MIDAS AT RISK STUDENT STUDY SUMMARY

Draft
Branton Shearer
I am writing this to describe the results of my recent study of "at risk" youth and
adults without a high school diploma.

Purpose: The purpose of this study is primarily descriptive but also at least partially
prescriptive and experimental. Its goal is to answer four main questions:

1- What are the intellectual strengths and weaknesses of people at various ages who are
not successful in academic settings?

2- What are the implications of these data for enhancing instruction and curricular design
to promote academic success and life planning?

3- Do all "at risk" students have deficits in abilities directly related to academic success
(i.e., reading, writing and math).

4- Do "at risk" students have limitations in Intrapersonal intelligence (self-knowledge,
metacognition and self-regulation)?

Participants:

This study examines the multiple intelligences profiles of students in middle and
high school and adults in a GED preparation program.

The students come from a number of small town and suburban schools in "middle
America" the majority of which are from white, working to middle class families. Some
of the "at risk" (AR) students are participants in special programs while others were
identified from school records. In all cases the criteria used for classifying students as
being "at risk" was: GPA <2.0 and significant attendance problems (10 or more
unexcused absences for the school year). There is no information regarding
psychological, behavioral or learning disabilities.

The adults are people without a high school diploma who are voluntarily
participating in a classes to prepare them for taking the GED examination.

Instrumentation:

All participants completed age appropriate versions of The MIDAS assessment
according to standard procedures as part of their educational program. The MIDAS is a
self-report questionnaire with extensive validity and reliability psychometrics (Buros,
1999). Scale scores range from 0 — 100. Normative sampling and criterion reference
groups indicate that an individual's scores may be classified in the following ways for
interpretative purposes: High = 60 — 100

Moderate= 40 — 60
Low= 0-40



The MIDAS has been found to provide a "reasonable estimate" of the person's
perceived intellectual disposition subject to verification by the respondent to correct for
errors of bias and distortion. Research has found that most respondents provide accurate
self-reports that correlate strongly with other criteria. The MIDAS Profile is intended to
be used fro diagnostic as well as educational and clinical purposes to promote
achievement, personal development and career planning.

Results:

The results will be presented and discussed by grade level followed by a summary

discussion of all age groups. Conclusions and implications for educational planning will
be addressed.

Middle School Students:
These data compare 35 AR and 18 Academically Talented (AT) students to a reference
group of 325 8th grade students from three different middle schools.

Table 1.

Eighth Grade Student Comparisons

Main Scale  All8th AT AR  sig.
Musical 52 62 57
Kinesthetic 48 48 49
Math/Logic 50 59 44 .02
Spatial 52 59 57
Linguistic 50 62 57 .02
Interpers 54 61 50 .04
Intrapers 53 63 43 .00
Naturalist 49 52 49

Innovative 49 56 54
Technical 50 58 49 .04

Subscales with Significant Differences (p=<.05)



Subscale AT AR

Instrumental 66 34
Calculations 61 40
Ling. Sensitivity 56 41
Reading 80 41
Writing 57 44
Underst Others 69 51
Getting Along 60 50
Knows Self 66 42

Goal Awareness 65 46
Manage Feelings 56 43
Manage Behavior 63 40

All 8th, N=325; Academically Talented (AT), N= 18, At Risk (AR), N= 35.

Main Scales:
The AR student group is significantly lower on five scales as compared to the AT
students:
- Intrapersonal (-20)
- Math-logic (-15)
- Interpersonal (-11)
- Technical (-9)
- Linguistic (-5)

Relative strengths of the AR group compared to both the general and the AT groups are
observed in the following scales:
- Musical
- Kinesthetic
- Spatial
- Naturalist
- Innovation

Subscales:

A review of significant subscale differences indicates that AR students have less well
developed abilities in areas essential to academic success:
Calculations, reading/writing, self management and interpersonal skills.

Discussion:

High School Students:
There are two data sets for high school AR students. The first group compares

160 AR students in a specialized school program to college prep students, general
program, high achievers (debate club) and all high school students. The second set
examines AR and AT student from an entire 9th grade class in a single school.



High School Student Comparisons

Main Scale All HS DB GEN CP___AR _ sig.
Musical 50 52 46 46 51 .03
Kinesthetic 49 49 43 42 45
Math/Logic 48 57 41 46 45

Spatial 50 53 45 45 51 .00
Linguistic 50 65 43 49 51
Interpersonal 56 61 50 51 58 .00
Intrapersonal 51 59 44 48 50
Naturalist 43 44 38 38 47 .00
Leadership 52 60 45 48 52 .05
General Logic 52 60 46 49 51
Innovation 48 55 42 44 49 .00
Subscales All HS CP AR _ sig

Musical App. 59 53 62 .00

Instrument 50 48 41 .01

Composing 40 37 43 .00

Dexterity/Express 43 38 44 .00

School Math 50 52 39 .00

Logic Games 46 43 48 .05

Spatial Awareness 52 47 51 .05

Artistic Design 48 42 50 .00

Work w/ Objects 50 45 50 .02

Persuasive 59 55 61 .01

Sensitivity 54 50 57 .00

People work 51 47 54 .00

Personal Know 54 50 57 .00

Calculations 44 45 38 .00

Effectiveness 55 51 55 .09

Science 42 40 44 .06

Animals 48 39 51 .00

Plants 39 33 42 00

All High School Students: N= 5,518, College Prep: n=821, At Risk: n=160
Debate: n= 41, General: n=157.



These data indicate that these AR high school students are not significantly different
from an average high school student group.

There is a different picture when we compare at risk students to those in a college
preparatory program. We find 6 main scales where AR students score statistically higher:
Musical, Spatial, Interpersonal, Naturalist, Leadership and Innovation. Only on three
subscales does the college prep group score higher: Musical Instrument, School Math and
Calculations.

As with middle school students we find high school students lower in math and
playing a musical instrument. What do these skills have in common? They both
involve convergent problem-solving requiring sustained practice, perseverance,
tolerance for frustration and acceptance of direct instruction.

When AR students are compared to high achieving debate club peers we find that
they have significantly weaker abilities in many areas except there are no significant
differences in the Musical, Spatial and Interpersonal scales.

Subscale analysis of their Musical abilities finds AR students relatively strong in
Musical appreciation and Composing and the college prep students are strong
Instrumentally. The AR students are stronger in all areas of the Spatial intelligence
(artistic, spatial awareness and working with objects).

Interpersonally, AR students are not strong in Leadership but may be stronger in
persuasiveness and sensitivity.

9th Grade students
These data come from an entire 9th grade class in a suburban high school. School
records were reviewed to identify the AR group (GPS < 2.0 and excessive absences (10+)
and academically talented students (GPA 3.5+).




Ninth Grade Student Comparisons

Main Scale  All High AR sig.
Musical 50 50 49
Kinesthetic 54 55 49
Math/Logic 50 53 43 .02
Spatial 54 54 53
Linguistic 53 56 48 .06
Interpers 59 61 52 .06
Intrapers 53 55 45 .00
Naturalist 43 40 45

Leadership 54 56 49 .07
Innovative 52 53 49
General Logic 55 55 51 .04

Subscales with Significant Differences (p=<.07)

Subscale High AR
Athletics 65 50
School math 62 38
Everyday math 62 36
Problem Solving 62 51
Calculations 52 34
Writing 56 44
Persuasive 67 52

Personal Knowledge 59 51

Personal Effective 60 50

Animal 45 56

All 9th, N=211; High GPA, n= 33, At Risk (AR), n= 26.

Group GPA F M Absences
At Risk 1.66 9 16 m=11
High 3.72 17 17

All 101 106



Main Scales:
Again, it is observed that AR students are significantly lower in areas associated with
academic success:
- Math-logic (-10)
- Intrapersonal (-10)
- Interpersonal (-9)
- Linguistic (-8)
- Leadership (-7)
- General Logic (-4)

AR students have no significant differences in the areas of Naturalist, Innovation,
Spatial, Kinesthetic and Musical.

Subscales:
The only scale where the AR group scores higher than the AT group is the Animal
subscale for the Naturalist main scale.
Again, large differences are observed in subscales essential to academic success: Math,
Problem Solving, Writing, Personal Knowledge and Personal Effectiveness.

Adults
The following data compare GED students to their teachers and to a
representative sample of high school seniors. These data are based on a small sample of
ABLE students and GED teachers and thus should be viewed tentatively but they are
instructive for this particular group.

GED Students, Teachers and High School Seniors

Main Scale GED  Teachers sig. Seniors sig.
Musical 40 43 48 .06
Kinesthetic 39 35 46 .09
Math/Logic 44 47 47
Spatial 45 44 47
Linguistic 36 69 .00 49 .00
Interpersonal 53 65 .01 55
Intrapersonal 46 57 .01 50
Naturalist 40 51 41
Leadership 45 66 .00 51
General Logic 50 58 51
Innovation 42 51 45

GED n=16, Teachers n=10, HS Seniors, n= 878.

Subscales with Significant Differences (p=<.05)



Subscale GED Teachers

Instrumental 20 38
Athletics 45 33
Working Objects 48 36
Expressive Sens 32 65
Rhetorical 40 65
Writing 36 82
Persuasive 52 70
People Work 47 76
Personal Know 54 70
Effectiveness 46 67
Plants 32 52

Subscales with Significant Differences (p=<.10)

Subscale GED _ Seniors

Instrumental 20 48
Expressive Ling. 32 45
Rhetorical 40 53
Writing 36 51
Effectiveness 46 55
Kin. Dexterity 33 41
School Math 39 50

Main Scales:
GED students scored significantly lower than their teachers on four scales
associated with academic success:
- Linguistic (-33)
- Leadership (-21)
- Interpersonal (-12)
- Intrapersonal (-11)
GED students score equal to or slightly higher (Kinesthetic) than their teachers on
the remainder of the scales.

GED students score lower on three scales as compared to high school seniors.
- Linguistic (-14)
- Musical (-8)
- Kinesthetic (-7)

There are no differences are the remaining 8 scales.



Subscales:

Compared to their teachers GED students score higher on the Athletics (+12) and
Working with Objects (+12) subscales. As observed in the middle and high school
students significant differences are found in many subscales related to academic success:
linguistic sensitivity and writing, interpersonal skill and self-awareness and management.

GED students also display significant weaknesses as compared to high school
seniors on subscales related to math, language skills and personal effectiveness. As with
high school AR students we again observe weaknesses in musical instrumental skill and
disciplined kinesthetic activities.

Discussion:
Age Group Comparisons

To address the question of cross age group comparisons AR students will be first
compared to Academically Strong groups. This will be followed by an AR comparison
to General or Average Groups. These data are arranged in hierarchically in a graphic
format with amount of percentage point difference in brackets. Scales that are different
among all three age groups are in bold-faced type.

The first column lists middle school students' main scales that are higher, lower or
no significant differences. The second column lists high school students and the third

column lists adult scales.

At Risk Groups vs. Academically Strong

MS HS Adult
Higher: none none none
Lower: Intrapersonal (20) Linguistic (14) Linguistic(33)
Math/logic (15) Math/logic (13) Interper (12)
Interpersonal (11), Intrapersonal (9) Intraper (11)
Technical (9), General logic (9) Leader (21)
Linguistic (5). Leadership (8)
Innovation (6)
Kinesthetic (4)
No difference:
Musical Musical Musical
Kinesthetic Spatial Kinesthetic
Spatial Interpersonal Math/logic
Naturalist Naturalist Spatial
Innovative General logic
Innovation

Discussion:



Not surprisingly it is observed that across all age groups AR students score lower
on the Linguistic and Math-logic scales as compared to high achieving students. All three
age groups are also lower in the interpersonal skills. It is of particular interest that AR
students across all age groups are significantly lower in skills related to Intrapersonal
intelligence.

In contrast to these areas of weakness, it is observed that these AR students are
not different from their high achieving peers in many areas. Consistently observed are the
scales:

- Musical

- Spatial

- Naturalist
- Innovative

This constellation of abilities indicates that AR students are more skilled in the
non-academic, creative aspects of music, arts/crafts and nature. However, deficits are
evident in musical and kinesthetic activities requiring prolonged training and self-
discipline such as playing a sport or musical instrument and expressive movement. Math
can also be included in this group of activities requiring self-discipline and training.

At Risk Groups vs. Average Groups

MS HS Adult
Higher: Linguistic (7) None None
Musical (5)
Spatial (5)

Innovative (5)

Lower: Intrapersonal (10) Linguistic (14)
Math/logic (6) Musical (12)
Interpersonal (4) Kinesthetic (7)

No difference:
Kinesthetic All scales. All remaining scales.
Naturalist
Technical
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Discussion:

When AR students and adults are compared with average groups their deficits are
much less pronounced and
For high school students they disappear altogether as compared with AT students. Of
particular note are the four scales where the middle school students are actually
somewhat higher than the average group (Linguistic, Musical, Spatial and Innovative).

Summary:

The following 3 tables present the AR students MI profile as compared to criterion

referenced groups for each scale. The High range is a score of 60 and above, Moderate is

40 — 60 and Low range is below 40.

High
60+

Moderate:
40-60

Low:
Below 40

Intellectual Style:

Middle School- At Risk

N=35
Main

Musical, Spatial, Ling (57)

Interpersonal (50)
Kinesthetic, Naturalist (49)

Math-logic (44)
Intrapersonal (43)

Tech, Inno (Moderate)
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Subscales

Art Design (62)

Musical Appreciation (61)
Musical Vocal (61)
Musicality (58)

Animals (57)

Managing Feelings (43)
Knowing Self (42)
Linguistic Sensitivity (41)
Managing Behavior (40)
Calculations (40)
Instrumental (34)



High School: At Risk

N=160
Main

High:
60+ Interpersonal (58)
Moderate: = Musical, Spatial, Ling. (51)
40-60 Intrapersonal (50)

Naturalist (47)

Kinesthetic, Math-Logic (45)
Low:
Below 40

Intellectual Style: Lder, GL, Inno (Moderate)

High:
60+

Moderate:
40 —60

Low:
Below 40

Intellectual Style:

Adults: ABLE
N=16

Main

Interpersonal (53)
Intrapersonal (46)
Spatial (45)

Math-logic (44)

Naturalist, Musical (40)

Kinesthetic (39)

Linguistic (36)

all moderate
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Subscales

Musical Appreciation (62)
Persuaviseness (61)
Sensitivity to others (57)
Personal Knowledge (56)
Social (56)

Instrumental (41)
Everyday math (40)
Musical Vocal (40)
School Math (39)
Calculations (38)

Subscales

Musical Appreciation (55)
Personal Knowledge (53)
Social (53)
Persuasiveness (52)
Working with Objects (48)

Kinesthetic Dexterity (33)

Plants (32)

Expressive Sensitivity (32)
Vocal Music (27)

Instrumental (20)



AT RISK STUDY SUMMARY: Tentative
Branton Shearer
Multiple Intelligences Profile, Learning Style Preferences and Personality Features

> AR student MI profiles are low moderate and fairly flat. There are no specific areas of
strength. Specific deficits are related to academic tasks.

> Relative strengths tend toward "real world" and social activities with obvious limited
development of academic skill areas (math-logic, linguistic, self-management,
instrumental music).

> Relative MI strengths and learning style preferences would entail the following types of
activities:

- musical appreciation

- social activities

- working with objects

- opinion pieces

- persuasive speaking

> AR students are moderately self-aware probably more opinionated than skilled at high
level metacognitive tasks (self-management, goal setting, self-monitoring and
persistence).

> AR students are not achievement oriented and there are difficulties with long term
goal-setting & task persistence. Learning style tends toward interpersonal and self-
expression.

> Probable low tolerance for frustration and self-motivation especially for academic tasks
not directly related to interests/strengths. This makes the development of academic skills
especially difficult in light of their poor self-concept and low tolerance for frustration.

> AR students may prefer social activities but they are only moderately effective at
managing interpersonal relations. They are more followers than leaders with a preference

toward spoken language and persuasive speaking.

> Interest in music and athletic activities are for pleasure & self-expression rather than
disciplined skill-building.

> Other research has found that AR students possess poor self-concepts in all areas
(academic, physical and social).
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Instruction and Curriculum Planning Implications
How to motivate and engage students? Curriculum implications?

1. Ask their opinion

2. Have them speak persuasively.

3. Engage in curriculum-related social activities.

4. Develop compensatory activities for limited self-management skills.

5. Mix pleasure with work.

6. Provide steady positive feedback on incremental work efforts and visually chart
progress toward goal.

7. Provide regular positive descriptions of the potential of each students personal MI
strengths.

8. Embed academic skills in "real world" tasks related to their MI strength areas: music,
social, persuasive speaking, personal opinions.

9. Connect students with family and community role models / mentors via strengths.

10. Emphasize the long-term development of at least one skill that will provide positive
social feedback. Ideally, this will involve recognition from peers, at least one teacher, one
family member and one successful community person who shares the students' strength.
11. Teach the use of study strategies related to MI strengths.

12. Develop academic tasks that employ the use of social feedback, visual organizers, etc.
as a means to compensate for impairments in metacognition (goal setting, perseverance,
self-monitoring & correction, project management, asking for help, learning from
mistakes).

13. Use "hands-on" learning tasks.
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