hide
from their threatening feelings. They worry that they are not as smart as they would like
to be, they invent or discover a whole group of rituals and excuses that prevent them
from making further effort. Besides, Davis and Rimm (1998) note that
underachievement of gifted students may appear even at the college level if students
have not learned to function in competition. While the reasons for non-completion of
college may be more than an inability to function in competition, the second author’s
clinical experience with gifted students who lose confidence in competitive college

environments provides evidence for these serious underachievement problems.

Gifted underachievers are also affected by peers. According to Clasen and Clasen
(1995) underachieving students frequently report peer influence as the strongest force
impeding their achievement. They also report that sixty-six percent of the students
named peer pressure or attitude of the other kids, including friends, as the primary force

against getting good grades.

Family dynamics, or in another way of saying home and parental variables are
very important factors to consider in dealing with underachievement phenomena. A
study by Wood, Chopin and Hannah (1988) focused on the role of the child’s perception
of his or her family environment and its relationship to underachievement and concluded
that specific negative life events, such as divorce, death and financial problems have an

adverse effect on the adjustment of children.

Generally speaking, families of underachieving students often display the

following characteristics:

e Children are dependent on mothers
o Fathers are rejecting or domineering and give little warmth and affection
e Relationships between fathers and daughters or fathers and sons are negative or

nonexistent
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Parents set unrealistic goals for their children and the children imagine that they
are only as valuable or “good” as their accomplishments

e Parents allow achievement to go unrewarded
e Children do not identify with their parents

e There are deep social and emotional problems in the family

e Parents are not active in schools
e Parents are not supportive of their children

e Children’s achievements present a threat to the parents and their adult superiority

e Parents do not share ideas, affection, trust, or approval

e Parents are restrictive and severe in their punishment (Clark, 1997).

One source of underachievement mentioned less frequently than the home,
although still of major importance, is that of the actual school situation (Clark, 1997).
Rutter et al. (1979) noted that the school plays a significant role in enhancing the
motivating for learning and the achievements of its students, even when they initially
have low academic achievements and behavior problems. Butler-Por (1993) on the one
hand, reports that the literature suggests three factors within the school situation that are
conductive to the onset of underachievement in gifted students: Curriculum and teaching

methods, attitudinal factors and teacher variables.

Clark (1997) addressed Davis and Rimm (1994) who discuss inflexibility and
rigidity in classrooms as demonstrations of the lack of respect for the individual child
and as atiributes that allow the needs of the gifted child to go unmet. The heavily
competitive classroom is shown to contribute to underachievement by emphasizing
extrinsic rewards, which detract from the intrinsic rewards of learning and creativity so
highly correlated to achievement. Negative expectations, unrewarding curricula and
inappropriate goals are also concerns mentioned that may cause or support

underachievement.

Regarding the curriculum and teaching methods, it can be argued that
inappropriate curriculum content and teaching methods, which fail to maximize
intellectual development, may result in underachievement. Gifted students become

frustrated with routine and repetitive skills and curricular material that they have already
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mastered. Students who fail to find stimulation in school opt out of the learning

situation, develop anti-school attitudes and prefer to stay at home (Butler-Por, 1993).

Butler-Por (1993) concludes from the literature that, by means of attitudinal
factors that contribute to underachicvement situation, it is important to note that
underachievers generally express negative attitudes to school. The author continues with
the explanation that though it is not possible to determine whether the negative attitudes
to school are the cause of poor academic performance or are the outcome of the
underachiever’s school experience. The literature indicated that poor attitudes toward
school of the gifted underachiever are affected by parental attitudes, peer attitudes and
the failure of the school to stimulate the gifted student by providing relevant learning

experiences and appropriate teé,ching methods.

In addition to the factors outlined above, it is seen that teachers may convey values
and expectations that antagonize and alienate gifted students and contribute to the
adopting underachieving behavior (Butler-Por, 1993). As summarized in Clark (1997),
Evans (1965) has grouped the behaviors of teachers known to contribute to

underachievement into the types of teachers who:

e must maintain superiority in the field of knowledge

¢ impose unrealistic goals and standards (the perfectionistic)

* use threats, ridicule, warnings and ultimatums and rarely show warmth or
acceptance; are cold and impersonal

e are too easy; do not present a challenge

¢ have predictable, routine schedules and do not present a stimulating environment

In addition, Butler-Por (1993) proposes that the failure to set appropriate goals and
expectations for gifted pupils is due to the failure of teachers to recognize their high
abilities. On the other hand, Boyce (1998) adds the component that if the teacher’s

teaching style does not match the student’s, students fail.

In general, Reis and McCoach (2000) list an extensive version of traits that

underlie the reasons of underachievement discussed so far: that
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Low self-esteem, low self-concept, low self-efficacy

Alienated or withdrawn; distrustful, or pessimistic

Anxious, impulsive, inattentive, hyperactive, or distractible; may exhibit Attention
Deficit Hyperactivity Disorder (ADD or ADHD) symptoms

Aggressive, hostile, resentful, or touchy

Depressed

Passive-aggressive trait disturbance

More socially than academically oriented, may be extroverted, may be easygoing,

considerate and/or unassuming

Dependent, less resilient than high achievers

Socially immature

Fear of failure; gified underachievers may avoid competition or challenging
situations to protect their self-image or their ability

Fear of success

Attribute successes or failures to outside forces; exhibit an external locus of

control, attribute successes to luck and failures to lack of ability; externalize

conflict and problems

Negative attitude toward school

Antisocial or rebellious

Self-critical or perfectionistic; feeling guilty about not living up to the expectations
of others

Perform less well on tasks that require detail-oriented or convergent thinking skills
than their achieving counterparts

Score lower on sequential tasks such as repeating digits, repeating sentences,
coding, computation and spelling

Lack insight and critical ability

Lack goal-directed behavior; fail to set realistic goals for themselves

Poor coping skills; develop coping mechanisms that successfully reduce short-term
stress, but inhibit long-term success

Possess poor self-regulation strategies, low tolerance for frustration, lack
perseverance, lack self-control

Use defense mechanisms
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e Intense outside interests, commitment to self-directed work

In the final step, it is important to discuss underachievement for post-secondary
cases. Because underachievement is a chronic, pervasive condition rather than a stage

through which children pass and from which they emerge unscathed, without help, the
pattern persists into adulthood (Rathvon, 1996).

As Peterson, (2000) underlines, unfortunately, post-secondary outcomes of gifted
underachievers are not often studied and there is also a lack of studies that include high-
ability individuals who do not stay in college. He also concludes from the literature that,
college entry qualifications are consistehtly related to college completion, while
personality factors, motivation, satisfaction, loneliness, anticipation of success, work,
finances and family have an impact on nonpersistence and lack of success in college. In
addition, socioeconomic status has consistently been related to college attendance,

educational attainment and academic success.

Davis (1998) reported from Borow’s (1946) that predicting achievement of college
students had more to do with time management, study habits, extracurricular activities,
employment and health than intelligence. Davis (1998) also summarized Diener’s (1960)
study, which compared seventy-four achieving and sixty-four underachieving students
on grade point average (GPA), aptitude, reading skill, verbal expression, high school
GPA, age, weekly study hours, attendance and residential accommodations. In this study
Diener (1960) found that overachievers, in comparison to underachievers reported better

study habits and organization.

This study aims to discuss the above outlined reasons of underachievement among
the gifted students at university level by also taking their stated characteristics into

consideration.

The next section describes the design of the study including the sample,

procedures and measures that were employed.
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1.3. Statement of the Hypotheses

Following hypotheses were formed to direct the study:

There is a significant difference between the mean scores of underachieving gifted
students at the Bogazigi University and a regular group of students at the Bogazigi
University on the whole scale of the SAAS-R (School Attitude Assessment
Survey-Revised) instrument.

There is a significant difference between the mean scores of underachieving gifted
students at the Bogazi¢i University and a regular group of students at the Bogazi¢i
University in terms of academic self-perceptions sub-scale of the SAAS-R (School
Attitude Assessment Survey-Revised) instrument.

There is a significant difference between the mean scores of underachieving gifted
students at the Bogazi¢i University and a regular group of students at the Bogazigi
University in terms of attitudes toward teachers sub-scale of the SAAS-R (School
Attitude Assessment Survey-Revised) instrument.

There is a significant difference between the mean scores of underachieving gifted
students at the Bogazici University and a regular group of students at the Bogazici
University in terms of attitudes toward school sub-scale of the SAAS-R (School
Attitude Assessment Survey-Revised) instrument.

There is a significant difference between the mean scores of underachieving gifted
students at the Bogazi¢i University and a regular group of students at the Bogazici
University in terms of goal valuation sub-scale of the SAAS-R (School Attitude
Assessment Survey-Revised) instrument.

There is a significant difference between the mean scores of underachieving gifted
students at the Bogazig¢i University and a regular group of students at the Bogazici
University in terms of motivation/self-regulation sub-scale of the SAAS-R (School

Attitude Assessment Survey-Revised) instrument.
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2. METHOD

2.1. Population and Sample

Since the aim of the study is to analyze the reasons for underachievement among

the gifted students of Bogazi¢i University, the participants are selected among the

students of this university.

Bogazi¢i University was formally established on September 12, 1971. While thus
appearing to be a newcomer to the community of Turkish universities, it has behind it
the long history of Robert College, which was the first American College to be
established outside the boundaries of the United States. With the transfer of the site to
the Turkish government, Bogazi¢i University became the direct heir to not only the
excellent facilities of Robert College but also to its distinguished academic tradition

(Bogazici University Catalogue, 1996).

Bogazigi University usually accepts students among the top ranking high school
graduates (Table 2.1) who are selected through a nationwide external entrance
examination. Before 1998 it was composed of two tests named OSS (Student Selection
Examination) and OYS (Student Placement Examination) in the order of application.
However, after 1998 the number of tests applied reduced to one named OSYS (Student

Selection and Placement Examination).

The OSYS exam is taken by nearly one and a half million students each year
(Table 2.2). Because the selected students exhibit an extraordinary success among that
number of candidates nationwide (about 1,5 million), they can be considered gifted in

the light of the giftedness literature.
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Table 2.1. Ranking to enter Bogazici University among nearly 1.5 million students

according to years, by percentage

Departments 1995 | 1996 | 1997 | 1998 | 1999

Comp. Teaching - - - 4.0 0.7
Science Teaching - - - 27 0.9
Teaching Physics 3.0 4.0 5.0 6.0 1.0
Primary Math Teaching - - - 9.0 23
Foreign Language Education 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 3.6
Teaching Chemistry 5.0 6.0 6.0 7.0 1.0
Teaching Mathematics 2.0 1.0 1.0 2.0 04
Early Childhood Education - - - 3.0 -

Counseling and Guidance 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 0.9
Philosophy 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 4.6
Physics 2.0 3.0 4.0 4.0 4.3
Western Languages and Lit. 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.7
Chemistry 4.0 4.0 5.0 5.0 42
Mathematics 2.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 2.0
Molecular Biology 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 1.9
Psychology 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 3.0
Sociology 17710 | 10 | 10 | 10 | 35
History 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.3
Turkish Language and Lit. 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 0.8
Economics 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 0.7
Management 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 0.4
Political Science 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.6
Computer Engineering 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 0.3
Electrical Engineering 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 0.2
Industrial Engineering 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 0.1
Civil Engineering 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.3
Chemical Engineering 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.7
Mechanical Engineering 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 0.8
Tourism - 1.0 1.0 1.0 2.6
International Trade - 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.2
Management Information Sys - 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.2
Translation & Interpretation 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 0.7




Table 2.2 Number of applicants in Nationwide Entrance Examination by years

Year Number of Applicants
1994 1,249,965
1995 1,265,103
1996 1,399,061
1997 ’ 1,398,595
1998 1,359,585
1999 1,479,562

OSYS (Student Selection and Placement Examination) consists of two tests to
measure candidates’ verbal and quantitative reasoning abilities. These tests are basically
composed of items which require relatively less academic knowledge of the area
concerned. The major components of the verbal test are proficiency in the Turkish
language and the ability to reason, using social science concepts and generalizations.
The major components of the quantitative test are the ability to make use of basic
mathematical concepts and rules and ability to reason, using natural science concepts
and generalizations. There are approximately 90 items in each of these tests, though the

exact number may vary from year to year. Candidates are expected to take both tests
included in OSYS.

The exam questions their knowledge levels, computing and reasoning skills in
literature, mathematics, natural sciences (Biology, Chemistry and Physics) and social
sciences (Geography, History, Philosophy and Psychology) (Table 2.3). (Higher
Education Council Booklet, Student Selection and Placement Center (OSYM), Ankara
January, 2000). Their high school grade point averages (GPA) are also taken into

consideration in the placement.
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Table 2.3. Distribution of subjects and their weights in the exam

Part Subject area Approximate distribution by no. of
questions
Verbal Turkish Language 25%
Social Sciences 25 %
- History 10%
- Geography 9 %
- Philosophy 6 %
Quantitative | Mathematical Reasoning | 25 %
Science 25%
- Physics 10 %
- Chemistry 8 %
- Biology 7 %

The sample of the study was selected according to following criteria:

e They entered the university in the upper 95+ percentile in their year of entry.

o They studied at least four complete semesters at the university.

e Their GPAs are under 2.0 out of 4.0.

In general, according to the achievement criteria accepted by the university, a GPA

lower than 2.0 is directly treated as underachievement. Underachievers in this study are

defined as those who

e Hold a GPA below 2.0 in the succeeding two semesters and

¢ Have at least one Failure (F) grades in their transcripts.

There are about 7000 undergraduate students currently studying at Bogazigi
University. Of those nearly 3537 students (49.9 per cent) have GPAs lower than 2.0

when all departments are considered (Table 2.4). (Data received from the University’s

Registrar Office)
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Table 2.4. Range of GPA’s throughout the university (only undergraduate students
are involved)

Range of GPAs Below 2.0 | Between 2.0 Between 2.5 3.0 and Higher | Total
and 2.49 and 2.99

Number 3537 1810 1347 390 7084

Percentage 49.9 25.6 19.0 5.5 100

Among 3537 students whose GPAs fall below 2.0 out of 4.0, only 614 students
(17.4 per cent), who completed at least four semesters at the university, were detected to
hold GPA’s below 2.0 in consecutive semesters and have Failure (F) grades in their
transcripts. Since these students displayed extreme underachievement when compared to
all other students who hold a GPA below 2.00, they were selected to form the sample of
this study in order to best portray a sample portfolio that are closer to underachievement
phenomena. In order to determine the possible reasons of underachievement at Bogazici
University 91 students (14.8 per cent) out of 614 were contacted (selected conveniently)
via e-mail in order to administer SAAS-R Survey and 30 students (33 per cent) out of 91

have been contacted to carry out an in-depth interview.

In Table 2.5 a distribution list of the samples employed in the application of the
SAAS-R instrument (91), interview (30) and the population (614) is summarized

according to departmental classification.

At the very beginning of the administration of SAAS-R Turkish version,
conveniently selected 81 students, who are fluent both in English and Turkish,
contributed to the translation process of the instrument.

To draw the profiles of the students at Bogazi¢i University concerning
underachievement status, GPA, determination of departments and faculties in which
students are enrolled and gender; the Registrar’s Office has been contacted to take

official permission to reach at the files of the students.
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Table 2.5. Distribution list of the samples and population by departments

Departments Population Sample for Percentage Sample for
(SAAS-R) (SAAS-R) (Interview)
Comp. Teaching 0* he N 0*
Science Teaching 1 0 0 0
Teaching Physics 17 5 294 i
Primary Math Teaching 0* 0* - 0*
Foreign Language Education 9 2 222 0
Teaching Chemistry 18 8 444 1
Teaching Mathematics 19 9 47.4 9
Early Childhood Education 0* 0* - 0
Counseling and Guidance 14 1 7.1 1
Philosophy 23 0 0 0
Physics ) 29 6 20.7 4
Western Languages and Lit. 16 0 0 0
Chemistry 21 5 23.8 3
Mathematics 43 5 11.6 3
Molecular Biology 30 1 33 0
Psychology 6 0 0 0
Sociology 19 1 5.3 0
History 31 3 9.7 0
Turkish Language and Lit. 9 0 0 0
Economics 53 2 3.8 0
Management 18 1 5.6 1
Political Science 35 3 8.6 0
Computer Engineering 41 10 244 1
Electrical Engineering 14 2 14.3 0
Industrial Engineering 16 5 31.3 0
Civil Engineering 42 9 21.4 1
Chemical Engineering 29 3 10.3 0
Mechanical Engineering 22 8 36.4 3
Tourism 17 0 0 0
International Trade 11 1 9.1 0
Management Information Sys 5 i 20 1
Translation & Interpretation 6 1 16.7 1
Total 614 921 14.8 30

*These departments do not have students who have completed at least four semesters at the university.
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2.2. Instrumentation

2.2.1. The School Attitude Assessment Survey-Revised (SAAS-R)

The School Attitude Assessment Survey-R (McCoach, 2000) is administered to the
sample of this study. The survey focused on five factors that are considered to be among
the possible reasons for underachievement of gifted and talented students. Those five
dimensions included academic self-perceptions, attitudes toward teachers, attitudes
toward school, goal valuation and motivation/self-regulation. As McCoach and Siegle

(2001a) reported The SAAS-R has been developed to explore the relationship between

these five factors and scholastic underachievement.

The creators of the instrument measured just three factors in the first version of the
SAAS. They were motivation, academic self-perceptions and attitude towards school.
Although the original instrument provided marginally adequate evidence of reliability
and validity (McCoach and Siegle, 2001a) they, then, added two other factors: goal
valuation and attitude towards teachers in the revised version of the instrument (SAAS-
R).

The Survey employed a 7-point Likert type agreement scale ranging from 1 to 7
where 1 represented “strongly disagree” and 7 represented “strongly agree”. It contained
43 items. As summarized in Table 2.6 certain items associated with a certain factor out

of the five dimensions constituting the scale.

Table 2.6 Distribution of the items in the SAAS-R according to related factors

Name of the Factor Related Item Numbers

Academic Self-Perceptions 2,3,4,5,13, 20,37, 40, 41

Attitudes Toward Teachers 1,9,14,16,17, 31, 34, 39

Attitudes Toward School 6,7,11,12,19, 42,43

Goal Valuation 15, 18, 21, 25, 28, 29, 38

Motivation / Goal Valuation 8,10, 22, 23, 24, 26, 27, 30, 32, 33, 35, 36
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In the development process of the original instrument convenient sampling is
utilized and 942 nine through twelve grade students were involved. In a further study by
McCoach and Siegle (2001b) in order to use the instrument in differentiating gifted
underachievers from gifted achievers, 104 gifted high school students were administered
the survey. In this study, researchers defined a gifted student “as a student who scored at
or above the 92" percentile nationally on a norm-referenced test of achievement taken
within the last 4 years. A gifted underachiever was defined as a student who ranked in

the bottom half of his/her class and/or who had a grade point average (GPA) at or below
2.5” (McCoach and Siegle, 2001b).

Concerning reliability and validity of the instrument they reported that a
confirmatory factor analysis provided an evaluation of the construct validity of the
instrument. Model fit was evaluated using several common fit indices including Chi-
square (X?), the ratio of chi-square to degrees of freedom (X?/df), the Root-Mean Square
Error of Approximation (RMSEA), the Comparative Fit Index (CFI), The Tucker Lewis
Index (TLI) (also known as the Bentler Bonett Non-Normed Fit Index) and the Bollen
Fit Index (IFI). The researchers specified a priori that each question should act as an
indicator for only one factor. Examination of the standardized factor loadings, the
standardized residual covariance matrix, the squared multiple correlations and the
modification indices aided in the respecification of the model (McCoach and Siegle,

2001a).

They also noted that “an analysis of reliability using SPSS indicated the SAAS-R
exhibited satisfactory evidence of reliability” (McCoach and Siegle, 2001a). On the
other hand, since the aim of the SAAS-R was to explore the relationship between the
five factors mentioned and scholastic underachievement “an examination of the
relationship between these five factors and students’ self reported grade point averages
provided a preliminary glimpse at the criterion-related validity and the future utility of
this instrument” (McCoach and Siegle, 2001a). In summary, the SAAS-R appears to
“demonstrate evidence of adequate validity and reliability for use as a research
instrument” (McCoach and Siegle, 2001a). The reliability coefficients for each factor in

the instrument are given in the Table 2.7.
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Table 2.7 The reliability coefficients for each factor in the SAAS-R

Name of the factor Reliability coefficients
Academic Self-Perceptions .82
Attitudes Toward Teachers .85
Attitudes Toward School .88
Goal Valuation .92
Motivation / Goal Valuation .94

2.2.2. Translation of the SAAS-R

Before the application of the survey a translation study into Turkish language has

been carried out. For this purpose following steps were taken:

e Two experts one of whom received his undergraduate and graduate education from
a university where official language of instruction is English; the other as an expert
who is fluent in both languages and works with gifted children translated the text.
Five other experts whose profession is teaching English and who are also native
speakers of Turkish language checked the translation.

e The researcher, then, analyzed all translations and formed a final version of the
SAAS-R Turkish version.

e Both the English form and the Turkish forms were administered to 81 students,
who are fluent in both languages. First, the English version was applied and after a

ten day interval the Turkish form was administered to the same group of students.
2.2.3. Interview

In addition to using the instrument for data collection researcher also carried out an
in-depth interview with 30 underachieving students to gather more evidence on possible
reasons of underachievement. Each interview took at least one and a half hour and the
researcher noted students’ responses. In the formation of questions of the interview,
related literature and researcher’s observations have been taken into consideration. For
example, “Do you think that having an instruction in English (other than the native

language) have a negative effect on your achievement?” sort of an item has been
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considered an additional aspect in underachievement that is not mentioned in the general
literature.

Eighty one open-ended questions were employed. While forming the questions,
researcher aimed at establishing a parallelism with the five factors of the SAAS-R
instrument (academic self-perceptions, attitudes toward teachers, attitudes toward
school, goal valuation and motivation/self-regulation) and the content of the interview.
Those factors were also represented in the interview questions with different yet
associated items (Table 2.8). In addition to those five dimensions some other questions
were administered to the interviewee in order to examine and point out different reasons

of underachievemen: which researcher taught to be important concerning the

characteristics of the sample of the study.

Table 2.8. Distribution of the questions employed in the interview according to

specified factors

Name of the Factor Related Item Numbers
Academic Self-Perceptions 1-11
Attitudes Toward Teachers 12-23
Attitudes Toward School 24-30
Goal Valuation 31-35
Motivation / Goal Valuation 36-44
Additional Factors 45-89

2.3. Procedure

At the very beginning of the study, the researcher has contacted McCoach from the
University of Connecticut who developed the SAAS-R (School Achievement
Assessment Survey-Revised). After receiving permission to use the instrument as part of

the study the instrument has been translated into Turkish language.

After this process has been performed successively (based on t-test results between

the English version and the Turkish one) with the involvement of 81 students, who were
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selected on a convenient basis, the instrument was administered to underachieving

sample of the study composed of 91 underachievers.

Additionally, the results obtained from 81 students who have participated in the
translation study were utilized to make comparisons with those obtained from the sample
of the study (91 students). This group then was named as ‘regular group’; because it
constitutes students throughout the university other than the aforementioned sample.
However, since two of the 81 students were also among the underachieving sample they

were excluded. Thus, the number of the regular group was reduced to 79.

Before the application of the instrument and in-depth interviews, legal permission
was obtained from the Regisirar’s Office in order to receive name lists and some
information about the students like their GPAs, terms completed, etc. Researcher, then,
secured e-mail addresses of nearly 650 students by searching through the university’s
search engine on the web. All students were posted an e-mail message informing them
about the aim of the study, the instrument to be applied and the interview. They were
also invited to participate in the study. 30 students accepted to participate in both the
interviews and filling out the instrument, SAAS-R (School Attitude Assessment Survey-
Revised) and other 61 students accepted just to fill out the questionnaire. Seven of the
sample participated through e-mail contact, but all others, including interviewees, were
contacted to schedule an appropriate time for interviews. Each interview lasted at least
one and a half hour and the whole process for data collection took more than two

months.
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3. RESULTS

3.1. Results from the SAAS-R (School Attitude Assessment Survey-Revised)

In this study, the measures from two different groups were used in data analysis.
One group of 91 students was composed of underachieving individuals and the other

group (79 students) was composed of regular students.

In order to test whether there is a difference between these two groups or not, in
terms of the factors that considered contributing to underachievement of the gifted
students at Bogazigi University, T-test, ANOVA and frequency analysis were used to

analyze the results of the SAAS-R instrument (School Attitude Assessment Survey-
Revised).

Table 3.1 shows the mean scores and standard deviations of the two groups
(underachievers vs. regular group) with respect to the overall scores and Table 3.2 with
respect to the five sub-scales of the SAAS-R instrument (School Attitude Assessment

Survey-Revised).

Table 3.1. Results from the SAAS-R instrument regarding overall mean scores

40

Groups N Mean Std. Deviation
Underachieving 91 3,6555 , 7975
Regular 79 4,6619 ,9580
Levene’s Test for | t-test for Equality of Means
Equality of
Variances
F Sig. t df Sig. (2-tailed)
Total Equal variances 3,512 063 | -7,474 168 ,000
Means | assumed )
Equal variances | 7378 | 152,308 ,000
not assumed




As shown in Table 3.1, the t-test results indicate that there is a significant difference

between the mean scores of the 91 underachieving students (M = 3.66, SD = .798), t(168)

-7.47, p = .000 and those of the 79 regular students in terms of the overall test scores in
the SAAS-R instrument (M = 4.66, SD = .958).

Table 3.2. Comparison of mean scores between underachieving and regular groups of

students according to five sub-scales employed in SAAS-R instrument.

N Std. Std. Error
Groups Deviation Mean
1T U ,9214 9,66E-02
2 R ,9198 , 1035
1T U 1,1447 ,1200
2 R
1,0302 , 1159
iU 1,3322 1397
2 R 1,1233 1264
1 U 1,3328 41397
2 R 1,0536 ,1185
1 U 1,0057 , 1054
2 R 1,2236 1377

As shown in Table 3.2, mean scores of underachieving group in “Academic self-

perceptions” sub-scale is 4.31 (out of 7.0) while that of the regular group is 4.84.

In other four sub-scales of the instrument: Attitude toward school, attitude toward
teachers, goal valuation and motivation/self-regulation; the mean scores are 3.88 vs. 4.55,
4.57 vs. 5.15 and 4.55 vs. 5.34 and 3.0 vs. 4.48, respectively indicating that mean scores

for the underachieving group and the regular group are different.

The researcher has utilized ANOVA statistics by using SPSS 10.0 for Windows in

order to test the significance of the differences observed between the groups.
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Table 3.3. ANOVA results between underachieving and regular groups of students

according to five sub-scales of the SAAS-R instrument

Sum of
Squares df Mean Square |
Between Groupd 11,858 1 11,858 | ; 00(
Within Groups {142,402 168 gty
Total 154,259 169 b
~ Between Groupq 19,033 1 19,033 | -
Within Groups 200,724 168 1,195 |
= Total 219,758 169
Between Groupg 14,481 1 14,481 |
L Within Groups |258,155 168 1537 |
Total
272,636 169
Between Groupy 26,547 1 26,547
Within Groups | 246,463 168 1,467 |
Total 273,010 169 -
Between Groupy 93,037 1 93,037 | 78
Within Groups |207,813 168 1,237 |
Total 300,850 169

Results of the F-test indicated that (for academic self-perceptions sub-scale: M =
4.31 and 4.84, SD = .92 and .92, respectively, F(168) = 13.9, p = .000; for attitudes
toward teachers sub-scale: M = 3.88 and 4.55, SD = 1.14 and 1.03, respectively, F(168)
= 15.9, p = .000; for attitudes toward school sub-scale: M = 4.57 and 5.15, SD = 1.33
and 1.12, respectively, F(168) = 9.42, p = .002; for goal valuation sub-scale: M = 4.55
and 5.34, SD = 1.33 and 1.05, respectively, F(168) = 18.1, p = .000; for motivation/self-
regulation sub-scale: M = 3.00 and 4.48, SD = 1.06 and 1.22, respectively, F(168) =
75.2, p = .000; ) there is a significant difference between the underachieving and the
regular groups of students regarding all of the five sub-scales of the SAAS-R
questionnaire (Tables 3.2 and 3.3).

Moreover, researcher has grouped the answers of 91 underachieving students into
three and coded the mean scores of their ratings. Students rated the SAAS-R (School
Attitude Assessment Survey-Revised) instrument as how strongly they agree or disagree
with the 43 statements. The instrument employed a 7.point Likert type agreement scale
ranging from strongly disagree to strongly agree. So, the means 1 through 3.49 are coded

as “17, the means 3.50 through 4.49 as “2”, the means 4.50 through 7 as “3”. This



categorization of the means into three were made to see the frequency distribution of the

43

means of students’ responses where a high frequency of the first category “1” indicates that

sub-scales might contribute to underachievement for the 91 underachieving students, a

high frequency of the second category “2” represents a moderate level and a high

frequency of the third category indicates that the five sub-scales may not contribute to

underachievement for the 91 underachieving students (Table 3.4). Frequency analysis of

“Academic self-perceptions” sub-scale showed that 14 students (15.4 per cent) rated in the

first category (disagree), 39 students (42.9 per cent) in the second category (moderate) and

38 students (41.8 per cent) in the third category (agree) (Figure 3.1).

Table 3.4. Categorization of the means into three groups

Means

Categories

Meaning

1.00 -3.49 | 1-Disagree

Low Attitude/ Indicating underachievement

3.50 -4.49 | 2-Moderate

Moderate level

4.50 -7.00 | 3-Agree

High Attitude/ Not indicating underachievement

41,8%

Agree/High Attitude

Disagree/Low
Attitude
15,4%

Moderate Level
42.9%

! b
| i

Disagree/Low

| Attitude

B Moderate
Level

- O Agree/High
| Attitude

Figure 3.1. Frequency analysis of means of the 91 underachieving students into three

categories according to academic self-perceptions sub-scale
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Regarding “Attitudes toward teachers” sub-scale the frequencies were 31.9 per
cent (29 students) for the first category (disagree), 36.3 per cent (33 students) for the

second category (moderate) and 31.9 per cent (29 students) for the third category (agree)
(Figure 3.2).

Agree/High Disagree/Llow . [@ Disagree/Low!
Attitude Attitude . Attitude

31,9% 31,9%

»

B Moderate
Level

| O Agree/High i}
Moderate Level Attitude
[ 36,3%

Figure 3.2. Frequency analysis of means of the 91 underachieving students into three

categories according to attitudes toward teachers sub-scale.

In “Attitudes toward school” sub-scale, on the other hand,

e 17 students (18.7 per cent) rated in the first category (disagree),
e 20 students (22 per cent) rated in the second category (moderate) and

e 54 students (59.3 per cent) rated in the third category (agree)(Figure 3.3).

(The first category “1” indicates that sub-scales might contribute to
underachievement for the 91 underachieving students, a high frequency of the second
category “2” represents a moderate level and a high frequency of the third category
indicates that the five sub-scales may not contribute to underachievement for the 91

underachieving students).



|
|

;
Disagree/Low i
Attitude Disagree/LowM

18,7% | Attitude

- Agree/High : |
é’)tgtggi)e . B Moderate
| Level

Moderate } O Agree/High
Level | Attitude 1 i
22,0% | |

Figure 3.3. Frequency analysis of means of the 91 underachieving students into three

categories according to attitudes towards school sub-scale.

Regarding “Goal valuation” sub-scale, 24 students (26.4 per cent) were in category
1 (disagree), 16 (17.6 per cent) in category 2 (moderate) and 51 (56 per cent) in category
3 (agree), (Figure 3.4).

Disagree/Low Disagree/Low |
Attitude . :
| 26.4% | Attitude f

. @ Moderate
Level
5 - O Agree/High
i Moderate Level Attitude
AgreefHigh Attitude 17,6%
56,0%

|
I
|
!
|
1
L

Figure 3.4. Frequency analysis of means of the 91 underachieving students into three

categories according to goal valuation sub-scale.
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Finally, in the last sub-scale: Motivation/self regulation 72.5 per cent of the
students (66 students) rated in the first category (disagree), 17.6 per cent (16 students) in

the second (moderate) and 9.9 per cent (9 students) in the third category (agree)(Figure
3.5).

Agree/High -
. Moderate Level Ag'g’;e ‘ Di§agree/Lowy
17.6% | ’ Attitude
| '8 Moderate
|  Level
f O Agree/High
™ | Attitude i

Disagree/Low )
Aftitude
72,5% ’

Figure 3.5. Frequency analysis of means of the 91 underachieving students into three

categories according to motivation/self-regulation sub-scale

Pearson correlation analysis indicated that, as shown in Table 3.5. “academic self-
perceptions” sub-scale is not significantly correlated with “attitudes toward schools”
sub-scale and “goal valuation” subscale. However, “academic self-perceptions” is
significantly correlated with “attitudes toward teachers” sub-scale and “motivation/self-
regulation” sub-scale. “attitudes toward teachers” and “motivation/self-regulation” sub-
scales on the other hand are signiﬁcantly correlated with all other sub-scales. There is
also a significant correlation between “attitudes toward schools”, “aititudes toward

teachers”, “motivation/self-regulation” and “goal valuation” sub-scales.



Table 3.5, Correlation of the results among the five sub-scales of the SAAS-E

Instrisent
Academic | Artitudes | Attinedes Maotivation
Zelf Toward | Toward {aal Zelf-
Perception: | Teachers | Schools | Yaluation| Beoulation

ALademic el Pearson Correlation| 1400 SEFE A A S
Farcapiions S, (2-tailed) . ECH EiLy] Fre) RilLE

M 2 % i1 Bt #
Attitudes TowsrdPearson Correlation| 35pe Bt LT S5 g
Teachers Sg. G-talledt | g . A A JiHs

M o1 4 i} =h #]
Attituedes TowsriPearson Corredation] 200 - 14 ik s
sehools Sy, 2-talled 5T MK , AHH [

M

91 91 91 91 91

Goal Valuation Pearson Correlation] 046 552k ,495+* 1,000 AT

Sig. (2-tailed) ,663 ,000 ,000 , ,000

N 91 91 91 91 91
Motivation/Self- Pearson Correlation| 369+ 532 ,298* AT 1,000
Regulation Sig. (2-tailed) ,000 ,000 ,004 ,000 .

N 91 91 91 91 91

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 leve! (2-tailed)

3.2. Results from the Interview

Interview has been carried out with 30 underachievers. It should be noted that total
number of answers may exceed or fall below 30 due to students’ multiple responses, or

not responding to an item.

Students’ responses to 89 items in the interview were analyzed using frequency
analysis. The interview questions and analysis of students’ responses to these items are

as follows:

Question 1. What feelings do you have for yourself during classes/at school? (Alienated,

withdrawn, distrustful, feeling alone, etc.)

Of the 20 underachievers responded, 9 students (45 per cent) feel themselves

alone; 3 students (15 per cent) feel withdrawn and invaluable; 7 students (35 per cent)



feel bored in the lessons and described lessons as not being interesting enough to collect

their attention. One student (5 per cent) said he feels unhappy.

Question 2. Are you dependent on your friends’ help in order to understand your

lessons, assignments, eic. or can You manage to learn and do the required tasks on your
own?

21 students (70 per cent) stated that they can you manage to learn and do the
required tasks on their own, 7 students (23.3 per cent) stated that they are dependent on

their friends. Only 2 students (6.67 per cent) stated that their dependency depends on the
situation.

Question 3. Do you have fear of failure?

Of the 28 respondents to this item, 17 students (60.7 per cent) stated that they have
fear of failure. 11 students (39.3 per cent) stated that they do not have fear of failure.

Question 4. Do you ever say: “I want everything to be perfect so I can withdraw a

course if I feel that I will fail” or you take the course anyway?

This item was asked for collecting further evidence for students’ perfectionist and
non-perfectionist attitudes toward selecting a course. However, analysis of their
responses showed that their answers vary. Namely, 4 students (14.8 per cent) stated that
learning a particular course is important to them. 5 students (18 per cent) are
perfectionist in selecting a course, but two of these perfectionist students stated they
were perfectionist at the very beginning but they do not care so much at the moment.
They responded that they withdrew some courses before since they did not learn new
things, but they now think that it was a mistake because rather than learning it is the
grades that count as important at this university. 14 students (50 per cent) stated that they
take their courses no matter what grade they expect to get from that course. 5 students
(18 per cent), on the other hand, stated conditional responses. Some of the responses are

as follows:
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“If my GPA were good, I could act as perfectionist in selecting a course, but now a

grade of CC is enough for me. This is what I can do for the time being”.

“Instead of becoming a repeating student I prefer to get a passing grade. It is enough for

3

me”,
“If I think that I will certainly fail I withdraw”.

“For physics courses my aim is just to get a passing grade”.
Question 5. Do you think that your friends/teachers/social environment appreciates you?

Of the 29 students responded to this item, 13 students (44.8 per cent) stated that
their friends, teachers and social environment appreciate them. 2 students (7 per cent)
stated that nobody appreciates them. 13 students (44.8 per cent) stated that teachers do

not appreciate them. One student (34 per cent) stated that only his friends appreciate

him.

Question 6. Do you escape from competitive environments? How do you interpret the

university’s environment in terms of competition?

4 students (13 per cent) stated that they escape from competitive environments.
However, 22 students (73 per cent) complained about the university’s competitive
environment. Most frequently stated responses included: “It is excessive”, “it is
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unnecessary”, “disgusting” and “destroying friendships”. Only 5 students (17 per cent)

have positive feelings about the school’s competitive atmosphere.

Question 7. Do you display failure on certain subjects or do experience an overall

failure?

20 students (67 per cent) stated that they fail on certain subjects and 10 students
(33 per cent) stated to display an overall failure. Of the 20 students, 7 (35 per cent)
mainly fail in mathematics, 6 (30 per cent) in physics, 6 (30 per cent) in social sciences
and one (5 per cent) in courses where using presentation skills are important. On the
other hand, 4 students (13 per cent) out of 30 rejected the idea that they are

underachievers. They stated that they fail if they do not enjoy the course content.
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Question 8. Do you think that you get what you deserve based on your hard work and

efforts?

Most of the students’ responses to this item varied. 25 students (83 per cent)
criticized that they deserve what they get based on their work (not hard work) and efforts
(not enough effort). They stated that what they get is what they put. 5 students (17 per
cent), on the other hand, stated that they do not deserve what they get. Two students
complained about teachers’ very high expectations in grading their performance and
three students criticized teachers evaluation systems. They stated that some teachers who

are using the normal curve in assigning grades give an F (failure) grade for class

average.

Question 9. Do you think that you learn new academic and social skills at this

university?

Of the 28 respondents to this item, 2 students (7 per cent) responded that they do
not learn anything at all at this university. 7 students (25 per cent) think that they have
learned very little. 19 students (68 per cent), on the other hand, stated that they learned
new things in terms of academic and social development, but 12 of these students (63

per cent) think that they have learned more in terms of social skills than academic skills.

Question 10. How are your examination results in general? What does getting A’s mean

fo you?

Among the 28 students responded to this item, 15 (53.6 per cent) think that getting
an “A” is very hard. Remaining 13 students (46.4 per cent) think that getting an “A” is
not important; just a passing grade is enough for them. These are students who have just

a few A’s in their transcripts and they usually get scores like “DD”, “DC” and “CC”.

Question 11. Do you describe yourself as intelligent as your friends at this university?
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25 students (83 per cent) described themselves as intelligent as their friends at the

university. 5 students (17 per cent) described themselves as being not intelligent as their

peers at the university. Their explanations are as follows:

“In terms of social skills, analytical reasoning I feel better than most of my friends, but
especially in mathematics lessons at this university I feel stupid when compared to

others”,

“I thought that I am very clever, but T have doubt for the time being when I look at my
grades”.

“Iused to consider myself very intelligent, but after attending to this university I met the
ones who are better than me”.
“My current situation at this university gave me the impression that I am not intelligent”.

“Everyone around me say that [ am very intelligent, but I do not think so when I look at

others at this school”.
Question 12. How is your attitude toward your teachers and lessons?

18 students (60 per cent) stated negative feelings about their teachers, 8 students
(27 per cent) stated positive feelings and 4 students (13 per cent) stated to have negative
feelings toward lessons. These students do not have any problem with their teachers.

They find the course content boring and uninteresting.
Question 13. How is your teachers’ attitudes toward you?

13 students (43 per cent) supposed that teachers’ attitudes are positive toward
them, but 17 students (57 per cent) think the opposite way. Among students various
responses to this item most frequently stated thoughts are as follows: All of these 17
students think that they do not have a healthy communication with their teachers. 7 of
them (41 per cent) supposed that their teachers do not care about their presence
especially in mass courses. 4 students (24 per cent) stated that teachers just come into the
class to lecture and then go out; 3 students (17.6 per cent) make a distinction between
teachers as either being apprdachable or non- approachable. One student (6 per cent) on

the other hand thinks that some of the teachers can not stand underachieving students.
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Question 14. What do you think of teachers’ grading practices and course passing
regulations at the University?

During the interview researcher observed that students spend more time in
answering this question when compared to other questions. Of the 27 respondents to this
item, 8 students (30 per cent) evaluated teachers’ grading practices and course passing
regulations as a reliable and working system, yet other 19 students (70 per cent) did not
agree with them. According to 11 students (58 per cent) out of these 19 students, grading
practices vary among teachers. Some assign a grade of CC to the class average, but some
others assign DD. These 11 students do not see this as a fair practice because, in their

explanations, sometimes a total score of 60 out 100 gets a DD and this is not reasonable.

They also think that some teachers are very strict in their grading and give
relatively low scores, but some others give very high scores and students think that this
is not fair. They also complained about some teachers’ attitudes in grading students’
performance regarding teachers’ preference in selecting the traditional grading system
(catalogue) and curve system. They stated that some teachers prefer using curve system
when students get very high scores and this is not fair. Besides, some others attempt to
lower the average if class average exceeds their estimation. Therefore they prepare

harder questions for the following exams.

One of the interviewees commented that although he is considered to be an
intelligent student by his mathematics teachers, his failure in mathematics astonishes his
teachers. He also thinks that he could have passed those courses if his teachers hadn’t

relied only on his examination results to assess his performance in mathematics.

Moreover, 4 students (21 per cent) out of 19 directly criticized the curve system
within the university. They believe that such a system is creates a highly competitive
environment and this, in turn, destroys friendships among students; making them selfish.
One of these students stated that “for me to pass a course, it is not necessary for some
others to get Fs (failure). Everyone should have equal chance to get an A score”. One
other student thinks that such a competitive atmosphere is reducing his motivation and

giving him the impression that he is not capable of competing with others. Another
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student stated that no matter how intelligent they are and how well they performed in the

nationwide university entrance examination, the students at this university fail because

of teachers’ being proud of giving low scores to students.

Question 15. Do you enjoy the way the courses are taught?

Only one student (3.7 per cent) out of 27 respondents to this item stated that he
enjoys the way courses are taught. 20 students (74 per cent) do not enjoy them and 6
students (22.3 per cent) made a distinction among teachers. The most frequently stated

factors in their responses are as follows: (Out of 20 students)

e 6 students (30 per cent) stated that teachers are just copying the book on the board
while they lecture.

e 5 students (40 per cent) stated that instruction is based on memorization.
e students (25 per cent) stated that teachers lack pedagogical skills.

e students (25 per cent) stated that teachers’ knowledge background is not good

enough.

e students (25 per cent) stated that instruction is “disgusting” in mass courses.

e 3 students (15 per cent) stated that teachers cannot attract students’ attention.

¢ 3 students (15 per cent) stated that teachers cannot attract students’ attention.

e 3 students (15 per cent) stated that instruction is based on theory, without any
application or practice.

e 2 students (10 per cent) stated that teachers just come into class to lecture and then

go out.
Question.16. How do you evaluate your instructors of the courses which you fail?
Regarding their underachievement in certain courses, 7 students (25 per cent) out
of 28 respondents think that it has nothing to do with the instructors of those courses.
The problem stems from their own. However, 21 students (75 per cent) criticized

instructors of the courses in which they failed.

Question 17. How are your relations with your teachers?
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Of the 28 students responded to this item, 6 (21.4 per cent) stated that they have
good relationship with their teachers but other 22 students (78.6 per cent) stated that they
have communication problems with their teachers. Three of these 22 students stated that
they can establish good relationship with teachers if they enjoy the course content. 4
stated that especially in mass courses like introduction to mathematics and introduction
to physics, it is not possible to set up a relationship with teachers and actually most of

these teachers do not care about it. 3 students complained that especially mathematics

instructors do not want to communicate with students.
Question 18. What do you think about your teachers’ expectations from you?

Of the 27 respondents to this item, 15 students (55.6 per cent) think that teachers
do not have any expectations with respect to their students’ learning which means that
the instructors do not care whether the students pass the course or not. Among the

responses of other 12 students (44.4 per cent) the mainly stated answers are: “to pass the
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courses”, “to spend more effort”, “to get a high grade” and “attendance”.

Question 19. How is your interaction with your department and advisor?

Of the 30 respondents to this item, 7 students (23.3 per cent) stated that they have
good relations with their departments and advisors. However, 23 students (76.7 per cent)
stated that they have no interaction especially with their advisors. All of these students
underlined the fact that they meet with their advisors only during course registrations.
This means two times in a year. Three students stated that their advisors even do not
know university’s course registration regulations and policies. One student believes that

his advisor does not tolerate underachieving students.

Question.20. What kinds of strengths or weaknesses do you think your instructors

possess?

29 students responded to this item. In this question they were asked for teachers’
strengths and weaknesses, but all of the responses pinpointed weaknesses of teachers. Of

these 29 students, 13 (45 per cent) stated that their teachers lack pedagogical skills. 1
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student (3.4 per cent) stated that they can not go beyond content knowledge. 2 students
(6.9 per cent) stated that the teachers do not renew themselves. 4 (13.8 per cent) stated
that they do not know the subject matter well. 1 (3.4 per cent) stated that they cannot
attract students’ attention. 3 (10.3 per cent) stated that they expect everything from the
students. 1 (10.3 per cent) stated that they just copy the book. 2 students (6.9 per cent)

stated that teachers’ English are not good enough to become instructors.

Question 21. Do your instructors differ in terms of their expectations from you as a
student?

Of the 24 respondents to this item, 10 stated that (42 per cent) all of their
instructors do not expect much from their students. The remaining 14 students (58 per
cent) made a distinction between instructors, stating that some have really high
expectations and are idealists, but some others do not care about students at all. So, these
results indicate that all of the 24 students think that some or all of their instructors do not

have any expectations from them.

Question 22. How do you evaluate the difficulty level of the lessons that you fail?

Among the 9 students responded to this item, 16 (55 per cent) found the lessons
that they fail are very difficult. Other 13 students (45 per cent) stated that they are easy.
They explained the reasons for their underachievement in these lessons as the lack of
motivation (7 times), lack of their effective writing skills (3 times), psychological

problems (1 times) and uninteresting content (2 times).
Question 23. Do you believe that your instructors are aware of your capacity?

Of the 30 respondents to this item, 4 students (13.2; per cent) believed that their
teachers are aware of their potential. 7 students (23.3 per cent) stated that only a few
teachers are aware of their potential. However, 19 students (63.3 per cent) believed that
their teachers are not aware of their potential. Of the 19 students, one stated that teachers
do not give that chance to students, one think that he has not any potential, one think that

teachers do not care about students’ potential.
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‘Question 24. How about your attitudes toward the University?

21 students (70 per cent) expressed positive attitudes toward the university. One
student (3 per cent) stated negative attitude. 2 students (7 per cent) stated negative
feelings but stated that this is the best school in the country that they can attend. 7

students (23 per cent), on the other hand, stated that they could not actualize themselves

at this university.

Question 25. Do the students have an opportunity to contribute to the lessons?

All of the 30 students responded to this item. 7 students (23.3 per cent) stated they
have opportunity to contribute to the lessons, but 23 students (76.7 per cent) stated that
they are teacher oriented/controlled. Two students, on the other hand, drew a highly
authoritarian teacher profile for their teachers. Besides, one student expressed his idea
that it is the students who determine “the quality of instruction™ at this university, not
teachers. According to him, if students are interested in a particular course they get high
scores, but if they are not interested in a course, as in mass courses, “quality of

instruction” is very low.
Question 26. What opportunities do you think the university provides you with?

29 students responded to this item. Of these students only 6 (21 per cent) described
that opportunities are inadequate in terms of shortage of instructors, very crowded
classes, old-fashioned computer labs and little opportunity to receive a scholarship. 23
students (79 per cent), on the other hand, described university’s facilities as adequate.
Only one of these students proposed the idea that library should be open at nights as

well.
Question 27. Is your underachievement realized by anybody at the University?

Among 30 students’ multiple responses to this item “friends” were mentioned 21

times; advisor 2 times; “some teachers” 6 times; “everybody around me” 4 times; and

“nobody” 4 times.
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Question 28. Do you face with varying University-wide policies? If yes, how do they
affect you?

15 students (50 per cent) stated that they did not face with any varying University-
wide policies. Other 15 students (50 per cent) talked about various factors: 2 believe that
the University is unfair in its scholarship policies, 2 think that some departments make
discrimination against students from other departments and 11 students complained that

all instructors at this university follow their own rules and policies.
Question 29. Do you think that this University has an established philosophical stance?

7 students (33.3 per cent) stated that the school’s main philosophy is liberalism. 3
students (14.3 per cent) stated that its aim is to encourage individualism among students.
2 students (9.5 per cent) stated that it encourages competition among students. 5 students
(23.9 per cent) stated that it had a philosophy in the past, but now it does not. 4 students
(19 per cent) talked about discrimination. They stated that “if you are hardworking

school appreciates you, if not, then discrimination starts. Nobody cares about

underachieving students”.

Question 30. Can you easily take risk while selecting a course? What kind of courses do
you choose? (by means of HSS and unrestricted elective courses) What is important for

you in selecting a course?

Of the 29 respondents to this item, 7 students (24.1 per cent) stated that most of
their courses are compulsory so they do not have much of a choice. 14 students (48.3 per
cent) stated that they do not take risk in selecting their HSS and unrestricted elective
courses. They prefer the ones that are believed to be easy to pass and that require less
effort and increase their GPAs, as well as the ones whose teachers are “easy”. 8 students
(18.7 per cent), on the other hand, stated that they take risks because they want to take

courses which they will enjoy and learn new things.

Question 31. What are your future plans and career direction?
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28 students responded to this item, 8 students (28.6 per cent) stated that they want
to become a part of work life and earn money; 6 students (21.4 per cent) want to go
abroad to study and work; 6 students (21.4 per cent) want to work on their interest areas

other than their majors. 8 students, on the other hand, stated that they do not have any
future plans.

Question 32. What do you think about “being an underachiever” at this University?

What does it mean to you and how it is perceived within the University?

28 students responded to this item. And all of these students stated that (100 per
cent) being an underachiever means getting low grades and obtaining a low GPA to the
school community. However, with one exception, they all pointed out that this does not
mean that they are underachieving. 7 (26 per cent) of these students stated that what you
learn is important and 20 students (74 per cent) stated that personality development and

social development are imiportant to them.

Question 33. Do you believe that you will increase your GPA? If yes, to what extend?

26 students responded to this item. 3 students (11.5 per cent) stated that they do
not attempt to increase their GPAs, 2 students (7.7 per cent) do not believe that they
could increase their GPAs, 21 (80.8 per cent) students believe that they can increase
their GPAs. 10 of these students are aiming at increasing their GPAs up to 2.5, 9
students up to 2.2 and 2 students over 2.7 out of 4.0.

Question 34. Do you believe that you can be successful? (Academically and socially)

29 students responded to this item. 2 students (7 per cent) expressed that all they
want is to graduate from this University. The remaining 27 students (93 per cent) believe
that they will be successful, yet with a difference: 17 of these students (63 per cent)
believe that they will be successful both academically and socially, but the remaining 10

students (37 per cent) believe that they will be successful socially, but not academically.
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Question 35. Is your aim to get high grades or just passing grades?
16 students (57 per cent) out of 28 stated that they are aiming at getting a passing
grade. 7 students (25 per cent) stated that their aims are to get high grades. 5 students (18

per cent) stated that they want to get high grades in certain courses but in some they just
expect a passing grade.

Question 36. Are you motivated 1o study for your courses or examinations?

20 students (67 per cent) stated that they have very low motivation to study for a
course/exam. 4 students (13 per cent) as having no motivation problem and the

remaining 4 students (13 per cent) stated that they have motivation if they enjoyed the
course.

Question 37. Do you have any problem in concentrating on your school-related tasks?

Of the 29 students responded to this item. 20 (69 per cent) stated that they
certainly have problems in concentrating on their school work. 3 (10 per cent) stated that

they sometimes do and 6 (21 per cent) stated that they do not have any problems in

concentrating.
Question 38. Do you have any problems related to being planned and well organized?

Of the 28 students responded to this item, 7 students (25 per cent) stated that they
do not have any problems related to being planned and well organized. 18 students (64
per cent), on the other hand, stated that they do have problems and 3 (11 per cent) stated
that they are planned but disorganized.

Question 39. Do you attend your courses regularly?
Of the 28 respondents to this item, 20 (71 per cent) stated that they have very little

attendance to school and their courses;' 5 (18 per cent) stated that they have a good

attendance rate, but 3 students (11 per cent) stated that they never attend courses.
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Question 40. Do you believe that You spend the necessary effort to become successful?

Of the 24 respondents to this item, 3 students (22.5 per cent) believed that they

spend the necessary effort to become successful, but 21 students (87.5 per cent) believed
that the do not spend the necessary effort.

Question 41. How is your persistence and desire to study?

Of the 30 respondents to this item, 18 students (60 per cent) stated that they do not
display persistence and desire to study. 6 (20 per cent) stated that they do if they enjoyed
the course; 4 (13.3 per cent) stated that they have good desire and persistence; 2 (6.7 per

cent) stated that their mood plays an important role.

Question 42. Do you do your written assignments to learn or just to pass the course?

30 students responded to this item. 3 students (10 per cent) stated that they never
do their assignments. 16 students (53.3 per cent) stated that they do just to submit, 4
(13.3 per cent) stated that they do in order to learn new things, 7 (23.3 per cent) stated
that they do for learning if they enjoyed the course and the teacher, but just to submit if
they did not enjoy.

Question 43. Do you do your assignments by yourself or make them from your friends’

assignments?

24 students responded to this item. 9 students (37.5 per cent) stated that they do
their assignments by themselves, another 9 students (37.5 per cent) stated that they do
themselves if they liked the course and receive from their friends if they do not like and
have little time to submit. 4 students (16.7 per cent) stated that they receive from their

friends and 2 (8.3 per cent) stated that they prefer group work for their assignments.

Question 44. Do you have regular study habits?
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27 of 30 students (90 per cent) stated that they do not have regular study habits.
Only 2 of these students stated that they never had such a habit and other 25 had such
study habits before coming to this university. One of the 30 students (3.3 per cent), on
the other hand, stated that he has ordinary study habits and 2 (6.7 per cent) stated that
they study regularly only the exam date has approached.

Question 45. Do you feel anxious in social situations such as social relationships,

courses, or exams?

10 students (33.3 per cent) stated that they do not feel anxiety in their
relationships, courses and exams. 12 students (40 per cent) stated to have “test anxiety”.
4 students (13.3 per cent) stated that they are anxious in setting social relationships; and

4 students (13.3 per cent) stated to be anxious in their social relations, courses and

€xams.

Question 46. Do you display aggressive and nervous behavior?

23 students responded to this item. Of these, 5 students (22 per cent) stated that
they do not display aggressive and nervous behavior, but 18 students (78 per cent) stated
that sometimes they get aggressive and nervous. One of these students told he quitted

those behaviors after going through a therapy.

Question 47. Do you generally feel yourself as being depressed, alone, or isolated?

Of the 30 students, 3 (10 per cent) students stated that they do not display any of
such problems. However, the remaining 27 (90 per cent) students stated that they felt
depressed or isolated. Among their various responses to this item, feeling depressed was
stated 15 times, feeling nervous 8 times, feeling unhappy 13 times and feeling alone 10

times.

Question 48. Do you find yourself socially mature?
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17 students (57 per cent) described themselves as socially mature, but 13 students
(43 per cent) did not. Two of these 13 students, on the other hand, stated that they prefer

to stay socially isolated. Another two students stated that feeling socially inadequate is
what makes them unhappy.

Question 49. Do the reasons for your underachievement stem Jfrom you, your family,

your friends, financial problems, or your social environment?

30 students responded to this item. Most of the students underlined more than one
factor responsible for their underachievement. Among their responses “I am
responsible” answer was stated 19 times, “school’s system” 4 times, “financial

problems” 5 times, “family related factors”(divorce, death, etc.) 5 times and

“underachieving friends” 8 times.

Question 50. Does your social environment have an impact on your underachievement?

28 students responded to this item. 12 students (43 per cent) do not think that their
social environment has an impact on their underachievement. 16 students (57 per cent)
pointed out that their social environment had an impact on their underachievement. Of
these 16 students, 15 specified their friends to affect them negatively, that is, they

interrupt them in adapting themselves into school work.

Question 51. Do you think that you have interests/hobbies which you spend more time

than your course work?

29 students responded to this item. 8 students (27.6 per cent) stated that they do
not have interests/hobbies that they spend more time than their course work. 21 students
(72.4 per cent) stated that they do have. They listed their interests as computer related
interests like programming, the Internet, web design and computer games (were stated
11 times), spending a lot of time with playing a musical instrument (was stated 4 times),

dealing with sportive activities (7 times), art (1 times) and club activities (2 times).
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Question 52. What do your friends at school think about you?

3 students (13.5 per cent) do not know what their friends at the university think
about them. 13 students (54 per cent) believe that their friends think that they are good
friends. 5 (21 per cent) said that they are perceived as “lazy”, 1 (4 per cent) said

“sympathetic”, 1 (4 per cent) said “too proud of themselves” and 1 (4 per cent) said

“serious”,

Question 53. Do you participate in social and recreational activities in and out of the
school?

Of the 30 students, 7 (23.3 per cent) stated that they do not participate in
recreational activities in and out of the university. The remaining 23 students (76.7 per

cent) specified that they have intense recreational interests including sports, club

activities and music.
Question 54. Do you have ﬁnancial problems?

Among 29 students responded to this item, 14 of them (48.3 per cent) stated that
they have very serious financial problems. 2 (6.9 per cent) stated that it does not bother
them very much; 13 stated that (44.8 per cent) they do not have any financial problems.
Question 55. If yes, does it have any impact on your underachievement?

All of the 14 students (100 per cent) who stated to have problems in the previous
question specified that their financial problems have a crucial impact on their
underachievement.

Question 56. Do your financial problems cause depression or helplessness on you?

All of the 14 students (100 per cent) who stated to have problems in the 56" item

specified that their financial problems cause a psychological helplessness on them.
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Question 57. Which of the following characteristics do you have: Argumentativeness,

confrontation, rebellion, being introverted, being withdrawn, laziness, shyness,

isolation?

Of the 30 respondents to this item, 24 of them (8C per cent) stated that they display
characteristics like argumentativeness, shyness, being introverted and laziness. In their
responses, they described themselves to display shyness (14 times), laziness (14 times),
being introverted (11 times), argumentativeness (3 times). 6 students (20 per cent), on

the other hand, stated that they do not have such personality traits.

Question 58. Do you smoke, use drugs and alcohol?

Of the 30 respondents, 7 of them (23.3 per cent) smoke only. 1 (3.3 per cent) only
takes alcohol. 11 (36.7 per cent) students both smoke and take alcohol. 11 (36.7 per

cent) stated that they neither smoke nor take alcohol.
Question 59. Do you think that you need financial and/or moral support?

Of the 28 respondents to this item, 10 students (35.7 per cent) stated that they need
both financial and moral support. 9 stated (32.1 per cent) that they need moral support
and one (3.6 per cent) stated to need financial support. 8 students (28.6 per cent) stated
that they do not need any kind of support.

Question 60. Do you have any learning disability?

Only one student stated that he has started to face with problems in his analytical
reasoning ability after taking medicine as part of a therapy. The remaining 29 students

stated not to have any learning disability.

Question 61. Do you have any identity problems?

23 students (76.6 per cent) stated that they do not have any identity problems, but
7 students (23.3 per cent) think that they have identity problems.
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Question 62. Do you encounter any difficulty in determining your areas of interest?

27 students (90 per cent) stated that they do not encounter any difficulty in

determining their areas of interest. However, 3 students (10 per cent) believe that they

have a difficulty in determining their interests.

Question 63. Did you ever think of committing suicide? Have you ever attempted to

commit suicide?

Of the 30 students, 17 students (56.7 per cent) stated that they have never thought
or acted to commit suicide. However, 10 students (33.3 per cent) stated thinking of
committing suicide due to their problems. 3 students (10 per cent) confessed attempting

to commit suicide at least two times by using drugs, cutting their wrists and attempting

to jump over high buildings.
Question 64. Do you get varying test results even in the same course?

9 students (3.2 per cent) stated that they do not obtain varying test results because
their grades are usually within a certain range. In contrast, 19 students (68 per cent)
stated that they obtain varying test results even in the same course. 15 of these 19
students stated that their first exams are high but their succeeding exam scores decrease.
The reasons are stated as losing their motivation and spending time on extracurricular

activities as reasons.
Question 65. Do you prefer group work or individual study?

Of the 30 students, 13 (43.3 per cent) prefer group work. In their explanations they
stated that they make good use of group work and it really helps them. 17 students (56.7
per cent) prefer individual study, but 3 of these students believe that group work is more

useful.
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Question 66. Can you easily communicate with your friends at the university?

Of the 30 students, 20 (66.7 per cent) stated that they can communicate with their

friends at the school, but 10 students (33.3 per cent) stated that they have some
communication problems.

Question 67. Do you have enough number of friends?

23 students (76.:’_7 per cent) stated that they have enough number of friends in and

out of the university, but 7 students (13.3 per cent) do not believe that they have enough
number of friends around them.

Question 68. 4re you by any means interested in the courses you failed?

Of the 27 respondents to this item, 19 (70 per cent) stated that they have lost their
interest even to the courses they once liked most. However, 8 students (30 per cent)

stated that they are still interested in the courses they failed.
Question 69. What kind of tests/exams did you fail?

Of the 26 students responded to this item, 2 (7.7 per cent) stated that they fail in
multiple-choice type of exams. 8 (30.8 per cent) stated that they fail in essay type exams.
1 (3.8 per cent) stated that he fails in time tests. 6 (23.1 per cent) stated that they fail in
exams that require the statement of proof in mathematics, etc. 6 (23.1 per cent) stated
that they fail exams based on memorization and 3 (11.5 per cent) stated that they fail all

kinds of tests.
Question 70. How do you spend your time when you do not attend the University?

Each of the 30 respondents specified more than one factor: 3 students (10 per cent)
stated that they generally attend school, 6 (20 per cent) stated that they spend their time
with their friends, 18 (60 per cent) stated that they spend their time at home/dormitory
(11 with computers, 2 with reading and 5 with sleeping), 4 (13.3 per cent) stated that
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they spend their time doing sports, 1 (3.3 per cent) with club activities and 2 (6.6 per
cent) part-time jobs.

Question 71. Is there any divorce, re-marriage, or separation in your family?

Parents of 2 students (6.7 per cent) live separately, 3 students (10 per cent)
encountered re-marriage in their families and 25 students (83.3 per cent) do not have any

problems in their family lives like divorce, separatton, or remarriage.

Question 72. Do you have any problems in your family?

Of the 29 students responded to this item, 22 students (76 per cent) stated that they

do not have any problems with their families. However, 7 (24 per cent) stated that they

do have communication problems with their parents.
Question 73. Do you think that your family encourages you adequately?

Of the 26 respondents, 18 students (69 per cent) stated that their families
encourage them adequately. 6 (23 per cent) stated that they do but inadequately and 2 (8

per cent) stated that their families cannot encourage them adequately.
Question 74. Is your family interested in your underachievement? Do they notice it?

Of the 29 students responded to this item, 17 (58.6 per cent) stated that their
families are aware of their underachievement and are interested in their performance.
However, 12 students (41.4 per cent) stated that their families even do not know their
underachievement status and do not show enough interest. These 12 students also stated

that they prefer to keep their underachievement secret.
Question 75. How is your family’s attitude to your field of study? Do they like it?

Of the 27 students responded to this item, 13 (48 per cent) stated that their families
do not have any negative attitudes toward their field of study, but 14 (52 per cent) stated
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that their families do. 10 of these students (71 per cent) stated that their families do not
appreciate their field of study and specified that this exerts a kind of pressure on them. 4

of these students (19 per cent) stated that they are just proud of the name of the

university.
Question 76. Do you live with your Jamily? If not, where?

Of the 30 students, 5 (16.7 per cent) stay with their families; and 25 (83.3 per cent)

do not: 10 live in dormitories and 15 live in rented houses.
Question 77. If you live alone, how do you think it affects you?

Of the 25 students who live alone, 14 (56 per cent) stated that they got used to
living on their own and do not have any problem. 4 (16 per cent) stated that it affected
them positively. 7 (28 per cent) stated that they would prefer to live together with their
families because they need their support and affection.

Question 78. Is your family overprotective?

24 students (80 per cent) stated that their parents are not overprotective. 6 students
(20 per cent), on the other hand, stated that their parents (especially mothers) are
overprotective.

Question 79. Do you have any conflict with your parents?

21 students (70 per cent) stated that they do not have any conflict with their

parents, but 9 (30 per cent) stated that they do have conflict with their parents and

brothers.

Question 80. Did you ever encounter family violence?
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24 students (80 per cent) stated that they have never experienced family violence,

but 6 (20 per cent) stated that they have experienced family violence during their
childhood.

Question 81. Do your parents exert any pressure on you.?

24 students (80 per cent) stated that their parents do not exert any pressure on

them, but 6 students (20 per cent) stated that their parents exert about their future goals
and their social lives.

Question 82. What are the expectations of your parents from you?

Of the 30 students, 1 (3.3 per cent) stated that their parents do not have any
expectations; 3 students (10 per cent) stated that their families do not believe that they
will be successful. 26 students (86.7 per cent), on the other hand, stated that their

families expect them to graduate, make money and earn their own livings.

Question 83. Which one is more important to you: your priorities or parental

expectations?

21 students (70 per cent) stated that their own priorities are more important to
them. 4 students (13.3 per cent) stated that expectations of their parents are more
important. 4 students (13.3 per cent) stated that both are equally important and 1 (3.4 per

cent) stated that he has a dilemma in this issue.

Question.84. Did you lose any of your family members since you started studying at this

university? If yes, how did it dffect you?

One student stated that when he lost his mother five years ago his psychological
problems started, but he never got a therapy. Another student who also lost his mother
stated that he got under depression and became alcoholic. Other two students, on the

other hand, stated having faced with the same problems when they lost their father and

brother.
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Question 85. How do you describe Your interaction with your family?

21 students (70 per cent) stated that they have good interaction with their families.

5 students (16.7 per cent) stated that their interaction is suffering. 4 (13.3 per cent) stated
that their interaction is superficial.

Question 86. Do you think that your family dynamics have an impact on your
underachievement?

21 students (70 per cent) stated that their family dynamics do not have an impact
on their underachievement, but 9 students (30 per cent) stated that it does affect their

performance due to lack of support, exerting pressure and family conflict.

Question 87. Do you think that having an instruction in English (as a foreign language)

have a negative affect on your underachievement?

18 students (60 per cent) stated that having an instruction in English (as a foreign
language) contribute to their underachievement. They stated that they are having
difficulties in understanding and reasoning in English, asking questions during
instruction, answering to their teachers and composing in English especially during
exams. 12 students (40 per cent), on the other hand, stated that they have no problems

with the instruction in English.
Question 88. Do you receive any scholarship? If yes, from where? Is it enough?

17 students (56.7 per cent) stated that they do not receive any scholarship even
though they need. They complained that when they got Fs (failures) and obtained a low
GPA their scholarships were cut. 3 students (10 per cent) stated that they receive but it is
not enough for their schooling needs. 10 (33.3 per cent), on the other hand, stated that

they receive scholarship and it is enough for them.

Question 89. Is the financial support from your family enough?
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13 students (43.4 per cent) stated that the financial support from their families are
enough for them. 7 (23.3 per cent) stated that it is not enough and 10 (33.3 per cent)
stated that they do not get any financial support from their families.

Interestingly, in addition to the results from the questions in the interview, even

though they are not asked for, all of the students stated that they were very successful in
their primary, secondary and high school years. They stated that they started to
encounter underachievement problems after attending the University. Three of these

students noted that they had participated National Science and Mathematics Olympiads
in their high school years.

It is also important to note that four of the 30 students involved in the interview
stated that they sought for help from the University’s counseling center, BUREM, but

they stated that this did not help them much in overcoming their problems.

Generally speaking, according to the frequency analysis of the students’ responses
to 89 interview questions, which are developed by the researcher, it can be concluded

from the interview part of the present study that 30 underachievers participated in the

interview:

e have characteristics like feeling alone, withdrawn, bored in the lessons, depressed,
isolated, unhappy, shy, argumentative and lazy

® have fear of failure

s have serious problems with the highly competitive environment within the
university

e fail in certain subjects

¢ describe themselves as intelligent as their friends at the university

e have negative feelings about their teachers

e criticizing teachers’ grading practices and course passing regulations at the
university

e do not enjoy the way the courses are taught

e have communication problems with their teachers

¢ think that their teachers have no expectations from them
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have no interaction with thej departments, especially with their advisors
think that their teachers have weaknesses in certain skills

find the lessons they fail very difficult

believe that their teachers are not aware of their capacities

have positive attitudes toward the university

think that lessons are teacher-oriented

think that opportunities provided by the university are adequate

do not accept that they are really underachieving (by criticizing the importance
attributed to earning a high GPA within the university)

believe that they can increase their GPAs to a certain extent

believe that they will be successful both academically and socially

aiming at getting a passing grade in their courses

have very low motivation to study

have problems related to being planned and well organized

have very little attendance to their courses

believe that they do not spend the required effort to become successful

do not display persistence and desire to study

do their written assignments just to pass the course

do not have regular study habits

feel anxious in social situations such as social relationships and examinations
sometimes are aggressive and nervous

think that their social environments have an impact on their underachievement
have interests/hobbies which they spend more time than their course work
have financial problems

need support (some moral, some financial and some both)

have no identity problems

have no difficulty in determining their areas of interest

obtain varying test results even in the same course

can easily communicate with their friends at the university

have enough number of friends

lost their interests even to courses they once liked most
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spend their time at home/dormitory (with computers, reading and sleeping) when
they did not attend their courses

do not have any problem in their family lives like divorce, separation and
remarriage

do not have any problems in their families

think that their parents encourage them adequately

do not live with their families
never experienced family violence
have good interaction with their families

think that their family dynamics do not have any impact on their
underachievement

think that having an instruction in English (as a foreign language) have a negative

affect on their underachievement
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4. DISCUSSION

The study aims to clarify the relationship between the characteristics of gifted

underachievers at the university level and reasons for their underachievement. For this
purpose, in order to explore the perceptions of underachieving gifted students at
Bogazi¢i University on the possible reasons of underachievement, the SAAS-R (School
Attitude Assessment Survey-Revised) instrument was used. The instrument focuses on
five factors as the major reasons of underachievement- (1) Academic self-perceptions,
(2) attitudes toward teachers, (3) attitudes toward school, (4) goal valuation and (5)
motivation/self-regulation. The researcher also carried out an in-depth interview to
further examine students’ perceptions about the reasons of their underachievement by
focusing on their responses. The instrument was applied to two different groups: one

was composed of underachieving students and the other was composed of a regular

group of students.

The results indicated that the findings from the five sub-scales and the overall
mean scores make a difference for underachievers at the university level. The means of
underachievers’ ratings show significant difference when compared to a regular group of
students. However, among the five sub-scales low “motivation and self-regulation”
appear to be the most explanatory factor of underachievement among the five sub-scales
implemented in SAAS-R questionnaire. “Goal valuation”, “attitudes toward teachers”
and “academic self-perceptions” seem to underline the problem at nearly the same level

in terms of their variation from the regular group.

Overall, these results from the SAAS-R instrument can be considered in line with
the study carried out by McCoach and Siegle (2001a) who developed the SAAS-R
(School Attitude Assessment Survey-Revised) instrument which is used in the present
study. McCoach and Siegle (2001a), based on the results they obtained from the SAAS-
R instrument, suggested nearly the same findings with those of the present study in their
attempts to differentiate between gifted achievers and gified underachievers. They found
that all of the factors excepf academic self-perceptions sub-scale were significantly

different for gifted achievers and gifted underachievers. According to their findings from

2
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the same instrument both gifted achievers and gifted underachievers exhibit very high

academic self-perception scores. The largest differences between the two groups were on

the motivation/seif regulation factor and the goal
all of the five sub-

valuation factor. In the present study,
scales of the SAAS-R instrument (academic self-perceptions, attitudes
toward teachers, attitudes toward school, goal valuation and motivation/self-regulation)

were significantly different between the underachievers and the regular group of
students.

Another important aim of the study was to develop an interview to further support
the findings from the SAAS-R instrument in a detailed manner and to learn more about
underachieving students’ profiles at Bogazi¢i  University. Before discussing, it is
important to note that during the interview sessions with 30 underachievers, each lasted
for nearly one and a half hour, the researcher observed that each underachiever displayed
varied and unique characteristics and might have different set of reasons for their
underachievement. This observation is parallel to the statements of Butler-Por (1990)
who stated that one cannot expect all underachievers to have the same characteristics,
Reis and McCoach (2000) noted that synthesizing the hypothesized characteristics of
gifted underachievers becomes a nearly impossible task. However, in spite of these
observations, the researcher observed that some characteristics might be common among
gifted underachievers at Bogazigi University, yet their combinations for each

underachiever may vary.

Seemingly, the results for academic self-perceptions did not yield a significant
difference in the original study by McCoach and Siegle. It is found to be high even for
underachieving gifted students. In the same respect, although 91 underachieving students
differ from the regular group in terms of academic self-perceptions sub-scale in the
present study, the frequency analysis of the results of the present study also indicated
that nearly 84 percent of the 91 underachievers’ responses demonstrate their high
academic self-perceptions when “agree” and “moderate levels” are considered together

in the Figure 3.1.

This result of the study concerning the SAAS-R instrument seem to be supported

by the outcomes from the interview. Students’ responses indicated that most of the 30
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underachieving students described themselves as intelligent as their friends at the
University and they did not accept that they are really underachieving (by criticizing the
Importance attributed to earning a high GPA within the University). They also believed

that they will be able to increase their GPAs to a certain extent and they will be

successful both academically and socially. They also stated that they have no difficulty

in determining their areas of interest.

Contrary to McCoach and Siegle’s study, goal valuation sub-scale seems to be
high for the underachievers in the present study. This might be due to the fact that most
of the items in the SAAS-R instrument attempt to measure goal valuation like the sub-
scale related to school-related factors. Examples are “school is important to me”, “doing
well in school is important for my future career goals”, “I want to do my best in school”
and “I want to get good grades in school”. Since these students seem to develop positive
attitudes toward the University, according to the results from the instrument, this might

explain the reason behind having no problem with goal valuation,

Moreover, the results of the present study regarding the motivation/self-regulation
sub-scale displayed similar results with those of the original study carried out by
McCoach and Siegle (2001a). That is, 72.5 percent of the 91 underachieving students
stated that they have very low motivation/self-regulation (Figure 3.5, p-47). This result
addresses the related findings on motivational factors in the literature (Davis, 1998;
McCoach and Siegle, 2001a; Peterson, 2000; Reis and McCoach, 2000; Rimm, 1997)
that underline low motivation as one of the reasons of underachievement among the

gifted underachievers.

The results from the interview also seem to support these explanations on the
impact of low motivation to the underachievement of gifted students at Bogazici
University. Namely, students’ responses to the interview questions indicated that most of
the 30 underachievers perceive themselves having characteristics such as feeling alone,
being withdrawn, being bored in the lessons. They said they felt being depressed,
isolated, unhappy, shy, argumentative and lazy. These factors are also stated by Reis and
McCoach (2000), Peterson (2000) and Clark (1997) as the possible reasons of

underachievement. These students also perceive themselves to have a fear of failure.
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This factor is also considered important in underachievement by an extensive literature

(Butler-Por, 1993; Addlerholt-Elliot, 1998; Reis and McCoach, 2000). On the other

hand, these students believe that they have serious problems with the highly competitive
environment within the University. This is another reason that can contribute to

underachievement as stated by Davis and Rimm (1998, and Clark (1997).

Majority of the 30 underachievers explained that their aim was to get a passing
grade in their courses. On the other hand when asked for their perceptions about some
motivation related factors, they stated that they have very low motivation to study which
has been suggested as an important contributing factor of underachievement in the
literature (Rimm, 1997; Reis and McCoach, 2000; Peterson, 2000). They also stated that
they have problems in being planned and well-organized (a conclusion that is in line
with Reis and McCoach, 2000) and have low attendance to their courses. They also
believe that they do not spend the required effort to become successful, do not display
persistence and desire to study. They do their written assignments just to pass the course.
Moreover, they perceive themselves to have no regular study habits, which is anéther
source of underachievement stated in the literature by Rimm (1997), and Davis (1998).
As also noted by Reis and McCoach (2000), one of the reasons of underachievement is
that underachievers perceived themselves to feel anxious in social situations such as
social relationships and examinations. Underachievers’ responses indicated that they are
sometimes aggressive and nervous, which is another characteristic of underachievers as

also addressed in the literature by Reis and McCoach (2000).

It was observed that, underachieving students think that their social environments
(mainly their friends) have an impact on their underachievement. The effect of social
environment on underachievement is also mentioned in the literature as a contributing
factor (Clasen and Clasen, 1995). Besides, students’ responses indicated that they have
interests/hobbies on which they spend more time than their course work. This result is
also in line with the literature as suggested by Clark (1997) and Reis and McCoach
(2000). The underachievers also stated that they have financial problems, which

Peterson (2000) noted to be a contributing factor for underachievement.
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In addition, students’ responses showed that some of them need moral support,
some need financial support and some need both. As an additional aspect to students’

responses they described themselves as obtaining varying test results even in the same

course, losing their interests even in courses they once liked most and spending their

time at home/dormitory (with computers, reading and cleeping) when they do not attend
their courses. Moreover, according to their perceptions, having an instruction in English

(as a foreign language) have a negative effect on their underachievement.

Taken as a whole, the findings from the interview described so far concerning the
motivation/self-regulation sub-scale might be indicators of and/or related factors with
low motivation among the gifted underachievers at Bogazigi University and in turn, this

low motivation seem to emerge as one of the major reasons that contribute to their

underachievement.

Interestingly, the attitudes toward the school -component, among the
underachievers at Bogazigi University, do not appear to be as low as they are suggested
in the literature (Butler-Por, 1993; Reis and McCoach, 2000). This is due perhaps to the
reason that Bogazici University is one of the best-ranking universities in Turkey and
accepting students from the top 4-5 percent. While entering national university entrance
examination this University was probably the best choice for these academically talented

students that they can attend.

On the other hand, the controversy between students’ low motivation and positive
attitudes toward the University might indicate that even though they are proud of the
University, competitive environment may be a source of underachievement phenomena
at this University, but this must be studied more extensively. In addition, majority of the

interviewed students think that opportunities provided by the University are adequate.

Although the underachievers expressed positive attitudes toward the University,
their attitudes toward instructors at Bogazi¢i University is relatively low when we look
at the results from the SAAS-R instrument. This tendency can be seen more closely in
their responses to interview questions. Majority of the students expressed negative

feelings about their instructors and criticized their teaching. Findings from the interview,
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based on underachievers’ perceptions about their instructors, indicated that they criticize
teachers’ grading practices and course passing regulations at the University. On the other

hand they stated that they do not enjoy the way courses are taught. This is also noted as a

contributing factor to underachievement in the literature by Butler-Por (1993) and Boyce

(1998). The underachievers also stated that they hav: communication problems with

their teachers and have no interaction with their departments, especially with their
advisors. They also think that their instructors have no expectations from them and their
instructors are not aware of their capacities. As also pointed out by Butler-Por (1993),
one of the reasons of underachievement is the teachers’ being unaware of
underachievers’ capacities. In addition, the underachievers think that lessons are teacher-
oriented and they find lessons that they fail very difficult. They also believe that their
teachers have weaknesses in certain teaching skills, which Butler-Por (1993) suggested
as an important source of underachievement. All of these perceptions might indicate that
the interviewed underachievers at Bogazici University have negative attitudes toward

their instructors and this might be one of the factors that contribute to their low

motivation.

Finally, there are family-related factors which are also addressed in the literature
as one of the possible reasons of underachievement among gifted individuals (Peterson,
2000; Ransdell, 2000; Clark, 1997; and Butler-Por, 1993). However in the present study,
contrary to the literature, family-related factors did not emerge as a contributing factor to
underachievement of gifted underachievers at Bogazi¢i University based on
underachievers® perceptions. Their responses indicated that the majority of the 30
underachievers at Bogazigi University do not have any general problems in their family
lives and do not have any problems such as divorce, separation and remarriage. They
think that their parents encourage them adequately. They stated that they have never
experienced family violence and have good interaction with their families. They also
think that their family dynamics do not have any impact on their underachievement.
These results might contribute to the fact that the reasons of their underachievement are

based mainly on motivational and teacher-related factors.

In this respect, in order to support the SAAS-R instrument it can be concluded that

the findings from the interview developed by the researcher address similar sets of
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reasons for underachievement of the gifted students studied in this study. Since the
researcher developed the interview questions (with some additional factors such as
family related factors and some personality traits) in line with the five sub-scales

employed within the SAAS-R instrument by taking the literature into account, this can

be considered a support to the validity of the instrument and the instrument triangulates
the results of the interview.

In conclusion, the results of the present study can help university instructors,
practitioners, university advisors, counselors, researchers and families understand and
evaluate the reasons of underachievement among students at university level. As for the
method of measurement employed in the study, the results from SAAS-R questionnaire
and the interview have shown the students’ own ratings and perceptions and may not be
highly accurate in making generalizations. Therefore, various methods and empirical
studies are needed for further explanations. This study has also shown that the SAAS-R
instrument is an appropriate instrument to address the reasons of underachievement
among underachievers at Bogazigi University. Although it seems difficult to develop
measuring instruments especially for underachievement phenomena, producing some

other standard tests are required to focus on other aspects of underachievement, as well.
4.1. Limitations

There were certain limitations of this study. First of all, generalizations of the
findings of this study should be made cautiously because the participants of the study
were not randomly selected. It is important to note that the intent of this study was to
explore the reasons of underachievement among the underachievers of Bogazici
University in Istanbul. So, the findings from the instrument can be explained for students
at university level. Second and the most important limitation of the study stems from the
literature. As the literature indicates, the identification of giftedness (Cline, 1993) and
underachievement (Reis and McCoach, 2000), defining the characteristics of the gifted
individuals and gifted underachievers are all problematic issues and researchers could
not arrive at a common solution for those issues (Butler-Por, 1993; Reis and McCoach,
2000). Thus, this makes selection criteria for the gifted underachievers at Bogazici

University harder. Therefore, the sample of the study may not purely involve gifted
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underachievers. During the study the researcher was aware of the fact that generalizing
underachievement for all of the underachieving students at Bogazi¢i University was a
problematic issue and certainly would not work for all, because of the fact that each

individual might differ in certain aspects and every student might exhibit different kinds
of and reasons for underachievement.

Another limitation was the small sample size. For the administration of the SAAS-
R instrument 91 students were reached and for the interview a total of 30 students were
contacted. These numbers (especially for the interview) may not be adequate to make
generalizations for the entire underachieving population of the university. A bigger
sample size would provide researchers with a better opportunity to see the whole picture.
Some of the factors were addressed as a possible contributing factor to
underachievement based on the responses of just a few students. Thus, even though they

are not enough to make generalizations, they might be considered a factor for further

research to study in depth.

Besides, in order to analyze the results of the SAAS-R instrument, underachievers
were compared with a regular group of students. Although the researcher has obtained a
significant difference between two similar groups, a comparison with a sample
composed of high achievers might havc? produced better results. Since the two groups
were not diverse, it prevented the researcher to carry out regression analysis to get more
detailed results because regression analysis enables one to predict the possible
contributions of some sub-factors on a certain construct and due to small variation in the

dependent variable obtained from a heterogeneous group regression may not work well.

Another limitation is that, the SAAS-R instrument and the items employed within
the interview may not include all the possible reasons of underachievement among the

gifted underachievers.

4.2. Recommendations for Further Research and Implications

As literature indicates, the study of underachievement among the gifted students at

the university level is not often studied (Peterson, 2000) and this study aimed at
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contributing to these few studies by following both quantitative and qualitative

approaches. Therefore, more research on this important issue should be carried out by

researchers, educators and clinicians. New instruments should be developed with many
more factors such as family-

self-

related factors and personality traits like low self-esteem,

regulation strategies, procrastination, perfectionism and critical thinking ability, etc.

Gifted underachievers are forming a diverse group and each might have different
needs and might demonstrate different personality traits. Especially within a university
system, this diversification increases and thus each underachiever should be treated
individually since all underachievers may not exhibit the same characteristics (Butler-
Por, 1993). This study indicates that some underachievers might have psychological
problems, some might have family related or financial problems, some might have
adaptation problems and some might have problems only with their teachers and suffer
from school related factors. Therefore, in our attempts to help gifted underachievers in a

highly dynamic university environment, these individual differences should be taken

into consideration.

As this study indicates, there are many students at Bogazigi University (nearly the
half of the university’s undergraduates) who are underachieving and having GPAs below
2.0, (data obtained from the University’s Registrar Office) which means
underachievement according to Uni\'/ersity’s regulations. That means, there are many
responsibilities of the University to pay attention to this problematic issue. These
students once were very successful (assumption made according to students’ responses
in the interview), but after having entered to this University they have started to

encounter various problems as outlined in the present study.

First of all, It might be helpful to take a closer look at the activities of BUREM
(Bogazi¢i University Counseling Center) because some students who have participated
in the interview noted that they tried to get help from this service, but it was not helpful
enough in producing solutions to their problems. This might indicate that the service
may use alternative ways for some students. Coordination with the departments and
advisors may yield better results because sometimes faculty and staff may know

individual students better.
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Concerning underachievers who have serious financial problems, the university
can establish a contact with advisors, teachers and University’s Counseling Service to
provide these students with a kind of financial aid if these students are not receiving any
and are in need of financial support. Because 48.3 percent of the 30 students stated that

they have very serious financial problems. This point might count as important.

As most of the interviewee students criticized, advisory system may not be
functioning effectively in terms of the needs of gifted underachievers. This system may
need improvement throughout the University and instructors might feel that there are
underachieving gifted students at the University and they need to be supported both
academically and psychologically. A more important issue is that instructors (whether
they act as an advispr or not) should be informed about these underachieving students. It
is possible that most of the instructors at the university may not be aware of the fact that
there are underachieving gifted students in their classes. They might expect all students
to attend their courses, study more, solve problems and get a passing grade without
knowing about the needs and existence of underachieving gifted students. The

development of such an understanding may contribute to the facilitation of problems

observed in these target population.

According to underachievers’ perceptions, some of the instructors at the University
do not have sufficient pedagogical skills and it is a fact that these gifted students can
easily be distracted in such classes that are boring, that do not collect their attention and
do not motivate the students. In addition, problems in instructors’ grading practices and
in their ways of assessing students’ performance seem to be other issues to be concerned
about within the university. All instructors should be encouraged and supported to
improve themselves in teaching techniques, to revise their curricula and to find out
alternative ways of evaluating students’ performance. The university, on the other hand,
might bring a balance to course passing regulations employed within the university,
because there is a highly competitive environment at the University and once
underachieving students get in such a dynamic atmosphere, they may not easily get out

of the maze.
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In summary, teachers’ attitudes toward students, their pedagogical skills and the

highly competitive environment of the university may be considered to be the most
triggering school related factors of underachievement at the University as perceived by
the students. These factors may bring about low motivation of the students, which is

another highly contributing factor of underachievement 4t the University.
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APPENDIX A: INTERVIEW QUESTIONS

The questions listed below are developed by the researcher to further examine the

reasons of underachievement among gifted individuals &t the university level.

Q.1

Q.2.

Q.3.

Q.4.

Q.5.
Q.6.

Q.7.
Q.8.
Q.9.

What feelings do you have for yourself during classes/at school? (Alienated,
withdrawn, distrustful, feeling alone, etc.)

Are you dependent on your friends’ help in order to understand your lessons,
assignments, etc. or can you manage to learn and do the required tasks on your
own?

Do you have fear of failure?

Do you ever say: “I want everything to be perfect so I can withdraw a course if I
feel that I will fail” or you take the course anyway?

Do you think that your friends/teachers/social environment appreciates you?

Do you escape from competitive environments? How do you interpret the
University environment in terms of competition?

Do you display failure on certain subjects or do experience an overall failure?
Do you think that you get what you deserve based on your hard work and efforts?

Do you think that you learn new academic and social skills at this university?

Q.10. How are your examination results in general? What does getting A’s mean to you?

Q.11. Do you describe yourself as intelligent as your friends at this university?

Q.12. How is your attitude toward your teachers and lessons?

Q.13. How is your teachers’ attitudes toward you?

Q.14. What do you think of teachers’ grading practices and course passing regulations at

the University?

Q.15. Do you enjoy the way the courses are taught?

Q.16. How do you evaluate your teachers in which you fail?

Q.17. How are your relations with your teachers?

Q.18. What do you think about your teachers’ expectations from you?

Q.19. How is your interaction with your department and advisor?

Q.20. What kinds of strengths or weaknesses do you think your instructors possess?
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Q.21.
Q.22.
Q.23.
Q.24.

Do your teachers differ in terms of their expectations from you as a student?
How do you evaluate the difficulty level of the lessons that you fail?
Do you believe that your teachers are aware of your capacity?

How about your attitudes toward school?

Q.25 Do the students has an equal opportunity to contribute to the lessons?

Q.26.
Q.27.
Q.28.
Q.29.
Q.30.

Q.31.
Q.32.

Q.33.
Q.34.
Q.35.
Q.36.
Q.37.
Q.38.

Q.39.
Q.40.
Q.4l.
Q.42.
Q.43.

Q.44.
Q.45.

Q.46.

What opportunities do you think the University provides you with?

Is your underachievement realized by anybody in the school?

Do you face with different school-wide policies? If yes, how does it affect you?
Do you think that this school has an established philosophical stance?

Can you easily take risk while selecting a course? What kind of courses do you
choose? (by means of HSS and unrestricted elective courses), what is important
for you in seleciing a course?

What are your future plans and career direction?

What do you think about “being an underachiever” at this University? What does
it mean to you and how it is perceived within the University?

Do you believe that you will increase your GPA? If yes, to what extend?

Do you believe that you can be successful? (Academically and socially)

Is your aim to get high grades or just passing grades?

Are you motivated to study for your courses or examinations?

Do you have any problem in concentrating on your school-related tasks?

Do you have any problems related to being planned and well organized?

Do you attend your courses regularly?

Do you believe that you spend the necessary effort to become successful?

How is your persistence and desire to study?

Do you do your written assignments to learn or just to pass the course?

Do you do your assignments by yourself or make them from your friends’
assignments?

Do you have regular study habits?

Do you feel anxious in your social situations such as social relationships, courses,

or exams?

Do you display aggressive and nervous behavior?
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Q.47.
Q.48.
Q.49.

Q.50.
Q.51.

Q.52.

Q.53.
Q.54.

Q.55.
Q.56.
Q.57.

Q.58.
Q.59.

Q.60.
Q.61.
Q.62.
Q.63.

Q.64.
Q.65.
Q.66.
Q.67.
Q.68.
Q.69.
Q.70.

Q.71
Q.72

Q.73
Q.74

Do you generally feel yourself as being depressed, alone, or isolated?

Do you find yourself socially mature?

Do the reasons for your underachievement stem from you, your family, your
friends, financial problems, or your social environment?

Does your social environment have an impact on your underachievement?

Do you think that you have interests/hobbies which you spend more time than
your course work?

What do your friends at school think about you?

Do you participate in social and recreational activities in and out of the school?
Do you have financial problems?

If yes, does it have any impact on your underachievement?

Do your financial problems cause depression or helplessness on you?

Which of the following characteristics do you have: Argumentativeness,
confrontation, rebellion, being introverted, being withdrawn, laziness, shyness,
isolation?

Do you smoke, use drugs, and alcohol?

Do you think that you need financial and/or moral support?

Do you have any learning disability?

Do you have any identity problems?

Do you encounter any difficulty in determining your areas of interest?

Did you ever think of committing suicide? Have you ever attempted to commit
suicide?

Do you get varying test results even in the same course?

Do you prefer group work or individual study?

Can you easily communicate with your friends at the University?

Do you have enough number of friends?

Are you by any means interested in the courses you failed?

What kind of tests/exams did you fail?

How do you spend your time when you did not attend the University?

. Is there any divorce, re-marriage, or separation in your family?

. Do you have any problems in your family?

. Do you think that your family encourages you adequately?

. Is your family interested in your underachievement? Do they notice it?
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Q.75. How is your family’s attitude to your field of study? Do they like it?

Q.76. Do you live with your family? If not, where?

Q.77. If you live alone, how do you think it affects you?

Q.78. Is your family overprotective?

Q.79. Do you have any conflict with your parents?

Q.80. Did you ever encounter family violence?

Q.81. Do your parents exert any pressure on you?

Q.82. What are the expectations of your parents from you?

Q.83. Which one is more important to you: your priorities or parental expectations?

Q.84. Did you lose any of your family members since you have started studying at this

university? If yes, how did it affect you?

Q.85. How do you describe your interaction with your family?

Q.86. Do you think that your family dynamics have an impact on your
underachievement?

Q.87. Do you think that having an instruction in English (as a foreign language) have a
negative affect on your underachievement? |

Q.88. Do you receive any scholarship? If yes, from where? Is it enough?

Q.89. Is the financial support from your family enough?
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APPENDIX B: INTERVIEW QUESTIONS-TURKISH VERSION

The questions listed below are the Turkish version of the interview questions

administered to gifted underachievers, They are developed by the researcher to further

examine the reasons of underachievement among gifted individuals at the university
level.

. Okul igerisinde ve/veya derslerde kendinizi nasil hissediyorsunuz? (yalnz,

dislanmas, degersiz vb.)

Derslerde, sinavlarda vs. arkadaglariniza bagimli m1 hareket ediyorsunuz yoksa

kendi baginiza her sorunun altindan kalkabiliyor musunuz?

3. Basaramama korkusu tasiyor musunuz?

10.
1.
12.
13.
14.

15.
16.
17.
18.

Her seyin en iyisi olsun isterim o nedenle basarisiz olacagim bir dersten cekilirim mi
diyorsunuz yoksa ne olursa olsun alirim demeyi mi tercih ediyorsunuz? ,
Arkadaglariz, 6gretmenleriniz veya sosyal cevreniz tarafindan size deger
verildigini diisiiniiyor musunuz?
Rekabet gerektiren ortamlardan kaginir misiniz? Bu baglamda okul Universite’nin
ortamim nasil degerlendiriyorsunuz?

Sadece belirli alanlarda m1 basarisizsiniz yoksa hepsinde mi?

Calisma ve gayretlerinizin karsthgini aldigimz distiniiyor musunuz?

Okulda akademik ve sosyal anlamda yeni seyler &grenebildiginizi diisiiniiyor
musunuz?
Aldigmmz sinav sonuglar1 genelde nasil? AA almak sizin igin ne anlama geliyor?
Okul igindeki arkadaslariniz ile kiyasladiginizda kendinizi zeki buluyor musunuz?
Ogretmenlerinize ve derslerinize karst tutumunuz nasil?
Ogretmenlerinizin size karsi tutumlari nasil?
Ogretmenlerin not verme sistemi ve okul ders gegme sistemi hakkinda ne
diistiniiyorsunuz?
Derslerin 6gretilis biciminden memnun musunuz?
Basarisiz oldugunuz derslerin 6gretmenlerini nasil degerlendiriyor sunuz?
Derslerini aldigmiz 6gretrhenlerle olan iletigiminizi nasil degerlendiriyor sunuz?

Sizce dgretmenlerinizin sizlerden beklentileri neler?



19.
20.
21.
22.
23.
24,
25.
26.
27.
28.

29.
30.

31.
32.
33.
34.
35.
36.
37.
38.
39.
40.
41.
42.
43.
44.
45.
46.
47.
48.
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Danismanimzla ve blimiiniizle iletigiminiz nasil?

Ogretmenlerinizi yeterli ve yetersiz buldugunuz durumlar var mi?

Her 6gretmenin sizden beklentileri ayni mi?

Basanisiz oldugunuz derslerin zorluk derecelerini nasil degerlendiriyorsunuz?
Ogretmenlerinizin sizin potansiyelinizin farkinda olduklarim diisiiniiyor musunuz?
Okula karg1 tutumunuz nasi]?

Derslerin kontrolii 6gretmenlerde mi yoksa karsilikl olarak mi belirleniyor?
Okulun size sundugu imkanlar: nasil buluyor sunuz?

Okul iginde basarisizhgimzi farkeden var m1?

Okul iginde degisik uygulamalar ile karsilasiyor musunuz? Varsa bu durum sizi nasil

etkiliyor?

Sizce okulun bir felsefesi var m? Varsa nedir ?

Ders secerken risk alabiliyor musunuz? Ne tiir dersleri segiyorsunuz? (Segmeli
derslerinizi dikkate alarak) Ders secerken nelere dikkat ediyor sunuz?

Gelecege doniik beklentileriniz, hedefleriniz nelerdir?

Okul iginde basarili olup olamama konusunda ne diisiiniiyor sunuz?
Ortalamaniz: yiikseltebileceginize inantyor musunuz? Evet ise ne kadar?
Akademik ve sosyal anlamda bagarili olabileceginize inaniyor musunuz?
Amaciniz geger not almak mi, yoksa yiiksek not almak mi?

Derslere ve smavlara galisma konusunda motivasyonunuz nasil?
Derslere/sinavlara/galismaya konsantre olamama sorununuz var mi?

Ders ¢alisma konusunda plansiz ve disiplinsiz misinizdir?

Derslerinize devam ediyor musunuz veya ne siklikla devam ediyor sunuz?
Bagarih olma konusunda yeterli kisisel ¢aba harcadiginiza inaniyor musunuz?
Ders ¢aligma azminiz ve ¢alisma isteginiz nasildir?

Odevleri 6grenmek igin mi yoksa dersi gegmek i¢in mi yapiyor sunuz?
Odevleri kendi basiniza m1 yaparsiniz yoksa arkadaslarinizdan m1 temin edersiniz?
Diizenli ders ¢aligma aliskanliklarimz var m1?
[liskilerinizde/derslerde/sinavlarda heyecanl misiniz?

Saldirgan ve/veya sinirli misiniz?

Genel olarak kendinizi mutsuz, depresif, yalniz, dislanmig hissediyor musunuz?

Kendinizi sosyal olarak yéterli buluyor musunuz?



49.

50.
51.

52.
33.
54.
55.
56.
57.

58.
59.
60.
61.
62.
63.
64.
65.
66.
67.
68.
69.
70.
71.
72.
73.
74.
75.

76
77

cevre gibi etkenlerden mi kaynaklaniyor?

Baganisizligimiza neden olan sosyal bir ¢evreniz var m1?

diistiniiyor musunuz?

Okul icerisinde arkadaslanniz sizin hakkimzda neler diistiniiyorlar?
Sosyal ve kiiltiirel faaliyetlere katiliyor musunuz? (okul i¢i veya dis)
Maddi sorunlariniz var m? ,

Varsa bu surumun okul basarimzi etkiledigini diisliniiyor musunuz?

Maddi sorunlar sizde ruhsal bir bezginlik olusturuyor mu?

kapaniklik, bagimli kisilik 6zelliklerden bir veya birkagim tasidigimizi diisiintiyor

musunuz? Varsa hangiieri?

icki, sigara, uyusturucu vs. kullaniyor musunuz? Hangisi yada hangileri?
Maddi veya manevi destege ihtiyacim var diye diisiiniiyor musunuz?
Herhangi bir §grenme zorlugunuz var m1?

Kimlik bunalimi tagidigimiza diigtiniiyor musunuz?

[1gi alanlarimizi belirlemede bir sikintimz var m1?

Intihar etmeyi diigiindiigiiniiz oldumu? Yada hi¢ tesebbiis ettiniz mi?
Ozellikle aym dersin smavlarindan gok farkl neticeler elde ettiginiz oluyor mu?
Gup ¢aligmasim mu1 yoksa kisisel ¢aligmay1 mu tercih ediyor sunuz?
Universitedeki arkadaslarimzla rahatlikla iletisim kurabiliyor musunuz?
Yeterince arkadagimz var mi?

Basarisiz oldugunuz alanlara ilginiz ne durumda?

Ne tiir sinaviarda basarisiz oluyor sunuz?

Okula gelmediginiz zamanlar nerede ve nasil vakit gegiriyor sunuz?
Ailenizde bogsanma, ayri yasama, ikinci evlilik vb. durumlar var m?
Ailevi sorunlarimz var mi?

Ailenizin sizi yeterince destekledigini diigtinliyor musunuz?

Aileniz sizin basarisizliginiz ile ilgileniyor mu veya haberi var m1?
Aileniz okudugunuz béliimii begeniyor mu? / nasil bakiyor?

. Ailenizden ayr1 m1 yagiyor sunuz? Evet ise nerede?

. Ailenizden ayn yastyor iseniz bu durum sizi nasil etkiliyor?

B - . . . . .
asansizhigmzin nedenleri sizden mi yoksa aile, arkadag, mali sorunlar ve sosyal

Derslerinizden daha ¢ok zaman ayirdigimz ilgi alanlarimiz, hobileriniz oldugunu

Genel olarak siirekli tartigma, tembellik, ¢ekingenlik,diglanmighik, yalmzlik, ige
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78. Ailenizde agir1 korumacilik var mi1?

79. Aile bireyleri ile ¢atigma yasiyor musnuz?

80. Aile ici siddet gordiiniiz mii? Veya gérityor musnuz?
81. Aileni size herhangi bir konuda baski yapiyor mu?

82. Ailenizin sizden beklentileri neler?
83.

84.

Sizin igin kendinizin dnceliklerimi yoksa ailenizin beklentilerimi daha 6nemli?

Bu okulda okumaya basladigimzdan beri aile bireylerinizden hayatini yitiren oldu
mu? Bu sizi nasil etkiledi?

85. Ailenizle olan iliskilerinizi nasil degerlendiriyor sunuz?

86. Ailevi etkenlerin derslerdeki bagarisizliginizla ilgisi oldugunu diisiiniiyor musunuz?
Nas1l?

87. Ogretim dilinin Ingilizce olmasmin bagarisiz olmamzda bir etkisi var mi1? Nasil?

88. Burs aliyor musnuz? Mereden veya nerelerden? Bu yeterli oluyor mu?

89. Ailenizden gelen katks veterli mi?
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APPENDIX C: SCHOOL ATTITUDE ASSESSMENT SURVEY-R
© D.B.McCoach, UNIVERSITY OF CONNECTICUT, 2000

Instructions: This survey should take approximately 10 minutes to complete.

Part I: Please rate hoyv strongly you agree or disagree with the following
statements. In answering each question, use a range from (1) to (7) where (1)

stands for strongly disagree and (7) stands for strongly agree. Please circle
only one response choice per question.

25 i ant to get good grades in school.

26

__This school is a good match for me.

Statement

Strongly
Disagree
Disagree
Slightly
Disagree
Neither agree
nor disagree
Agree
Strongly
Agree

i am capable of doing well on tests.
’ iden ‘ ilities

oo oo oot oo oo (Slightly Agree
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| am organized about my school

work.
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N
b
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' 28 | wantto do my best in school

n my‘schoo!work

37 1 e of gefting straight A's.
38 lwant to get good grades in school.

36 I check my asslgnments before‘l turn them in.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1. 2 3 4 5 6 7
1 2 3 4 5 86 71
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1.2 "3 4 .5 .67
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1. 2 3 4 5 6 7
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1.2 3 4 5 6 7
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1.2 3 4 5 6 7
1. 2 3 4 5 6 7

1.2 3 4 5 6 7
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APPENDIX D: SCHOOL ATTITUDE ASSESSMENT SURVEY-
R-TURKISH VERSION
© D.B.McCoach, UNIVERSITY OF CONNECTICUT, 2000
Adaptasyon: Ugur Baslanti, 2001

Bu anket yaklasik olarak 10 dakikaniz alacaktir.
Lutfen agagidaki sorulara ne derece katilip katilmadiginizi belirtiniz.Her bir

sorunun yaninda bulunan ve 1 den 7 ye kadar derecelendirilmis olan secenekleri
daire igine almak suretiyle isaretleyiniz.

SORULAR e E o =
S g 2 © 3
5 5 © ¢ 5 E ¢E
> 5 = > £ g2
E > E Eg £ ¢ E¢
E E T §2 3T = g3
§ £ £25% 8 S5
o & g BE & x "+
T & P E ]
e 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
2 - 1. 2 3 4 5 6 7
8 abuk 6grenebilirim. 1.2 3 4 5 6 7
4 Slnavlarda ba§anl| olabmyorum 12 3 4 5 6 7
b kleri e-;gnvemyorum L 1.2 3 4 5 6 7
6 Bu okula geldlglme memnunum. 12 3 4 5 6 7
7B ‘ 1.2 3 4 65 68 7
8 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
12 3 4 85 6 7

t ' Q -
10 Okul calismalarimi yapma konusunda
motivasyonum iyidir

-
r
w
E'N
o
»
~

1.2 3 4 5 6 7
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1 2 3 4 5 86 7
1 2 3 4 &5 6 7
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
12 3 4 5 6 7
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1.2 3 4 5 6 7
1 2 3 4 &5 6 7
.2 3 4 8§ 6 7
rimi tamamlama konusunda
2 gzrs:fwhwmdlr 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
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